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ABSTRACT
“Finding the Synoptic Gospels’ Construction Process: A Comparative-Linguistic
Analysis of the Eucharist and its Co-Texts”

Hojoon J. Ahn

McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario

Doctor of Philosophy, 2023

This study attempts to analyze the Eucharist in the Synoptic Gospels including their co-
texts (Matt 26:14-35; Mark 14:10-31; Luke 22:3-23, 31-34), via a Mode Register
Analysis based on Systemic Functional Linguistics. The purpose of this study is
threefold: (1) to model a linguistic methodology and to apply it to each text of the
Eucharist and its co-texts in the Synoptic Gospels, (2) to find meaningful linguistic
characteristics of each designated text via a comparative analysis based on the preceding
study, and finally (3) to suggest a balanced and plausible hypothesis which may offer
convincing explanations of the Synoptic Gospels’ construction process. The thesis of this
study is as follows: in the Synoptic Gospels’ construction process, each constructor
reflected the oral Gospel tradition(s) significantly, as the one who had
formed/contributed the tradition (probably Matthew), or the one who delivered it
(probably Mark), or the one who preserved it (probably Luke), though there is also the

possibility that each of them made use of written sources including the other Gospel(s).
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past two centuries, various arguments have been ardently presented concerning

»1 although the construction process and

the issue of the so-called “Synoptic Problem,
relationship between Synoptic Gospels had been discussed since Papias.? The major
position regarding the Synoptic Gospels throughout early church history was that
Matthew was written first, and Mark and Luke were written later, without mentions on
literary dependence between the three.®> However, since the eighteenth century, scholars
have suggested many kinds of hypotheses on the issue of the Synoptic Problem,* and

now the overwhelming scholarly consensus is literary dependence on Mark and Q: the

Two Source Hypothesis.® Besides this, positions such as the Two Gospel Hypothesis®

11t has been regarded as a “problem” due to its enigmatic character in terms of finding a solution to
several questions: “What is the first written Gospel? Were Gospels dependent on one another or
independent?” According to Stanley E. Porter and Bryan R. Dyer, the very term “Synoptic Problem”
seems problematic since, the moment we define this as a “problem,” we get an image that there is
something wrong with it—especially in terms of how the Synoptic Gospels are relating to one another—
and it can create an illusion that there is a solution. See Porter and Dyer, “Synoptic Problem,” 13. Bruce
Chilton also has this type of opinion: “The Synoptic Problem ... is also the banner of a perspective, which
sees that relationship as a problem, a complicated interaction of sources which can ultimately be named
and described according to their place in the process of documentary cause and effect which produced the
Gospels” (Chilton, Rabbi, 3; italics are mine). Withholding these concerns, this study will use the term
“Synoptic Problem” limitedly just for convenience’s sake.

2 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15. More details on this will be covered in chapter 1 of this dissertation.

3 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.24.6-7; Augustine, Cons. 1.2.3.; cf. Tzamalikos, Origen, 2.

4 It will be covered in chapter 1, the literature review.

% In the nineteenth century, Markan priority started to be magnified by Karl Lachman (1793-1851)
and Heinrich J. Holtzmann (1832-1910), even though it seems that Markan priority was originally
initiated by Gottlob C. Storr (1746-1805). After that, in 1924, influenced by the work of William Sanday
(1843-1920), Burnett H. Streeter (1874—1937) contended that Mark’s Gospel was written first, then
Matthew and Luke constructed their Gospels based on Mark, “Q” (Quelle; source), with a source used by
Matthew (M) and a source used by Luke (L). Streeter argues that Proto-Luke, which was formed by Q and
L, influenced the construction of the Gospel of Luke along with Mark’s Gospel. See Streeter, Four
Gospels, 150. This hypothesis is called “the Two Source Hypothesis” (or Four Source Hypothesis), and in
a considerable time this hypothesis had become dominant in the academic field of the Synoptic Problem.
Representative advocates of this position are Werner G. Kiimmel, Christopher M. Tuckett, and Craig A.
Evans.

® In the eighteenth century, based on several scholars’ suggestions, a critical study of the
relationship among the Synoptic Gospels was pursued by Johann J. Griesbach (1745-1812). See Porter,



and the Farrer Hypothesis,” which all belong to the literary dependence hypothesis, have
also been accepted by considerable scholars. The comparative analysis of the arguments
of three representative scholars in the literary dependent positions (the Two Source
Hypothesis of Craig A. Evans, the Farrer Hypothesis of Mark Goodacre, and the Two
Gospel Hypothesis of David B. Peabody)® in chapter 1 will show us the following
aspects: (1) the utilized texts of the Synoptic Gospels by the three scholars to support
each of their own positions barely overlap each other; (2) when the texts are
overlapping, they interpret the same texts differently and find different evidence(s)
which support each of their positions, and particularly, they interpreted the Double
Tradition (the common parts of Matthew and Luke) very differently.® Even though each
interpretation contradicts the other interpretation(s), it does not mean that all the

interpretations are wrong; logically speaking, one of them still could be right. As a

“Synoptic Problem,” 75. Griesbach asserted that the Gospel of Matthew was written first, then Luke’s
Gospel was written via reliance on Matthew, then lastly, Mark’s Gospel was written by relying on
Matthew and Luke (Griesbach Hypothesis). See Griesbach, “Demonstration,” 106. After the dominant
period of the Two Source Hypothesis, in 1964, William R. Farmer (1921-2000) revived the Griesbach
Hypothesis via his monograph on the Synoptic Problem, which argues Matthean priority and the reliance
on Matthew of Luke and Mark (also Mark’s use of Luke), along with the influence of oral tradition; this
was called “the Two Gospel Hypothesis.” In The Synoptic Problem: A Critical Analysis, after analyzing
the problem of the Two Source Hypothesis supporters’ assertion (48—198), Farmer reveals the evidence of
the Two Gospel Hypothesis by presenting sixteen steps (199-232) along with the evidence of Mark’s
redaction (233—83). A representative proponent of the Two Gospel Hypothesis is David B. Peabody.

" Before Farmer’s assertion, in 1955, another position supporting Markan priority was attempted by
Austin Farrer (1904-68). He objected to the existence of Q in his article (Farrer, “Dispensing with Q,” 55—
88), and it was called “the Farrer Hypothesis.” A representative advocate for the Farrer Hypothesis is
Michael D. Goulder and Mark Goodacre. Especially, Goulder tried to extend Farrer’s work via the
“lectionary theory.” See Westfall, “Goulder,” 136. In addition, Andris Abakuks (Statistics, 179—-81)
supports the Farrer Hypothesis by investigating the Synoptic Gospels statistically.

8 For a more detailed explanation of each position, see Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 27-45;
Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 47-66; Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 67-88.

% A representative example can be shown in the different interpretations of Matt 26:68; Luke 22:64
(cf. Mark 14:65). Chapter 1 reveals how the three advocates in the Dependence Hypothesis (Evans,
Goodacre, Peabody) differently interpret the same passages according to each of their positions (Evans,
“Two Source Hypothesis,” 31; Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 56; Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,”
81).



matter of fact, we cannot deny that each position has strong grounds in its arguments.
Nevertheless, neither can we deny that each position has clear limitations as well.X? In
such a situation, we may need to consider another approach from a different angle,
which may resolve the limitations of the literary dependence hypotheses.

The scholars supporting the Oral Tradition Hypothesis'! presume that the
formative process of the Gospels was considerably complex and that various elements
were involved in the process.? Scholars, such as B. F. Westcott (1825-1901),%3 Rudolf
Bultmann (1884-1976),%* Birger Gehardsson (1926-2013),'® Samuel Byrskog,® Richard

Bauckham,!” Rainer Riesner, Werner H. Kelber,'® David Wenham,'® and others?® have

10 Several limitations of each position within the literary dependence hypothesis will be shown in
chapter 1.

1 This position focuses on the role of oral tradition in the process of construction of the Synoptic
Gospels. For a brief history of the oral tradition studies focusing on the “modal unidirectionality from oral
into written tradition,” see Lee, Jesus and Gospel Tradition, 20-36.

12 Regarding the complexity of the formation of the Gospels based on the various portraits of Jesus
circulated among the followers and observers of early Christian society, see Keith et al., “Introduction,”
XV—XXVil.

13 Influenced by Johann K. L. Gieseler’s (1792-1854) understanding of oral Ur-Gospel (Baum,
“Synoptic Problem,” 914), B. F. Westcott asserts that there has been a common oral tradition regarding
Jesus’ ministry and teaching, and they affected each Synoptic Gospel separately (Westcott, Study of the
Gospels, 152-95).

14 After Westcott, Rudolf Bultmann (Synoptic Tradition, 368) contends that the formulation of the
Gospels was influenced by the Synoptic tradition of the early Christian community.

15 Based on the critique of Form Criticism, Birger Gerhardsson (Origins, 8-9) attempted to study
the origins of the Gospel source and its transmission historically. Here, Gerhardsson criticizes Form
Criticism that “their work is not sufficiently Aistorical.” In particular, he focuses on the oral and written
transmission of the early Church community compared to Rabbinic Judaism in his scheme of memory
theory (Gerhardsson, Memory & Manuscript, X—xvi).

16 Via the analysis based on the modern discipline of oral history, Samuel Byrskog (Story as
History, 305) contends that the Gospel narrative should be regarded as “a story as history” and, at the
same time, “a history as a story” since its tradition “originated and developed in a constant process of re-
oralization.”

17 With confidence that the Gospels contain historical and theological aspects, Richard Bauckham
(Jesus and the Eyewitnesses, 5—7) focuses on eyewitnesses’ reliable “testimony” in the Gospels since “the
Gospels were written within living memory of the events they recount.”

18 Kelber, Memory; “Oral Tradition”; Written Gospel.

19 Wenham, From Good News to Gospels.

2 E.g., David Rhoads, Joanna Dewey, and Donald Michie (Mark as Story, xi—xii) argue that the
Gospel of Mark was told for the audiences of that time as an oral performance by heart. Their observation
shows us the memorable ability of people of that era. In addition, an extended or revised form of the
Orality and Memory Hypothesis is “Media Criticism,” which deals with four parts: (1) orality studies, (2)



focused on the oral tradition’s influence on the Gospels.?! Based on their studies, the
Orality and Memory Hypothesis has been developed in detail as one type of the Oral
Tradition Hypothesis.

One of the scholars of the Orality and Memory Hypothesis is Riesner.?? His model
is particularly notable in terms of the Synoptic Gospels’ construction process in which it
considers the plausible situation of Jesus’ era. He argues that the Synoptic Gospels
significantly contain Jesus’ teachings and stories about him which were preserved in the
early Christian Communities’ traditions based on memory and mediums at hand (e.g.,
note-taking).?® In this sense, he asserts that the Synoptic Gospels were possibly written
in a literary-independent way.?* However, this position also has limitations, particularly,
in that it does not consider the identity of each Gospel’s constructor enough.

In order to find the construction process of Synoptic Gospels, in light of oral
tradition(s) and the constructor’s identity, this study attempts to analyze the Eucharistic
passages in the Synoptic Gospels including their co-texts (Matt 26:14-35; Mark 14:10—

31; Luke 22:3-23, 31-34)? via a mode Register Analysis (hereafter RA) model based

social memory theory, (3) performance criticism, and (4) the reception of the Bible in modern media. See
Elder, “Media Criticism,” 315.

21 When this study refers to “oral tradition,” it means “oral Gospel tradition,” except the “oral
tradition” section of chapter 2 where we deal with the general meaning of oral traditions.

22 Rainer Riesner’s methodological approach and applications were dealt with in my paper “Rainer
Riesner: A Synthetic-Historical Researcher on the Historical Jesus and Gospel Tradition Studies,” which
was a research project with Porter in 2017 (it has been revised/edited for publication). Concerning the
process of Gospel formation, Riesner takes four steps as follows: (1) background: Jewish elementary
education; (2) origin: Jesus as a teacher; (3) transmission: pre-Synoptic traditions (which assumes a
previous sort of half-step of preservation by Jesus’ immediate disciples); and (4) publication: the Synoptic
Gospels (“Messianic Teacher,” 409—43). For more detailed elements of Riesner’s hypothesis, see Riesner,
“Orality and Memory,” 107.

23 Thus, Riesner argues that “the tradition preserved in the Synoptic Gospels” has the value of a
historical source (Jesus als Lehrer, 1-2).

24 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 107.

25 This study deals with the Eucharistic passages and the surrounding co-texts in the Synoptic
Gospels: Matt 26:14-35, Mark 14:10-31, and Luke 22:3-23, 31-34. Luke 22:1-2 and 22:24-30 are
omitted here, since they do not have direct parallels in Matthew and Mark. Furthermore, by omitting them,



on Systemic Functional Linguistics (hereafter SFL). The designated texts can be
regarded as an effective test case for this study since they show us clear differences as
well as remarkable similarities between the three versions of the same “context of
situation.”?® Furthermore, the study of these texts seems meaningful in that they have not
yet been linguistically dealt with adequately.?” The purpose of this study is threefold: (1)
to model a linguistic methodology and to apply it to each text of the Eucharist and its co-
texts in the Synoptic Gospels, (2) to find meaningful linguistic characteristics of each
designated text via a comparative analysis based on the preceding study, and finally (3)
to suggest a balanced and plausible hypothesis which may offer convincing explanations

of the Synoptic Gospel’s constructions process.

the text amount is similar to each amount of the other two text, which may help the comparative analysis
between the three texts. A linguistic analysis of the Gospel according to Luke, however, will be done with
the omitted parts in mind, and they will be referred to and analyzed when it is deemed necessary. Other
relevant Eucharistic texts (1 Cor 11:17-34; cf. John 6:51-58; 19:34, etc.) are not the direct objects of this
study since its main focus is on the Synoptic texts related to the issue of the Synoptic Problem.
Nevertheless, a part of 1 Cor 11:17-34 (1 Cor 11:25b) will be comparatively dealt with in chapter 6.

% Some parallel passages of the Synoptic Gospels are debatable whether they took place in a single
context (e.g., Matt 5:1-7:29; Luke 6:20—49). However, the designated texts of this study appear to have
happened in one context without dispute. In this respect, the designated texts meet the aim of this study
effectively, which is searching for the construction processes of the three versions of a single historical
event.

2" There have been many studies regarding Jesus’ Eucharistic words, and a literature review on the
representative writings regarding the Eucharist is attempted in my monograph History of Interpretation of
the Eucharist and Joachim Jeremias. The above monograph observes the history of interpretation of the
Eucharist via analyzing scholars in this area. Many scholars’ major focus in terms of methodology is
liturgical, systematic (or dogmatic), and historical. Among the scholars, this monograph deals with
Joachim Jeremias’s work on the Eucharist in detail by analyzing his diverse methodology and its
application to the Eucharistic texts. However, his linguistic analysis seems insufficient due to his lack of
knowledge of modern linguistic theories.



CHAPTER 1: ASURVEY OF STUDIES ON THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM

Introduction
The field of the Synoptic Gospel studies is vast. The major topics regarding the Synoptic

29 ¢

studies can be classified into threefold categories: “Genre,” “the Synoptic Problem,” and
“the Historical Jesus.” First, the genre study on the Synoptic Gospels is about the Gospel
texts’ distinct types such as “history,” “biography,” “folk literature,” etc.! The
identification of the genre of the Gospel is crucial because the way of interpreting the
Gospels may be affected according to its genre.? Second, the study on “Synoptic
Problem” is concerned with studying the interrelationship among the Synoptic Gospels
which share similar (or identical) features along with different features.® Numerous
scholars have attempted to settle this issue,* but it is not yet fully settled.® Third, the
Historical Jesus research has generally addressed the issue of the real aspect of Jesus’

life and teaching.® This research tends to be related to the Synoptic Problem, since not a

few scholars regard differences in the synoptic parallels as indicating their

1 The views on the Gospels’ genre can be historically arranged as follows: (1) to the Reformers, the
Gospels were understood as “history,” or sometimes as “biography”; (2) to the Form-critical scholars
(Karl L. Schmidt, Bultmann), in which the Gospels were identified as “popular folk literature”; (3) to the
Redaction-critical scholars (G. Bornkamm, Hans Conzelmann), in which the Gospels were regarded as
“community document”; and (4) to the Literary-critical scholars, in which the Gospels were considered as
“first century literature.” See Burridge, “Genre,” 336-37. Richard A. Burridge argues that the Gospels
were written as an ancient biography focusing on one person, Jesus of Nazareth (Gospels, 339).

2 Burridge, “Gospel: Genre,” 129.

3 Baum, “Synoptic Problem,” 911.

4 According to Porter and Dyer (“Synoptic Problem,” 14-23), the four major hypotheses have been
suggested in terms of the Synoptic Problem: “the Two Gospels Hypothesis,” “the Two Source
Hypothesis,” “the Oral Tradition and Memory Hypothesis,” and “the Farrer Hypothesis.”

5 Robert H. Stein refers to the long journey on this theme as follows: “it may well be that more time
and effort has been spent on this ‘Synoptic Problem’ than on any other biblical issue” (Synoptic Gospels,
18).

6 Evans, ed., Historical Jesus, 1-3.



untrustworthiness. They usually focus on the issues of priority and authenticity of the
Gospels.’

In the broad area of Synoptic Gospel studies, this chapter aims to review a brief
history® of the Synoptic Problem studies. In addition, we will analyze four major
hypotheses (the Two Source Hypothesis, the Farrer Hypothesis, the Two Gospel
Hypothesis, and the Orality and Memory Hypothesis) which are borrowed from The
Synoptic Problem: Four Views.® This analysis in the end will lead us to propose a

balanced position on the Synoptic Gospels.

A Brief History of the Studies Related to the Synoptic Problem

Papias to Spinoza
The first mention regarding the constructing process and the characteristics of the
Synoptic Gospels in church history is found in Papias’s utterance. Papias (75-140) was a
bishop of Hierapolis, a city in Asia Minor, and was one of the third-generation Christians
who had been taught the Christian tradition by a community that followed Jesus.°

According to records of Irenaeus (115-200), Papias was the “hearer” of John who

preached Jesus’ words.!! In his book, Exegeses of the Lord’s Sayings, Papias comments

" Many scholars have approached this issue with the Aramaic language hypothesis (e.g., Jeremias,
Eucharistic Words, 160-203). However, Porter suggests Jesus’ possible use of Greek to provide a new
criterion for authenticity via linguistic analysis (Authenticity, 22-25).

8 In the part dealing with the history of the studies concerned with the Synoptic Problem, I will
discuss about those who played an important role from the early church to modern times.

® Porter and Dyer, eds., Synoptic Problem. It seems meaningful to arrange the recent trend of the
Synoptic Problem studies according to this book since the four contributors (Evans, Goodacre, Peabody,
and Riesner) to the book can be rightly regarded as the recent representative proponents of the four major
positions of the Synoptic Problem.

10 Perumalil, “Papias,” 361.

11 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.1; for the original source, see Irenaeus, Haer. 5.33.4.



about Mark and Matthew as follows (the following is Jeremy M. Schott’s translation):
And the presbyter used to say this: that Mark was Peter’s translator, and he wrote
down accurately, though not in order, what he remembered [hearing] about what
the Lord had said and done. For he had not heard the Lord or been his followers,
but later, as I said, was Peter’s. Peter used to teach using short examples, but he
did not compose an ordered account of the Lord’s sayings, with the result that
Mark did not err in writing the particulars he remembered. For he took forethought
for one thing, not to falsify or omit anything of what he had heard in the accounts
he wrote ... Matthew composed the sayings in the Hebrew language, and each
translated them as well as he could.!?
As regards Papias’s comments on Mark, while Schott translates épuyveutss as
“translator,” G. A. Williamson translates it as “interpreter.”*® In principle, both
translations are possible.!* If we translate it as “interpreter,” it can be understood as a
person who tries to explain the meaning of Peter’s words according to one’s own
thoughts rather than writing them down as they are. However, in Papias’s comments,
Mark is portrayed as a person who writes down Peter’s words accurately and constructs
the Gospel accordingly. The other possible translation, “translator,” could be understood
as implying Mark’s role in translating Peter’s Aramaic/Hebrew wordings into Greek. As
regards Papias’s comment on Matthew, we note that Matthew is portrayed as a person
who translated Jesus’ Semitic words into Greek.*® From the discussions above, we can

conclude that Papias regards Mark and Matthew as responsible preservers of “what the

Lord had said and done,” even though it is still debatable whether Jesus taught in

12 Busebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15-16 (Schott); the original source is from the fragment of Papias’s
Exegeses of the Lord’s Sayings.

13 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15 (Williamson).

14 According to J. H. Thayer and G. Abbott-Smith, éppnveutris means “interpreter,” and it also has
the possibility to be rendered as “translator.” See Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon, 250; Abbott-Smith,
Manual Greek Lexicon, 180. W. D. Mounce suggests translating this word primarily into a translator. See
Mounce, Greek-Dictionary.

15 In fact, every word of Papias’s comment on Matthew is notoriously ambiguous. Nevertheless,
the above understanding could be arguably drawn out. See France, Evangelist, 53—60.



Aramaic/Hebrew or Greek.'® We can also affirm that, in Papias’s comments, there is no
mention of how the Gospels of Matthew and Mark influenced each other. In other
words, the concept of literary dependence between the Synoptic Gospels is not found in
Papias.

Justin Martyr (100—-165) was a non-Jewish philosopher, theologian, apologist,
exegete, and Christian martyr.}” He regards the Gospels as “memoirs” of the Apostles:
“The Apostles in their memoirs, which are called Gospels, have handed down what Jesus
ordered them to do.”*® This expression of Justin significantly reveals the possibility that
the words given by Jesus already existed as an oral tradition by the apostles’ memory
before the written Gospels. The approach he took to interpret the Gospels was, in a
sense, harmonization.'® Criticizing the inconsistency and contradictions in Greek’s myth
and philosophy, he pursued to harmonize the Gospels in his writings.?’ According to
David L. Dungan, the reason was: “Far from being meant to replace the Christian
Gospels, his harmonized quotations were ... intended to keep the Christian message as
clear as possible.”?! A reliance on Matthew is found when Justin tries harmonization—in
an interpretative point of view—, which seems to have been due to his valuing of
Matthew’s tendency to represent Christ in fulfilment of the OT, rather than pursuing a

Matthean priority.?? Justin makes no reference on one Gospel’s priority or literary

16 In such a situation, it can be inferred that the Gospels written in Greek may have been in Aramaic
or Hebrew at an earlier stage—although there is also a possibility that the Gospels were originally written
in Greek based on Jesus’ teachings in Greek and his disciples’ testimony in Greek. For more detailed
information, see Ahn, Fundamental Foundations.

17 Parvis and Foster, eds., Justin Martyr, 1.

18 Justin, I Apol. 66.

19 Lohr, “Justin Martyr,” 439.

20 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 38.

21 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 39.

22 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 39; Kohler, Die Rezeption des Matthéiusevangeliums.
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dependence on one another.

Tatian (110-180), Justin’s student, took his teacher’s approach and created a
harmonized Gospel called Diatessaron (or the Euangellion da-Mehallete; Gospel of the
Mixed), “a gospel harmony combining the four ‘canonical’ Gospels with one or more
Jewish-Christian gospel(s).”?® By doing this, Tatian tried to make a “single seamless
narrative.”?* This combined text was widespread in eastern countries—as far as China.?®
It seems that Tatian’s purpose in creating this text—Ilike Justin—was to pursue the
consistency of the Gospels while criticizing the inconsistency of Greek philosophy at the
time. In other words, he tried to construct a combined gospel for “catechetical and/or
apologetic functions.”?® In Tatian, there is again no reference to an idea of the priority of
any Gospel or the literary dependence between the Gospels.

Marcion of Sinope (85—-160) does not admit the OT—the canon of the Jews—as a
true scripture and rejected any attempt to portray Jesus Christ as the king and the
Messiah of the Jews.?” He even says that Jesus was neither born nor crucified but only
“appeared out of the blue”: thus, he only admits Jesus’ divinity.?® The only Gospel he
admits is the Gospel of Luke, except for chapters 1 and 2—the accounts of Jesus’ birth
and youth. He does not admit any Jewish elements even in that Gospel.?° As regards the
Synoptic Problem, it seems that he tried to solve this problem by excluding all the

Gospels other than the Gospel of Luke and regarding it as the only true Gospel.

2 Hunt, Christianity, 56.

24 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 41.

% Hunt, Christianity, 145.

%6 Perrin, “Diatessaron,”145.

27 Foster, “Marcion,” 273.

2 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 48.

2 Marcion, Gospel of the Lord, i—viii.
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Celsus, a philosopher, criticized Christianity by publishing a book called On the
True Doctrine in the era of Marcus Aurelius.®’ He can be seen as the first philosopher to
attack Christianity in earnest. Although his data are mostly lost, his views are revealed in
the refutation made by Origen.3! Basically, Celsus regards Christianity as a religion
derived from Stoicism and Plato’s philosophy. His position on the Gospels as revealed
by Origen is as follows. “Some believers as though from a drinking bout go so far as to
oppose themselves and alter the original text of the gospel three or four or several times
over, and they change its character to enable them to deny difficulties in the face of
criticism.”3? According to Henry Chadwick, “Celsus’s meaning is uncertain. He may
mean the different gospels, three or four being a reference to the canonical four (it is just
conceivable that the phrase shows knowledge of those who rejected St. John), and
several to the apocryphal gospels.”®® Considering Chadwick’s comment, we need to pay
attention to Celsus’s statement that “Some believers ... alter the original text of the
gospel three or four or several times over,” which hints that he believed in the existence
of an original gospel with priority. Celsus argues that the original gospel text was altered
by Christians for their own purposes; thus, he claims a literary dependence between the
original one and the subsequent ones. In this sense, Celsus could be regarded as a
pioneer of the concepts of Gospel priority and literary dependence. Also, through his
argument, he has made the church recognize the interrelationship between the Gospels

as a problem, which scholars later called the “Synoptic Problem,” as a task to be solved.

%0 Ford, “Only the Foolish,” 21.

31 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 59.

32 Origen, Cels. 2.27.

3 Origen, Contra Celsum, 90 (it is written by Chadwick, the editor of this volume, as a footnote).
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Origen (185-253) can be considered as the first Christian scholar to organize the
so-called Synoptic Problem logically and systematically.>* He addresses one of the key
issues in the Synoptic Problem by asking what consists a reliable and authentic text
about Jesus.®® Origen views the Gospel of Matthew as the first authentic Gospel to be
written, and he mentions that the rest of the Gospels were written in the order of
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.

About the four gospels, which alone are unopposed in the church of God under

heaven, I have learned by tradition that the first to have been written was the one

according to him who was then a tax-collector, but later an apostle of Jesus Christ—

—Matthew—which he put out for the believers from Judaism, and was composed in

Hebrew letters. And that the second is that According to Mark, who produced it

with Peter’s guidance, and whom Peter declares a “son” in the general letter where

he says, “Your fellow elect in Babylon and Mark, my son, greet you.” And the

third is that According to Luke, who produced for those from the Gentiles the
gospel praised by Paul, and last of all that According to John.*®

Origen seems to demonstrate the traditional order of formation of the four Gospels.
Though he clearly talks about the order of formation, however, he does not refer to the
interrelationship between the Gospels. Origen rather views the diversity of the Gospels
as evidence of the Holy Spirit’s accommodation to human’s different needs and
capacities.®” In Origen’s remarks concerning the second Gospel’s construction process,
“Peter’s guidance” can be considered as verbally given by Peter to Mark. This may
possibly infer that Origen was aware of the existence of oral testimony about Jesus.

Porphyry of Tyre (234-305) attempted to refute Christianity in detail after reading

% Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 66.

% Regarding the relationship between the Gospels, Origen had the following questions: “Which
Gospels are the authentic records of the life and ministry of Jesus Christ?; Which texts of the authentic
Gospels must be used?; How were these authentic Gospels composed, and how were they originally
related to one another?; How should they be rightly interpreted?” See Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 69.

36 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.4-6. Italics are mine.

3" Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 111.
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the entire Bible, the canon of Christianity.*® He has been called the most
notorious/dangerous enemy among the church’s adversaries,*® though someone may call
him a constructive critic.*® His writings were mostly destroyed by Constantine the Great
and can only be found indirectly through the writings of those who wrote against him.

In Porphyry’s writing, it is mentioned: “The saying in John 6:54 about eating his
flesh and drinking his blood is worse than the cannibals in its savagery. The first three
Gospel writers probably omitted it because it was so repulsive.”*! Porphyry tried to find
seemingly inordinate or contradictory words of Jesus and, by doing this, tried to reveal
the falsehoods in and problems of the Christian faith. From his wordings, we can at least
recognize his perspective and premise on the Gospels, that the authors of the Synoptic
Gospels deliberately omitted the words of Jesus in the Gospel of John due to
inappropriateness, despite their knowledge. Porphyry’s understanding of the Gospels
presumes that the Gospels were written according to the personal judgments and
intentions of the Gospel authors.

What Porphyry says below is more directly related to the Synoptic Problem: the
problem of data inconsistency.

There are numerous discrepancies in the four accounts of the crucifixion of Jesus.

Mark says someone offered Jesus vinegar, and he uttered the cry “My God, My

God,” etc. Matthew says it was wine mixed with gall which he tasted and refused.

John says they gave him vinegar with hyssop, which he took and said, “It is

finished,” and died. Luke says the great cry was “Father into thy hands,” etc.
These discrepancies show that the Gospels are not historically reliable.*?

38 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 90.

39 Cf. Busebius, Hist. eccl. 6.19.2.

40 According to George Karamanolis (Early Christianity, 3), Porphyry criticized Christians’
“simple” trust in their own faith without critical examination.

41 Quotation from Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 94.

42 Quotation from Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 95.
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Porphyry, however, approaches the so-called Synoptic Problem too simply by merely
enumerating divergent data from the Gospels, and treats such diversity in the Gospels as
historically unreliable. In short, Porphyry claims that the authors of each Gospel have
changed the text of the previous Gospel(s) according to their own purposes, which
resulted in the diversity of the Gospels; his view in the end shares a similar concept with
the literary dependence hypothesis.

Eusebius of Caesarea (260—340), a historian and theologian, countered Porphyry’s
argument and attempted to reveal that the inconsistencies in the Gospels can be
sufficiently explained harmoniously. His position on the Synoptic Problem is shown in
his explanation on the Gospel texts that seem like discrepancies. For example, the
following shows how Eusebius deals with the divergencies between Luke and Matthew
concerning the childhood of Jesus: “After Jesus was born, he was circumcised in the
temple and taken to Nazareth (Luke), but two years later, Joseph and Mary went to
Bethlehem again, whence they fled to Egypt (Matthew).”*® We can recognize from these
references that Eusebius tried to explain the problem of the Synoptic Gospels in the
manner of harmonization to defend the authority of the Gospels against his
contemporary opponents. Nevertheless, Eusebius did not deal with this issue in physical
harmonization but in a way that respects the “original literal diversity” of each Gospel
and empathized the massive, shared materials among the Gospels.** He surely

recognized the presence of oral tradition, which played a role in the construction process

43 Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, 123.
4 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 111. David L. Dungan praises Eusebius’s approach as “a brilliant
solution to an exceedingly thorny problem.”
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of the second Gospel.*

Augustine of Hippo (354—430) is a philosopher and theologian who was once
involved in Manichaeism. Manichaeans regarded inconsistencies between the Gospels as
creating contradictions and called Christianity “muddle-headed.”*® Augustine wrote On
the Harmony of the Gospels to defend against these attacks on Christianity by revealing
each Gospel’s value and authority. His approach to the Gospels is divided into two parts:
(1) from the beginning to the Eucharist, he compares and analyzes the four Gospels,
centering on Matthew; (2) from the Eucharist to the end (resurrection), he constructs a
harmonized version of the four Gospels.*” In book 1, chapter 1 of The Harmony of the
Gospels, Augustine deals with the authority of the Gospels, first presenting Matthew and
John as direct witnesses to Jesus, and then presenting Mark and Luke as indirect
experiencers.*® Augustine also identifies the order in which the four Gospels were
written as follows: Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.*® Here Augustine addresses that
Mark and Luke were supported by Matthew and John; however, Augustine addresses
that the authority of all four Gospels can be accepted as divine because all these
processes took place through the agency of the Holy Spirit.>® His basic presupposition is

9551

that each evangelist was fully aware of their “predecessor(s)”>" and did not exclude or

ignore what the predecessor(s) had done, but nevertheless constructed each Gospel

4 Busebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1.

46 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 113.

47 Dungan addresses that Augustine constitutes a synthesis of the four Gospels and a “literally true
super-narrative” since the Titan (Synoptic Problem, 118); however, this assessment seems somewhat
excessive. It seems better to say: Augustine attempted partial harmonization.

4 Augustine, Cons. 1.1.1-2

49 Augustine, Cons. 1.2.3.

% Augustine, Cons. 1.1.2.

51 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 136.
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under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, while restraining “any superfluous conjoint
compositions.”? Since Augustine argues that the Gospel of Mark was constructed by
using the Gospel of Matthew,>® Augustine’s position, in this sense, can be regarded as
the literary dependence hypothesis.”®* Augustinian Hypothesis ended previous debates

)*® and became a concrete

by other religions (e.g., the Manichaeans, the Porphyrians
position of the Christian church for more than 1000 years.>®

Now, we will focus on the era of the Protestant Reformers. It is well known that
Martin Luther (1483—1546), a pioneer of Protestantism, placed Paul’s writings, not the
Gospels, at the center of his hermeneutics, especially Romans and Galatians. He placed
particular importance on the Gospel of John compared to other canonical Gospels.>” Of
course, he had no doubts regarding their canonical status; he did not deny the authority
of the three Gospels. However, he was particularly interested in the Gospel of John.
Such a tendency he held was probably due to his view on Jesus: a savior rather than a
lawgiver. To borrow Dungan’s words, Luther only had a slight interest in the Synoptic
Gospels because “he refused to use the teachings of Christ in the Gospels as a guide to
Christian holiness.”® In his monograph, Sermons on the Gospel of St. John, Luther

59

compared the Gospel of John with other Gospels and dealt with the differences® in an

Augustinian harmonistic stance.®

52 Augustine, Cons. 1.2.4.

53 Augustine, Cons. 1.2.4. Cf. Griesbach, “Demonstration,” 104. Here Griesbach says, “Augustine
was, as we know, the first to state that Mark followed Matthew as a sort of abbreviator and close imitator.”

% Strickland, “Synoptic Problem,” 10.

55 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 140.

% Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 140.

57 Luther, Gospel of St. John, ix.

%8 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 178.

% Luther, Gospel of St. John, 160, 218.

8 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 179.
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John Calvin (1509—64), a protestant theologian and reformer, considers the
Gospels as “four histories” in which the gospel of God—God’s great work for salvation
through Jesus’ birth, death, and resurrection—was revealed through the inspiration of the
Holy Spirit.%! Calvin addresses that each evangelist’s role was not decisive in terms of
the construction of each Gospel.®? In his commentary on Mark, for instance, Calvin says,
“it is of little importance to us, provided only we believe that he (Mark) is a properly
qualified and divinely appointed witness, who committed nothing to writing, but as the
Holy Spirit directed him and guided his pen.”®® Calvin’s following words reveal his
position supporting the independent formation of the Gospels: “he [Mark] had not seen
Matthew’s book when he wrote his own.”% Calvin also begins his account of Luke by
saying: “as they [the three Evangelists] intended to give an honest narrative of what they
knew to be certain and undoubted, each followed that method which he reckoned
best.”® In describing the commonalities and differences in the Synoptic Gospels, Calvin
regards each evangelist as providing an “honest narrative” based on what they firmly
knew and were guided by the Holy Spirit. He concludes that the Gospels constitute
“astonishing harmony.”®® Thus, for Calvin, the similarities and differences between the
Gospels did not matter, and if we are to ask the reason for the Gospels’ such
characteristics, he would say that they came from the Holy Spirit who played the most

crucial role in the construction of the Gospels.®’

81 Calvin, Harmony, 14-15.

82 Calvin, Harmony, 15.

83 Calvin, Harmony, 15.

8 Calvin, Harmony, 15.

8 Calvin, Harmony, 15.

% Calvin, Harmony, 15.

87 Cf. Strickland, “Synoptic Problem,” 23. Here Michael Strickland says, “Calvin argued ... that the

Holy Spirit was the source of their agreements as well as their differences.”
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Baruch Spinoza (1632-77), a philosopher of Jewish origin, asserts that the biblical
text is “a product of human history and evolution,” and therefore, that the Bible should
be interpreted thoroughly in the light of natural history and “the natural light of
reason.”%® As regards the Gospels, he believes that the evangelists were not prophets and
were not inspired by the Holy Spirit; he regards the Gospels as books written by
humans. Spinoza compactly reveals his understanding of the construction and
relationship between the Gospels as follows: “Each Evangelist preached his message in
a different place, and each wrote down in simple style what he had preached with a view
to telling clearly the story of Christ, and not with a view to explaining the other
Evangelists.”® Through this, we can derive two conclusions on Spinoza’s understanding
of the Gospels: (1) the construction of the Gospels was done by four evangelists based
on their message and style; (2) each Gospel was written independently without any

influence from other Gospels.

Lessing to Dunn
Spinoza’s historical-critical approach was developed by later scholars. Gotthold E.
Lessing (1729-81), a pioneer in the area of religion, aesthetics, and poetry,’° attempts a

historical-critical approach to the Synoptic Problem. In his article, Lessing argues that

88 Gignilliat, Criticism, 15. Baruch Spinoza addresses that the Bible is not the word of God, the
word of God is rather in our hearts; thus, the truth regarding God is attainable from outside the Bible. See
Spinoza, Treatise, 145; Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 244. According to Dungan, Spinoza began the
historical criticism, and as a result, an academic atmosphere that focused on the history of the text itself
rather than the referent of the Bible (e.g., God’s activity, Jesus Christ). See Dungan, Synoptic Problem,
172. Dungan (Synoptic Problem, 259) also says that all of these approaches were carefully calculated and
intended, and caution should be taken with these destructive intents.

8 Spinoza, Treatise, 150.

0 Zimmern, Lessing, V.
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Matthew, Mark, and Luke are three separate translated versions based on the original
Gospel, that is, the Hebrew or Syriac-Chaldaic Gospel of Nazarenes (cf. Acts 24:5), a
hypothetical Gospel based on oral tradition retained by the Apostles.”* In other words, he
claims that variants emerged in the process of translating the original Gospel by each
evangelist. Lessing asserts that Matthew made the first translated version of the original
Gospel faithfully and cautiously.’? He also addresses that Luke had the original Gospel,
translated most of it, but changed the order and refined the language.” Regarding Mark,
Lessing proposes that he had the original Gospel but composed its abstract version
because he had a less complete copy.’* In short, Lessing’s position is that each Gospel is
dependent on the original Gospel but independent from each other.

Johann J. Griesbach (1745-1812) is a scholar who contributed to the study of New

5 and

Testament by constructing his critical volumes of the Greek text, synopsis,’
Synoptic theory. In particular, he theorizes a specific model for the Synoptic Problem by
arguing for the literary relationships between the Gospels with a source-critical and
historical-critical theory.’® Griesbach’s position can be considered as a modification of
Augustine’s theory. In his publication in 1783, “Inquiritur in fontes, unde evangelistae

suas de resurrectione Domini narrationes hauserint,” Griesbach tries to defend the

historicity of Jesus’ resurrection, opposing Hermann S. Reimarus’s argument, and argues

L Lessing, “New Hypothesis,” 156; cf. Farmer, Synoptic Problem, 4. Later, scholars named it “an
Aramaic Proto-Gospel.” See Reicke, “Griesbach’s Answer,” 52.

72 Lessing, “New Hypothesis,” 156, 161. Gotthold E. Lessing infers that for this reason, the original
Gospel was also called “the Gospel of Matthew.” See “New Hypothesis,” 153.

3 Lessing, “New Hypothesis,” 167.

4 Lessing, “New Hypothesis,” 167.

7> Griesbach was the first to arrange the Gospel texts in parallel columns, which was called
“synopsis” (it comes from the Greek word guvoyic, which means “seeing all together” or “survey”), in
1774. See Reicke, Roots, 1.

76 Reicke, “Griesbach’s Answer,” 50.


https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/%CF%83%CF%8D%CE%BD%CE%BF%CF%88%CE%B9%CF%82#Ancient_Greek
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that the Gospel of Mark was a compendium of Matthew’s and Luke’s Gospels.”” In his
other publication in 1789, “Commentatio qua Marci evangelium totum e Matthaei et
Lucae commentariis decerptum esse monstratur,”’® he asserts that the most original
Gospel was written by Matthew, Luke constructed his Gospel based on Matthew, and the
Gospel of Mark was formed based on the two previous Gospels, along with oral tradition
occasionally, in a shorter version.”® Thus, Griesbach follows Augustine’s Matthean
priority but does not follow the rest of Augustine’s argument about Luke’s reliance on
Mark &

Gottlob C. Storr (1746—1805) presents one type of literary-dependence theory
through another source-critical approach, arguing Markan priority. In his monograph,
Uber den Zweck der evangelischen Geschichte, und der Briefe Johannes (1789), Storr
asserts that the earliest Gospel is constructed by Mark®—under Peter’s

82 on which Matthew and Luke were formed respectively.®® Storr,

superintendence—
along with Flatt, explains three possible reasons for the plausibility that the Gospel of
Mark was written first: (1) the coincidence of Mark with Matthew and Luke is

considerably prominent; (2) if the Gospel of Mark was written last, it is difficult to

explain why so much of what appears in Matthew and Luke is taken away; and (3) Mark

" Griesbach, “Inquiritur in fontes.”

"8 This thesis was written in Latin and was translated into English by Bernard Orchard; the
translated title is “A Demonstration that Mark was written after Matthew and Luke.”

7 Griesbach, “Commentatio”; Reicke, “Griesbach’s Answer,” 50-51; Kiimmel, New Testament, 75.

80 According to Kiimmel, “[i]n the course of the initial literary investigation of the ‘synoptic
question,” a question that had become a ‘problem,’ several other attempts at a solution were independently
advanced.” See Kiimmel, New Testament, 75.

8 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 98.

82 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 146.

8 Storr, Zweck der evangelischen Geschichte, 375-76.
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has something that Matthew and Luke do not have, but very little.3* Storr addresses that
Matthew and John had apostolic authority and that Mark and Luke also had divine
authority because they were constructed under the apostolic authority of Peter and Paul,
respectively.®® Storr appears to have been the first to claim Markan priority.

Johann G. Eichhorn (1752-1827), a theologian, philosopher, and orientalist, argues
that since biblical texts were developed prior to the development of modern culture and
thinking, they must be approached with “their own type of thinking” in order to be
understood properly.®® Regarding the Gospel studies, in the first volume of Einleitung in
das Neue Testament (1820), he accepts Lessing’s hypothesis almost verbatim, arguing
that the Aramaic Ur-Gospel was first formed, and the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and other Gospels were also formed based on this; in particular, he proposes that the
original Gospel was formed in AD 35 by a disciple of an apostle.®” He argues that the
Synoptic Gospels were independently constructed in the later second century, by using
the Aramaic Gospel which did not include the miracle accounts.®

Johann G. von Herder (1744—-1803) is a German theologian, philosopher, and poet
who criticized and warned against the negative aspects of Enlightenment.% In his

monograph, Eine Metakritik zur Kritik der reinen Vernunft (published in 1799; translated

8 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 98.

8 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 146-47.

8 Sandys-Wunsch, “Eichhorn,” 400—401.

87 Eichhorn, Einleitung, 6-84.

8 Sandys-Wunsch, “Eichhorn,” 402. Johann G. Eichhorn is criticized for being insufficient in
providing evidence for his claims. See Linnemann, Synoptic Problem, 29; Sandys-Wunsch, “Eichhorn,”
403.

8 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 1-2. Johann G. von Herder pursued the proper use of reason
against the spirit of the time, which focused on pure reason. However, his writings have not been
translated much into English; that is why he is often mistakenly perceived as an anti-rationalist by the
English-American scholars. See Herder, Against Pure Reason, 4.
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by Marcia Bunge titled Against Pure Reason), Herder emphasizes that the Gospels are
neither biography nor history but are written with a completely different character.”
Herder opposes the presence of Ur-Gospel, which is not found in the writings of the
Fathers, and argues that Mark was first written based on oral tradition.?® According to
Herder, the Gospel of Mark has a dramatic nuance and is well-suited for oral reading to
the congregation.? Furthermore, he asserts that Matthew and Luke were constructed
independently after Mark without dependent interrelation.® As can be seen from the
following quotation, Herder tries to reveal the unique value and meaning of each Gospel,
while excluding any Gospel’s priority or literary dependence between them: “No
evangelist wanted to build over the others or to overpower them. On the contrary, each
set down Ais narration for his own sake. Perhaps not one of the evangelists saw the
gospel of another; if he did, then he did not use it as he wrote his own.”%* Nevertheless,
despite his assertion, Herder is interestingly regarded as preparing the grounds for
recognizing the priority of Mark and developing the Two Document Hypothesis.*
Johann L. Hug (1765—-1846) re-emphasizes the Matthean priority, but his
arguments differ from Griesbach’s. In his two-volume book, Einleitung in die Schriften
des Neuen Testaments, Hug basically perceives the Gospels as a type of biography via a

generic point of view.%® He asserts that it is appropriate to view Matthew as the oldest

% Herder, Against Pure Reason, 176.

%1 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 179.

%2 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 186-87.

9 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 183; cf. Kiimmel, New Testament, 79—-83. Not only for the
Synoptic Gospels, Herder emphasizes the individuality of each New Testament text by default. See
Herder, Against Pure Reason, 29.

% Herder, Against Pure Reason, 183.

% Kiimmel, New Testament, 82.

% Hug, Introduction, 311-13. In addition, Johann L. Hug emphasizes the historical aspect of the
Gospels constructed by Mark and Luke by referring to them as “historians.” See Hug, Introduction, 313.
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Gospel according to church history, and that the order of writing is Matthew, Mark, and
Luke.®” Hug addresses that Matthew composed his Gospel for Jews, Mark and Luke for
Gentiles, and he explains that the differences between the Gospels were fundamentally
influenced by the differences between their readers.® Regarding the relationship
between the Gospels, he argues that the Gospel of Mark was written based on the Gospel
of Matthew®® and that the Gospel of Luke was formed under the influence of these two
Gospels.1%

In his monograph, Historisch-kritischer Versuch iiber die Entstehung und die
friihesten Schicksale der schriftlichen Evangelien (1818), Johann K. L. Gieseler (1792—
1854) agrees to a degree with Lessing and Eichhorn on the Ur-Gospel, but he takes the

possibility that the Ur-Gospel existed and was passed down in oral form for a
considerable time—in this sense, Herder’s argument for an oral Gospel was revived in
Gieseler.!%! He asserts that the oral gospel, transmitted first in Aramaic and later in
Greek, became the source for the canonical Gospels.102 Thus, Gieseler addresses that
these Synoptic Gospels share a Hebraic-Greek language characteristic.!®® Gieseler’s
monograph does not have any reference to the relationship between Matthew, Mark, and

Luke, but it only asserts that oral Ur-Gospel influenced these Gospels.%*

" Hug, Introduction, 311.

% Hug, Introduction, 311-312.

% Hug, Introduction, 355.

190 Hug, Introduction, 398. Here Hug states that Luke was influenced by both Matthew and Mark,
but was more adherent to the earliest written text, Matthew.

101 Gieseler, Historisch-kritischer Versuch, 53. In this monograph, Gieseler takes a careful and
humble attitude toward the study of the origin of the written Gospels. He mentions that nobody can reach
complete certainty in terms of dealing with the origin of the ancient documents but only pursue the
probability (Wahrscheinlichkeit). See Gieseler, Historisch-kritischer Versuch, 1.

102 Gieseler, Historisch-kritischer Versuch, 87-92.

103 Gieseler, Historisch-kritischer Versuch, 4.

194 Linnemann, Synoptic Problem, 31.
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Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768—1834), a German biblical scholar and philosopher,
asserts that numerous written fragments of gospel narratives existed and influenced the
formation of the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke. In his monograph, 4 Critical
Essay on the Gospel of St. Luke (1825),1% he argues against Eichhorn’s claim that the
life of Jesus was woven into a single-original narrative, and asserts that the material of
Jesus’ words existed as a collection of fragments.'® He may have played a preliminary
role for Q. Schleiermacher also claims that each Gospel was constructed according to its
author’s perspective based on the reliable materials from eyewitnesses.'’” From a
religious point of view, he regarded John as the most important, but from a historical
view, he saw Luke as the most important and Mark as the most historically unreliable
text.1% In Schleiermacher’s arguments, however, it is hard to find the idea of literary
dependence between the Gospels.

Karl Lachmann (1793—-1851), who published textual editions of classics and
biblical texts,!® researched the narrative sequence of the Synoptic Gospels.!'? In his
article, “De ordine narrationum in evangeliis synopticis” (1935), he attempts to study the
Synoptic Problem with regard to the order of the narratives.!!! He did not regard this
issue as a matter of tradition but as a literary problem.'? Concerning the order of the

Synoptic Gospels, although he could not confirm the historical order of the narratives, he

105 Schleiermacher, Gospel of St. Luke, 14—15. Frederick Schleiermacher opposes pursuing a
specific original Gospel before the written Gospels. See Schleiermacher, Gospel of St. Luke, 1-18.

106 Schleiermacher, Gospel of St. Luke, 10.

107 DeVries, “Schleiermacher,” 889.

108 DeVries, “Schleiermacher,” 889.

109 Most, “ Lachmann,” 269.

10 Ki{immel, New Testament, 147—48.

11 T achmann, “De ordine narrationum,” 574. Karl Lachmann is considered to be the earliest to
study the Synoptic Problem focusing on the order of the narratives.

12 T achmann, “De ordine narrationum,” 573-74.
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is quite confident that it is at least possible to infer which Gospel is earlier and which
evangelist follows or changes the order of the earlier Gospel.!*® He points out that the
order of the narratives of all Synoptic Gospels agrees only when Matthew and Luke
agree with the order of Mark, but Matthew and Luke do not agree with one another’s
order when they depart from the order of Mark. He further asserts that Matthew’s
deviations from Mark’s order can be explained by Matthew’s addition of other material
into Markan order.!!* In this way, he supports Markan Priority.

Christian G. Wilke (1788—1854), a Saxon pastor and scholar, also offers a detailed
study on the relationship between the Synoptic Gospels in his monograph, Der
Urevangelist oder exegetisch kritische Untersuchung iiber das
Verwandtschaftsverhdltnif3 der drei ersten Evangelien, published in 1838. He argues that
the presupposition of an original oral gospel or primal fragments is not plausible,*® and
also argues that it is rather reasonable to regard Mark as the earliest evangelist because
Mark’s work lies under the other two Gospels (Matthew and Luke).!!® He claims that
Mark influenced both Luke and Matthew, and that Matthew was influenced by the
Gospel of Luke,'!’ which is precisely contrary to what Griesbach asserted.

Christian H. Weille (1801-66) can be considered a pioneer of the Two-Document
hypothesis. In his two-volume monograph, Die evangelische Geschichte, kritisch und

philosophisch bearbeitet, published in 1838, he claims that the material of the words of

113 Lachmann, “De ordine narrationum,” 583—84.

114 Lachmann, “De ordine narrationum,” 574. Cf. Kiimmel, New Testament, 147.

115 Wilke, Urevangelist, 684. Here Christian G. Wilke asserts that “this work (Mark’s) is not a copy
of an original oral Gospels, but an artificial composition.” This translation and the words in bracket are
mine.

116 Wilke, Urevangelist, 684; cf. Kiimmel, New Testament, 148.

117 Wilke, Urevangelist, 685. For reference, he agrees that all the canonical Gospels are constructed
in the Hebrew type. See Urevangelist, 3.
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Jesus—a document related to the double tradition in Matthew and Luke—pre-existed
along with the Gospel of Mark, the oldest Gospel, and that Matthew and Luke were
formed under the influence of them.!'® Weile argues that Mark composed a text in a
form/genre that never existed before; thus, the awkwardness and clumsiness were
derived from the constructor’s unfamiliarity with the literary form.''® Weifle thus affirms
the priority of Mark along with the literary dependence of Matthew and Luke on Mark
and the Jesus’ sayings material.

Ferdinand C. Baur (1792-1860), who is regarded as a founder of the Tiibingen
School, in his monograph Kritische Untersuchungen iiber die kanonische Evangelien,
published in 1848, argues for Matthean priority and the existence of Ur-Luke.*?° In other
words, he asserts that the Gospel of Jewish Matthew and Pauline proto-Luke were pre-
existing, that the Gospel of Luke was formed under their influence, and that the Gospel
of Mark was constructed under the influence of these two Gospels, Matthew, and
Luke.?

Bernhard WeiB3 (1827-1918) formulates a hypothesis about Aramaic Ur-Matthew
based on source criticism. He argues that the original Ur-Matthew was later translated
into Greek Ur-Matthew and that the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke were
composed around it. According to Weil}, the oral tradition given by Peter directly
influenced Mark, and after Mark was formed, Matthew and Luke were influenced by

Mark.1?2 He seems to have tried to find a middle ground between Matthean and Markan

118 WeiBe, Die evangelische Geschichte; Zahn, Introduction, 414-15.

119 WeiBe, Die evangelische Geschichte.

120 Baur, Kritische Untersuchungen.

121 7ahn, Introduction, 2:412—14.

122 Weil presumes additional sources were also involved in the formation of Luke’s Gospel (see
Zahn, Introduction, 2:417-18).
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priority throughout his argument.'?

Heinrich J. Holtzmann (1832—-1910) shares Weifle’s position but in a slightly
modified form. In his monograph, Die synoptischen Evangelien: Ihr Ursprung und ihr
geschichtlicher Charakter (1863), Holtzmann asserts Markan priority based on Ur-
Mark.!?* He also argues that Matthew and Luke were respectively formed under the
influence of Matthew’s collection of Jesus’ sayings, as well as under the influence of
Mark.!? In this regard, Holzmann, along with Wei3e, is probably considered as one who
laid the foundation for the Two Document theory—although Holzmann’s position seems
closer to the Four Document theory.1?

Westcott (1825-1901), a British biblical scholar, in his monograph, Introduction to
the Study of the Gospels (1862), claims that there was a common oral tradition regarding
Jesus’ ministry and teaching, which influenced each Synoptic Gospel separately.*?’
Westcott explains the constructive process of the Gospels as follows: “the successive
remoulding of the oral Gospel according to the peculiar requirements of different classes
of hearers, furnishes a natural explanation of the general similarity in form and
substance between the several Gospels, combined with peculiarities and differences in
arrangement and contents.”?® Unfortunately, Westcott has been neglected by later
9

scholars, despite his contribution to the oral tradition and many other studies.!?

William Sanday (1843—-1920), a British scholar and Anglican priest, in his article

123 Linnemann, Synoptic Problem, 34.

124 7ahn, Introduction, 415.

125 Ki{immel, New Testament, 151.

126 K{immel, New Testament, 151-52.

127 Westcott, Gospels, 152-95. He was influenced by Gieseler’s view of the oral Ur-Gospel (see
Baum, “Synoptic Problem,” 914).

128 Westcott, Gospels, 193.

129 porter, “Westcott,” 334—40.
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titled “The Conditions under which the Gospels Were Written, in Their Bearing upon
Some Difficulties of the Synoptic Problem,” supports the Two-Document Hypothesis by
assuming that the similarity among the Synoptic Gospels is resulted by the presence of
common documents.®® He assumes that the common documents are the Gospel of Mark
and a collection including the main discourses of Jesus.!

Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918), a German biblical scholar, mainly contributed to
the Old Testament textual studies and the reconstruction of Israel’s history, but he also
made a meaningful contribution to the Synoptic Gospels study.!®? In his monograph,
Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien (1905), he assumes that Jesus’ words and stories
about him were formed in Aramaic, and the oral tradition also existed in Aramaic, which
was later translated into Greek and influenced Matthew, Mark, and Luke.*®® On the issue
of the interrelationship between the Gospels, he supports Markan priority and assumes a
common material for Matthew and Luke, the so-called “Q,”*** both of which influence
135

on the construction of Matthew and Luke.

Burnett H. Streeter (1874—1937) asserts Markan priority by arguing that Mark was

130 Sanday, “Synoptic Problem,” 3.

181 Sanday, “Synoptic Problem,” 3.

132 Clements, “Wellhausen,” 1030-31.

133 Wellhausen, Einleitung, 14. However, his assertion had changed via his later works as Nils A.
Dahl mentions: “(Wellhausen) started with the assumption that at least the original form of Mark and the
sayings common to Matthew and Luke had been written in Aramaic (1895 and 1896) but gradually
modified his claims (compare 1905:35-38, 57, 68 with 1911:26f., 48, 60). He became increasingly
skeptical about conjectural mistranslations and translation variants even though he retained some
examples which he found convincing (1911:25-28). At the end, he mainly drew attention to syntactical
constructions which were common in Aramaic but unusual, if not impossible, in Greek (1911:11-25).” See
Dahl, “Wellhausen,” 92.

134 The expression “Q” (Quelle; source) was coined by Johannes Weiss (Weiss, Paul and Jesus, 21),
even though Wellhausen already mentioned the common material between Matthew and Luke.

135 Clements, “Wellhausen,” 1033. However, Bultmann notes that Wellhausen has not reached a
definitive and detailed conclusion about the Gospel formation process. See Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition,
2.
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the basis of Matthew and Luke. In his monograph, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins
(1924), Streeter regards Matthew as an “enlarged edition of Mark™ and Luke as an
“independent work incorporating considerable portions of Mark.”**® He assumes a
hypothetical material, “Q,”*3 and the special source of Matthew (M) and that of Luke
(L), in oral or written forms.'®® Streeter contends that Mark’s Gospel was written first,
then Matthew and Luke constructed their Gospels based on Mark, Q, and their special
materials (M or L).2* In this sense, his position is called the “Four Document
Hypothesis.”**? Streeter also argues that Proto-Luke, which was formed by Q and L,
influenced the construction of Luke, along with Mark.'** He further assumes the
influence of oral tradition in constructing some parts of the Synoptic Gospels.1#?
Bultmann (1884-1976), a German Lutheran scholar, is famous for introducing
existential interpretation and a demythologizing program to the New Testament study
and contributed significantly to the study of the formation process of Synoptic
Gospels.}*® He claims that the Gospels are not biographical documents; nevertheless, he
asserts that they give reliable information regarding Jesus’ sayings and doings.** In

particular, in his monograph, Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition (published in

1921; translated by John Marsh, titled History of the Synoptic Tradition), he asserts that

136 Streeter, Four Gospels, 151.

137 Streeter, Four Gospels, 153.

138 Streeter, Four Gospels, 183-84.

139 Streeter, Four Gospels, 150.

140 Streeter, Four Gospels, 223-70. Streeter contents that Four Document Hypothesis can simply
explain the issue that Two Document Hypothesis cannot solve in a satisfiable way, and it can also reflect
the Early Church’s situation, even though it has limits in terms of making a “tidy scheme” in explaining
the exact source of each Gospel’s specific parts. See Streeter, Four Gospels, 269.

141 Streeter, Four Gospels, 150.

142 Streeter, Four Gospels, xvii.

143 Fergusson, “Bultmann,” 261.

144 Fergusson, “Bultmann,” 263.
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the early Christian community’s Synoptic tradition affected the construction of Gospels
in mainly five types of different forms: apothegms, dominical sayings, miracle stories,
historical stories, and legends.*® He agrees with Markan Priority, the existence of Q, and
the formation of Matthew and Luke under the influence of Mark, Q, and traditional
materials. 145

Austin M. Farrer (1904-1968), an English biblical scholar, supports Markan
priority but objects to the existence of Q; it has been called “the Farrer Hypothesis.” In
his article, “On Dispensing with Q (1955), he asserts that Q is not required if we
contemplate Luke’s knowledge of Matthew.'4’ To be more specific, Farrer argues that
Matthew could be an “amplified version” of Mark, with some influence of oral material,
and Luke formed his Gospel by using Mark and Matthew.1*® Thus, Farrer provides a
more straightforward proposal than the previous positions assuming Q.14°

Birger Gerhardsson (1926-2013), a Swedish New Testament scholar, endeavored
to explore the origin of the Gospel tradition and its oral transmission, in light of the
previous form-critical works of Debelius and Bultmann.'®® In Memory and Manuscript:
Oral Tradition and Written Transmission in Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity

(1961), he analyzes the technique of oral and written transmission in Rabbinic Judaism

and applies that to the early Church community via a framework of memory theory.>

145 Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 11-317.

146 Byltmann, Synoptic Tradition, 337-74.

147 Farrer, “Dispensing with Q,” 55-88.

148 Farrer, “Dispensing with Q,” 85. In this sense, Farrer asserts that Matthew and Luke did not
independently construct their Gospels influenced by Mark and Q—unlike the Two Document Hypothesis,
but that Matthew constructed his Gospel under the influence of Mark, and Luke created a new type of
Gospel under the influence of Matthew as well as Mark.

149 Farrer, “Dispensing with Q,” 85.

150 Gerhardsson, Origins, 8-9.

151 Gerhardsson, Memory & Manuscript, X—XVvi.
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The conclusion of his study is as follows: (1) Jesus was the Christ, Messiah, and Son of
God, but at the same time, he was a Jewish teacher who taught the Messianic Torah as a
fulfiller of the pre-Messianic Torah; (2) through Jesus, their teacher, the disciples formed
and kept the oral tradition of their teacher’s oral Torah based on memory (and other
written traditions); (3) each evangelist constructed each Gospel based on the distinct
tradition(s) about, and from Jesus.1*2

William R. Farmer (1921-2000), an American New Testament scholar, raises the
Griesbach Hypothesis to the surface via his monograph, The Synoptic Problem: A
Critical Review of the Problem of the Literary Relationships between Matthew, Mark,
and Luke, published in 1964. Originally, Farmer was a supporter of the Markan priority
because he learned from his teachers who had taught the Markan priority as an
“unquestioned tradition”; later, he called it a “false consensus.”*®3 In his monograph, he
argues Matthean priority and Luke and Mark’s use of Matthew, as well as Mark’s use of
Matthew and Luke, > and it has been called “the Two Gospel Hypothesis.” Thus, he
follows Griesbach’s theory, by proposing Mark’s redaction based on Matthew and
Luke. He also agrees that oral tradition and other written sources may have had an
influence in constructing the Synoptic Gospels.>®

Bo Reicke (1914-87), a Swedish biblical scholar, conducted an in-depth study on

152 Gerhardsson, Memory & Manuscript, 324-35.

158 Farmer, Synoptic Problem, viii, ix. Farmer was introduced to B. C. Butler by his student H.
Ernst, and read Butler’s The Originality of St. Matthew. With this book, after reading C. F. Burney’s The
Poetry of Our Lord, he gets to a point where he cannot simply put a priority on either Mark or Matthew.
Then he went through Farrer Hypothesis, Augustinian Hypothesis, and finally the Griesbach Hypothesis.
For more information on this process, see Peabody, “Farmer,” 433-34.

15 Farmer, Synoptic Problem, 201-2.

155 Farmer, Synoptic Problem, 234.

156 Farmer, Synoptic Problem, 199.
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the influence of tradition on the formation of New Testament texts, primarily based on
historical criticism.?®” In his monograph, The Roots of the Synoptic Gospels (1986), he
examined all the pericope units of the Synoptic Gospels and found that only oral
traditions can account for both the overarching parallels and persistent divergencies in
syntax and vocabulary within the common Synoptic material.*®

James D. G. Dunn (1939-2020), a British New Testament scholar, asserts that the
Gospels were written under the influence of oral traditions kept as memories by people
and that the main subject of oral tradition was Jesus’ words and ministries, not
emphasizing verbal precision or historical details.®® Dunn’s perception of memory
related to Gospel tradition is described in his monograph The Evidence for Jesus: The
Impact of Scholarship on Our Understanding of How Christianity Began (1985). In this
work, he asserts that people’s memories from which the Gospels were composed were
much better than ours: “In societies where the spoken word was the chief means of
communication, and where a large portion of education consisted in rote-learning,
memories were better trained and almost certainly a good deal more retentive.”'0 He
also argues that the Synoptic Gospels share a common source of a Greek translation of
Jesus’ Aramaic words.'®! Furthermore, Dunn says that the evangelist of each Gospel

should be viewed as editors rather than simply recorders of tradition and that differences

emerge because they edited the Jesus tradition in different ways.6?

157 Moessner, “Reicke,” 853.

158 Moessner, “Reicke,” 855; Reicke, Roots, 45-149.

159 Dunn, Living Word, 35.

180 Dunn, Evidence for Jesus, 2.

161 Dunn, Evidence for Jesus, 3. Here James D. G. Dunn suggests that the commonalities between
Matthew, Mark, and Luke may be due to a common source or from literary dependence on each other. See
Dunn, Evidence for Jesus, 7.

162 Dunn, Evidence for Jesus, 8.
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Although this section does not cover all scholars associated with the so-called
Synoptic Problem, we have looked at some major Church Fathers and scholars in this
field. The positions of the scholars shown above can be grouped according to the
following issues: (1) literary dependence or literary independence/no mention of literary
dependence between the Synoptic Gospels;®3 (2) source of the Synoptic Gospels: oral
tradition(s) and/or written documents. Based on these issues, the scholars can be

classified into the following two tables.

Advocacy for Literary Dependence Non-Advocacy/No Mention of Literary
Dependence
Augustine, Luther, Griesbach, Storr, Papias, Justin Martyr, Tatian, Marcion, Celsus,

Hug, Lachmann, Wilke, Weil3e, Baur, Origen, Porphyry, Eusebius, Calvin, Spinoza,
WeiB}, Holtzmann, Sanday, Wellhausen, | Lessing, Eichhorn, Herder, Gieseler,

Streeter, Bultmann, Farrer, Farmer Schleiermacher, Westcott, Gehardsson, Reicke.
Dunn

Table 1.1. Literary Dependence or Independence

Scholars who Support/Refer to/Imply | Scholars who Give no Mention/Attention to
Oral Tradition(s) Oral Tradition(s)
Papias, Justin Martyr, Origen, Eusebius, Tatian, Marcion, Celsus, Porphyry, Augustine,
Lessing, Herder, Gieseler, Weil3, Westcott, | Luther, Calvin, Spinoza, Griesbach, Storr,
Wellhausen, Streeter, Bultmann, Reicke, Eichhorn, Hug, Schleiermacher, Lachmann,
Farrer, Gerhardsson, Farmer, Dunn Wilke, Weille, Baur, Weil3, Holtzmann, Sanday

Table 1.2. Attitudes towards Oral Tradition
These tables have implications as follows: (1) for a long time in the church history, the
literary dependence on or the existence of written material was not mentioned or
discussed, and this tendency has survived throughout the early church history and also
has remained in several medieval and modern scholars; (2) Augustine began the literal

dependence discussion, and since the idea was first introduced, it has exerted a great

183 This study defines “literary dependence” as the dependence of the Gospels on each other, not the
dependence of each Gospel on previous materials.
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influence on many scholars; and (3) attention to oral tradition has been made by
considerable scholars since Papias, although many scholars have overlooked it. Four
views stand out as being representative of the numerous views regarding the Synoptic

Problem surveyed above.

Four Major Views
The Two Source Hypothesis
The Two Source Hypothesis asserts that Mark’s Gospel was formed first, and Matthew
and Luke separately wrote their Gospels with reference to Mark along with a non-
Markan source called Q. It can be shown in the following figure.

Mark Q

Luke Matthew
Figure 1.1. The Two Source Hypothesis'®*

The major assumptions in the Two Source Hypothesis, which is a currently dominant

5 95166

position,1®® are “Markan Priority”?®® and the existence of “Q.” As a representative
proponent of this position, Craig Evans contends that, although “no theory of the

relationships of the Synoptic Gospels is free from difficulty,” the Two Source

184 porter and Dyer, “Synoptic Problem,” 16.

185 Many scholars/commentators try to find Matthew and Luke’s intentions or theologies based on
the Two Source Hypothesis. For instance, see Allen, Synoptic Gospels, 75—101; Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 7—
14; Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20, xxvili—XXXI.

166 The foundation of Markan priority and the dependent construction of Matthew and Luke based
on Mark was set by Lachmann and Holtzmann. For more detailed information, see Holtzmann, Die
Synoptischen Evangelien: Ihr Ursprung und Geschichtlicher Charakter.
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Hypothesis is “the best explanation of the data.”'®” According to Evans, three reasons for
supporting Markan Priority are as follows. First, in terms of style and word selection in
the Synoptic Gospels, Evans observes several unnatural usages in Mark; for instance,
éxBdAw (Mark 1:12) and maiw (Mark 14:47). If Mark was able to see more suitable
words in the parallel texts of Matthew (avayw in 4:1; matdoow in 26:51) and Luke (dyw
in 4:1, mataoow in 22:50), it would have been unlikely for Mark to use such awkward
expressions.®® Second, unlike Matthew and Luke, Mark expresses Jesus’ and the
disciple’s figures as undignified (Mark 4:35-41; 6:47-52; 7:24-30; 8:14-21);1 it is not
easy to imagine that Mark intentionally used these expressions if he had access to
Matthew and Luke’s Gospels. Third, much more frequent interpretations of Matthew
and Luke compared with Mark, can be regarded as the evidence of their redaction based
on Mark. In addition, Mark’s inclusion of some unique material (Mark 1:1; 2:27; 3:20—
21; 4:26-29; 7:2-4, 32-37; 8:22-26; 9:29, 48-49; 13:33-37; 14:51-52) and the
omission of many important teachings of Jesus (e.g., the Beatitudes, the Lord’s Prayer,
the Golden Rule) are hard to explain when we assume Mark’s reliance on Matthew and
Luke."® By presenting these evidences, Evans argues that Markan Priority is a more
comprehensive hypothesis than the Matthean Priority of the Two Gospels Hypothesis.
Then, what is the evidence for the existence of Q? The Two Source Hypothesis
contends that the common material of Matthew and Luke, unlike Mark, probably came

from another source, the so-called Q.1"! Here Evans suggests that Q can include oral or

167 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 28.

188 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 28-31.
169 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 31-34.
170 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 34-35.
171 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 36.
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written sources.'’? The figure of the Two Source Hypothesis suggested by Evans can be
described as follows.

Mark ----ccoooeemeeaeaee Q (Oral or Written)

Luke Matthew
Figure 1.2. Evans’s Two Source Hypothesis
These are evidences supporting the above argument. First, considering the Greek

educational features such as “chreia,”*"®

a body of Jesus’ teaching (Q) probably existed
already and influenced the construction of the Gospels.!’* Second, the non-Markan
sources in Matthew and Luke can probably be regarded as one distinctive source (Q),
which was separately used by Matthew and Luke, since it seems difficult to see that
Luke has “disassembled Matthew’s well-structured discourses,” 1’° as both the Two
Gospel Hypothesis and the Farrer Hypothesis suggest. Third, Matthew’s and Luke’s
independent use of the non-Mark material (Q) may lead us to “greater exegetical

29176

precision,” " as shown by several exegetical examples (e.g., Matt 8:5-13//Luke 7:1-10;

Luke 13:28-30; cf. Matt 10:16-23; 28:19-20).17

172 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 36. In this sense, Evans’s argument contains the aspect of
Oral Tradition.

173 By “chreia” which means “useful anecdote,” students in Greek education could memorize
“small units of a master’s teaching and learns how to adapt and apply them in various settings” (Evans,
“Two Source Hypothesis,” 37).

174 Evans (“Two Source Hypothesis,” 38) points out the possible influence of Q on Mark as
follows: “Stories and sayings are quoted or alluded to in Paul’s Letters and the Letter of James. The
Gospel of Mark, in whatever way it may have been linked to Peter, contains a large chunk of dominical
tradition, comprising deeds and sayings, including elements of Q.” However, if we accept this explanation,
it is probably difficult to use the term “non-Markan material.”

175 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 39.

176 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 40.

177 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 40.



37

The Farrer Hypothesis
The Farrer Hypothesis agrees with the Two Source Hypothesis in terms of Markan
Priority. It attempts, however, to solve the phenomenon of the common source between
Matthew and Luke by arguing for Luke’s reliance on Matthew without Q. It can be
shown in the following figure.

Mark

Matthew
\‘ Luke
Figure 1.3. The Farrer Hypothesis'’®
The representative scholar who supports this position is Goodacre. The evidences of the
Farrer Hypothesis revealed by Goodacre in terms of the Markan Priority are as follows.
First, it seems hard to assume that Mark omitted Matthew’s and Luke’s intrinsic
materials such as the Lord’s Prayer and Sermon on the Mount/Plain.}’® Second, in terms
of Mark’s unique materials, such as “the healing of the deaf-mute” (Mark 7:33-36), it
seems natural to regard that, after seeing Mark, Matthew and Luke omitted those
materials, not vice versa.’®® The third evidence is about “editorial fatigue,” whereby “an
author inadvertently betrays his use of a source by making characteristic changes at the
beginning of a passage and then reverting to the source’s wording later in the same

passage.”'®! We can find its representative examples in Matthew 14:1-12//Mark 6:14-29

178 Cf. Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 48. The figure above is based on Goodacre’s figure, but the
place of Luke is changed into the lower position to reflect its chronological order.

119 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 50.

180 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 50. The first and second evidences are overlapped with Evans’s
explanation.

181 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 50.
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and Mark 6:30—44//Luke 9:10—17. The examples of Matthew’s editorial fatigue are as
follows: first, unlike Mark’s use of “king” for referring to Herod, Matthew aptly depicts
him as “tetrarch,” but after that, he comes back to Mark’s expression, “king” (Matt
14:9); second, Matthew adds his comment regarding Herod’s grief regarding John’s
death although it seems a bit unnatural in terms of its narrative flow.*®? One example of
Luke’s editorial fatigue is that Luke changes the place of “the feeding of the five
thousand” from his initial expression “a city called Bethsaida” (Luke 9:10) to Mark’s
expression “a desert place” (Luke 9:12), though the connection of the two is
unnatural. 83

The second part of the Farrer Hypothesis is the denial of Q. The critical issue on
the existence or nonexistence of Q is concerned with the origin of “the Double
Tradition,” that is, the common material in Matthew and Luke but not in Mark.®*
Goodacre argues that it is more natural to see that the Double Tradition came from
Luke’s copy of Matthew, not from a hypothetical material (Q). The main reasons for
Luke’s literary dependence on Matthew are as follows: (1) Matthew and Luke share the
same structure (birth narrative — fulfilling prophecy — John’s preaching —
commissioning of the disciples — resurrection), unlike Mark (John’s preaching —
empty tomb);!®® (2) the added same (or almost same) materials (Matt 3:12//Luke 3:17;

Matt 26:67b//Luke 22:64b) in the parallel texts (Matt 3:11-12//Mark 1:7-8//Luke 3:15—

17; Matt 26:67—68//Mark 14:65//Luke 22:63—64) are from the literary dependency

182 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 51.
183 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 51.
184 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 51.
185 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 53.
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between Matthew and Luke, not from Q;!8 and (3) Luke’s editorial fatigue on Matthew
is found in Luke’s coming back to Matthew after his change (Matt 25:14-30//Luke
19:11-27; three servants — ten servants — three servants).'®’ The Farrer Hypothesis
argues that Luke’s literary dependence on Matthew is a more reasonable way to explain
the Double Tradition than Luke’s relying on Q, which has no ancient evidence regarding

its existence.88

The Two Gospel Hypothesis
The Two Gospel Hypothesis claims Matthean Priority, based on the traditional
understanding of early Christianity. It contends that Luke wrote his Gospel by referring
to Matthew, and Mark constructed the abbreviated Gospel based on Matthew and Luke.
In fact, this view is the same as the Griesbach Hypothesis, as shown in the following
figure.

Matthew

Luke
Mark
Figure 1.4. The Griesbach Hypothesis®

The Two Gospel Hypothesis is an expanded form of the Griesbach Hypothesis. The

188 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 54-56. According to Goodacre, considering that Q does not
include the Passion narrative, the added sharing part in Matt 26:68b, and Luke 22:64b (“Who is it that
struck you?”) cannot come from Q (Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 56).

187 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 57.

188 Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 59. Some scholars have identified Q with the Gospel of
Thomas, but Goodacre objects to this, since, unlike Q proponents’ assertion that Q is a pure material of
Jesus’ saying, we can find “a narrative sequence” in Thomas’s Gospel (Case against Q, 171).

189 Cf. Porter and Dyer, “Synoptic Problem,” 15.
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representative scholar who supports this view is Peabody. According to him, the Two
Gospel Hypothesis has a more complex scheme than the Griesbach Hypothesis in the
following sense: (1) the Gospel of Matthew was written first by using a variety of
original source materials; (2) Luke wrote his Gospel by utilizing Matthew’s Gospel and
“a considerable amount of non-Matthean source material”; and (3) Mark used both
Matthew and Luke along with “very little other source material.”**® The Two Gospel
Hypothesis emphatically posits a “Markan Overlay,” considering Mark’s linguistic

features. A representative example can be found in Mark’s unique use of waAw, which is

9

used seventeen times'®! as “a retrospective manner to unite two or more literary contexts

in his Gospel.”1%2
The Two Gospel Hypothesis argued by Peabody can be described in the following

figure.

Original Source

Matthew
Non-Matthean Source The Other Source
\ Luke /
\‘ Mark
Figure 1.5. Peabody’s Two Gospel Hypothesis

Peabody supports the Two Gospel Hypothesis by revealing internal and external

190 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 67.

191 Mark 2:1, 13-14; 3:1, 20; 4:1-2; 5:21; 7:14, 31; 8:1, 13; 10:1, 10, 32; 11:27 (Peabody, “Two
Gospel Hypothesis,” 68).

192 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 68.
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evidences. First, six internal evidences are given: (1) verbatim agreements among the
Gospels (e.g., Matt 3:7b—10//Luke 3:7b—9) show their “direct literary dependency”;!%
(2) analysis of each isolating linguistic feature of the Gospels (suggested by Eduard
Zeller) shows Luke’s and Mark’s dependence on Matthew;'%* (3) Mark’s reliance on
Matthew and Luke has revealed Mark’s conflation of the two Gospels in terms of the
order of the pericopae and the word changing in each pericope;'*® (4) Mark’s inclusion
of a few whole pericopae seems unlikely to be brought from Matthew’s and Luke’s
Gospel;1% (5) Mark’s literary unity shown by Markan Overlay, including Mark’s unique

linguistic features, reveals its reliance on Matthew and Luke;!®’

and (6) so-called “minor
agreements” between Matthew and Luke against Mark (positive: changes, addition;
negative: omission) can be regarded as the evidence for the Two Gospel Hypothesis, not
for the Two Source Hypothesis or Farrer Hypothesis (e.g., Matt 26:68// Luke 22:64; cf.
Mark 14:53-65).1%

In terms of the external evidence supporting the Two Gospel Hypothesis, Peabody
reveals several historical arguments: (1) before the 18th century, no one suggested
Markan priority;'*° (2) it was the united tradition of the order of Gospels in the early

Church that Matthew’s Gospel is the first and the last one is the Gospel of John;?% (3)

several Latin canons regarded the four Gospels’ order as “Matthew, John, Luke, and

198 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 68.

194 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 70—72.

195 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 72-76.

19 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 79.

197 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 79-80.

198 peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 81. In his analysis of the parallel texts, Peabody argues that
the common part of Matthew and Luke (“Who is it that struck you?”’) can be considered as the original
one, and Mark probably omitted it due to “the somewhat contrasting contexts within their parallel
periscopae,” which is against the claim of the Two Source Hypothesis (“Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 81).

199 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 82.

200 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 82.
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Mark”;?%! (4) although Origen considered Mark’s Gospel as the second, affected by the
general canonical sequence, Matthean priority was still evident;?%? (5) Papias’s
testimony in 7he Church History, written by Eusebius, was that Matthew wrote Jesus’
sayings as an eyewitness, but Mark wrote his Gospel according to Peter’s recall;?% (6)
Clement testified that the Gospels of Matthew and Luke were written before other
Gospels;?** and (7) although sometimes his view on the Gospels’ order changed,

Augustine’s major assertion was that Mark’s Gospel was written in reliance on Matthew

and Luke.?®

The Orality and Memory Hypothesis
The Orality and Memory Hypothesis focuses on the influence of ancient oral/written
traditions on the formation of the Gospels in early Christianity. The emphasis of this
position is that various sources in an oral or written form, especially the oral traditions
could be preserved by Jesus’ disciples and transmitted by the early Church members,
before the Gospels existed. It argues that, in the constructing process of the Gospels,
there have probably been much more complex steps than the previous three Hypotheses
assume. As a representative proponent of the Orality and Memory Hypothesis, Riesner
contends that Jesus’ teaching was accurately handed down to his disciples by heart along
with note-taking, as such an educational feature was common in Jesus’ era.?’® He

contends that we should understand the function of the oral tradition and ancient

201 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 82.

202 peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 82-83.
203 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 83-84.
204 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 84.

205 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 84—87.
206 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 89.
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eyewitness’ memory, and if so, “rather than being dependent upon one another, the three
Synoptic Gospel writers each partially used the same intermediary sources, both oral and
written.”?%” In this sense, the Orality and Memory Hypothesis is clearly differentiated
from the previous three Hypotheses, which argue the literary reliance among the
Gospels.

According to Riesner, the evidence regarding the ancient memory training can be
found in Hellenistic-Roman education (testified by Quintilian, Ovid, Plato, and Philo),
Second Temple Judaism (e.g., hasidim’s Torah education via “repetition”), and the New
Testament (e.g., in Acts 22:3, Paul could quote long Old Testament passages by heart).?%
Especially, in the evidence of the NT, an instance can be found in Paul’s unique wording
in 1 Corinthians 15:1-3, that is, mapeAdfete (“you received”; indicative aorist active of
napaiapBavw), mapédwxa (“I handed down”; indicative aorist active of mapadidwput), and
mapérafBov (“I received”; indicative aorist active of mapatapfdvw).?%® In terms of the
usage of these words, Riesner explains that “the nearest philological parallel to the
Greek words paralambané (to receive) and paradidomi (to hand down) are the Hebrew
technical terms gibbel and masar, denoting a cultivated oral tradition (m. Abot 1:1).210

Another primary evidence of the Orality and Memory Hypothesis is concerned
with Jesus’ character as a teacher. Jesus was called rabbi (Matt 26:25, 49; Mark 9:5;

John 1:49), which is the Hebrew/Aramaic title,?!* and from this, we can assume that

207 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 90.

208 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 94-96. For a more detailed explanation of Jewish elementary
education based on the mnemonic system, see Riesner, “Messianic Teacher,” 410—14.

209 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 97-98.

210 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 98.

21 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 99.
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“Jesus preached in the synagogues, entered into discussions with the scribes, and

212 \who used

assembled a circle of disciples like other contemporaneous Jewish teachers
the method of memory and repetition.?'® In addition, Jesus used many devices to make
his words memorable: raising his voice, the request to listen, the introductory formula,
parallelism, rhetoric features, and using parables.?!* According to Jesus’ teaching as a
memorable form, eyewitnesses probably played a crucial role as “the tradition bearers”
for forming the Gospels.?!® In this process, disciples’ written notes that could help

memorize Jesus’ words were probably used.?!®

Riesner’s Hypothesis based on the above observations can be shown as follows.

212 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 99.

213 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 99.

214 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 99-101; cf. “Messianic Teacher,” 418-19.
215 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 102—4.

216 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 104-5.
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Figure 1.6. Riesner’s Orality and Memory Hypothesis?!’
The major processes of Riesner’s model are as follows. Jesus orally taught his disciples
Peter, the major eyewitness of Jesus, and the other disciples preserved Jesus’ teaching
along with his ministry and passion narrative in oral form.?'® Mark constructed a

document by relying on the three oral traditions of Peter, and it can be called “Proto-

217 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 107. There is a more detailed diagram including the Gospel of
John in Riesner’s article “Messianic Teacher” (438).

218 Martin Hengel mentions Peter’s role in terms of making narrations as follows: “the narration of
Jesus’ teaching and healing, his death and the appearances of the risen Christ, was much more at the centre

of the missionary preaching of direct disciples of Jesus, and above all of Peter himself” (Four Gospels,
153).
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Mark.” Based on Proto-Mark, Jewish-Christian and Gentile-Christian communities
formed their own written tradition, and with them, Mark constructed his Gospel in
Rome. Relying on the written tradition of a Jewish-Christian community, the Hellenist
Jewish-Christians’ written tradition, and an independent Galilean memory, Matthew
formed his Gospel. Luke wrote his Gospel based on the Hellenist Jewish-Christians’
written tradition, the Gentile-Christian Communities’ written tradition, and the Lukan
special written tradition. In Riesner’s Hypothesis, the three Gospel authors
independently constructed their Gospels without editorial contributions.?

Riesner’s arguments can be summarized as follows. First, he argues that
preserving and transmitting Jesus’ teachings and stories about him in the early church
were very stable. In other words, he claims that, since Jesus’ disciples remembered the
teachings and stories exactly, the post-Easter Gospel tradition was formed without a
decisive difference from the pre-Easter Gospel tradition. Second, Riesner argues that the
final Synoptic Gospels were published independently, by using different traditions as

well as overlapping ones.??% Thus, this model rejects literary dependence between the

Gospels.??

219 According to Riesner, the most important factor of the Synoptic variations is not editorial
changes but the influence of special traditions, considering the following: (1) minor agreements, (2)
agreement with the non-Synoptic sources such as John’s Gospel or Paul’s letters, (3) contrast with the
editorial tendencies of the Evangelist, (4) lack of a plausible editorial explanation in variations, (5)
unusual language usage, (6) Matthean and Lucan stylistic deterioration compared to Mark, (7) Semitism
beyond the texts, (8) possible translation variants, (9) stronger Palestinian coloring in the parallels, and
(10) greater proximity to mnemotechnical forms of oral transmission (Jesus als Lehrer, 5).

220 Riesner explains the independent publications of the Synoptic Gospels affected by the
communities’ Gospel traditions (“Messianic Teacher,” 436-42).

221 For the more detailed explanations of Riesner regarding the forming process of Synoptic
Gospels, see Riesner, “Messianic Teacher,” 405—46; “Orality and Memory,” 89—111; cf. Jesus als Lehrer,
18-502; “Preacher and Teacher,” 185-210; cf. Ahn, “Rainer Riesner.”



47

Analysis and Evaluation of the Literary Dependence Hypothesis
The four major views on the Synoptic Problem, which we discussed above, can be

divided into two types as follows.

Literary Dependence Hypothesis Literary Independence Hypothesis
Two Source Hypothesis, Farrer Hypothesis, Orality and Memory Hypothesis
Two Gospel Hypothesis

Table 1.3. Two Types of the Four Major Views on the Synoptic Problem??2
The Two Source Hypothesis, the Two Gospel Hypothesis, and the Farrer Hypothesis
share a common characteristic, that is, the literary dependence among the Gospels. Only
the Orality and Memory Hypothesis argues literary independence between the Gospels.
This section will evaluate the dependence hypotheses as presented by Evans, Peabody,
and Goodacre. The three Hypotheses arguing for literary dependence share common

arguments in pairs as follows.

Markan Priority Denial of Q Luke’s Reliance on
Matthew
Two Source Hypothesis Two Gospel Hypothesis Two Gospel Hypothesis
Farrer Hypothesis Farrer Hypothesis Farrer Hypothesis

Table 1.4. Arguments in Pairs of the Literary Dependence Hypotheses
In terms of three common arguments in pairs of the Literary Dependence Hypotheses,
the Farrer Hypothesis contains three common arguments with others (Markan priority,
denial to Q, and Luke’s reliance on Matthew), while there is no common argument in

pairs between the Two Source Hypothesis and the Two Gospel Hypothesis.

222 T ysed the two terms “the Dependence Hypothesis™ (or literary dependence hypothesis) and “the
Independence Hypothesis” only in terms of the relationship of the Synoptic Gospels because the Orality
and Memory Hypothesis argued by Riesner also has the aspect of “literary dependence” in the formative
process of the Gospels. According to Riesner, “there were only literary connections at the pre-Synoptic
stage” (Riesner, “Preacher and Teacher,” 187). Riesner denies the possibility of the direct dependence
among the Gospels; thus, it was presented as “the Independence Hypothesis.”
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In addition, there are three distinct arguments of their own in the Literary

Dependence Hypotheses as follows.

Support for Q | Matthean Priority Independence between Matthew and Luke
Two Source Two Gospel Two Source Hypothesis
Hypothesis Hypothesis

Table 1.5. Distinct Arguments in the Literary Dependence Hypotheses

The Two Source Hypothesis has two distinct arguments: (1) support for Q; (2)

independence between Matthew and Luke. The Two Gospel Hypothesis has one distinct

argument: Matthean priority. The Farrer Hypothesis, however, does not have its own

distinct argument.??

To evaluate the Literary Dependence Hypotheses’ arguments, we need to observe

the textual evidence in the Synoptic Gospels suggested by three proponents of the

Literary Dependent Hypothesis. The texts they use to support each of their hypotheses

barely overlap. The following table shows us the passages utilized by the three

proponents of each hypothesis.

Evans
(Two Source Hypothesis)

Goodacre
(Farrer Hypothesis)

Peabody
(Two Gospel Hypothesis)

Matt 4:1; 6:9-13, 30; 7:22; 8:5-13
(8:10, 11-12, 13), 16, 23-27 (8:25,
26), 31; 9:33; 10:1, 5b-6, 8, 16-23,
32; 12:24, 26, 27, 28; 14:24-33
(14:28-31), 33; 15:21-28 (15:22,
24,25,26,27,28); 16:5-12 (16:6, 8,
8b—9a, 12); 17:19, 20; 20:1-16
(20:4, 13); 21:12, 39; 22:13; 23:34;
25:30, 31-46; 26:51, 68; 28:19-20.

Mark 1:1, 1:12, 34,39, 43; 3:15, 20—
21, 22, 23; 4:26-29, 35-41, 38, 40;
5:40; 6:13, 47-52, 49-50; 7:2-4,
24-30 (25, 26, 27, 28, 29), 32-37,
8:1-21 (15, 17-18, 21), 8:22-2¢;
9:18, 28, 38; 9:47, 48-49; 10:47-48,;
11:15; 12:8; 13:33-37; 14:47, 51—
52; 16:9-20.

Matt 1:1-2:23 (2:1-12); 3:1-12 (3:7—
10, 11-12,), 13-17; 4:1-11; 5:3, 33—
37; 6:6-13 (6:9-13), 16-18, 25-34;
7:7-11, 33-36; 8:5-13, 22-26; 9:1-8
(9:6); 12:22-30 (12:24); 13:31-32;
14:1-12 (14:9), 22-32, 28-31; 16:16-
19, 22-23; 25:14-30 (25:20, 21, 23,
28, 30); 26:26-29, 67-68; 27:19;
28:1-20 (28:9-20, 19-20).

Mark 1:4-8 (1:7-8), 9-11, 12-13;
2:1-12 (2:10-11); 3:20-27 (3:20-21);
4:1-34  (4:26-29), 30-32, 33-34;
6:14-29 (19-20, 26), 30-44 (35-36),
45-52; 8:32-33; 11:20-25; 14:22-25,
65:16:1-8,

Matt 3:7-10 (3:8, 9,10); 5:14-16;
8:16-17; 11:10; 13:55-56; 26:67—
68.

Mark 3:7-12; 6:3; 7:32-37; 8:22—
26; 14:53-65 (14:65); 16:9-20.

223 In this sense, the Farrer Hypothesis may have tried to combine these two hypotheses’ merits.
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Luke 4:1, 29; 7:1-10 (7:10); 8:22—
25 (8:24, 25); 9:40, 49; 10:30-37;
11:2b—4,14,15,18,19, 20, 49; 12:1,
8, 28; 13:22-30 (27, 28, 29, 30), 32;
14:12-14, 15-24; 16:19-31; 19:45;

Luke 1-2 (1:52-53, 62-63); 3:1-20
(3:7-9, 15-17), 21-22; 4:1-13, 18;
5:17-26 (5:24); 6:24; 7:1-10; 8:4-18;
9:10-17 (9:12); 11:1-13 (11:1-2a, 2b—
4, 5-8, 9-13), 14-23 (14, 15, 18, 19,

Luke 3:7-9; 4:40-41; 22:63—64.

20:12, 15; 22:64; 23:47; 24:37. 20); 12:13-21, 22, 31, 32-34; 13:18—
19; 15:8; 16:19-31; 17:11-19; 19:11—
27 (19:16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24); 22:14—
20, 31-32, 63-64; 24:9-53 (24:13—
34).

Table 1.6. Textual Usages of the Three Proponents??*

Except for the evidences regarding the common passages in pairs of the Literary
Dependence Hypothesis, most of the evidences suggested by them do not overlap with
each other. Only two passages (Matt 26:68; Luke 22:64) were commonly used in the
arguments of all three proponents.

The other point is that there are very different interpretations of the Double
Tradition, that is, the common parts of Matthew and Luke. A representative example can
be shown in the different interpretations of Matthew 26:68; Luke 22:64 (cf. Mark
14:65). The following table shows us how the three advocates in the Dependence

Hypothesis differently interpret the same passages according to their positions.

Evans Goodacre Peabody

“In light of the usage of
these verbs, it is not
surprising that both

“At the same point in the
narrative, Matthew and Luke
insert five identical Greek

“Advocates of the Two Gospel
Hypothesis would argue that, in this
literary context, Luke inferred from

Matthew and Luke
replace Mark’s less
suitable paio with the

words, here translated by “Who
is it that struck you?” Since Q,
according to its advocates, did

Matthew’s Gospel that Jesus was
blindfolded at the time of the mockery
and added this detail to his text. Thus,

more suitable patasso
(Matthew and Luke do
use paio elsewhere, in the
sense of “beat” with fists

not have a Passion Narrative,
this kind of agreement cannot
have derived from Q.” It is a

mystery, therefore, how

perhaps, Luke made the context of this
taunting question more understandable
in his Gospel. Mark, however,
accepted the detail of the blindfold

or clubs, in Matt. 26:68; Matthew and Luke could have from Luke 22:64 (cf. Mark 14:65) but

224 This table is constructed by observing the passages used in the three Dependence Hypotheses
(Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 27-45; Goodacre, “Farrer Hypothesis,” 47-66; Peabody, “Two Gospel
Hypothesis,” 67-88). For this, the index of Scripture (Porter and Dyer, eds., Synoptic Problem, 187-91) is

utilized. The common passages between the Two Source and Farrer Hypothesis are highlighted in
boldface. The common passages between the Farrer and Two Gospel Hypothesis are underlined. The
common passages between the Two Source and Two Gospel Hypothesis are highlighted in italic. The
common passages shared by all Dependence Hypotheses are highlighted in boldface and italic.
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Luke 22:64). If Mark independently added this omitted the question (Matt. 26//Luke
wrote last and had identical sentence to their 22:64), which may have motivated
Matthew and Luke before | Markan source. The standard Luke to add the detail of the blindfold
him, it is not easy to answer given by Q advocates is | in the first place. Mark may have then
explain why he would that there must have been some | made the significant omission of this
replace the suitable kind of textual corruption, but question from the Gospels of Matthew
patasso, which would since the wording is in every and Luke because of the somewhat
have been in both of his known witness of both Matthew | contrasting contexts within their
sources, for the somewhat | and Luke, this answer is weak.” | parallel pericopae, in which Jesus is
less suitable paio.” blindfolded in one and not the other.”

Table 1.7. Three Different Interpretations of Matt 26:68 and Luke 22:64 (cf. Mark
14:65)

This comparison shows us that the different approaches to the same text can draw
various conclusions. Evans utilizes Matthew 26:68 and Luke 22:64 to prove Markan
Priority via the linguistic approach. By pointing out that Q cannot include the passion
narrative, Goodacre uses the two texts to refute the Two Source hypothesis. By
explaining that Mark omitted the question (“Who is it that struck you?”) after seeing
Luke’s expression “blindfold” in 22:24, Peabody utilizes these texts to confirm Mark’s
reliance on Luke along with the Markan Posteriority.

It may not be, of course, fair to regard the phenomenon that most of the texts used
by the three scholars do not overlap as a problem. It may not also be fair to abandon all
three hypotheses just because their interpretations of the same text are conflicting each
other. Since at least one of the three interpretations could be correct. Nevertheless, each
of these three hypotheses has critical limitations as follows.??® As regards the Two
Source Hypothesis, two insoluble problems still persist. First, it is difficult to explain the
so-called “minor agreement” persuasively enough. Second, it does not seem to offer

compelling explanations for the overwhelming support for the Matthean Priority by the

225 For more information regarding their limitations, see Porter and Dyer eds., Synoptic Problem,
113-63.
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majority of the church fathers.??® The Two Gospel Hypothesis above all does not really
seem to offer persuasive answers to whether it is possible to go from Matthew’s
sophisticated style to Mark’s rather rough style. The critical weakness of the Farrer
Hypothesis is that it is not possible to identify the origin of the so-called “distinctive
dominical traditions” that appear in Matthew and Luke,??’ and that, like the Two Source
Hypothesis, it does not seem to offer compelling explanations for the overwhelming
support for the Matthean Priority by the majority of the Church Fathers.?? These
limitations raise the need for another approach that could resolve the problems from a

different perspective that they could not.

A Complementing Approach to Resolve the Synoptic Problem
The previous section explored the discrepancies and limitations of the literary
dependence hypotheses. This study shows that another complementing approach to the
Synoptic Problem is still waited for. Now, we may need to consider Riesner’s Orality
and Memory Hypothesis, a model of the Literary Independence Hypothesis. Concerning
the need for the Oral Tradition study, Terence C. Mournet’s wording seems valuable:

Despite the understandable desire to reconstruct an elegant model of Gospel
interrelationships, which a strictly literary paradigm enables one to do, we must
begin a shift away from an exclusively literary model of Synoptic
interrelationships towards an understanding of the Jesus tradition that is able to
take account of highly oral milieu that existed during the time of Gospel
composition. This, of course, might require a significant revision of the historical-
critical method that has driven NT scholarship for more than one hundred years.
The model that results from such a process might not prove as straightforward or
as elegant as one would desire, but arguably it will be more faithful to the
character of the Jesus tradition and to the historical context within which it was

226 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis Response,” 142.
227 Byans, “Two Source Hypothesis Response,” 119.
228 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis Response,” 142.
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initially performed and subsequently transmitted.??°
As Mournet mentions, “the desire to reconstruct an elegant model of Gospel
interrelationships” is understandable, and we can not deny that the resulted models so far
are in many respects beneficial to the studies of the Synoptic Gospel. Nevertheless, oral
tradition study is also highly needed to complement the various limitations of the literary
dependence hypotheses. The oral tradition study is especially essential in investigating
the Jesus tradition, which had significant influences on the formation of the Gospels in
the Gospels’ formation. Concerning the character of oral tradition, Stanley E. Porter
comments that, in the four proponents’ arguments, “oral tradition was an integral part of
the equation from the start, then it appears that more needs to be done to consider what
role oral tradition might play in attempting to answer the question of the origins of the
Synoptic Gospels.”? Although there is skepticism regarding oral tradition study,?3! it
seems significant to pay proper attention to the oral tradition in relation to the origin of
the Synoptic Gospels for several reasons.

First, it is not easy to deny the existence of the oral/written traditions before the
written Gospels.?®? As mentioned above, Evans states the possible influence of

oral/written traditions on the Gospels?*®

as well as Riesner. In the era of the early church,
the eyewitnesses were still alive and were orally conveying the words of Jesus and the

stories about him; thus, there may not have been a need for written texts right away. In

229 Mournet, Oral Tradition, 293.

230 Porter, “Synoptic Problem,” 94.

231 Barry W. Henaut is skeptical regarding the oral tradition study due to the following reason: “The
Oral phase of the Jesus tradition is now forever lost. The spoken word is transitory by nature and exists for
but a moment” (Gospels, 295).

232 Burkett, Origins, 128.

233 Evans is a proponent of the Dependence Hypothesis, who carefully admits the possibility of the
oral traditions’ influence on Mark.
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addition, considering the Jewish and Hellenistic education systems relying on memory
(along with note-taking), Jesus’ teachings and the stories about him (ministry and
passion narratives) were probably orally preserved well by his disciples.

Second, due to the situation mentioned above, the formation of the written Gospels
was probably not simple.?3* According to Riesner, Jesus’ teachings were probably
preserved in oral traditions, which may have been formed via eyewitnesses’ memory?*®
(including some note-takings), and a written text was formed on the basis of those oral
traditions, and in light of the written text, the early Church communities may have made
their own traditions regarding Jesus’ teachings and stories about him, which may have
affected the formation of the Gospels. Riesner’s suggestion leads us to infer that the
Gospels were formed through a complicated process.

However, despite the meaningful aspects of this hypothesis, the Orality and
Memory Hypothesis seems to reduce the role of the final constructor in the formation of
each Gospel. The identity of each constructor, however, should be seen as one of the
main factors that may have influenced the construction process of each Gospel; in that
case, the constructor’s role in the forming of each Gospel should not be overlooked. It

seems, therefore, necessary to discuss the Synoptic Gospels’ authorship briefly.

234 The complex aspect of the formation of the Gospels was admitted by many scholars (e.g., Dunn,

Oral Gospel Tradition, 41-79; Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist, 26-27; Riesenfeld, Gospel Tradition, 1-29).

23 There are many suggestions concerning the influence of memory on the preservation of oral
tradition. Among them, Alan Kirk’s argument is notable: “tradition is a product of cultural practices of
commemoration; more precisely, that tradition is a media-based artifact that not only emerges but is also
transmitted at the interface of the cognitive, social, and cultural operations of memory” (“Memory-
Tradition Nexus,” 132).
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The Synoptic Gospels’ Authorship and Its Implication for This Study
This section contains a brief discussion of the identities of the constructor of each

Gospel and its implication on the construction process.?*

Constructor of the Gospel according to Matthew
The first Gospel itself does not include the information of its constructor, so it could be
regarded as anonymous; >’ however, the constructor of the Gospel according to Matthew
has long been known as Matthew, the tax-collector, who was one of Jesus’ twelve
disciples (Matt 9:9; 10:3).2%® Matthew’s authorship is mentioned in the writings of
Papias and the other early Church Fathers; as a matter of fact, no other person’s name
has ever been mentioned as its author.?*® The tradition regarding Matthew as the

constructor of the first Gospel also can be seen in the heading 70 edayyéiiov xata
Mabbeaiov, which appears in the late second or early third century manuscripts.?*° The

issue of authorship of Matthew has been critically addressed among scholars.?*!

236 This study will use both external and internal data to deduce the authorship of each Gospel. In
the case of external materials, the texts of the early Church Fathers who mentioned the authors of the
Gospels and manuscripts that mentioned the Gospel titles will be dealt with. In the case of internal
materials, some of references to each Gospel author within the New Testament will be used.

237 Beare, Matthew, 7; Earliest Records, 13.

238 Strauss, Four Portraits, 475.

239 France, Matthew, 15.

240 Gathercole, “The Earliest Manuscript Title of Matthew’s Gospel,” 209-35. Although the
anonymity of the Gospel constructors has been addressed to some extent earlier, it is necessary to think
carefully about the meaning of “anonymity.” It does not mean that the authors of the Gospels are not
known, but that the author is not specified in the text itself (unlike Pauline epistles). Thus, it is necessary
to think carefully the reason why it is mentioned not “Matthew s Gospel” but “the Gospel according to
(kata) Matthew.” For the related discussions, see Gathercole, “The Alleged Anonymity of the Canonical
Gospels.”

241 Beare, Matthew, 7; cf. Gamble, Books and Readers, 153-54. Francis W. Beare denies Matthew’s
authorship, saying that it is difficult to see the constructor of the first Gospel as a work of “any immediate
disciple of Jesus” due to the “dependence of the book upon documentary sources” (his argument reveals
that it may be challenging to insist on the authorship of Matthew within the theory of Markan priority).
Nevertheless, in the discussion of the constructor of the Gospel according to Matthew, some scholars have
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However, it seems difficult to see any of critical arguments incontrovertibly overturn the
unanimous surviving patristic witnesses attributing the first Gospel to Matthew.24? Of
course, none of us can confirm the authorship of this Gospel; however, considering
strong patristic testimonies seriously, it seems still most likely to conclude that the first
Gospel was constructed by Matthew or at least by “someone like the apostle
Matthew.”?

This study, therefore, regards the constructor of the first Gospel as the apostle
Matthew, one of the twelve disciples of Jesus. He was an eyewitness and may have
contributed to forming oral tradition(s), and these identities may have influenced the first

Gospel’s construction process.?**

Constructor of the Gospel according to Mark
As 1n the case of Matthew, Mark is not mentioned as the constructor in the second

Gospel itself; thus, this Gospel could also be considered anonymous.?*® This Gospel,

argued the authorship of the apostle Matthew (e.g., Theodor Zahn, A. Wikenhauser, E. J. Goodspeed, N. B.
Stonehouse, W. F. Albright, C. S. Mann, and Robert H. Gundry), though many scholars have argued that
the constructor of it may have been an anonymous Jewish Christian (e.g., Holtzmann, B. Weiss, O.
Pfleiderer, Johannes Weiss, A. Plummer, J. Moffatt, C. G. Montefiore, E. von Dobschiitz, T. H. Robinson,
B. W. Bacon, F. C. Grant, G. D. Kilpatrick, M. Alberts, W. Michaelis, K. Stendahl, F. V. Filson, E. P. Blair,
P. Gaechter, R. Hummel, G. Bornkamm, D. R. A. Hare, W. Grundmann, A. Kretzer, H. A. Guy, E. Lohse,
Kiimmel, P. F. Ellis, M. D. Goulder, H. Merkel, H. B. Green, L. Cope, J. D. Kingsbury, E. Schweizer, F.
Beare, D. A. Hagner, U. Luz) or an anonymous Gentile Christian (e.g., K. W. Clark, P. Nepper-
Christensen, W. Trilling, G. Strecker, R. Walker, S. van Tilborg, W. Pesch, H. Frankemolle, J. P. Meier,
Schuyler Brown, M. J. Cook). For an analysis of the topography of these scholars, see Davies and Allison,
Matthew, 1:10-11.

242 Scholars taking the traditional view are as follows: Case-Winters, Matthew, 2; Evans, Matthew,
1-4; France, Matthew, 15; Gibbs, Matthew 1:1-11:1, 59—60; Petrie, “Authorship,” 15-32.

243 France, Matthew, 15.

244 Matthew may have used other oral and/or written sources when constructing what he did not
experience.

245 Gamble, Books and Readers, 153; Beare, Earliest Records, 13. Regarding this anonymity of the
Gospels, according to Stein, we can deduce that “there was no need for the authors to identify themselves”
and “Mark and other Gospel writers did not think that what they wrote was “their Gospel.”” See Stein,
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however, traditionally has been attributed to John Mark, as mentioned in the writings of
Papias®*® and other Church Fathers.?*” There have been critics on Mark’s authorship of
the second Gospel;?*® however, it seems once again difficult to regard any of critical
arguments incontrovertibly overturn the strong patristic testimonies attributing the
second Gospel to Mark. Like the other Gospels, the heading of this Gospel (1o
ebayyéiov xatd Mépxov)® is a crucial pointer to Mark’s authorship.?? It is suggested
that Mark was a Christian who was in Rome with Peter during the persecution of
Christians by Emperor Nero (cf. 1 Peter 5:13).2°! Based on the several evidences in the
New Testament (Act 12:12, 25; 13:4; 15:36—41; Col 4:10; 2 Tim 4:11; Phlm 24; 1 Peter
5:13), we can deduce that Mark has some special relationship with Peter, Paul, and
Barnabas.?? Particularly, these biblical witnesses may confirm that Mark had a
significant role in the early church since he shared close fellowship with Peter.?®® It gives

weight to the possibility that Mark constructed the second Gospel based on Peter’s oral

Mark, 1-2; France, Mark, 7; Lane, Mark, 21-25; van Linden, Mark, 10, 12.

246 Busebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15. Here, Eusebius reveals that Papias got this information through
John the Elder and Aristion.

247 References to Mark’s authorship of the second Gospel are found in the Church Fathers, such as
Justin Martyr, Irenacus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, Eusebius, and Jerome. See Stein,
Mark, 3-4.

248 Niederwimmer, “Markus,” 172—88; Parker, “Mark,” 6870, 73-75.

249 R, T. France suggests that the more appropriate translation of this heading is “the [one] gospel in
Mark’s version” rather than “the gospel[-book] by Mark.” See France, Mark, 5.

20 Hengel, Studies in the Gospel of Mark, 64-84. According to Adela Y. Collins (Mark, 2), “even if
the author did not give his work a title, it is likely that whoever copied it and circulated it to other
communities in other geographical locations gave it a title that mentioned Mark.”

31 Lane, Mark, 21.

22 Lane, Mark, 21-22.

23 Considering the construction process of the second Gospel, the identity of Peter, who is
probably the Gospel’s original source, also seems important. Peter was a fisherman; he was called by
Jesus and became his disciple (Matt 4:18-20; Mark 1:16—18; Luke 5:1—11). His original name was
“Simon” (Zipwv), but he was given the name “Peter” (IIétpos) by Jesus (cf. Matt 16:18). In the Gospels
and Acts, he appears as a representative of the twelve apostles (Matt 16:18; Acts 1:15-22; 2:14, 37, 38).
For more detailed information on Peter’s life and identity, see Meyer, Peter; Bockmuehl, Simon Peter.
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testimony/tradition.?*

This study, therefore, considers the constructor of the second Gospel as Mark the
preserver and deliverer of the oral testimony/tradition from the apostle Peter who was
one of the twelve disciples of Jesus. Peter was an eyewitness and may have contributed
to forming oral tradition(s). In this sense, both Mark’s and Peter’s identities may have

influenced the second Gospel’s construction process.?>

Constructor of the Gospel according to Luke
The third Gospel could also be regarded as anonymous.?*® Although there is some
uncertainty concerning the issue of authorship of this Gospel,?’ the constructor of this
Gospel has traditionally been regarded as Luke.?®® Like the other Gospels, the heading of
this Gospel in the early manuscripts assumes Luke to be its constructor.?®® References to
Luke’s authorship of the third Gospel also appear in the writings of the early Church
Fathers.?®° Luke has been commonly understood to be the physician, who traveled with

the apostle Paul on the missionary journeys as a coworker (e.g., Col 4:14; 2 Tim 4:11;

254 The meaning of “Peter’s testimony/tradition” is as follows. Considering the position Peter had in
the early church, his testimony may have had a public function. In this study, thus, we regard Peter’s
testimony as an apostolic/public testimony, which may have been closely related to the oral tradition that
he may have contributed.

255 Peter, like Matthew, also may not have testified about what he had not experienced; in that case,
Mark may have constructed the Gospel based on other oral traditions or written sources.

256 Beare, Earliest Records, 13; cf. Tuckett, Luke, 15. However, John Nolland asserts that the third
Gospel is not anonymous since ancient works with dedications, such as Luke 1:1-4, are not anonymous.
See Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20, Xxxiv.

357 Chen, Luke, 4.

28 Bock, Luke 1:1—9:50, 4-7; Garland, Luke, 21-24; Marshall, Luke, 33; Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20,
xxxiv—xxxvii; Tiede, Luke, 18; cf. Fitzmyer, Luke, 35; Green, Luke, 21.

259 The heading “to edayyéhiov xate Aouxdy” is found at P7, believed to be AD 175-225.

20 E.g., by Tertullian, Luke is mentioned as the author of this Gospel. See Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20,
xxxv. For the original source, see Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 4.2.2;4.2.4;4.5.3.
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Phlm 24).25! According to Frangois Bovon, Luke probably belonged to the second or
third generation Christians, who was originally Greek, later turned to Judaism, and
became a Christian after hearing the gospel.?®? The issue of Luke’s authorship is not

99263

“clear-cut,” but there are “no decisive arguments against it, and the traditional view,

therefore, still remains predominant.

The heading of Luke (1:1-4) clarifies notable elements of the identity of the
constructor and the construction process of the third Gospel. First of all, considering
Luke 1:3 where the masculine singular participle (Tapnxodounxétt) appears, we can
recognize that the constructor of this Gospel is @ man.?®* Also, as found in Luke 1:2—4,
Luke (xéuof) orderly (xabe&fic) constructed his Gospel “just as they had been handed
down” (xafis mapédooav) through “eyewitnesses and servants of the word” (adtémTal
xal Onpérar yevéuevol ol Aéyou),?®® by investigating everything carefully (&xptfés), so
that the reader may know “the certainty (Tnv dodaieiav) of the things.” Particularly, two
adverbs in Luke 1:3 seem notable in terms of the construction process of Luke: axptf3és
and xafe&fis. AxpiBds shows that Luke carefully investigated and preserved oral
traditions as well as written sources. Kafe&fic shows Luke’s way of constructing the third

Gospel by using the sources: it was done orderly.?®® From these observations, we can

261 Chen, Luke, 2. The Muratorian Canon, which is estimated to date from AD 170 to about the 4™
century AD, also identifies Luke, who was Paul’s companion and physician, as the author of this Gospel.
See Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20, Xxxv.

262 Bovon, Luke, 8. Considering Luke 1:2-4, the constructor of the third Gospel was not an
“eyewitness,” and he rather consulted the eyewitnesses (Jeffrey, Luke, 1).

263 Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20, xxxVii.

264 Bovon, Luke, 8.

265 According to Derrell L. Bock, the author of the third Gospel “has relied on his study of
traditions, which came from “eyewitnesses and servants of the Word” (italics are mine). See Bock, Luke
1:1—9:50, 4.

286 The meaning of “order” here could be temporal, logical, or literary. As for the possible meanings
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regard Luke as a thorough “preserver” of the oral tradition, not excluding the possibility

) 267
b

of using written sources (Luke 1:1 and a constructor who formed the third Gospel to

be a “reliable, accurate history.””?%8

In addition, Luke 1:1-4 and Acts 1:1 show Luke to be a constructor of the two
sequel volumes: the third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles. Considering the “we-
passages” in Acts, Luke may be an eyewitness to some events which he describes in
Acts.?® Luke 1:1-2, however, reveals that Luke was certainly not an eyewitness to the
events described in the third Gospel.2’

This study, therefore, regards the third Gospel’s constructor as Luke, a companion
of the apostle Paul. He was not an eyewitness nor a contributor of oral traditions, but in

Luke 1:1-4, especially two adverbs (dxpté&s, xabe&fic) in the passage reveal his cautious

manner of constructing the third Gospel. The discussions above suggest that Luke may
have orderly constructed the third Gospel faithfully based on oral traditions and written

sources.

of xabe&ijs, see Bock, Luke 1:1-9:50, 62. An interesting study of xafe&fjc in Luke’s Gospel was undertaken
by Benjamin W. W. Fung. See Fung, 4 Defense for the Chronological Order of Luke’s Gospel. Here “Fung
argues that kafe&f|g in Luke 1:3b ‘most likely refers to chronological order’ on the basis of four methods:—
—1. an analysis of Luke’s two prefaces; 2. a word study of xa8e&fic; 3. an analysis of the narrative sequence
of Luke; and 4. a comparison between the writing approaches of Greco-Roman/Jewish histories and
Luke.” In Fung’s monograph, however, “there remains a debate over the genre of Luke (e.g., history,
biography, historiography, or ancient document) and the chronological issue between Luke 4:16-30,
Matthew 13:54-58, and Mark 6:1—6a.” See Ahn, “Review of 4 Defense for the Chronological Ovder,” 57—
58.

267 Cf. Johnson, Luke, 2—6. For more full discussions of Luke 1:1, see Alexander, Preface, 108-16.

288 France, Luke, 6. Here, France suggests that v doddAeiav in Luke 1:4 can be translated as
“certainty,” which can carry the meaning of being “firmly founded and cannot be moved.” If we accept
this suggestion, we can deduce that Luke attempted to record a “reliable, accurate history.”

269 France, Luke, 2.

210 Tyckett, Luke, 15-17.
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The Position of this Study
From the investigations so far, the position of this study can be summed up as follows.
First, the words of Jesus and the stories about him have been preserved in oral traditions
by eyewitnesses. Second, Matthew was an eyewitness and a contributor to oral
tradition(s), and this identity may have influenced the construction process of the first
Gospel. Third, Mark constructed the second Gospel as the preserver and deliverer of the
oral testimony/tradition from the apostle Peter, who was an eyewitness and may have
contributed to forming oral tradition(s); thus, both Mark and Peter’s identities may have
influenced the construction process of the second Gospel. Fourth, Luke was not an
eyewitness nor a contributor to oral traditions, but in Luke 1:1-4, he reveals himself as a
cautious preserver of oral traditions and written sources. Fifth, the commonalities and
differences in the Synoptic Gospels can be explained by the above assumptions.

This position can be summarized as follows: each volume of the Synoptic Gospels
was formed on the basis of oral traditions and written sources. This, however, does not
exclusively mean the literary independence between the Synoptic Gospels; this study is
open to the possibility of the literary dependence between the three Gospels, though it
does not lean to any of the three Hypotheses surveyed above. This approach can be
called “Oral Tradition(s) and Constructor’s Identity Hypothesis.” This study is based on
this position and, in the course of the study, the validity of this position will be

ascertained.

Conclusion

This chapter has briefly surveyed the history of the studies related to the Synoptic
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Problem (from Papias to Dunn) and analyzed the four major positions (the Two Source
Hypothesis, the Farrer Hypothesis, the Two Gospel Hypothesis, and the Orality and
Memory Hypothesis) by examining representative upholders’ arguments. By dividing
these hypotheses into the literary dependence position and the literary independence
position, this chapter analyzed each position and found that both positions have their
own plausibility and limitations. From these analyses, it is necessary to pursue another
approach based on a balanced thorough understanding of the situation of Jesus’ era, oral
tradition, and each Gospel constructor’s identity. Thus, this chapter suggested a position,
“Oral Tradition(s) and Constructor’s Identity Hypothesis,” and it will be the starting

point and the final goal of this study.
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY — MODE REGISTER ANALY SIS

A model of mode Resister Analysis (RA) based on Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL) is the methodology of this study. Before discussing this methodology, it seems
necessary to consider some of the related issues when the methodology is applied to the

Synoptic Gospels. They are genre and oral tradition.

Foundational Concepts for Methodology

Genre
Since an understanding of genre? is an essential element for studying the Synoptic
Gospels and is also related to the issue of “finding the construction process of a text,” it
will be discussed briefly before dealing with the methodology. The genre of the Gospels
has long been studied, and the following scholars have contributed to the field of the
gospel genre: Ernest Renan, Clyde W. Votaw, Karl L. Schmidt, Martin Dibelius,
Bultmann, Charles H. Talbert, Philip L. Schuler, David E. Aune, Richard A. Burridge,
Zachary K. Dawson, Craig S. Keener. Renan views the Gospel accounts regarding Jesus
as a “biography.”? For him, the Gospels are “the documents which claim to be
biographies of the founder of Christianity and must naturally take the place of honour in

a Life of Jesus.”® However, he considers the Gospels as not just ordinary biographies but

! This study defines genre as a literary category or a type of writing that the Synoptic Gospels
belong to.

2 Renan, Life of Jesus, 339, 368, 393.

3 Renan, Life of Jesus, 339.
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historically inaccurate “legendary biographies.” Votaw asserts that the Gospels may or
may not be viewed as biography, depending on the definition of biography.® He agrees
that it is not a historical biography but rather a more general theorem of practical,
hortatory characters.® Schmidt argues that the Gospels were naturally woven through
oral gospel traditions in the early church—not by the author’s intention.” He also
acknowledges that the Gospel of Luke has a historiographical aspect and the Gospels of
Matthew and Mark share this character of Luke, but he warns against the understanding
of the Gospels as “historiography” because such an understanding may lead to
identifying the constructors of the Gospels as historiographers such as Polybius or
Eusebius.® He claims that the Gospels “do not belong to any specific strand in the
history of literature.”® Dibelius does not identify a specific genre of the Gospels, rather,
he tries to identify the “forms” within the Gospels, which could be called “sub-genre.”
He seeks not only to find the origin of the Jesus tradition through a methodology of
“form criticism” (Formgeschichte) but also to find some intention of the earliest
tradition’s construction.? He thinks that the Gospels were basically written faithfully to
the Jesus tradition, and one cannot rule out whether or not the author’s character may be
reflected in this process, but it may not have been written by the author’s literary
intention.!! Bultmann shares Dibelius’s interest and tries to interpret the Gospels from a

form-critical point of view, focusing on the process of forming the Gospels that would

4 Renan, Life of Jesus, 367.

% Votaw, “Gospel and Contemporary Biographies,” 49.
® Votaw, “Gospel and Contemporary Biographies,” 49.
" Schmidt, Place of the Gospels, 5, 27.

8 Schmidt, Place of the Gospels, 5.

® Schmidt, Place of the Gospels, 27.

10 Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, 7T

1 Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, 1.
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have been more complicated.!? He claims that the Gospels cannot be regarded as an
ancient biography due to their mythical, cultic, and world-negating nature. Talbert
opposes Bultmann’s view and argues that despite the unique nature of the Gospels, they
can be viewed as an ancient biography through comparative analysis with other ancient
biographies.® Schuler raises doubts about Schmidt and Dibelius’s positions regarding
the Gospels as “folk” literature, written without each author’s specific intent.}* He thinks
that at least the authors’ aims, decisions, and skills were involved in the process of
forming the Gospels, and through comparison with other literature, he regards the
Gospels’ genre as an “encomium” biography.® Aune argues that the Gospels adopted
some sort of “Greco-Roman biographical conventions” in order to carry the story of
Jesus, even though each Gospel has its own theological agenda.'® Burridge claims that
the Gospels were constructed as an “ancient biography” focusing on Jesus of Nazareth
through his comparative analyses of the Greco-Roman literature based on his genre
theory model.t” This theory of Burridge has been regarded as a consensus in New
Testament academia, almost as an orthodox view.'® Dawson, however, criticizes that
Burridge’s view retains the limitations of the modern genre theory, and in particular, this
view does not help to understand the purpose of the Gospels in connection with the
social situation that may have occurred in the process of forming the Gospels.2® In the

meantime, he attempts to establish a Gospel genre that reveals the social function and

12 Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 6.

13 Talbert, What is a Gospel, 6, 135.

14 Schuler, Genre.

15 Schuler, Genre, 32.

16 Aune, “Greco-Roman Biography,” 125.
17 Burridge, Gospels, 339.

18 Walton, “Gospels,” 81.

19 Dawson, “Gospel Genres,” 35.
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purpose of the Gospel by a genre theory model based on SFL.?° Keener defines the
Gospels as unique documents, which have similar characteristics to other biographies;
they are organized on the basis of living memory, and have historical authenticity.?
Such understanding is evident in his naming the Gospels “Christobiography.”?2

Thus, central issues of the Gospel genre debate are naturally related to the
uniqueness of the Gospels among the current literature and the commonalities of them
with other current literature. If we focus on their uniqueness, we may claim that it is
difficult to view them as a specific literature genre. However, if we focus on the
commonality between the Gospels and other literature which are apparent as Burridge
points out, we may regard the Gospels as a biography with similar features of history,
memoir, etc. In terms of memoir, on the one hand, as Schmidt and Bultmann contend,
there may have been a preservation of oral tradition(s) in the process of the Gospels’
construction. In terms of history, on the other hand, as Keener pointed out, the Gospels
may have historical authenticity. In addition, each constructor of the Gospels would
have had the purpose of constructing them. To achieve his purpose, he may have
selected some out of many sources in his hands, and may have arranged these selected
materials, and in that process, the constructor’s own linguistic style may have been
reflected.?® Thus, in this study, | define the Synoptic Gospels in terms of genre as

“biographical texts based on oral traditions with historical authenticity.”

20 Dawson, “Gospel Genres,” 53—70.

21 Keener, Christobiography, 497.

22 K eener, Christobiography, 1.

23 Cf. When Philip L. Schuler talks about the authorial intention, it makes sense to say that it is
difficult not to take into account the intention, if it is any minimal intention the author might have, without
ignoring oral tradition or other previous processes. See Schuler, A Genre for the Gospels, 32. It seems that
the organizers of the Gospels at least had the intention to properly and accurately organize the contents of
the traditions on Jesus (cf. Luke 1:1-3).
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Oral Tradition
This section discusses the influence of oral tradition on the Synoptic Gospels. In the
course of applying the mode RA to the designated texts of the Synoptic Gospels, the
issues of orality and textuality will be involved. It seems, therefore, necessary to review
the concept of oral tradition briefly at this stage. In reviewing this special attention is
paid to the possibility that the Synoptic Gospels were constructed on the basis of oral
traditions regarding Jesus’ words and life. What is “oral traditions”? According to Jan
Vansina, oral traditions mean “all oral testimonies concerning the past which are

transmitted from one person to another’?

and “historical sources of a special nature,”
which “derives from the fact that they are ‘unwritten’ sources couched in a form suitable
for oral transmission, and that their preservation depends on the powers of memory of
successive generations of human beings.”% Then, how can we confirm the existence of
oral tradition in the Gospels? First, we need to look at the internal evidence. When we
see Paul’s expression, “For I received from the Lord what I also handed on to you” CEyd
yap mapédafov amd Tol xupiov, 6 xal mapédwxa HKiv) in 1 Corinthians 11:23, we can
deduce that Jesus’ Eucharistic words are based on an oral tradition.?® In Luke 1:1-4, we
can also recognize that Luke—and possibly other Gospel constructors too—constructed
the Gospels on the basis of the oral testimonies/traditions of “eyewitnesses and servants

of the word” (adtémTat xat Omypétat yevéuevor ol Adyov). In addition, as the external

evidence, the testimonies of Fathers such as Irenaeus, Eusebius, Tertullian, Origen,

24 Vansina, Oral Tradition, Xvii.
% Vansina, Oral Tradition, 1.
%6 Fee, Corinthians, 548-49; Thiselton, I Corinthians, 183.
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Clement of Alexandria, and Jerome witness the existence of these oral traditions.?’ It
seems natural to assume that the testimonies on Jesus may have been preserved in some
form of oral tradition for several decades. If it is assumed that the canonical Gospels
were written during the second half of the 1st century, those oral traditions may have
undoubtedly influenced on the process of constructing the Gospels.?® When this study
refers to the term “oral tradition,” it means an oral collection of Jesus’ words and the
stories related to him that the early church members (Jesus’ disciples and other

eyewitnesses) may have formed and preserved.?®

Mode Register Analysis based on SFL>°
We are now in a position to discuss the methodology of this study, that is, a model of
mode Register Analysis based on SFL. We may first need to consider a complicated
aspect of a linguistic framework in applying the mode RA based on SFL to the Greek
text. Modern linguistics deals with the characteristics of the “language” which is used in
the modern world, and the principle according to which the language is operating. The
present study, however, applies this modern theory representing the modern language to
the ancient texts which are using the first century Greek. Nevertheless, linguistics also
deals with the universal features of the language which are common to all languages
used by all humans regardless of age. It is then necessary to point out that M. A. K.

Halliday’s (1925-2018) SFL based on English probably cannot be applied as it is to the

%" For a related discussion, see Derico, Oral Tradition, 1-3.

28 Cf. Henaut, Oral Tradition and the Gospels, 15.

29 Burkett, Origins, 128.

30 When I use the term “register” in this study, it will carry the distinctive register of each
constructor and audience/recipient of the Synoptic Gospels. In other words, it means the register in the
process of each text composition, not a register in the initial occurrence situation.
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Greek text, even though there are linguistic features in all languages— like meta-
functional hypothesis—which can be regarded as “universal.”®! It seems, therefore,
crucial to pay attention to the difference between English and ancient Greek and

consider this difference in building up the methodological framework.>?

Systemic Functional Linguistics
Before we discuss the mode RA, we may need to relate SFL briefly on which the mode
RA is based. According to Porter, SFL can be summarized as follows.
SFL is a system-based functional linguistic model that connects socially grounded
meanings with instances of language usage. As a result, SFL relies upon defining
and examining various theoretical strata that connect context to expression. Each
of these strata—context of culture and context of situation (which are non-
linguistic), semantics and lexicogrammar (content), and phonology/graphology
(expression)—is system driven, and SFL models meaning potential as system
networks, in which meaning choices are realized as systems. SFL also utilizes a
rank scale to differentiate levels of structure (syntagmatic relations) of language
(there has been less work in formalizing context than there has been of the
semantics and lexicogrammar).”33
SFL contains two crucial concepts of language utterance: system and function. Every
language entity has its own systemic formation in a specific social background (context
of culture and context of situation),** and it is used by persons within a given society as
a functional tool.®® Such functional linguistics seems to stem from some scholars in the

Prague School (e.g., Vilém Mathesius [1882—1945], Roman Jacobson [1896—-1982], etc.)

and was developed in a systemic way by John R. Firth (1890-1960).% However,

81 Halliday, Functional Grammar, Xxxiv.

32 Porter contends the need for re-modeling M. A. K. Halliday’s SFL to use it in the field of the
Greek New Testament study. See Porter, “Systemic Functional Linguistics,” 10.

33 Porter, Romans, 24.

% Halliday, Functional Grammar, xvii.

% Halliday, Functional Grammar, xiii.

3 Cf. Halliday, Functional Grammar, XXvi—XXVii.
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Halliday is regarded as a pioneer who completed the scheme of SFL.3" As a basis of
SFL, he states that language is “a product of social process.”
Language arises in the life of the individual through an ongoing exchange of
meanings with significant others. A child creates, first his child tongue, then his

mother tongue, in interaction with that little coterie of people who constitute his
meaning group. In this sense, language is a product of social process.®

Unlike Cognitive Linguistics, which focuses on the mind or psychological aspect of
human beings, SFL regards language as “social semiotic,” which is formed in a context
of society (systemic dimension) and is used for exchanging meanings in the society by
choice in a particular context (functional dimension). Thus, the keywords of SFL can be
summarized as follows: (1) function, (2) meaning, (3) context, and (4) choice.*® In the
area of SFL, many scholars have been influenced by Halliday and developed their own
paradigms; among them. R. Martin and R. P. Fawcett are noteworthy. Martin attempts to
model Halliday’s grammatical scheme for “discourse semantics.”*° For a more thorough
discourse analysis (hereafter DA) based on SFL, Martin deals with several contextual
elements in terms of genre and register as a model to overcome Hallidayan SFL’s
tendency to stay at the clause level.*! Apart from Martin, Fawcett tries to remodel
Halliday’s SFL in a more simplified form with several extended elements in order to

fulfill twofold practical goals: (1) to have a descriptive framework for text analysis and

3" Halliday’s major works regarding linguistic system and function can be shown as follows:
“Language Structure and Language Function” (1970), 140-65; Explorations in the Functions of Language
(1973); Learning How to Mean: Explorations in the Development of Language (1975); Language as
Social Semiotic: The Social Interpretation of Language and Meaning (1978); An Introduction to
Functional Grammar (1985). For a detailed survey of the history of SFL, see Porter, “Systemic Functional
Linguistics,” 2—10.

3 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 1.

39 Cf. Eggins, Systemic Functional Linguistics, 1-24.

40 Martin, English Text.

4 For J. R. Martin, “register” and “genre” are the alternative terms to Halliday’s “context.”
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(2) to get an appropriate sentence model for computer language.*? Unlike the five
elements of a clause in Halliday’s SFL (subject, finite, predicator, complement, adjunct),
Fawcett suggests six elements (subject, operator, main verb, auxiliaries, complement,
and adjunct).*® Besides, various branches of SFL are still being developed by many
scholars. Basically, the object of SFL can be any sort of oral/written material. SFL
analyzes a text based on its own linguistic approach which contains pivotal elements
such as cohesion, thematization, transitivity, mood system, etc.

Even though Halliday’s linguistic approach is focused on a language, English, he
admits that his linguistic model could be used for other languages as well: “This is not to
deny that features may be universal; but those features that are being explicitly claimed
as universal are built into the theory. An example of this is the ‘metafunctional’
hypothesis: it is postulated that in all languages; the content systems are organized into
ideational, interpersonal, and textual components.”*** As he said, SFL’s metafunctional
aspect is embodied in all languages, and he describes this metafunction as “a universal
feature of language.”*® Here we will look at some of the key concepts contained within
Halliday’s SFL and consider how to apply these concepts to the New Testament Greek.
Let us, then, take a closer look at the two key concepts represented by Halliday’s SFL:

system and function.*®

42 Fawcett, Cardiff Grammar.

4 In addition, R. P. Fawcett denies the “verbal group” of Halliday’s SFL scheme because of the
exceptional cases.

4 Halliday, Functional Grammar, XXxiv.

4 Halliday, Functional Grammar, Xxxiv.

46 Cynthia L. Westfall gives us a succinct understanding on the two core elements of SFL: “SFL
studies how language is used to communicate in social interaction (the functional element), and treats
language as a network of systems, or interrelated sets of options for making meaning.” See Westfall,
“Mapping the Text,” 13.
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System
Halliday explains the adjective “systemic” of Systemic Functional Linguistics as a
concept distinct from “systematic” and says that it is deeply connected with the grammar
in language. For Halliday, a system is “a set of options with an entry condition: that is to
say, a set of things of which one must be chosen, together with a statement of the
conditions under which the choice is available.”*” A system often remains and functions
in the language in the form of grammar and is mainly connected with the problem of
“choice” (or option) in language use.*® The figure below shows how a system works

through choice to form a language and the meaning of language.
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Figure 2.1. Hypothetical System Network*®
Observing the figure above, there is a “point of origin” on the very left. It is where the
first instantaneous choice takes place. The curved bracket in the figure above shows the
branch of that immediate selection. As a result of choice, it is moved to the lower system

of the name of “subnetwork.” When selecting a, b, c, or d, the language figure is divided

4" Halliday, System and Function, 3.
48 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 149.
49 Butler, Systemic Linguistics, 42.
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into a-e, a-f, b, c-g, c-h, and d. From these choices, linguistic diversity emerges. It would
be an example of a system based on the act of choice.

The other crucial concept in SFL is stratification, and the basic concept Halliday
introduces is as follows: “stratification refers to the way a language is organized as a
hierarchy of strata, or levels of realization: phonetic, phonological, lexicogrammatical
and semantic ... Then, above the semantic, we may add a further stratum of ‘context’;
this is outside language.”® According to this basic concept, stratification is shown in a

diagram as follows.*

content: semantics

content: lexicogrammar

expression: phonology

expression: |
phonetics

Figure 2.2. Halliday’s Stratification

Although scholars’ definitions and compositions of stratification related to SFL vary,>2

this study follows the above arrangement. This study also shares the following scheme

%0 Halliday, “Gloosy Ganoderm,” 107.

5! Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction, 26.

52 For instance, unlike the diagram above, Martin expresses “register” instead of “context and adds
“genre” and “ideology” as higher concepts in his stratification form. See Martin, English Text, 496.
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constructed by David Yoon: “This study is interested in how the components within the
semantic stratum, realized by components within the lexicogrammar stratum, realize the

components within the context stratum.”>3

Function
Function is realized by a system through the use of a specific language. Regarding
“functional,” an essential concept in his linguistic scheme, Halliday says: “It is
functional in the sense that it is designed to account for how the language is used.” In
fact, the functional components of a language are to communicate and understand. He
calls these functional components “metafunctions.” The composition of metafunctions is
basically divided into ideational and interpersonal functions. For Halliday, the ideational
function is concerned with understanding the environment of a speech, and the
interpersonal function is related to how people behave in relation to other people in the
environment.* The third metafunction formed by combining the above two
metafunctions is textual function. The concept and relationship of these three
metafunctions will be dealt with in more detail later in the following part of RA. Next,

this study focuses on RA based on SFL.

Register Analysis Based on SFL for Analyzing Ancient Greek Texts
Throughout history, all human beings have used various oral/written languages to

communicate within innumerable societies and social situations. For this reason,

%8 Yoon, Galatians, 72.
% Halliday, Functional Grammar, xiii.
% Halliday, Functional Grammar, xiii.
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language itself fundamentally has a social feature. Regarding the social characteristic of
language, Halliday says, “A significant fact about the behaviour of human beings in
relation to their social environment is that a large part of it is linguistic behaviour.”®
Such a linguistic system is “a part of the social system,”®’ and thus, all languages can be
called social languages.

The variety existing in languages is usually classified into two levels: dialect and
register. According to Halliday, “The variety according to user is a DIALECT; the
variety according to use is a REGISTER.”®® In other words, one person’s inherited
language variety is “dialect,” and “register” is associated with language variety when
she/he actually uses the language in a situation.

What then is the core concept of “register”? Although the concept of register
seems shadowy,” we can gain an important understanding through the explanation of
Halliday on “register” and “types of linguistic situation” as follows:

Types of linguistic situation differ from one another, broadly speaking, in three

respects: first, what is actually taking place; secondly, who is taking part; and

thirdly, what part the language is playing. These three variables, taken together,

determine the range within which meanings are selected and the forms which are
used for their expression. In other words, they determine the “register.”®°

Here Halliday refers to three types of “linguistic situation.” They are concerned with the
following three questions: what is happening now; who is involved; what is the point
where language functions? According to Halliday, the three linguistic-situational types

determine the “range” and “forms” of a text, and he labels these elements (range/forms)

%6 Halliday, Functions of Language, 48.
5" Halliday, Learning How to Mean, 120.
%8 Halliday et al., Linguistic Sciences, 77.
% de Beaugrande, “Register,” 7.

%0 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 31.
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as the “register” of a text. Thus, Halliday says that the goal of the register theory is “to
uncover the general principles which govern this variation, so that we can begin to
understand what situation factors determine what linguistic features.”®! Based on
Halliday’s definition, this study defines register as a linguistic type (range/forms) in a
distinct type of situation.5?

It is evident that there is always a context before forming a language text.%®
According to Halliday, a context of a text can be divided into two levels: “context of
situation” (immediate environment of the text) and “context of culture” (total cultural
background).%* Here we will focus on the aspect of “context of situation” in terms of the
semantic area.®® If a context of situation determines the range and form of a text, the
analysis of a text’s language type should include the analysis of the situational elements.

Let us consider the relationship between text and context in more detail. A fext
means a spoken or written “instance of language” in a context (context of situation).%® In
other words, a text, which is constructed by words and sentences, is formed differently

depending on a different context.®’ Thus, in order to understand a text, we have to know

61 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 32. Italics are Halliday’s. Concerning Halliday’s explanation of the
aim of the register theory, Helen Leckie-Tarry says the purpose of register analysis is “to propose
relationships between language function, determined by situational or social factors, and language form”
(Language and Context, 6).

82 Cf. Biber and Conrad, Register, Genre, and Style, 6. Here Douglas Biber and Susan Conrad
define a register as “a variety associated with a particular situation of use (including particular
communicative purposes).” Westfall also succinctly defines register as “the specialized language that is
used in a certain situation.” See Westfall, Hebrews, 84.

83 According to John C. Catford (Linguistic Theory, 1), language itself is already “a type of
patterned human behavior.” Thus, when we talk about “language type” in the Gospel text, it means each
text’s (or constructor’s) sub-language type under the upper-language type of Greek.

% Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 6.

8 This term was coined by Bronislaw Malinowski in his anthropological scheme. See Malinowski,
Coral Gardens, 258.

% Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction, 3.

67 Cf. Westfall, “Moral Dilemma,” 218.
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its context. Halliday posits that information of “a context of situation” is encoded in a
text; therefore, by analyzing the text linguistically, we can know the context of situation
of the text.% Unlike the concept of a historical context of situation, in SFL, context is
regarded as “socio-semiotic constructs.”®® Thus, it is possible to say that “the context of
situation emerges ‘out of” the text.”’°

How, then, can we analyze such a context of situation encoded in a text? In the
scheme of Halliday’s linguistic approach, there are three metafunctions (ideational
[experiential], interpersonal, textual) of register analysis, and through these
metafunctions, the three features of the context (field, tenor, mode) can be realized,

although others talk about even more elements of the texts.”* The relation between the

situation and the text can be revealed by the following figure.”

88 According to Westfall, “(t)he linguistic study of the New Testament must be textually based as a
starting point—the text is our direct access into the context, ..., since the specific cultural and historic
contexts that would shed light on the text have been lost and can only be inferred from the text.” See
Westfall, Hebrews, 18.

% Halliday and Hasan refer to the origin of the concept of “semiotics” as follows: it “derives
initially from the concept of the sign; and the modern word harks back to the terms semainon,
semainomenon (‘signifier, signified’) used in ancient Greek linguistics by the Stoic philosophers”
(Language, Context, and Text, 3).

0 Land, 2 Corinthians, 51.

1 According to Geoffrey Finch, register elements can be summarized as follows. “A good deal of
work has been done by linguists interested in stylistics on identifying the various features which determine
the particular register we choose to adopt in a given situation. The principal variables are FIELD or
subject matter; MEDIUM (speech or writing); MODE, the particular genre (e.g., conversation, sermon,
narrative, etc.); CHANNEL, the technical means (e.g., telephone, radio, face to face); TENOR, the
relationship between the participants; and CONTEXT, the situation, social, cultural or institutional”
(Language and Linguistics, 228). Thus, as Finch argues, there are many kinds of situational factors in
addition to tenor, mode, and field. Among them, Halliday sees these three as the core factors.

2 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 26.
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SITUATION: TEXT:
Feature of the context (realized by) | Functional component of semantic system
Field of discourse Experiential meanings
(what is going on) (transitivity, naming, etc.)
Tenor of discourse Interpersonal meanings
(who is taking part) (mood, modality, person, etc.)
Mode of discourse Textual meanings
(role assigned to language) (theme, information, cohesive relations, etc.)

Figure 2.3. The Relationship between the Situation and the Text (Halliday)
Since a textual function in a text is formed by a certain situation, we can assume that we
can reach the context of situation by analyzing the textual function. Now, among the
meta-functions by which to know the features of the context (field, tenor, mode), we
focus on the mode-oriented methodology, since this methodology is most closely related
to the study of analyzing the designated texts of the Synoptic Gospels. In relation to the
purpose of this study, a mode-oriented analysis is most fruitful; therefore this

dissertation focuses on mode.

Mode: Textual Meaning
Halliday explains the mode of discourse as referring to “what part the language is
playing, what it is that the participants are expecting the language to do for them in that
situation.””® There are three major textual factors of mode: theme (thematization),’*
cohesion, and information structure (information flow).” This study, therefore, deals

with thematization, cohesion, oral & written texture, along with verbal aspect.

8 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 12.

™ According to Porter, “Theme is indicated in Greek by grammatically explicit subjects, which
establish those persons and items that create the primary information flow” (“Dialect and Register,” 201).

75 Porter explains that information flow is associated with “how these elements (in terms of lexical
patterning) are distributed within a discourse, usually in terms of sub-units” (“Dialect and Register,” 201).
The words in brackets are added.
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Thematization

First, thematization is a necessary part of analyzing the textual metafunction in the RA
model based on SFL.”® It also has a history in Prague School (hereafter PS) linguistics.”’
This section employs Mathesius (1882—-1945) of PS, who is the pioneer of the
thematization, Halliday (1925-2018) who revises Mathesius’s scheme for English, and
Porter and Matthew B. O’Donnell who develop their thematization theories for Greek.
Considering the various levels in a text (e.g., clause, sentence [including complex
clauses], and paragraph[s]), this section engages with the above scholars to present the

29 ¢

definitions and functions of “theme,” “rheme,” and the subordinate concepts of

99 ¢¢ 99 e

thematization—*“prime,” “subsequent,” “topic,” and “comment.”
A Background of Thematization: Mathesius and Halliday

Mathesius, the founder of the PS™® (a linguistic group being mainly interested in

phonological, syntactic, and semantic language studies),’® made a crucial contribution to

6 Dvorak, “Thematization,”19; cf. Perfetti and Goldman, “Discourse Functions of Thematization,”
257. David Yoon’s definition on “thematization” seems compact and clear: “thematization is about how
writers structure their texts in order to convey thematic elements at the different ranks of clause, clause
complex, and discourse.” See Yoon, Galatians, 161.

" The more detailed contents regarding the history and theoretical frameworks of thematization
were dealt with in my paper “Thematization in Luke 4,” a research project with Porter in 2018. It has been
revised and edited for publication in the upcoming volume The Literary-Linguistic Analysis of the New
Testament: The Enduring Legacy of Russian Formalism and the Prague Linguistics Circle in the
Linguistic Biblical Studies series with Brill. Its co-editors are Porter, Zachary K. Dawson, and Ryder A.
Wishart. Some of this section was brought from my paper verbatim.

8 Vachek, “Mathesius,” 69.

™ Cf. Robins, Linguistics, 229. For Vilém Mathesius’s study on the phonological system of Czech
in comparison to German based on synchrony, see Mathesius, “La Structure Phonologique,”156-76. For
Mathesius’s quantitative phonological analysis on the frequency of “a” and “e” sounds in several
languages (English, Czech, Russian, and Croatian), see Mathesius, “Zum Problem der Belastungs,”177—
82.
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the formation of functional linguistics, textological research,®® and speech analysis.?!
Mathesius’s explanation that the significance of word order with the notions of basis
(theme) and nucleus (rheme) is a fundamental principle for understanding language
formation.®? Essentially, the order of theme and rheme is not fixed. For Mathesius,
rheme following theme (objective order) is a non-emphatic order, whereas theme
following rheme (subjective order) is an emphatic construction.

Mathesius’s theory of theme and rheme structure is significant for the foundation
of Functional Sentence Perspective (hereafter FSP), and it initiates a new type of
structural/functional/thematic analysis. Mathesius’s work, however, needs to be updated
in three points, especially in order to apply it to the following analysis of Gospel texts.

First, though the framework was also applied and developed for English,
Mathesius’s model for theme and rheme was designed for his mother tongue Czech.
Although theme generally precedes rheme, Czech (being an inflected language) has
greater flexibility when ordering clause components (subject, verb, object, etc.) than
English®—which more often marks grammatical relations with word order. For
example, an English sentence Pavel killed Peter could be expressed in Czech with:
Pavel zabil Petra (S + V + O); Petra zabil Pavel (O + V + S); or Pavel Petra zabil (S +

O + V). Due to this difference, although there have been attempts to apply this aspect

8 Vachek, “One of the Forerunners,” 69—70. According to Vachek, Mathesius’s analyzed theme
and rheme structure at the paragraph/chapter level as well as clause/sentence level.

8 Danes, “Prague Functional Approach,” 58. Mathesius focuses on the two functions of speech,
that is, “expressive” and “communicative” functions. For a detailed explanation on it, see Mathesius, “Re¢
a sloh.”

82 Sampson, Linguistics, 104.

8 Sampson, Linguistics, 105.

8 Naughton, Czech, 216. The initials “S,” “V,” and “O” indicate “subject,” “verb,” and “object.”
The only coherent English translation of the three sentences is “Pavel killed Petr.” In English, to change
the positions of subject and object, we have to change the verbal form from active to passive, but Czech
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of Czech to English in a passive form (e.g., Peter was killed by Pavel),® it is not simply
applied directly or simply to English without considerable modifications. Although
Mathesius says, “every language displays a tendency for this functional sentence
perspective, whether the order is objective or subjective,”® one may wonder how well it
fits in English and other languages as much as Czech.

Second, Mathesius places “sentence”—a combination of words ending in a period
(“.”) which contains one or more clauses—at the center of theme and rheme analysis and
argues that word organization at the sentence level gives further meaning to words.
Mathesius tried to extend his model beyond sentence level (paragraph or chapter); it is
hard to find useful criteria in these higher levels of linguistic analysis in his works. Of
course, sentence analysis is the basis of text analysis; however, it seems necessary for
additional theoretical development in order to apply theme and rheme to the thematic
structure at the paragraph/discourse level.

Third, in Mathesius’s model, the predicate functions as a “transitional rheme”
within the rheme of a sentence and its remaining rhematic parts.®” According to Eva
Hajicova, “[i]n Mathesius’ views, the predicate is a part of the nucleus but on its edge
rather than in its center and represents a transition (prechod) between the two parts of

the utterance.”®® Understanding the predicate as a “transition” into rheme should

can change its position without any change in verbs.

8 Sampson, Linguistics, 105.

8 Mathesius, “Functional Linguistics,” 127. For example, although Mathesius admits the
distinctive characteristics of English, he tries to apply his theme-rheme structure of FSP to English as well;
thus, he states that there can be two types of order (objective order [rheme follows theme] and subjective
order [theme follows rheme]) in English text according to the order of theme and rheme (Functional
Analysis, 156).

87 Hajicova, “Mathesius,” 51.

8 Hajicovd, Syntax-Semantics Interface, 42.
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probably be reconsidered when considering other languages. In particular, when
applying Mathesius’s model to New Testament Greek, which conveys the point of view
of a speaker or author via tense-form,®® modification is inevitable.

Although Mathesius’s linguistic modeling requires some modification, his
methodology has nonetheless proven to be influential.*® Halliday modified Mathesius’s
concepts in some respects for his linguistic theory. Halliday argues that the thematic
structure of a text is integral to the textual metafunction of language. He furthermore
states that the clause is the basic unit of thematic structure study, which possesses an
embedded message.” Thematization in SFL (as an integral part of the textual
metafunction) describes a text’s information flow—how the text is organized by means
of staging (theme) and developing (theme).%? As mentioned above, since Mathesius
originally studied thematization in Czech, even though he extended the model to

English, Halliday alters the notions of theme and rheme for the study of English

8 According to Porter, the Greek tense-form does not indicate temporal meaning, instead aspectual
meaning (perfective aspect, imperfective aspect, and stative aspect); and a selection of particular tense-
form by an New Testament author presents a perspective on the verbal action. He elucidates three verbal
aspects according to the extent of their markedness: the stative aspect is the most weighted, the next is
imperfective aspect, and the least weighted is the perfective aspect. See Porter, Idioms, 22; Porter, Verbal
Aspect, xi. In fact, Czech has a verbal aspect system, but its function differs from New Testament Greek.
Mathesius presents three major functions of verbal aspect in Czech as “alternation of the stem consonant,
“derivation which often brings about a change in conjugation,” and “set phrases (phraseologically).” See
Mathesius, Functional Analysis, 70.

% Jan Firbas comments that “Mathesius’ concepts of known and unknown information point partly
to the concept of communicative dynamism, partly to the concepts of contextual dependence and
contextual applicability.” See Firbas, “Functional Sentence Analysis,” 276. He argues that Mathesius’s
analysis would bring to “full light the importance of his studies for the inquiry into the laws not only of
Czech but of Indo-European word order in general.” See Firbas, “Defining the Theme,” 276. Based on
Mathesius’s FSP, Firbas develops his own model of FSP and “Communicative Dynamics” (CD), as “a
phenomenon constantly displayed by linguistic elements in the act of communication.” See Firbas,
Functional Sentence Perspective, 7.

1 Cf. Halliday, Halliday’s Introduction, 88.

92 Cf. The term “staging” was used by Peter Cotterell and Max Turner: “Discourse is characterized
by staging, the orderly progression in a necessarily linear sequence.” See Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics
and Biblical Interpretation, 241; cf. Brown and Yule, Discourse Analysis, 134.
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thematization.®® Unlike Mathesius’s usage of theme (basis) and rheme (nucleus; cf. new)
as the movable elements of sentence for conveying importance and prominence,
Halliday uses these terms to denote the ordered elements of a clause. In other words, for
Halliday, theme is a word or word group located at the beginning of a clause; and rheme
follows. Halliday explains this phenomenon happens when a writer or speaker chooses
their “desired [t]heme,”®* and markedness is expressed where “[t]heme is anything other
than that which is most expected” or by intonation.*® To sum up, Halliday remodels
Mathesius’s theme and rheme structure into the analysis of ordered elements within a
clause. Halliday’s analysis of English, which conveys syntax through the location of
words, can be regarded as a well-suited development of Mathesius’s work on Czech and
English.

Halliday regards the theme and rheme structure within the clause level as
“thematic structure,” and regards the theme and rheme structure above the clause level
as “information-structure.” Of course, they are closely connected. In Halliday’s
information-structure (or information flow), two concepts are important—given (or
known) and new (or unknown).®® However, for Halliday, “given and new thus differ
from theme and rheme, though both are textual function, in that ‘given’ means ‘here is a

point of contact with what you know’ (and thus is not tied to elements in clause

% When it comes to studying the thematic development and composition of text in a very different
language compared to Czech, that is, English, it is probably clear that the approach is bound to change.
Although we do not find a direct comparison between Czech and English in Halliday’s utterances, we can
probably find a related case between Japanese (“there is a special postposition -wa, which signifies that
whatever immediately precedes it is thematic”) and English (“the theme is indicated only by position in
the clause”) in terms of thematic structure, as suggested by Halliday. See Halliday, Functional Grammar,
88.

% Halliday, Functional Grammar, 90.

% Halliday, Functional Grammar, 90.

% Halliday, “Language Structure,” 162.
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structure), whereas ‘theme’ means ‘here is the heading to what I am saying.””%” Thus,
Halliday’s concept of theme and rheme and Mathesius’s differ in this respect. Mathesius
understands the concept of theme and rheme as given and new, whereas Halliday
differentiates between the two. Through the differentiation between theme and rheme
and given and new, Halliday finds not only the linguistic significance in word order at

the clause level but also the system of information beyond the clause.*®

Porter and O’Donnell’s Thematization
Although Halliday modifies Mathesius’s linguistic theory, even Halliday’s analysis is
not sufficiently specified for discourse or paragraph analysis. Furthermore, his model is
for the analysis of English. In such a situation, Porter and O’Donnell refine Halliday’s
work in order to use it for discourse or paragraph analysis applicable especially to New
Testament Greek literature.*

Since Mathesius’s work on theme and rheme is principally for Czech and also for
English, and Halliday’s work is for English, some modifications may be necessary for

applying their ideas to New Testament Greek. At first sight, New Testament Greek

% Halliday, “Language Structure,” 163, “[Theme] is put first is being instated by the speaker as the
theme of the coming message: it is the setting for the information that follows.” See Halliday, “Grammar
and Daily Life,” 371.

% Halliday, Functional Grammar, 114—15.

9 Porter and O’Donnell explain (or define, in a sense) clauses in Greek as follows: “Clauses in
Greek can consist of a single group (and hence of a single word), either a nominal or a verbal group. More
usual is to have a clause consisting of at least one complex group with a number of words, such as a verbal
group with a verb and its modifiers. More complex clauses may consist of numerous groups, such as
nominal groups and verbal groups functioning as subjects, predicates, and complements, as well as
adjunctions” (Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 70). This study follows this understanding of
clauses in Greek.
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seems to share more linguistic features with Czech than English'®—like inflection,'®* so
it seems reasonable to use Mathesius’s model for Czech to analyze New Testament
Greek thematization. However, some features of New Testament Greek are different
from those of Czech. Furthermore, as mentioned above, Matheisus’s model is concerned
with analyzing features at or within the sentence and is positioned to view the predicate
as a transitional; therefore, it is not suitable for a discourse or paragraph analysis.

Porter and O’Donnell’s adaptation of Mathesius and Halliday’s work on
thematization is, thus, helpful enough for the study of New Testament Greek. While they
utilize Mathesius and Halliday’s research, Porter and O’Donnell offer an New Testament
Greek-optimized model, address theme at various linguistic levels within a single text,
and develop a method for modeling thematization by reflecting each step (clause,
sentence/clause-complex, and paragraph/discourse). In Porter and O’Donnell’s
Discourse Analysis, they base their approach to thematization primarily upon Halliday’s
clause-centric concept of theme and rheme, revising it for multiple levels of language—

clause, sentence (or clause-complex), and paragraph/discourse. %

100 porter et al., Fundamentals, 21; Porter, Idioms, 286. Though New Testament Greek is more
flexible in word order than other languages such as English, it is difficult to consider New Testament
Greek as a free word-order language. We find well-structured patterns of word order in New Testament
Greek—the position of article and several pronoun and modifier types. See Porter, “Word Order,” 181-86;
cf. Pitts, “Greek Clause Structure,” 340—43.

101 Cf. Westfall, Hebrews, 39. As an inflected language, it is a fact that Czech shares several
characteristics with Greek. One of them is that Czech also has a grammatical subject within a verb form in
terms of verb system. For instance, the Czech sentence “Psal Mi.” means “He wrote to me,” so the verb
“psal” includes the pronoun “he” (Mathesius, Functional Analysis, 19). However, there are many different
elements between Czech and Greek (especially New Testament Greek) in terms of their word-order
system, verbal aspect system, etc.

102 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 89-90.
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Level Function Realized Through Definition
DISCOURSE Topic Semantic Semantic Establishment of a new semantic
& shift boundaries environment for the discourse
PARAGRAPH | Comment Semantic Support information for the current

continuity topic
SENTENCE(s) | Theme Change of Participant The change of participant as actor of
subject involvement | process chain
Rheme Additional Additional process information for
verbal current actor (extension of process
elements chain)
CLAUSE Prime First Group | Group order | Who or what the clause is focused
element upon
Subsequent | Remaining Development of the prime
group
elements

Table 2.1. Levels of Thematization Suggested by Porter and O’Donnell

When humans speak or write, all their sayings and writings are listed sequentially—in
chronological order. The resulting speech or text consists of the words that are presented
first and then added. This is the fundamental nature of language of speech and writing
that is caused by language behavior. When it comes to writing, which is the main
concern in this study of the New Testament text, an author writes with a certain
message(s) in his/her mind; the sentences cannot be given all at one time but are always
presented in a linear form. The important thing is that human language habits tend to
present things regarding theme first. The thematic phenomena are accumulated and
continued from a clause unit to sentence, paragraph, and discourse. Thus, Porter and
O’Donnell argue that it is possible to grasp the thematic structure in a text by analyzing
the several levels (morpheme, word, clause, sentence, paragraph/discourse) through their
linguistic model on thematization.?® This can also be expressed as a sort of hierarchical
system in a linearly constructed text.!% The methodology of thematization suggested by

Porter and O’Donnell could be regarded as a significant attempt to overcome the

108 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 87.
104 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 86.
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limitations in previous linguists’ models in terms of two aspects: (1) systemic
enlargement of Halliday’s thematic models from clause/cluster of clauses to discourse
and (2) remodeling of Halliday’s thematic model for the New Testament Greek text by
considering the distinctive linguistic features of New Testament Greek. This study, then,
attempts to find a thematic structure of each designated text according to Porter and
O’Donnell’s DA model. The following is a summary of Porter and O’Donnell’s
thematization DA model, which analyzes the thematic structure by clause, sentence, and

paragraph(s) unit in turn.

Prime and Subsequent

For thematic structure within the clause, Porter and O’Donnell suggest using prime and
subsequent in place of theme and rheme.'% For in Halliday’s understanding of theme
and rheme, there are tenuous overlapping notions between the clause and clause
complex levels.% They define prime as “who or what the clause is focused upon,
realized by the first group element in the clause” and subsequent as “the development of
the prime.”%” Porter and O’Donnell argue that for New Testament Greek, the analysis of
clause and clause complex should be separate from English-based analysis, in which the
subject usually comes first.1%® Noting that prime can occur without subsequent (Luke
7:40),1%° conjunction and temporal deictic indicators are not included in the prime and

subsequent discussion as they are cohesive devices in the context of contextual

105 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 91.
106 porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 91.
107 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 91. The italics are Porter and O’Donnell’s.
108 porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 93.
109 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 94.
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110

analysis,!1% and an author often uses prime as a “focus” on the author’s concerns.!'! For

example, in the clause of 6 didaoxatos Aéyer (Matt 26:18d), the prime is 6 didaoxados,

and the subsequent is AéyeL.

Theme and Rheme
After replacing Halliday’s concepts of “theme and rheme” with “prime and
subsequent,”!2 Porter and O’Donnell suggest applying the terms of theme and rheme to
clause complex units rather than clause units. Although this may seem confusing in the
light of traditional usage, they explain the need for this change:
In place of given and new, we propose to use the terms theme and rheme for the
discussion of thematic elements at the sentence and multi-sentence level. This is a
potentially confusing choice of terminology as theme and rheme have a long history
of application at the clause level, associated with word order. However, in our

analysis the terms seem to fit better at the sentence level realized by participant
involvement and not at the clause level realized by group position.*®

Here, the authors focus on the participant(s) at the clause complex level, focusing on the
participant-centered questions—who the actor as the subject of the clause complex
among its various participants is, and how many clause complexes center on that actor.
Based on this, the authors define “theme” as “the change of participant as the actor in a
process chain” and “rheme” as “additional process information for the current actor.”!'4

When a new participant appears in a text in the form of an explicit subject (e.g., proper

110 porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 93-94.

111 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 93.

112 porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 94-97.

113 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 98.

114 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 98. Here, a process chain means “a string of two or
more verbal groups with the same actor (subject).”
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noun, pronoun), we can call it a “theme.” It can also be called a “thematic actor” in a
“thematic unit.”**> Rheme is the remaining part except for theme.

According to James D. Dvorak and Ryder D. Walton, the qualification to be a
thematic actor is concerned with the following two elements—the thematic actor must
be an explicit subject, meaning that “the actor cannot merely be implied from a verb”
and “the thematic participant must be in a primary clause.”**® As an example of theme
and rheme, in Mark 14:29, 6 d¢ T1étpog Edn adTé - €l xal mdvtes oxavoaAighioovtal, AN
oUx €yw, the theme is ¢ T1étpog, and the rheme is €byn adTd - el xal mdvteg
oxavoadiohnoovtatl, GAN’ odx éyw. Porter and O’Donnell’s model notes that there can be
multiple clauses and clause complexes containing an actor''’ and that a thematic actor
can be located in prime or subsequent. When the thematic actor is located in prime, it is
regarded as the most marked actor.!!8 In Mark 14:29, for instance, 6 TIétpos is the theme
and the prime as well in the thematic unit, so it is the most marked actor. This study
defines theme and rheme based on Porter and O’Donnell’s definition as follows: (1)
theme is the actor in an explicit subject in a process chain, and (2) rheme is the
subsequent part after a theme, before the other theme. The theme rheme analysis will be
utilized to find (1) thematic actors, (2) thematic units, and (3) the marked actor revealed

through overlapping position of prime and theme. While using this methodology, we

115 When this study refers to a “thematic unit,” it does not mean a unit, which holds one subject, but
a unit having a “theme,” a new participant/actor in the form of an explicit subject.

116 Dvorak and Walton, “Clause as Message,” 46—47. Cf. Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse
Analysis, 99.

117 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 98.

118 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 98-99.
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will attempt to infer the relationship between the entity designated as the most marked

actor in each Gospel and the overall construction of each Gospel.

Topic and Comment
Porter and O’Donnell use the terms “topic” and “comment” with regard to thematization
at paragraph and discourse levels. They define “topic” as an “establishment of a new
semantic environment for the discourse” and “comment” as “supporting information for
the current topic.”*! With this definition, we may suppose that they try to show how a
text is like a clause.?°

Before dealing with thematization within a paragraph, it is necessary to consider
what a paragraph is and what the criteria point to paragraph divisions (especially within
an New Testament Greek text). Porter and O’Donnell propose that there are divisions
around discourse markers, which may include temporal/spatial deixis, a switch of
participants, key conjunctions, and changes in lexical cohesion chains.?! However, the
following formal and functional elements for paragraph demarcation, which Porter
suggests, seem to be more systematic: (1) conjunctions, particles (initial and final),
temporal and spatial references, (2) cohesion and segmentation, (3) participants, full
reference, pronouns, and anaphora, (4) word order and referential distance, (5) topic, (6)
theme, and (7) literary text types.1??

Porter’s criteria reviewed above are optimized for discourse analysis, but since this

119 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 106.

120 Cf. Halliday, “Text Semantics,” 227-28. Cf. Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 192.
121 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 108-9.

122 porter, “Pericope Markers,” 180-82.
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study targets a smaller body of text, new modeling for paragraph division seems
necessary. The following will be the elements for paragraph division: (1) one or more
thematic units and thematic participants;'? (2) temporal/spatial deixis; (3) transition of
topic; (4) lexical cohesion.

This study utilizes Porter and O’Donnell’s thematic approach to analyze the
process of thematization, paragraph divisions, and the topic of each paragraph in the

Eucharist and its co-texts in Synoptic Gospels.

Cohesion

The second part of mode analysis in this study is cohesion. Halliday and Ruqaiya Hasan
explain that cohesive relationships are “relations between two or more elements in a text
that are independent of the structure.”'?* Based on this understanding, they define
“cohesion” as follows: “The concept of cohesion is a semantic one; it refers to relations
of meaning that exist within the text, and that define it as a text.”? In other words, in
order to be called “a text,” it has to contain cohesive relationships among the inner
elements of the text because cohesion is “the formal links within a text or passage that
make it ‘hang together’ internally and with its immediate co-text.”*?® Thus, cohesion
reveals how one part of a text is related to another part of the text, and in this regard, we
may be able to find the structure of a text via cohesion study. This study attempts a new

perspective of cohesion approach along with the general approach of cohesion applied to

123 This study assumes that to be a paragraph, it should include one or more thematic units (and
thematic participants) in its undivided form.

124 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, vii.

125 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 4.

126 Westfall, “Resurrection,” 107. Her original source are as follows: Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion
in English, 4-5; Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context and Text, 48.
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biblical texts.’?” In other words, we analyze not only the aspect where the cohesiveness
of a text is apparent but also the aspect where the degree of cohesiveness of a text tends
relatively low, so as to deduce the construction process of each Gospel.

In this study, “cohesiveness” is related to written texts. Usually, an author of a text
constructs the subsequent part in consideration of the previous one, and thus the text’s
systematicity can vary depending on the author’s role. This study assumes that the
degree of cohesiveness varies depending on how systematically the author organizes the
text. In general, a text formed by one author can be regarded as having basic
cohesiveness, but its degree could vary. For example, it can be considered that the
degree of cohesiveness of a text is increased when an author effectively places the
position of a character in a paragraph in the form of a proper noun in consideration of
the previous part and the overall organization.

According to Halliday and Hasan, there are five types of “grammatical cohesive

devices’1?8

which create cohesive ties: (1) reference, (2) substitution, (3) ellipsis, (4)
conjunction, and (5) lexical cohesion.'?® Porter and O’Donnell, however, point out that
in Hellenistic Greek, “reference is the fundamental kind of cohesive relation, and

substitution and ellipsis are specific examples of reference.”**® Although these three

concepts are linked, each will be described separately.

127 E.g., Land, 2 Corinthians; Reed, Philippians.

128 porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 171.

129 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 4. As a slight expended expression, Porter says
cohesion “is concerned with such nonstructural semantic features as reference, substitution and ellipsis,
conjunction and lexical cohesion such as reiteration and collocation.” See Porter, “Dialect and Register,”
201.

130 porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 176.
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Reference

First, reference is a type of linguistic element to “make reference to something else for
their interpretation.”*3! Halliday explains this concept as follows: “In the case of
reference, the information to be retrieved is the referential meaning, the identity of the
particular thing or class of things that is being referred to; and the cohesion lies in the
continuity of reference, whereby the same thing enters into the discourse a second
time.”*®2 In many cases, reference is made through pronouns; however, the New
Testament Greek system contains a pronoun as a subject in a verb; thus, some features
need to be applied differently from the English system. According to Halliday and
Hassan, there are three types of reference: personal reference (“reference by means of
function in the speech situation, through the category of PERSON”), demonstrative
reference (“reference by means of location, on a scale of PROXIMITY”), and
comparative reference (“indirect reference by means of IDENTITY of

SIMILARITY).!3 The examples in Hellenistic Greek of these are as follows: 1. personal

reference (e.g., adtdg, 6), 2. demonstrative reference (e.g., Tolito, Wde, viiv), and 3.
comparative reference (e.g., uetlwv, wixpdrepov).3* This study will focus on the personal

references in the designated texts by following Porter and O’Donnell’s threefold concept
of reference: exophoric, anaphoric, and cataphoric reference.'® Distinguishing the levels

of references (grammaticalized reference, reduced reference, and implied reference) is

131 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 31.

132 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 31.

133 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 37.

134 Yoon, Galatians, 114.

135 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 177. Here, Porter and O’Donnell assert that
“Reference is simply when one linguistic item requires reference to another ... for its interpretation.”



93

also helpful in recognizing the degrees of “cohesiveness in referential ties.”23® For
instance, if a reduced reference (pronoun) appears where it seems natural to include a
grammaticalized reference, it can be viewed as a factor that lowers the degree of
cohesiveness of a text. This study will assess the degree of cohesiveness of the

designated texts by examining the “participant-referent chains.”*3’

Substitution

»138 a5 an “endophoric”

Second, substitution is “the replacement of one item by another
cohesive device.® This concept is similar to “reference.” According to Halliday and
Hasan, however, substitution is related to the lexicogrammatical level as a relation
between linguistic items, whereas reference is a concept at the semantic level as a
relation between meaning.*° In the case of reference, we have to go back to the previous
context to find a semantic object. In the case of substitution, however, we do not need
this process because readers can obtain newly added information through substitution,
even though it refers to a previous object.'*! There are three types of substitution:
nominal, verbal, and clausal substitution; these are functions in a text as a noun, a verb,

and a clause, respectively.#?

136 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 181-82.

187 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 182—83. The form of participant-referent chain is
similar to that of Westfall’s concept of “identity chain” (Westfall, Hebrews, 50-52). Here, Westfall reveals
that the study of identity chain can be used to construct “sections” within a text. In this respect, identity
chains can be also used as a useful basis to show the cohesion of one section/unit.

138 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 88.

139 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 179.

140 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 89.

141 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 179.

142 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 90.
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Ellipsis

Third, an ellipsis is “the omission of an item.”*® This concept is linked to substitution,
as it relates to what was previously within a text.1** However, an ellipsis relates to the
former as subtracting rather than adding, so it can be said as “a form of substitution
where one item is replaced with nothing.”**® It could be related to a kind of
presupposition’*® because sometimes the author and reader already know about what has
already been said or something needs to be conveyed by not saying it. Ellipsis can be
also used to avoid repeating what has been said previously, but sometimes as a device to
keep semantic possibilities open by omitting certain information. Ellipsis has three

following layers: (1) nominal, (2) verbal, and (3) clausal.'*

Conjunction

Fourth, conjunction elements “express certain meanings that presuppose other
components’ presence in the discourse.”2*® Halliday and Hasan say in this regard:
“Conjunctive elements are cohesive not in themselves but indirectly, by virtue of their
specific meanings; they are not primarily devices for reaching out into the preceding (or
following) text, but they express certain meanings which presuppose the presence of
other components in the discourse.”**® Halliday and Hasan classify conjunctive relations

into four types: additive, adversative, causal, and temporal.'®® Conjunction basically has

143 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 88.

144 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 144.

145 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 180.
146 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 144.

147 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 180.
148 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 227.

149 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 226.

10 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 242-43.
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the function of connecting grammatical units such as phrases or clauses, and plays a
fundamental role in securing cohesion of a text.™®! According to Porter, the New
Testament Greek conjunctions, as a part of particles, can be extended and classified
according to the semantic levels as follows: adversative, causal, comparative,
conditional, connective, consecutive, emphatic, explanatory, inferential, and temporal.>2

Among the conjunctions in the New Testament Greek texts, the designated texts
include the following: &AAa (but/indeed), yap (for/therefore), d¢ (but/and/indeed ...), xai
(and/so/if ...),'%3 éav (if), €l (if), éws (until), mptv (before),®* va (in order to), xabx
(like), nev (indeed/on the one hand), étav (when), 6te (when), o7t (that), 6mou (where),
mAy (but), Téte (then/at that time), ¢ (so/as).!®® There are also some cases of synthetic
forms: xayw, (Matt 26:15), x&v (26:35; xai [and, also] and éav [if]).

These conjunctions can be divided into relatively broad (having three or more
meanings) or narrow (two or fewer meanings) meaning potentials: (1) conjunctions with

broad meaning potential: xai, 0¢; (2) conjunctions with narrow meaning potential: A,

151 porter, Idioms, 204; Holton, et al., Greek, 193-95.

152 porter, Idioms, 205. Cf. Denniston, Greek Particles; Blass and Debrunner, Greek Grammar,
225.

153 1t is difficult to distinguish all the subtle differences between the meanings of 3¢ and xa.
However, it can be said that xaf leans to continuity, whereas o¢ leans to adversative even if it includes
continuity (Mathewson and Emig, Greek Grammar, 262-63). In that sense, Porter’s naming of xai as a
connective, adversative, or emphatic conjunction and d¢ as an adversative, connective, or emphatic
conjunction is thought to be a cautious expression. See Porter, Idioms, 208, 211.

1541t is used in Mark 14:30 with 7 and has the meaning of “before.” Since 7 is used in coordination
with mpiv, having no separate meaning, it is excluded from the list.

1%5 The meanings of each conjunction are constructed by referring to Porter, Idioms, 205-17. The
conceptual division of conjunctions is modified on the basis of Stephanie L. Black’s Conjunctions. Each
conjunction has a meaning potential, and the meaning will be applied according to the context of each
designated text. For a more detailed categorization of conjunctions in the New Testament texts, see Young,
Greek, 180-92. For a detailed analysis of particles, including conjunctions, see Robertson, Grammar,

1142-93. For a more classical classification and interpretation of conjunctions, see Winer, Grammar, 541—
78.
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yap, éav, i, Ewg, mply, va, xabuwg, wév, étav, éte, 811, 6mov, ANV, TéTE, ws. By analyzing
the conjunctions used in a text, there may be a possibility of inferring the linguistic
tendency of the person who constructed the text or the construction process of the text.

One more thing we need to think of is asyndeton, which means the vacancy of
conjunction.’®® The analysis of asyndeton in the designated texts is included in the
conjunction analysis since “it represents an option that alternates with other conjunctive
choices.”™’

This study assesses each conjunction’s appropriateness in terms of its usage in
each context.’® Conjunction analysis will be done based on the divided table of the

narrative and direct speech/quotation®®® parts since such a scheme seems helpful in

analyzing the conjunctions and asyndeton of the designated text.

Lexical Cohesion
Fifth, lexical cohesion makes cohesive effects by selecting vocabulary, unlike the
).160

previous grammatical elements (reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction

Halliday and Hasan suggest two types of lexical cohesion: reiteration and collocation. %!

156 Robertson and Davis, Newt Short Grammar, 315; Levinsohn, Discourse Features, 69; Black,
Conjunctions, 18; cf. Runge, Discourse Grammar, 20. Here, Steven E. Runge defines asyndeton as “the
linking of clauses or clause components without the use of a conjunction.” He uses the symbol @ to reveal
asyndeton (Runge, Discourse Grammar, 20), but originally, this symbol was used in Levinsohn, Discourse
Features, 70; thus, Runge should mark that this symbol is from Stephen H. Levinsohn. This study will
share this symbol for analysis.

157 Black, Conjunctions, 18.

1%8 There might be doubts about whether it is appropriate to evaluate the form of a text with a
framework and whether such a way is in line with the principle of SFL; however, this study takes an
approach to less common cases, centering on more general usage.

159 “Direct speech/quotation” will be expressed as “direct speech” in short throughout this study.

180 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 274.

181 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 288.
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They set sub-sections of reiteration as follows: repetition, synonym, superordinate, and
general words. %2 Yoon asserts that only repetition and synonym are “actually
characteristic of reiteration,” and their examples can be found in Matthew 5:3—6 (the
repeated part of paxdpiot [blessed]) and 1 John 1:9 (usage of adixiag [Sins] as a synonym
of apaptiag [unrighteousness]).®® This study basically follows Yoon’s view but deals
with the case of superordinate when it occurs. Collocation usually means two or more
words that often co-occur in similar situations. Halliday and Hasan state that “[i]n
general, any two lexical items having similar patterns of collocation—that is, tending to
appear in similar contexts—will generate a cohesive force if they occur in adjacent
sentences.”*® A meaningful example can be found in Romans, that is, the collocational
usage of two Greek words, dixatog and feoli (almost 16x in Romans).1®°

This study examines the cohesiveness of the designated texts by analyzing
“semantic-lexical ties.”*®® For this, we utilize J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida’s Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains*®’ to group the lexemes in
each paragraph of the texts by their semantic domains. Next, by analyzing the ratio of

168

the lexemes™° that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the number of content

182 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 288.

183 Yoon, Galatians, 117.

164 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 286.

185 Yoon, Galatians, 117.

186 This study defines “semantic-lexical tie” as the case where lexemes in the semantic domain have
a semantic connection within a paragraph.

167 Regarding the usefulness of this lexicon in terms of the concept of cohesion and semantic
domain, see Westfall, “Ties that Bind,” 199-208. However, it also has limitations. For example, it does not
“utilize the concept of collocation in its domain classification” (Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis,
187). Considering this, in the process of analysis, lexemes that are not classified into the same semantic
domain but can be connected will be marked separately.

188 The ratio regarding semantic-lexical ties aims to show how strong the cohesiveness is in a target
paragraph. Though there is no objective standard to evaluate it, near to or over 50% may well represent
strong cohesiveness of the paragraph.
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lexemes (excluding functional words [pronouns, prepositions, articles, conjunctions,
etc.], proper nouns,'® and verbs in the narrative speech margin!’?), this study attempts to
determine the lexical cohesion of each paragraph. This study also analyzes the semantic-
lexical chain of the whole designated texts'’! by observing the conceptual flow of core
lexemes to identify their cohesiveness.

Therefore, the cohesion analysis of this study will deal with the usages of cohesive

elements in the designated texts to observe their degrees of cohesiveness.

Orality and Textuality

The third part of mode analysis in this study is orality and textuality. A linguistic formula
regarding oral and written aspects of a text needs to be included in mode analysis. The
key is to work out a convincing methodology that leads us from texts to tradition. In
other words, this section aims to provide a convincing methodology for approaching the
tradition that the texts may contain. This section attempts to model an analysis tool for
measuring the orality and textuality of a text by which the tradition (particularly oral

tradition) could be discerned from the text.

189 Proper nouns are excluded from this analysis since, in the case of proper nouns, cohesiveness is
grasped not by semantic-lexical ties but in relation to other references (e.g., personal proper noun, implied
subject in verbs). However, the category of content lexemes in orality and textuality analysis below
includes proper nouns.

170 The verbs which belong to the narrative speech margins in this study are Aéyw and dyui. It is
difficult to find specific semantic-lexical ties in each paragraph by the verbs in the narrative speech
margins since they mainly function as a link between the narratives and the direct speeches. Thus, we will
not include them in content lexemes here (A¢yw and ¢nui will be dealt with when they appear other than
this way), but the category of content lexemes in orality and textuality analysis includes them.

171 The term “‘semantic-lexical chain” means a chain formed by lexemes that can be semantically
connected in the text. This includes the expansion or contraction of meaning in the process of semantic
flow.
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Studies of Orality and Textuality

The study of oral and written language has a considerably long history. One who

initiated this discussion linguistically is probably Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913).

He placed the fundamental properties of oral language as the basis of his linguistic

system, and the following words illustrate his emphasis.
A language and its written form constitute two separate systems of signs. The sole
reason for the existence of the latter is to represent the former. The object of study
in linguistics is not a combination of the written word and the spoken word. The
spoken word alone constitutes that object. But the written word is so intimately
connected with the spoken word it represents that it manages to usurp the principal
role. As much or even more importance is given to this representation of the vocal

sign as to the vocal sign itself. It is rather as if people believed that in order to find
out what a person looks like it is better to study his photograph than his face.!"

Saussure firmly reveals his emphasis on oral language by asserting that the subject of
linguistics is not written language but oral language. Even though he reveals how closely
written language is related to oral language, for Saussure, all languages are derived from
oral language to written language; thus, oral language is the main analysis object of
linguistics.

After that, Walter J. Ong laid the linguistic foundation for the textual features of
orality and literacy. His seminal work, Orality and Literacy, delves into the conceptual
framework and intricate relationship between orality and literacy, with a particular
emphasis on their divergent characteristics.}”® According to Ong, the oral realm
represents an ancient phenomenon deeply intertwined with human language and culture,

where memory serves as the bedrock of societal foundations.*’* In contrast, the advent of

172 Saussure, General Linguistics, 28.
13 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 13.
174 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 31-76.
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literacy signifies a transformative process that culminated in the transcription of oral
traditions into written texts, transcending reliance on memory and engendering a novel
cognitive mode.” In this regard, Ong underscores the profound influence of oral and
written mediums in shaping the human mind.1"

Halliday then makes a distinctive contribution in the area of spoken and written
language. His noteworthy work, Spoken and Written Language, elucidates the
fundamental interconnectedness of these two linguistic dimensions within specific social
contexts, simultaneously illuminating the avenues for discerning their disparities.t’’
Halliday’s contribution extends further through the provision of a linguistic framework,
encompassing metrics like lexical density and grammatical intricacy, to gauge the
degrees of orality and textuality within a given textual corpus.’®

Building upon Halliday’s theoretical underpinnings, Porter endeavors to
investigate orality and textuality within the Greek NT. Porter acknowledges the inherent
symbiosis between spoken and written language, as postulated by Halliday, with
particular emphasis on the pivotal role of written texts as the foundation of textuality
within the New Testament context.!’® Despite inherent limitations, Porter undertakes a
modest endeavor to explore the manifestations of orality and textuality within various
forms of New Testament writings, including the Gospels, Acts, and Epistles, by
conscientiously considering their linguistic attributes in Greek and leveraging Halliday’s

linguistic concepts. &

5 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 115-35.

%6 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 174-76.

17 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, Xv—XVi.
118 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 61-91.
179 Porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 2.

180 porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 4-14.
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Ji Hoe Kim employs Halliday and Porter’s theoretical frameworks to yield
meaningful insights regarding orality and textuality in Gospel studies. Kim’s
methodology and analysis overall draw upon Porter’s linguistic framework, employing
techniques proposed by Porter based on Halliday’s work, such as lexical density and
grammatical intricacy.'®! Nevertheless, Kim’s research assumes significance as a
pioneering effort that applies Porter’s methodology, particularly in the comparative

examination of parallel passages in the Gospels.

Continuity and Discontinuity of Oral and Written Language

Then, fundamentally, we can ask a question in terms of orality and textuality: can we
distinguish the oral and written modes in a text? In order to answer this question, we
need to think about the essence of language in terms of its medium. In human society,
oral language had been around for a long time before writing.'® Through verbal
communication, people are able to communicate and share their thoughts. At some point,
however, after the necessity of writing came into existence, people devised a character
according to the pitch of the speech and created written text systems. In the oral
language medium, words are spoken by mouth and heard by ear, but written language
medium is constructed by hands and read by eyes. Thus, we may say there is a
fundamental difference in the way of creation and communication between the two
systems. However, the oral language medium may have an influence on the creation of

the written medium because the basic language system, including grammar and syntax,

181 Kim, “Orality and Textuality,” 122-26.
182 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 82-83.
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is shared in the two mediums. In this respect, written language could be regarded as an
extension of verbal language. Thus, continuity and discontinuity (similarities and
differences) may coexist between oral and written languages, and in fact, it does not
seem easy to classify them. With this difficulty in mind, Kim’s model for uncovering
oral aspects in a text will be introduced.'® Relying on Halliday’s functional perspective,
Kim describes the relationship between spoken and written language as follows.
So then, what is the most appropriate way to describe the relationship between
spoken and written language? In the history of linguistics, some have treated the
two as totally distinct media whereas others have seen them as identical. From a
functional point of view, however, they serve different purposes in different
contexts, even though they do similar things (such as describing the outer world,
enacting social interactions, and the like). Since they perform similar functions in
different ways, one variety is never totally distinct from the other. Moreover, their

coexistence is evidence for their different roles. In the end, it is best to place
spoken and written language on a continuum.'84

Thus, based on Kim’s observation, we try to measure the degree of orality in the
designated texts, keeping in mind the intimate relationship between oral and written

language.

Lexical Density and Grammatical Intricacy
Before entering the two main terms, “lexical density” and “grammatical intricacy,” we
need to understand the two basic concepts, “lexical” and “grammatical.” The following
explanation of Halliday seems useful for understanding the concepts.
Lexical items are often called ‘content words.” Technically, they are ITEMS (i.e.,
constituents of variable length) rather than words in the usual sense, because they

may consist of more than one word: for example, stand up, take over, call of, and
other phrasal verbs all function as single lexical items. They are LEXICAL

183 Ji Hoe Kim’s methodological model relies heavily on Porter.
184 Kim, “Orality and Textuality,” 120.
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because they function in lexical sets not grammatical systems: that is to say, they
enter into open not closed contrasts.

A grammatical item enters into a closed system. For example, the personal
pronoun him contrasts on one dimension with Ae, Ais; on another dimension with
me, you, her, it, us, them, one; but that is all. There are no more items in these
classes and we cannot add any. With a lexical item, however, we cannot close off
its class membership; it enters into an open set, which is indefinitely extendable.

186 and oral

According to Halliday, written language tends to have a high lexical density,
language is characterized by a high grammatical intricacy.'®’ Based on these ideas,
Porter made his model in an SFL framework for the orality or textuality of the New
Testament Greek text. According to him, “All ancient texts from the ancient world—
even those purporting to represent speech, including the documentary papyri as well—
are transcriptions that have been transformed into the written medium and taken on
characteristics of writing, even if some of the characteristics of spoken language are
retained.”1%8

In order to calculate lexical density and grammatical intricacy, the following
elements need to be considered: (1) lexical density: non-embedded clauses, content

words, grammatical words; (2) grammatical intricacy: non-embedded clauses, clause

complex.'8 Lexical density is calculated by the content words per non-embedded

185 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 63.

186 According to Halliday, “written language displays a much higher ratio of lexical items to total
running words.” See Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 61.

187 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 76—79.

188 Porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 7.

189 Porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 10. Here, it seems necessary to define “clause” and “clause
complex.” Clause is usually related to the presence of “a subject and predicate” (Young, Greek, 179);
however, unlike English, New Testament Greek contains subjects in the verbs, so even if a separate subject
does not appear, if a verb appears in the form of an imperative, interrogative, or indicative, it should be
regarded as a single clause. Also, in this study, clause is considered as a unit having a verb part such as
participle and infinitive. See, Porter, et al., New Testament Greek, 374-75. Clause complex is when two or
more clauses are included in a sentence ending in a period. There are two cases: (1) combination of two or
more main clauses; (2) composition of a main clause and dependant/embedded clause(s). See Porter, et al.,
New Testament Greek, 374-76; Lyons, Theoretical Linguistics, 178; Halliday, Functional Grammar, 192—
93.
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clause; grammatical intricacy is calculated by the non-embedded clauses per clause
complex.'®® Particularly, here we need to focus on the two terms: lexical items and
grammatical items. For Halliday, lexical items are a sort of content words, and
grammatical items are function words. He also explains these words based on the two
visual concepts: open and closed. Grammatical items are considered as “those that
function in closed systems in the language: in English, determiners, pronouns, most
prepositions, conjunctions, some classes of adverb, and finite verbs.”'®! In contrast,
lexical items are regarded as “lexical” because “they function in lexical sets, not
grammatical systems: that is to say, they enter into open not closed contrasts.”*%? This
study generally follows Halliday’s definitions of these concepts, but it is also necessary
to set some criteria regarding the orality and textuality of each text. In other words, for
this analysis, we need to understand the definitions of the content/lexical item and the
grammatical item of Halliday, and when applying the linguistic model of Halliday to the
ancient Koine Greek Gospel texts, we should think carefully about the parts that need to
be changed or modified. Here are some examples: (1) verbs of eiui are to be entered as a
grammatical item; (2) the infinitive verb form seems better to be put in the lexical item

because it carries specific content(s).

190 Porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 10. Halliday asserts that the range of oral language’s lexical
density is 1-2 and that of written language’s lexical density is 3—6. See Halliday, Spoken and Written
Language, 80. This study follows these criteria.

1 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 61.

192 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 63
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Verbal Aspect

In his doctoral dissertation, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, Porter
attempts a more appropriate grammatical model regarding verbal aspect than those
offered in previous Greek verbal interpretations.®® In his monographs, Porter contends
that a tense-form of a Greek verb does not indicate temporal meaning, but aspectual

meaning (perfective aspect, imperfective aspect, and stative aspect); and a selection of a

particular tense-form by an New Testament author presents a perspective on an action.!%
Three verbal aspects linked to three major tense-forms are as follows.!%
Aspect Type Tense-Form The language user conceives of the action as ...
Perfective Aorist a complete and undifferentiated process
Imperfective | Present/Imperfect being in progress
Stative Perfect/Pluperfect reflecting a given (often complex) state of affairs

Table 2.2. Rearrangement of Porter’s Three Verbal Aspects
Porter elucidates three verbal aspects according to the extent of their markedness: stative
aspect is most weighted, the next is imperfective aspect, and the least weighted is

perfective aspect.’®® This verbal aspectual framework seems useful to examine the Bible,

193 This monograph was a revolutionary book because, before Porter’s assertion, most scholars
believed that Greek’s verbal tense-form should be interpreted as tense itself. However, in this dissertation,
Porter argues that their understanding of verbal tense-form has a lot of problems because there are so
many examples that do not align with what might be supposed to be their grammatical frame. They have
tried to explain these things as exceptions; however, Porter thinks that we should not regard these as
exceptions but rather make a new paradigm (aspect-centered form) for understanding the Greek verbal
system. These words show us his major assertion: “the category of synthetic verbal aspect—a
morphologically-based semantic category which grammaticalizes the author/speaker’s reasoned subjective
choice of conception of a process—provides a suggestive and workable linguistic model for explaining the
range of uses of the tense forms in Greek” (Verbal Aspect, xi). His results were reflected in his revised
grammar book, Idioms of the Greek New Testament.

194 Porter, Verbal Aspect, 79-108. According to Porter, tense is perceived not by the tense form
itself, but by the temporal context studies through deictic indicators and temporal reference analyses. See
Verbal Aspect, 87-107.

195 porter, Idioms, 21-22.

196 porter, Idioms, 22.
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“to see how the choice of verbal aspect is used by the author to shape the discourse and
indicate a number of important features of the text.”*%” In this sense, we can say that
some aspectual choices contain greater prominence/markedness than others.!% Due to
such usefulness, Porter’s verbal aspect theory has since been used effectively for
studying the Gospels.'®® Verbal aspect analysis is related to transitivity since it reveals

200 thys it can be included in the field analysis. However, this study

the type of process,
includes it in the mode analysis for recognizing the prominence of text.

Each designated text will be translated according to verbal aspects, and the
following is its criteria: (1) the stative aspect is marked in bold, the imperfective aspect
is italic, and there is no specific mark for perfective aspect; (2) each verb will be
basically translated as present tense, unless it is specifically marked as future tense or

past tense by contextual/deictic information. The translations of the designated texts are

shown in Appendix 9, 10, and 11.

Procedure
With the preceding methodological scheme in mind, this section shows a specific
procedure for a comparative mode RA of the Eucharist and its co-texts in the Synoptic
Gospels. The procedure for analysis is twofold: (1) mode analysis of each designated

text; and (2) comparative mode analysis between the designated texts.

197 Porter, “Discourse Function,” 127.

198 Porter, “Prominence,” 58—59; Westfall, “Prominence,” 79—80.

199 For example, unlike previous attempts based on methodologies such as form, source, and
redaction criticism, Wally V. Cirafesi tries to solve the Synoptic Problem through a linguistic
methodology. In the case of the temple cleansing episode (Matt 21:13 // Mark 11:17 // Luke 19:46),
Cirafesi (Synoptic Parallels, 89—101) analyzes three different verbal tense forms (present/perfect/aorist) of
moléw by using Porter’s verbal aspect theory in the light of SFL.

200 Yoon, Galatians, 93-94.



107

First, mode analysis attempts a textual analysis of the designated passages in terms
of each text’s thematic structure, cohesion, orality, and textuality, along with verbal
aspect. Through the analysis of thematization, the paragraph division and the topic of
each paragraph will be revealed. Through the cohesion analysis, each designated text’s
and its paragraphs’ degree of cohesiveness will be observed. Orality and textuality
analysis examines each text’s lexical density and grammatical intricacy to recognize its
degree of orality. Verbal aspect theory is utilized to find prominence of each designated
text. Based on the analytic results, we will find implications regarding the construction
process of each designated text. This procedure will be applied to each designated text of
the Synoptic Gospels in the following chapters 3, 4, and 5.

Second, the comparison and assessment section compares the analytic results. To
be specific, this section looks at the similarities and differences between the designated
texts in terms of their linguistic features. Through this procedure, we attempt to find a

plausible construction process of the Synoptic Gospels. It will be done in chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 3: MODE REGISTER ANALYSIS OF MATTHEW 26:14-35

Chapters 3, 4, and 5 examine the four core elements of the mode RA model based on

SFL in each designated text: (1) thematization; (2) cohesion; (3) orality & textuality, and

(4) verbal aspect.

Thematization

Prime and Subsequent

The prime-subsequent analysis of Matthew 26:14-35 is given in Appendix 1, and among

the findings of this process, the following figure reveals various examples in 26:14-35.

Verse Prime Subsequent

26:14a— | Tére mopeubels els Tév dwdexa, 6 Aeydpevos Tovdag Toxapidtys, mpdg
15a Tolg dpytepels elmev:

26:15b | i Béreté pot doliva,

26:16a | (xal) dmd Tdte el edxatpiav

26:18a | 6 (d2) glmey-

26:18b | Omdyete el TV ToAWY Tpog ToV Jelva

26:18d | 6 diddoxarog Aéyer

26:19b | (&) ouvétabey avtois 6 Ingolis

26:21a | (xai) éobidvTwy adT@VY

26:21b | eimey-

26:22b | uATt gyw elut, xUple;

26:23a | 6 (32) dmoxpiBelg elmey-

26:24c | odai (¢) 76 dvBpwme éxelvw 3t ob 6 vids Toll dvbpdimou mapadidotal-

26:24d | xaidv v adTél

26:24¢ | (el) odx gyevwnfy 6 &vbpwrog éxelvog.

Table 3.1. Prime-Subsequent Examples in Matt 26:14-35

Among the sixty-six clauses in Matthew 26:14-35, the lexemes placed in prime are

classified by type as follows: (1) adverb (26:14a-15a), (2) subject (pronoun; 26:15b), (3)

prepositional phrase (26:16a), (4) subject (definite article; 26:18a, 23a), (5) verb
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(implied subject existence; 26:18Db), (6) subject (noun; 26:18d), (7) verb (separate subject
existence; 26:19b), (8) participle as an adverb (26:21a), (9) verb only (without
subsequent; 26:21Db), (10) interrogative particle (26:22b), (11) particle of interjection
(26:24c), (12) adjective (26:24d), and (13) negation (26:24e). From this analysis, we can
recognize the flexibility of the Greek language in terms of the position of each lexeme,
and each prime shows what the clause focuses on. For instance, in the case of 6, a verb is
located in prime despite a separate subject; the clause was probably constructed in this
way to focus on the verbal process, not the actor.! In the case of 4, however, the subject
Jesus is located in prime, and in that case, the subject is highly focused on. As
mentioned in the methodology, such aspects of prime and subsequent are closely related

to the theme and rheme analysis.

Theme and Rheme
A theme and rheme analysis of Matthew 26:14-35 in light of the principles suggested by
Porter and O’Donnell, along with Dvorak and Walton, is found in Appendix 5. There are
twelve thematic units: (1) 26:14—15a, (2) 26:15b—16, (3) 26:17, (4) 26:18, (5) 26:19, (6)
26:20-24, (7) 26:25, (8) 26:26-30, (9) 26:31-33, (10) 26:34, (11) 26:35a, (12) 26:35b.
The thematic actors, which are revealed by the theme and rheme analyses, are as
follows: (1) xéyam (1x; 26:15a [26:14; €l 6 ddddexa, 6 Aeybpevos Tovdag Toxaplatys)),
(2) o (1x; 26:15b [26:14; Tobs dpytepels]), (3) o wabyral (3x; 26:17, 19, 35b [mavres ol

uabntal]), (4) 6 (2x; 26:18 [16 Tyoov], 23), (5) Tovdag (1x; 26:25), (6) 6 Tyools (2x;

L Cf. Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 93.
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26:26, 34), (7) 6 I1étpos (2x; 26:33, 35a). Thus, the five thematic actors are Judas (2x),
high priests (1x), disciples (3x), Jesus (4x), and Peter (2x). From this, Jesus appears most
outstanding. Furthermore, in the case of 4 (2x; 26:18a, 23a), the thematic actor Jesus is
located in prime. Thus, from the above two analyses (prime-subsequent, theme-rheme),
Jesus turns out to be the most marked thematic actor. Considering, however, the
circumstances in which Jesus appears as the key figure in the designated text, the above

results may be natural.

Topic and Comment

Paragraph Division

Considering the criteria for paragraph division in chapter 2, this section divides Matthew
26:14-35 into paragraphs and suggests a topic for each paragraph. The results will be
compared with the paragraph divisions and topics provided by UBS® which is widely
used by anyone reading the New Testament in its original language.

UBS?® divides Matthew 26:14-35 into four paragraphs as follows: (1) Judas’s
agreement to betray Jesus (26:14—16), (2) the Passover with the disciples (26:17-25), (3)
the institution of the Lord’s supper (26:26-30); and (4) Peter’s denial foretold (26:31—
35). Based on the elements for paragraph division suggested in the methodology (one or
more thematic units and thematic participants, temporal/spatial deixis, transition of
topic, and lexical cohesion), this section will evaluate the paragraph division and titles

offered by UBS® and suggest an alternative paragraph division.?

2 Lexical cohesion analysis, which will be dealt with later in the cohesion section, is a meaningful
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The first paragraph suggested by UBS® is 26:14—16. There are two thematic units
(26:14-15a; 26:15b—16) and two thematic participants (x&ye [26:15a; cf. 26:14, €ic wév
dwoexa, 6 Aeybuevos Tovdag Toxaptwtyg]; of [26:15b; cf. 26:14, Todg apytepeis]). This
paragraph includes a temporal deixis (Téte; consecutive conjunction; cf. 26:2, uetd dvo
NuEpas TO maoya yivetat) as a boundary marker, and it has a clear transition of the topic,
from “the anointing at Bethany” (26:6—13) to “Judas’s agreement to betray Jesus.”®
Furthermore, this paragraph consists of Judas’s plan to betray Jesus and the high priests’
proposal of giving silver; the lexemes in domain 57 (9idwut; Tapadidwut) cohesively tie
this paragraph. Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS® seems
appropriate.

The second paragraph suggested by UBS® is 26:17-25. It contains five thematic
units (26:17; 26:18; 26:19; 26:20-24; 26:25) and three thematic participants (oi pnabntai
[26:17, 19]; 6 [Jesus; 26:18, 23; cf. 26:17; 76 'Incov]; Tovdag [26:25]). However, it has two
temporal deixes (Tf ... mpwty T&v dlopwy [26:17]; 'Oviag ... yevouévns [26:20]) and an
adversative conjunction (0¢; 26:20) as boundary markers. Also, this paragraph consists of
two topics: (1) the preparation for the Passover (26:17-19); (2) a person who will betray
Jesus (26:20-25). Considering these aspects, it seems appropriate to divide the paragraph

proposed by UBS? into two paragraphs: 26:17-19 and 26:20-25.4

basis for paragraph division. Due to this utility, although it is a discussion that will be fully dealt with in
the cohesion part, the general reference to lexical cohesion will be mentioned in this section when it is
needed.

3 These titles are from the UBS®.

# The rationale of this proposal will be further revealed via later lexical cohesion analyses.



112

The third paragraph suggested by UBS? is 26:26-30. There are one thematic unit
(26:26-30) and one thematic participant (6 'Ingoti). It has a temporal deixis (Eafidvtwv)
with an adversative conjunction 0¢ as a boundary marker. This paragraph begins with a
narrative speech margin (26:26a), continues with Jesus’ speech on the Eucharist
(26:26b—-29), and ends with a narrative part in which everyone is singing and moving to
the Mount of Olives (26:30). Lexemes belonging to Semantic domains 23 (écbiw; mivw)
and 8 (c@ue; aiue) are related to the theme of the Eucharist and cohesively tie this
paragraph. Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS’ seems appropriate.

The fourth paragraph suggested by UBS? is 26:31-35. It has four thematic units
(26:31-33; 26:34; 26:35a; 26:35b) and three thematic participants (6 [1étpog; ¢ Ingols;
mavtes oi pabntal). Temporal deixis (Téte) appears as a boundary marker in 26:31, which
points to a new beginning of a paragraph. This paragraph mainly consists of a dialog
between Jesus and Peter (as the representative of the disciples), which starts with Jesus
and ends with Peter (Jesus — Peter — Jesus — Peter). At the end of 26:35, the narrative
part conveying the disciples’ response (except Peter) functions to end the paragraph.
This paragraph also forms lexical cohesion around oxavoaAilw (26:31, 33 [2x]; domain
31). Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS® seems appropriate.

By applying thematization, the designated text can be divided into five paragraphs
as follows: (1) 26:14-16, (2) 26:17-19, (3) 26:20-25, (4) 26:26-30, and (5) 26:31-35.
Each paragraph is well-structured based on thematic units, thematic participants,

boundary markers, and lexical cohesion.
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This section addresses the topic of each paragraph in light of the previous paragraph

division. For this, the following provides a thematic participant-process analysis to find

the topic of each paragraph according to Porter and O’Donnell’s approach.® The figure

below presents the thematic participants and processes of each thematic unit.

Paragraph | Thematic | Verse Thematic Major Process
Unit Participant
1 1 14-15a | one of the twelve went to the chief priests
(Judas Iscariot) said
2 15b—16 | they (the chief priests) | paid him (Judas) thirty pieces of
silver
2 3 17 the disciples came to Jesus
4 18 he (Jesus) said
5 19 the disciples did as Jesus had directed them
prepared the Passover
3 6 2024 he (Jesus) sat at the table
said
answered
7 25 Judas said
4 8 26-30 Jesus took a bread
blessed
broke it (bread)
gave it to the disciples
said
took a cup
gave it to them (the disciples)
said to them (the disciples)
5 9 31-33 Peter declared to him (Jesus)
10 34 Jesus said to him (Peter)
11 35a Peter said to him (Jesus)
12 35b all the disciples said so

Table 3.2. Thematic Participants and Processes in Matt 26:14—-35°

Each paragraph’s topic in Matthew 26:14-35 is analyzed by observing the thematic

participants and major processes.

5 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 111-15.
® The words shown in bold reveals several active processes of the most marked-thematic actor

(26:18, 23), that is, Jesus.
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The major thematic processes of paragraph 1 (26:14-16) are as follows: (1)
Judas’s actions (going to the chief priests [26:14] and saying [26:15a; cf. asking a price
for his betrayal]); (2) the chief priests’ reaction (paying Judas thirty pieces of silver
[26:15b]). Judas’s action is related to betraying and handing over Jesus, and the reaction
of the chief priests is related to paying the price for Judas’s treachery. Given these
points, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows: a deal between Judas and the
high priests surrounding the betrayal to Jesus.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 2 (26:17-19) are as follows: (1) the
disciples’ actions (coming to Jesus [26:17], doing as Jesus had directed them [26:19a],
and preparing the Passover [26:19b]), (2) Jesus’ action (saying regarding the Passover
preparation [26:18]). The center of the disciples’ actions is related to the preparation of
the Passover meal, and that of Jesus’ actions is concerned with the specific instructions
regarding the preparation. Given these points, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as
follows: disciples’ inquiry about Passover preparation and Jesus’ guideline.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 3 (26:20-25) are as follows: (1) Jesus’
actions (sitting at a table with the disciples [26:20], talking about the betrayal [26:21],
and answering the disciples’ question [26:23—-24]), and (2) Judas’s action (saying
[26:25]). Jesus’ action is related to the prophecy of the future treachery and his reference
to the disciples’ reaction, and Judas’s action has a character of a counter-question to
Jesus’ prediction. Given these, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows: Jesus’
foretelling of the betrayal and the disciples’ responses.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 4 (26:26-30) are Jesus’ actions (taking

a loaf of bread [26:26], blessing [26:26], breaking the bread [26:26], giving the bread to
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the disciples [26:26], saying [26:26], taking a cup [26:27], giving the cup to the disciples
[26:27], saying [26:29]). The only thematic participant in this paragraph is Jesus; at the
center of the act, there are bread and wine—being blessed, given thanks, and distributed
to the disciples—which imply Jesus’ death. Given these, this paragraph’s topic is
proposed as follows: Jesus’ institution of the Eucharist.

The major thematic processes paragraph 5 (26:31-35) are done by Peter (declaring
to Jesus [26:33], saying to Jesus [26:35a]), Jesus (saying to Peter [26:34]), and all the
disciples (saying the same as Peter [26:35b]). Peter’s action is related to his willful
expression that Jesus’ foretelling about the stumbling (scattering) and the denial will not
come true, Jesus’ action is concerned with Peter’s denial as well as his stumbling, and
the other disciples’ action is related to their sharing of Peter’s statement. Given these
points, this paragraph’s topic is proposed as follows: Jesus’ foretelling of the disciples’
stumbling and Peter’s denial.

In summary, the paragraph division and the topic for each paragraph of Matthew

26:14-35 compared to UBS’ are summarized in the following figure.

Paragraph Division & Topics of Paragraph Division & Topics of This Study
UBS®
1. Judas’s Agreement to Betray Jesus 1. A Deal between Judas and the High Priests
(26:14-16) surrounding the Betrayal to Jesus (26:14-16)
2. The Passover with the Disciples (26:17— | 2. Disciples’ Inquiry about Passover Preparation and
25) Jesus’ Guideline (26:17-19)
3. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Betrayal and the Disciples’
Responses (26:20-25)
3. The Institution of the Lord’s Supper 4. Jesus’ Institution of the Eucharist (26:26-30)
(26:26-30) 5. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Disciples’ Stumbling and
4. Peter’s Denial Foretold (26:31-35) Peter’s Denial (26:31-35)

Table 3.3. Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS® and This Study
The paragraph division and topics suggested by this study show that the designated text

has five paragraphs, and each paragraph has one distinctive topic, while UBS>’s second
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paragraph holds two topics. This analysis shows the well-organized structure of the

designated text, from which we can deduce the constructor’s significant contribution.

Summary and Implication
This section attempted a thematization analysis of Matthew 26:14-35; the results are as
follows. There are twelve thematic units (1. 26:14—15a; 2. 26:15b—16; 3. 26:17; 4. 26:18;
5.26:19; 6. 26:20-24; 7. 26:25; 8. 26:26-32; 9. 26:33; 10. 26:34; 11. 26:35a; 12.
26:35b), and overlapping positions of prime and theme shows us the most marked-
thematic actor as Jesus (2x; 26:18, 23). Unlike the division of UBS?, this study divided
the designated texts into five paragraphs: (1) 26:14—16, (2) 26:17-19, (3) 26:20-25, (4)
26:26-30, and (5) 26:31-35. The topic for each paragraph is suggested as follows: (1) a
deal between Judas and the high priests surrounding the betrayal to Jesus (26:14-16), (2)
the disciples’ inquiry for Passover preparation and Jesus’ guideline (26:17-19), (3)
Jesus’ foretelling of the betrayal and the disciples’ responses (26:20-25), (4) Jesus’
institution of the Eucharist (26:26-30), and (5) Jesus’ foretelling of the disciples’
stumbling and Peter’s denial (26:31-35). These features reveal the well-organized

structure, which may have resulted from the constructor’s active contribution.

Cohesion

Conjunction

Analyzing conjunctions is the first section of cohesion analysis. The following table

shows conjunctions and asyndeton in Matthew 26:14-35 divided into the narrative and
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direct speech parts.

Paragraphs Narrative Direct Speech
26:14-16 Y Tére mopeubels eig Tév dwdexa, 6
Aeyébuevog Tovoag Toxaptwtyg, mpodg
ToUg GpyLepels 1° eimevy -
@ i fédeté pot dolival, xbyd Ouiv
Tapadwow adTov;
ol 0¢ EoTnoQY alTE TpiaxovTa apyvpla.
16 xai amd TéTe el edxatplay iva
adTodY Tapadl.
26:17-19 17T 8¢ mpayry T6v ¢l0pwv mpoaHiAbov
ol wabnral ¢ Tnool Aéyovtes-
@ ol Bédets ETolndowuey ot dayelv T
Taoxe;
18 6 5% elmey -
@ vmdyete eig THY TOAY Tpdg TOV Oelva xal
elmate adTE -
O 6 d0aoxarog Aéyet -
O 6 xatpbs pov eyyls éoTy, @ mpdg oE
molld TO maoye ueTd TRV ualnTdv wov.
19 xal émolyoav of pabntal wg cuvétagey
adtols 6 Ingolis xal nroipacay T maoya.
26:20-25 20°Onpiag 0t yevopévns Géxelto uetd TAY
dwdexa. 2 xal é-dibvtwy adT@Y elmey -
O quny Aéyw Oplv 8 eig €€ Huddv
TAPAOWTEL YE.
22 yal AumoUpevol adddpa FjpEavto
Aéyew adté els Exaotog-
O uTt éyw iy, xOple;
28§ ot amoxpiBels elmev -
D 6 upadas pet’ éuoli Ty xeipa v TG
TpuPAiw 00Tds pe mapadiaet. 2 6 uiv vids
Tol avBpwmou Umdyel xabg yéypamtal mepl
abtol, odal 3¢ ¢ dvBpuimew éxeivew Ot ob 6
vidg o dvBpwmov mapadidotar- @ xaldy Ay
adTé gl 00x yevwniy 6 dvBpwmos éxelvog.
2 groxpibels 9t Tovdag 6 mapadidols
0TV elmey -
@ untt éyw elwt, pappi;
O Aéyel a0TE -
O oL elmag.
26:26-30 %6 EgBiévtwv 08 adtév AaPov 6 Tnaols
&pTov xat ebAoyyoas ExAacey xal 0ovg
Tois wabyralis eimey-
O \dfete @ ddyete, @ TolTS 0TIy TO TpA
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(Lov.

2 yal Aafwv moTiplov xal ebyaploTioas

€dwxev avTols Aéywy -
O miete €€ adTol mdvtes, 8 Tolto ydp EoTWy
70 alud pou tiis Sebnung TO mepl TOAAGY
gxuwvopevoy els ddeaty duaptiév. 2° Aéyw
08 Opiv, @ o0 W iw G’ &pTt €x ToUTOU ToU
YEVAATOS THG AUTENOU EwG THS NEPaS
éxelvyg 6tav adTod mivw ped’ dudv xaov év
T4} Bactiela Tol maTpds pov.

%0 Kal vpvioavtes EEfiAbov eig T6 8pog

TEY EAURY.

26:31-35

81 Téte Aéyer adTols 6 Tnaols-
@ mavtes Vel oxavdaiodyoeoe év éuot év
T vuxTl TalTy, YéypamTal yap-
O matdéw ToV Tolpéva, xal
dweaxopmiodioovrar Ta TpéPata T
molpvrns.
32 \ ! 2 ~ 4 A N b
neTd Ot 6 Eyepbiival we mpodfw Ouds eig
\ 4
v Faddaiay.
33 2 \ e ’ 3 >~
amoxptfels 0t 6 TTéTpos elmey adTE -
el mavtes oxavdalighioovTal év oo,
@ éyw ovdémoTe oxavdatlohioopat.
@ Edn adTd 6 Tnools-
O duny Aéyw got STt €&V TalTy) TJj vuxTl Tply
aAéxtopa dwviical Tpig ATapYHaY KE.
% @ Méyet adtd 6 TTéTpos -
N 4 \ \ 2 ~ 3 r
x8v 0éy we oLy oot amobaveiv, @ od ux oe
amapynoopal.
Suolws xal mdvtes of uabntal elmav.

Table 3.4. Conjunctions and Asyndeton in the Narratives
and Direct Speeches of Matt 26:14-357

Conjunctions in the designated text are as follows: (1) xal (16x; 26:15, 16, 18, 19 [2x],

21, 22,26 [2x], 27 [2x], 30, 31, 35 [2x]); (2) 0¢ (11x; 26:15, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26,

29, 32, 33); (3) TéTe (2x; 26:14, 31);8 (4) yép (2x; 26:28, 31); (5) 811 (2x; 26:21, 34); (6)

el (2x; 26:24, 33); (7) va (1x; 26:16); (8) wg (1x; 26:19); (9) név (1x; 26:24); (10) xabwg

" Conjunction is indicated by underline, and asyndeton by @.
8 Tére also appears in 26:16, but here it is used as a noun attached to the preposition &md.
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(1x; 26:24); (11) étav (1x; 26:29). The conjunctions compounded with other words are
two: xdyw (26:15), x&v (26:35).° The total number of conjunctions in the designated text
is thirty-six, of which twenty-three belong to the narrative part, and thirteen belong to
the direct speech part. There are twenty-three asyndeton cases: three cases in narrative
parts and twenty cases in direct speech parts.

Now, we will analyze each appearance of conjunctions in the contextual flow,
according to the previously divided paragraphs. First, the conjunction analysis for the
first paragraph (26:14-16) is as follows. 26:14 begins with the consecutive conjunction
téte,*® which relates the paragraph to the context of 26:6-13, and functions as a
temporal link to the events in Bethany, the pouring of an expensive ointment on Jesus by
a woman. In the first clause of 26:15, a separate conjunction does not appear
(asyndeton). According to Stephanie L. Black, “the first sentence in any sequence of
exposition or reported speech is ... asyndetic.”*! Since the first clause of 26:15 is the
first part of Judas’s speech part which reveals his desire for money, this asyndeton is
explicable. In the second clause of 26:15, a compound lexeme x&yw appears, which is
used in the meaning of “and I*? to reveal Judas’s will that “I” will betray Jesus.'® After

that, 0¢,'* usually denoting an unmarked discontinuity, appears as a bridge to Judas’s

® Kdyw is a compound word of xaf and éyd, and xdv is a compound word of xal and édv. These are
considered as unique usages, which are not included in the total number of conjunctions.

10 Tére appears ninety times in Matthew, which is a significantly higher number compared to six
times in Mark and fifteen times in Luke. From this, it can be said that Téte is a unique expression of
Matthew.

1 Black, Conjunctions, 179.

12 France, Matthew, 976.

13 Cf. McNeile, Matthew, 377.

14 Whereas xal is usually placed first in a sentence, 0¢ is usually placed after a word like an article,
noun, etc.
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speech part with the section dealing with the reaction of the high priests (26:15c). Kai of
26:16 conveys an unmarked continuity of the actions of Judas, who is seeking an
opportunity to hand over Jesus after the high priests gave him thirty shekels of silver as a
ransom. Cohesion is maintained by the appropriate appearances of conjunctions and
explicable asyndeton.

In 26:17, the first verse of the second paragraph (26:17-19), the conjunction d¢ is
used in the narrative in the sense of transition at the point where the topic shifts to
preparing the Passover meal after the previous account of the betrayal of Judas. The
following clause is the disciples’ speech, a question regarding the place for the Passover,
so there is no conjunction (asyndeton; 26:17b). A€ appears again in the following
narrative speech margin, which leads Jesus’ speech in 26:18, and it can be translated into
“then” (26:18a). Of the four occurrences of asyndeton appearing in the subsequent direct
quotation, the first three cases are naturally located at the beginning of the subordinating
clause, respectively (26:18b, 18d, 18e¢), but the case of the fourth asyndeton appears in
situations where conjunction such as xal, 0¢, or yap seems expected (@ mpds o& moLéd TO
maoya weta T@V pabytdy pov; 26:18f). Kal in the speech part of 26:18 (26:18¢) has the
function of revealing an unmarked continuity linking Jesus’ instruction with his other
instruction. After that, xal appearing in the first clause of 26:19 functions to show
“causal continuity” in the position of linking Jesus’ words with the disciples’ responses
to them. Subsequent cg appears as a resultative conjunction revealing that the disciples
did as Jesus instructed. Also, xai in the third clause of 26:19 conveys unmarked

continuity. Thus, overall, the appearance of conjunctions conveys cohesion of this
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paragraph; however, the absence of conjunction in 26:18f may lower the degree of
cohesiveness of this paragraph.’®

In the first clause of 26:20, which is the beginning of the third paragraph, there is
an adversative/connective conjunction 0¢, which indicates a temporal (evening came)
and spatial change (a certain one’s house), along with the thematic change in terms of
the paragraph discourse (from the Passover preparation to one’s betrayal). Kai in 26:21
is used to reveal an unmarked continuity in the narrative speech margin of Jesus’ words
about the betrayal of one of his disciples. At the beginning of the following Jesus’
speech, asyndeton appears, and then the main body of his speech is presented with the
subordinating conjunction étt. In 26:22, the disciples’ responses to Jesus’ words are
connected by xal implying causal continuity, and the beginning of the disciples’ speech
part appears as asyndeton. Aé, which appears in the narrative speech margin of Jesus’
response (26:23a), has a discontinuity in that the response is not a direct answer to the
disciples’ question, and may also function as a conjunction with a connective aspect.
After that, the beginning of Jesus’ speech in 26:23b appears as asyndeton. In the
following part of Jesus’ speech, 26:24, four conjunctions (pév, xafws, 0¢, ei) are used to
form conjunctive ties to reveal the different destiny between the son of man and the
person who hands him over. 26:24 has a case of asyndeton (@ xaAdv v ad16). This main
clause, which has the following conditional-subordinate clause with &i, appears in an

inverted form. The asyndeton in 26:24 appears in situation where a conjunction such as

15 Here, the expression, “lower the degree of cohesiveness,” means that a certain factor in a text
reduces the degree of cohesiveness, that would have appeared more firmly by other choices, even though
the cohesiveness of the text is maintained.
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yap or 0¢ seems expected. In 26:25, 9¢ appears in a similar way as in 26:23. Also, there
are three cases of asyndeton in the two speech parts and the narrative speech margin of
26:25. Unlike the two cases at the beginning of the speech, the asyndeton (@ Aéyel adté)
in the narrative seems to be a unique case because it is uncommon that there is no
conjunction in a narrative part which is likely to require a conjunction such as 0¢. The
conjunctions used in the third paragraph thus maintain cohesiveness of the paragraph
overall. However, two cases of asyndeton that occur in the narrative speech margin
(26:25c¢) and the direct speech (26:24) may be factors of lowering the degree of
cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The fourth paragraph (26:26-30), which recounts the Eucharist, begins with a
narrative, in which d¢ appears as a transitional conjunction, and the following two
occurrences of xat include unmarked continuity. In the second half of 26:26, the speech
part has three clauses, with no conjunctions (3 Aafete @ dayete, @ TolTé éoTwv 6 cdipa
rov). The first asyndeton is explicable as it is the beginning of the speech. Also, the
second asyndeton, along with the first case, takes the imperative verbal form, which
does not need conjunction. In the case of the third asyndeton, there is a possibility that a
conjunction with a causal meaning, such as yap could be used, but a particular
conjunction does not seem to be needed in a situation where the indicative verbal form
appears after the previous two imperative verbs. In 26:27, xai appears to convey an
unmarked continuity for the transition from the topic of “bread” to “cup” (26:27a), and
another xai is followed to convey the basic continuity in the progress of the narrative

(26:27b). Asyndeton appears at the beginning of the speech part (26:27c). After that,
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26:28, which begins with the causal conjunction yap, reveals that the meaning of the cup
given by Jesus is the blood of the covenant, and the purpose is related to the freedom of
many people from sin. The following 26:29 begins with the adversative conjunction o,
implying that Jesus’ succeeding words are adversative to the previous one. Whereas
Jesus gives order to drink a cup in 26:27-28, he now declares that he will not drink wine
until he drinks new wine with the disciples in the kingdom of God; in 26:29a, asyndeton
appears since it is the beginning of Jesus’ speech part, and in the second half of 26:29,
an expected temporal conjunction étav appears. After these words, they (possibly Jesus
and his disciples) go to the Mount of Olives singing a hymn, which is connected by xai
to convey unmarked continuity. In the fourth paragraph, cohesion is maintained by the
appropriate appearances of conjunctions and explicable asyndeta.

The fifth paragraph (26:31-35) begins with téte in the narrative part. It indicates
that the following event is happening on the way to the Mount of Olives or on it. After
the first clause of 26:31, four additional clauses follow. Asyndeton appears in the two
clauses (the second and fourth), which present Jesus’ speech and his Old Testament
quotation. In the two other clauses (the third and fifth), the causal conjunction yap and
the connective conjunction xal appears. Here, ydp is used to reveal the foundation of

Jesus’ statement that all of his disciples will stumble in him (oxavdaAicfyoeahe v Epot):

a fulfilment of Zechariah 13:7. Kai functions to connect the cause (striking the shepherd)

).16

and result (the flock’s scattering).™® In 26:32, the adversative conjunction 0¢ appears to

16 This Old Testament quotation contains significant allusions to Jesus’ arrest—further to his death—
—as the cause of the disciples’ stumbling and scattering. It also functions as the basis for the subsequent
26:32 since resurrection presupposes death.
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carry a dramatic reversal: from Jesus’ death (“I will strike the shepherd”) and the
disciples’ scattering to Jesus’ resurrection and his return to Galilee. After that, in the
narrative part of 26:33, the adversative conjunction 0¢ appears to introduce Peter’s words
as a rebuttal to Jesus’ words, and in the direct speech part, the conditional conjunction &i
appears where Peter assumes the situation that everyone would stumble in Jesus, to
empathize that Peter himself would never stumble in him. Among the remaining two
verses (26:34, 35) the narrative speech margins of Jesus and Peter’s words do not have

~

conjunctions (@ €y adté ¢ Ingolig; @ Aéyet avtd ¢ ITéTpog). These can be seen as a
characteristic element of the narrative speech margin of Matthew (asyndeton + thematic
Aéyer + grammatical subject).!” The following speech parts, 26:34b and 26:35b, appear
after these narratives. First, in 26:34b, after the asyndeton at the beginning of Jesus’
speech part (@ aunv Aéyw oot), it leads to the subordinating conjunction étt, where it is
revealed how specifically Peter’s denial will be accomplished. After that, Peter’s speech
part in 26:35b starts with a compound word »x&v, meaning “even if,” which functions as
the intro of demonstrating Peter’s strong will that he will never deny Jesus even if he
dies. In the last part of the narrative in 26:35c¢, Peter and the other disciples share the
same will together, and it is expressed by the conjunction xaf, conveying unmarked
continuity. Overall, the conjunctive ties in this paragraph are well formed, and all

asyndeta are explicable. Thus, cohesion of this paragraph is maintained.

17 Black, Conjunctions, 189-90. Like Aéyet, &by tends not to have conjunction when it appears in
the narrative speech margin with a grammatical subject (8x; 4:7; 17:26; 19:21; 22:37; 25:21, 23; 26:34;
27:65). This tendency appears three times in Mark (9:38; 10:29; 12:24), and does not appear in Luke,
which may be related to Matthew’s relatively frequent use of grammatical subjects.
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Reference
Reference is another fundamental element in the cohesion formation of a text. We now
look at the formation of reference based on the paragraph division done through the

thematization.*® The participant-referent chains of Matthew 26:14—16 are as follows.®

4 Tére mopeubels elg Tdv dwdexa, 6 Aeyduevos Tovdag Toxapiwtyg, mpds Tolg dpyiepels

5 gimey - T{ BéNeTé ot doliva, xdyd Dulv mapaddow alTov; i 0t EoTyoay alTé TpidxovTa
| - | - | -
> » »

apyipia. /

16

1

xal amd Téte EQjrel ebxatplav va abTdY mapadly.

Figure 3.1. Participant-Referent Chains in Matt 26:14—16
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Judas (6x), the high priests (3x), and Jesus (2x). In the case of Judas, after first appearing
as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), it appears as an implied reference of the
verb eimev, the first-person dative case, the first-person subjective case, the third-person
dative case, and the implied reference of the verb é{%teL. In the case of the high priest,
after first appearing as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), it appears as reduced
references (second-person dative and third-person subjective). In the case of Jesus, it
appears as reduced references twice (third-person objective), without a grammaticalized

reference.?’ Considering the participant referent chains which are well formed, the

18 Considering the characteristics of New Testament Greek, this study regards the implied subjects
in verbs as references. If a grammatical subject (e.g., proper noun, pronoun) appears, it is considered to
have replaced the implied subject in the verb part; thus, these are counted as one.

19 In reference analysis, the color of each arrow means as follows: (1) orange: Jesus; (2) blue:
disciples; (3) black: the other objects.

20 In the context of change in paragraph and topic, a reduced reference (pronoun) in Judas’s speech
(26:15) may reveal the intention of Judas himself to hide Jesus’ identity in the context of conspiracy
situation.
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cohesiveness of this paragraph is overall maintained. However, in the narrative part of
26:16, although it seems more natural to present the identity of Jesus as a proper noun
considering the change of topic and thematic participant in this paragraph, he is revealed
only by a reduced reference (pronoun). This seemingly unnatural reference may lower
the degree of cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The participant-referent chains of Matthew 26:17—19 are as follows.

17T 8¢ mpwty Tév dllpwy TpoaFirbov wmi 76 Inaol Aéyovtes-

moU Bélelg EToludowuey got dpayeiv T maoya;
i}

18 ¢ Ot elmev - Udyete els THY méM Tpdg TOV Jelva xal elmate adTé -
\ .

6 010aaxadog AéyeL- 6 xalpés wou Eyylg E0TL, TPOG O€ TOLd TO TATY UETE TV UabnT@V Hov.

9 yai emoinoav of pabntal ws cuvétagev avtolc 6 Ingol xal Nrolpacay T6 mhaya.

Figure 3.2. Participant-Referent Chains in Matt 26:17-19
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows: the
disciples (7x) and Jesus (8x). “A certain one” (2x) can be regarded as a sub-participant.
The characteristic of this paragraph is that the name of Jesus as a grammaticalized
reference (proper noun) appears two times, and the disciples appear in the form of
uabntal, as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), three times; these
grammaticalized references appear frequently compared to the previous paragraph. Here,
a vague expression “a certain one” (Tév delve) appears, which may strengthen the relative
ambiguity. Overall, these participant-referent chains are well formed, thus the
cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

The participant-referent chains of Matthew 26:20-25 are as follows.
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Figure 3.3. Participant-Referent Chains in Matt 26:20-25
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Jesus (15x), the disciples (6x), and the one who will betray Jesus, that is, Judas (9x).
After the appearance of “twelve” as a grammaticalized reference (substitution), disciples
appear as reduced references (pronoun) and implied references. Jesus is mentioned most
often in this paragraph as grammaticalized references (common noun and compound
noun), reduced references (pronoun and simplified form), and implied references
(implied subject in verb). In this paragraph, Jesus does not appear as a proper noun;
however, the proper noun of Jesus appears in the immediate-preceding passage (26:19).
Thus, based on the close connection between the Passover meal and its preparation, this
phenomenon seems explicable. The person who will betray Jesus appears as a
grammaticalized reference (compound noun; eig €€ Opév), and it also appears in reduced
references (pronoun), implied references, and a specific grammaticalized reference
(proper noun), that is, Judas. Overall, these participant-referent chains are well formed,
thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

The participant-referent chains of Matthew 26:26-30 are as follows.
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Figure 3.4. Participant-Referent Chains in Matt 26:26-30
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Jesus (15x), disciples (9x), bread (3x), and c (6x). In the case of Jesus, it is mentioned
once as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), and the rest are mentioned as
implied references (implied subjects of verbs) and reduced references (pronoun).
Disciples are also mentioned once as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun),
otherwise as reduced references (pronoun) and implied references (implied subjects of
verbs). Bread and cup are mentioned as grammaticalized references (proper noun,
substitution) and are also referred to in the form of reduced reference (pronoun). In the
case of “cup,” it is also mentioned once as an implied reference (implied subject of a
verb). Overall, these participant-referent chains are well formed, thus the cohesiveness
of this paragraph is maintained.

The participant-referent chains of Matthew 26:31-35 are as follows.
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Figure 3.5. Participant-Referent Chains in Matt 26:31-35
The references in this paragraph are somewhat complicated: Jesus (13x), all disciples
(4x), Peter (9x), and all disciples excluding Peter (2x). One of the characteristics of this
paragraph is that the grammaticalized references (proper noun) of Jesus and Peter appear
frequently. This referential pattern seems to come from the appearance of two third-
person singular (Jesus and Peter) in the give-and-take conversation (Peter’s two
responses to Jesus and Jesus’ one response to Peter). Overall, these participant-referent

chains are well formed, thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

Substitution and Ellipsis
First, as mentioned in chapter 2, concerning a reference one needs to go back to the
previous context to find a semantic object. But substitution does not need this process
because readers get newly added information via substitution, even though it refers to a

previous object. The substitutions in Matthew 26:14-35 are as follows. The first is oi
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uabntal in 26:17 as a substitution of dwdexa in 26:14. The second is 6 diddoxarog in
26:18, after Jesus’ identity is made clear in 26:17 (76 Ingo¥). The third is x0pte in 26:22,
a substitution of Jesus, spoken by his disciples. The fourth is 6 vids Tod dvbpwmov, a
substitution as a title of Jesus himself, appearing twice in 26:24. The fifth is pafpi
spoken by Judas to Jesus in 26:25. The sixth is 70 o@ud pov in 26:26 as a substitution of
bread (&ptov).?! The seventh is 0 aipd pov Tijc diabwns in 26:26 as a substitution of the
cup (motypov).?2 The eighth is TodTou Tol yeviuatos Tiis dumédou in 26:29 as a
substitution of the cup, Jesus’ blood.?® The ninth and tenth are two concepts revealed in
Jesus’ words in his Old Testament quotation in 26:31: the shepherd (Tév moiuéva) and the
flock (& mpéPata Tis moluvyg).2*

Second, also mentioned in chapter 2, ellipsis is used when the author and reader
already know about what has already been said. It can be also used to avoid repeating
what has been said previously, or as a device to keep semantic possibilities open by

omitting certain information. The ellipsis in Matthew 26:14-35 is untt éyw eipt, which

21 In dealing with the sixth case, it is worth looking at some of Jesus’ statements in 26:26-29. First
of all, in verse 26, when Jesus takes the bread and says it is “my body,” is this substitution or metaphor? In
fact, it is true that it is difficult to directly connect bread and “body.” Nevertheless, after “this” appeared as
a reference to bread, Jesus is saying via metaphorical expressions that the bread that Jesus took, blessed,
broke, and gave to his disciples is his own body. It seems appropriate to view this as a substitution in terms
of definition, that is, adding an additional concept to the previous concept with an ambiguous explanation.

22 Here, “blood” is being modified by two different concepts: “my” and “of the covenant.” It may
be possible to see “of the covenant” as a substitution connected with “my,” but the covenant is the one that
directly connects Jesus himself. Since it is difficult to see as a supplementary word, it is not considered as
a substitution.

23Tn 26:29, “new” (xawdv) can also be linked to new information about wine, but given the formula
that Jesus said is new, “to drink with you in the Father’s kingdom,” at least what Jesus is saying is
different from the wine he was holding; thus, it seems difficult to see it as a substitution.

24 Although these two appear in Old Testament quotations, they are not difficult to connect as
concepts that refer to Jesus and his disciples, respectively, so it seems that they should be regarded as a
substitution.
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appears twice (26:22, 25). It is spoken by the disciples in 26:22 (probably excluding

Judas) and by Judas in 26:25. What is omitted here is a person who betrays Jesus (26:21,

elg €& Duddv; 26:24, 6 dvbpuimw éxelvw), and it can be regarded as a nominal ellipsis.
Considering these analyses, the distribution of substitution and ellipsis throughout

the designated text demonstrates the cohesiveness of this text.

Lexical Cohesion
In this section, we will analyze the semantic-lexical ties to examine the cohesiveness of
each paragraph in Matthew 26:14-35 and the semantic-lexical chain of the whole

designated text.

Lexical Cohesion in Each Paragraph

In the first paragraph (26:14-16), Judas plans to hand over Jesus, and the chief priests
count thirty pieces of silver to Judas in return. From that time on Judas seeks an
opportunity to hand Jesus over. The following figure contains the cases where two or

more lexemes in one semantic domain appear in a paragraph.?

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
didwwt v. 15 57.71
ﬁapaaf&‘oyl VV. 15, 16 5777/371 1 126
of. Toryu v. 15 85.40
€ic v. 14 60.10
dwdexa v. 14 60.21
TpidxovTa v. 15 60.28
TéTE wv. 14, 16 67.47

% In the figure below, the lexeme with “cf.” does not belong to the corresponding semantic domain
but indicates a semantically connected lexeme.

2 Tlapadidwpt has the sense of “to hand over/betray (a person)” (37.111) and “give over (a right or
authority)” (57.77). See Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 485, 567. Here domain 57.77/37.111 is
written in consideration of the connection with didwyt, but it is natural to see the actual meaning of this
word as 37.111 in the text. All subsequent cases of Tapadidwput are considered as 37.111.
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edxatpla v. 16 67.5
Aéyw v. 14 33.131
v. 15 33.69
Bedw v. 15 30.58
cf. Z‘nﬂréw v. 16 27.41

Table 3.5. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:14—-16

The lexeme didwt (“to give”) and the lexical item?” mapadidwyt (“to deliver”) belong to
domain 57, and {otyut, which means “to put/give,” can be semantically related to this
domain in terms of the “deal” on Jesus, and thus they form semantic-lexical tie. There
are three numbers in domain 60 (eis [“one™], dwdexa [“twelve”], Tpidxovta [“thirty”]),
and they are tied around Judas: he was “one” of the “twelve” and sold Jesus for “thirty”
pieces of silver; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes ToTe (2x; “at that
time”) and edxatpia (“opportunity”) both belong to domain 67. These two lexemes are
tied around the time of Judas’s action on betraying Jesus; thus, they form a semantic-
lexical tie. The lexical item Aéyw is reiterated two times: the first case in 26:14, which
means “to call” (domain 33.131), is used to introduce Judas, and the second case in
26:15, which means “to say” (domain 33.69), is in a narrative speech margin; thus, they
are not semantically related, although they both belong to the domain 33. The lexeme
Bélw (“to want/wish”; domain 30) and {nTéw (“to seek”; domain 27) can be semantically
related since they are tied around the desire of the high priests and Judas; thus, these
lexemes form a semantic-lexical tie. From these analyses, we can find four semantic-

lexical ties in 26:14—16. Furthermore, among the seventeen content lexemes in the first

2" According to Halliday and Hasan, a lexical item is “not bound to a particular grammatical
category, or to a particular morphological form.” It is “not totally clearcut,” but “less indeterminate than
the folk-linguistic term WORD.” See Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion, 291-92. In this study, when a lexeme
appears in two or more forms within a semantic domain, it is expressed as a “lexical item.”
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paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is twelve. The ratio of the

lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the number of content lexemes

is 70.59%.%8 Thus, these overall results certainly reveal the cohesiveness of this

paragraph.

The second paragraph (26:17-19) describes the process of preparing the Passover

by Jesus and the disciples. The semantic domains of the lexemes are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain

étotpdlw wv. 17,19 77.3
uabntis vv. 17,18, 19 36.38
01daoxarog v. 18 33.243
Aye v. 18 33.69
CUVTATTW v. 19 33.325
mhoya?® vv. 17,18, 19 51.7
cf. &Qupog v. 17 5.13
TOLEW vv. 18, 19 90.45
xapdg v. 18 67.78
&yyls v. 18 67.61

Table 3.6. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:17—-19

The lexical item étotpdlw (“to prepare”; domain 77), which is reiterated two times, is

tied around the Passover preparation, and these form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical

item padnis (“disciple”; domain 36.38) is reiterated three times. The plural forms of

uabnts appear as the preparers (26:17, 19) and participants (26:18) of the Passover;

thus, the cases form a semantic-lexical tie.3® The lexemes diddaxadog (“teacher”), Aéyw

(to say), and cuvtacow (“to direct/order”), which belong to domain 33, are tied around

28 The ratio regarding semantic-lexical ties aims to show how strong the cohesiveness is in a target
paragraph. Though there is no objective standard to evaluate it, as mentioned earlier, near to or over 50%
may well represent strong cohesiveness of the paragraph.

29 Although this lexeme is a proper noun, it is dealt with here because it forms a semantic-lexical tie
by repetition rather than forming a participant-referent tie.

% In this paragraph, the disciples (of padntal; the plural form of pabyty) are closely linked to Jesus
in that the disciples come to Jesus (76 Incod), are called “my disciples” (Tév puabntév pov) by him, and
obey as Jesus directs them (&g cuvétagey adtols 6 Tnood).
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Jesus giving directions for the Passover; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The
lexeme maoya (“Passover”; domain 51) is reiterated three times and &lupog (“unleavened
bread”; domain 5) can be semantically related to maoya because of the close connection
between the Passover and the feast of Unleavened Bread;®! thus, they form a semantic-
lexical tie. The lexical item motéw (domain 90) is reiterated two times, which is
semantically tied around the Passover; thus, the cases of motéw form a semantic-lexical
tie. xatpds (“time”) and €yyis (“near”) belong to domain 67, which is semantically
related to Jesus’ death; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. From these analyses, we
can find six semantic-lexical ties in 26:17—19. Furthermore, among twenty-five content
lexemes in the second paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is
sixteen. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the
number of content lexemes is 64%. Thus, these overall results clearly reveal the
cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The third paragraph (26:20-25) conveys Jesus’ foretelling about the betrayer and
the disciples’ responses (including Judas). The semantic domains of the lexemes in this

paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
dwdexa v. 20 60.21
e v. 21 60.10
mapadidwut vv. 21, 23,24, 25 37.111
vids Tol dvhpdmou? v. 24 (2x) 9.3

31 In the first century, the Passover and the Feast of Unleavened Bread were commonly regarded as
an eight-day feast, and there was a tendency to collectively refer to them as the Passover or the Feast of
Unleavened Bread. See Gundry, Matthew, 524.

32 The phrase vids Tol dvbpimou (“son of man”) is a collocation of two lexemes (&vBpwmos, vids),
which refers to Jesus in the Gospel texts. According to J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida, “son of man” is “a title
with Messianic implications used by Jesus concerning himself,” so they regard it as a lexeme unit in
domain 9.3. See Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 104. In the lexical cohesion analysis, this is
regarded as one content word.
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dvBpwmog v. 24 (2x) 9.1
Aeyw vv. 21 (2x), 22, 23, 25 (3x) 33.69
ypddw v. 24 33.61
amoxpivopat vv. 23,25 33.184%
éaBB{ v. 25 33.246
ATt vv. 22,25 69.16
o0x v. 24 69.3

Table 3.7. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:20-25

There are two numbers in domain 60 (glg [“one”], dwdexa [“twelve™]), and they are tied

around the topic of betraying Jesus (one of the twelve); in this sense, they form a

semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item mapadidwwt (“to hand over/betray”; domain 37),

which is semantically tied around the main topic of this paragraph, betraying Jesus, is

reiterated four times, and these lexical items form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item

&vBpwmos (“man”; domain 9) is reiterated four times; two of them form collocation with

vids (6 vidg Tol avbpwmov), which refer to Jesus, and the other two (Té avBpwmw; 6

&vBpwmog) refer to the betrayer (Judas). Thus, each case forms a semantic-lexical tie. The

lexical items regarding education and speech (Aéyw [“to say”; 26:21b3, 26:25¢], ypddw

[“to write”], amoxpivopat [“to answer”], pafPi [“Rabbi/Master”]) belong to domain 33.

In terms of the flow of communication, they can be regarded as a semantic-lexical tie.

The lexeme untt (domain 69.16), an interrogative article expecting a negative answer, is

reiterated two times, which is used for the disciples and Judas’s answers; thus, the cases

form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexeme o0x (domain 69.3) is used to convey Jesus’

3 In Louw-Nida’s lexicon, those with the meaning of “answer” are placed in domain 33.184, and
those with the meaning of “speak™ are placed in domain 33.28. However, in the cases of verses 22 and 25
in this study, although they do not answer the question directly, they belong to the same category as the

“answer” because they contain words corresponding to Jesus’ words.

% Here Aéyw is used as a collocation with duxv and dplv (duny Aéyw Opiv), and it functions as an
intro of the following (Jesus’ foretelling about the disciples’ betrayal). In terms of its function, it can be

related to a narrative speech margin.
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words to the betrayer (“it would have been better for that man if he had not been born™);
thus, it seems difficult to find a semantic-lexical connection with untt. From these
analyses, we can find four semantic-lexical ties in 26:20-25. Furthermore, among thirty-
nine content lexemes in the third paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-
lexical ties is seventeen. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-
lexical ties per the number of content lexemes is 43.59%. Thus, these overall results may
reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The fourth paragraph (26:26-30) is about the Eucharist. The semantic domains of

the lexemes in this paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
¢obiw v. 26 (2x) 23.1
e w. 27,29 (2x) 23.34
AapPdvw vv. 26 (2x), 27 18.1
&ptog v. 26 5.8
cf. motrplov v. 27 6.121
edloyiw v. 26 33.470
e0YapLOTEW v. 27 33.349
Suevée v. 30 33.113
didwwt vv. 26,27 57.71
aiua v. 26 8.1
afy,a v. 28 8.64
ddeaig v. 28 37.132
Bagtreia v. 29 37.64
dptt v.29 67.38
Hupa v. 29 67.178
dumelog v. 29 3.27
ala v. 30 39

Table 3.8. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:26—-30

The lexical item écfiw (“to eat”) is reiterated two times, and the other lexical item mivew
(“to drink™) is also reiterated two times. They belong to domain 23, revealing the actions
regarding the Passover and Eucharist; thus, they form semantic-lexical ties. The lexical

item AapPavew (“to take”; domain 18) is reiterated three times, which is tied around
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Jesus’ actions regarding bread and a cup; thus, the three lexemes in AayfBdvw form a
semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes edAoyéw (“to bless™), edyaptoTéw (“to thank™), and
Upvéw (sing a hymn) belong to domain 33, and they share common properties as
communication towards/from God; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexeme

aptos (“bread”) belongs to domain 5, and motyptov (“cup”; domain 6) can be
semantically tied with &ptog, and the reason is as follows. Considering 26:29 (éx ToU
yeviupatog tis apméAov [“of this fruit of the grapevine”]), what was in the “cup” was
probably oivog (“wine”; John 2:3).%® Since bread and a cup (wine) refer to/symbolize
Jesus’ body and blood, &ptog and motnptov are semantically tied in the topic of the
Eucharist; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie.®® The lexical item didwt (domain 57) is

reiterated two times, which conveys Jesus’ actions of “giving” bread and a cup to the

disciples; thus, these two cases form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes c@ua (“body”™)
and aipa (“blood”) belong to domain 8. They are semantically tied as a case of
superordinate; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes ddeats (“liberty”) and
Bacireia (“reign/kingdom”) belong to domain 37, which are related to the topic of
“control and rule.” Semantically, the “liberty” from sin is the result of the “kingdom
(reign)” of God; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes &ptt (“now”) and
Nuépa (“day”) belong to domain 67, and they are semantically tied in terms of the period

“from” when Jesus does not drink wine “to” when he drinks wine; thus, they form a

% Interestingly, oivog belongs to domain 6 (artifact), not domain 5 (food). See Louw and Nida,
Greek-English Lexicon, 77.

% TTomjpuov is an artifact to carry liquids, and such liquids/drinks are included in domain 5 (e.g.,
méaig/mopa [“drink”; domain 5.6]). See Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 49.



138

semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes dumedos (grapevine) and éAaia (olive) belong to
domain 3; however, it seems hard to find a semantic-lexical tie from this since grapevine
is concerned with the Eucharist, and olive is the name of a mountain. From this, we can
find eight semantic-lexical ties in 26:26—-30. Furthermore, among the thirty-six content
lexemes in the fourth paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is
twenty-one. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per
the number of content lexemes is 58.33%. Thus, these overall results apparently reveal
the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The fifth paragraph (26:31-35) conveys Jesus’ prediction of the stumbling of his
disciples, along with Peter’s denial. The semantic domains of the lexemes in this

paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain

oxavdalilw vv. 31, 33 (2x) 31.78%
Aeyw v. 34 33.69
ypadw v. 31 33.61
dmapvéopal vv. 34, 35 33.277
dtaaxopmilw v. 31 15.136
Tpoayw v. 32 15.142
mpéPaTov v. 31 4.22
molpwy v. 31 4.28
dAéxtwp v. 34 4.45
TéTe v. 31 67.47
v vv. 31, 34 67.192
obdémoTe v. 33 67.10
ol v. 34 67.17
éyelpw v. 32 23.94
amofvioxw v. 35 23.99

Table 3.9. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:31-35

37 Louw-Nida’s lexicon interprets this as “cause to no longer believe,” but I doubt whether it is
appropriate. It does not reflect the meaning of “stumble” anywhere, unfortunately. It is the part that feels a
bit artificial.
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The lexical item oxavoaiilw (“to stumble”; domain 31) is reiterated three times, which
conveys the main topic of this paragraph (the disciples’ stumbling); thus, the cases form
a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical items (Aéyw [“to say”], ypadw [“to write™],
amapvéopat [“to deny”]) belong to domain 33, which are semantically related to Jesus’
foretelling; thus, the cases form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes diaoxopmiw (“to
scatter”) and mpodyw (“go before”) belong to domain 15. Here, diaoxopmi{w means the
scattering of the flock (disciples), and mpoayw makes us anticipate the gathering of the
disciples by Jesus going to Galilee before them; thus, these two lexemes are
semantically intertwined with each other, and they form a semantic-lexical tie. Three
lexemes mpéBatov (“sheep”), moipvy (“flock™), and dréxtwp (“cock™) belong to domain
4. The first two lexemes are related to the scattering of the disciples, and the last lexeme
is related to Peter’s denial. Both “scattering” and “denial” belong to the category of
“stumbling” (oxavoaii{w), and thus they form a semantic-lexical tie. Four lexemes,
related to time (tdte [“at that time™], v0& [“night”], o0démoTe [“at no time™], mplv
[before]), belong to domain 67. Here, Té7e is the temporal deixis of 26:31-35, and v0§
expresses the time of the disciples’ stumbling (26:31) and Peter’s denial (26:34).
Ouoémote appears in Peter’s statement that he would deny Jesus “at no time,” and mpiv
functions to indicate the specific point in time (“before” the cock crows) when Peter
denies Jesus. In this respect, the three lexemes (v0§, o0démote, mpiv), excluding téte, are
semantically connected and form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes éyeipw (“to raise
up”’) and amobvnoxw (“to die”’) belong to domain 23. The first lexeme refers to Jesus’

“resurrection,” and the second is related to Peter’s statement that he would never deny
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Jesus, which contains the topic of “death.” These two concepts, death and resurrection,
are semantically connected, and thus they form a semantic-lexical tie. From these
analyses, we can find six semantic-lexical ties in 26:31-35. Furthermore, among the
twenty-seven content lexemes in the fifth paragraph, the number of lexemes in the
semantic-lexical ties is eighteen. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into
semantic-lexical ties per the number of content lexemes is 66.67%. Thus, these overall

results clearly reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

Lexical Cohesion in Matthew 26:14-35

The following figure reveals the lexical cohesion chains in Matthew 26:14-35.
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elut, pafpi; Aéyel adTd - ob sfﬂ'ag % Egfidvtwy 08 adTdv Aafov 6’17}501”); &p’rov xal ebAoyNoag
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yéypamtal yap - Tatdéw TOV 7r01y.éva xal 51acmop7rw@7{;crowat o mpéPata Tis moluvng. ¥ ueta
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Figure 3.6. Lexical Cohesion Chains in Matt 26:14-35
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The lexemes underlined above can be related to Jesus’ death.®® His death is revealed
indirectly by vmdyet (to depart), T6 o@ud wou (my body), and T alud pov (my blood).*
His death is carried out by the act of handing over (betrayal; mapadidwwt) of one of the
disciples, Judas. After Jesus’ arrest as a result of Judas’s betrayal, the disciples scatter
(Oraoxopmilw), and after that, Peter’s denial (dmapvéopat) takes place before Jesus’ death.
Here, disciples’ scattering and Peter’s denial can be regarded as their reactions to Jesus’
death to come; thus, the actions of scattering and denial can be related to the death of
Jesus. The three actions of the disciples including Judas, namely, handing over, denying,
and scattering, can be condensed into one concept, “stumbling” (oxavoaAilw). The
notion of “death” itself appears not in the statement of Jesus himself, but in that of Peter
(x&v 0éy pe oLy ool amobaveiy, od un oe amapvnoopat). Thus, this discourse maintains

cohesiveness around the topic of Jesus’ death.

Summary and Implication
This section attempted to analyze Matthew 26:14-35 via a fivefold scheme of cohesion:
conjunction, reference, substitution, ellipsis, and lexical cohesion. In terms of
conjunction analyses, there are some cases of asyndeton (26:18f, 25¢, 34a, 35a). Two of
them (26:34a, 35a) are explicable as the constructor’s style, but the other two cases

(26:18f, 25¢) seem unnatural. Each paragraph of Matthew 26:14-35 maintains

3 In the lexical cohesion chains of the table, the direct relationship between lexemes is indicated by
a solid blue line, and a blue gradient line indicates the indirect relationship. The bolds are the lexemes
carrying Jesus’ death more directly.

% The two elements of the Eucharist, 16 o@ud wou (my body) and 76 aiud wov (my blood), convey
Jesus’ death since Jesus’ body was broken (cf. éxAaoev; 26:26) and his blood was poured out
(xyuvvopevov; 26:28).
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cohesiveness overall, but the two cases of asyndeton in 26:18f and 26:25¢ may lower the
degree of cohesiveness. In terms of reference, the results are as follows: (1) overall, each
paragraph forms a participant-reference chain via the main participants; thus, the
cohesiveness of each paragraph can be confirmed; (2) the appropriate appearances of the
proper noun (grammaticalized reference) for Jesus (x5) seem to secure the cohesiveness;
(3) the appearance of the pronoun (reduced reference) for Jesus in the first paragraph
seems to lower the degree of cohesiveness (26:16). In terms of substitution and ellipsis,
we can recognize the designated text’s cohesiveness via the ten cases of substitution and
the two cases of ellipsis. In terms of lexical cohesion, we can identify the cohesiveness
of each paragraph by semantic-lexical ties. Also, the conceptual flow in the lexemes
centering on Jesus’ death shows the cohesiveness of the whole designated text.

The implications of this analysis are as follows: the designated text has
cohesiveness overall; it primarily reveals the possibility of one constructor’s formation
of this text. However, the existence of features that may lower the degree of
cohesiveness may perhaps be an indication that oral tradition(s), along with written

sources, were preserved by the constructor.

Orality and Textuality*°
This section analyzes the designated text’s lexical density and grammatical intricacy
according to Porter’s methodology based on Halliday’s understanding of oral and

written language.

40 When analyzing lexical density and grammatical intricacy, for convenience, the analysis part for
the Eucharistic words is placed in the center, and the rest of the text analysis is placed before and after it
respectively. In terms of the clause analysis, this section follows the results of www.opentext.org.


http://www.opentext.org/
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Lexical Density

The following reveals the lexical density of Matthew 26:14-35.

Lexical Density 26:14-25 26:26-30 26:31-35
Non-embedded Clauses 31 11 11
Content Words 83 36 32
Functional Words 107 51 54
Content Words per 2.677 3.272 2.909
Non-embedded Clause

Table 3.10. Lexical Density of Matt 26:14-35
The total number of words in Matthew 26:14-35 is 363, and the total lexical density is
2.849 (151/53). According to Halliday’s criteria,*! this text is close to oral language. The
designated text includes the direct speech parts (26:15b, 17b, 18b, 21b, 22b, 23b, 24,
25b, 25d, 26b, 27b, 28, 29, 31b, 32, 33b, 34b, 35b) and narratives (26:14, 15a, 15¢, 16,
17a, 18a, 19, 20, 21a, 22a, 23a, 25a, 25¢, 26a, 27a, 30, 31a, 33a, 34a, 35a, 35¢), so it
seems meaningful to observe their lexical density separately. The lexical density of each

part is as follows.

Lexical Density Direct Speech Narrative
Non-embedded Clauses 31 22
Content Words 77 74
Functional Words 143 69
Content Words per 2.483 3.364
Non-embedded Clause

Table 3.11. Lexical Density of the Direct Speech and Narrative in Matt 26:14-35
According to the lexical density analysis above, the direct speech parts are in the

category of oral language than the entire discourse, and the narratives are in the category

41 As mentioned in chapter 2, according to Halliday, the range of oral language’s lexical density is
1-2 and that of written language’s lexical density is 3—6 (Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 80).
Although the criteria of lexical density presented by Halliday were intended for English, Porter’s study
“Orality and Textuality” reveals the validity of using these criteria for Greek; this study relies on Porter’s
study.



144

of written language. Nonetheless, the narrative part is close to 3 (3.364). Then in light of
Halliday’s standard, it can be seen as close to oral language within the category of
written language (3-6). This result could lead us to deduce that the constructor may have
preserved the oral tradition especially in the direct speech part of the account. Speech
part’s more oral character than narrative part may surely be natural, considering speech
Is by nature oral. Overall, however, the average result of 2.849 points to the oral
character of the whole designated text. Although it is difficult to determine from
whom/which source these oral results originated (e.g., participant or former of oral
tradition or constructor), this evidence may be understood as giving weight to oral
tradition. Also, if Matthew, one of the twelve, was present in the context of the
Eucharist, he surely would have taken part in the conversation and event. He, therefore,
would naturally contribute to forming oral tradition of the Eucharist and preserve it in
constructing the text. Thus, these phenomena seem to reveal the dual identity of
Matthew, the contributor to oral tradition(s) and the preserver of that tradition(s) in the

process of constructing the text.

Grammatical Intricacy

The following reveals the grammatical intricacy of Matthew 26:14-35.

Grammatical Intricacy 26:14-25 26:26-30 26:31-35
Non-embedded Clauses 31 11 11
Total Clauses 50 21 20
Clause Complex 10 4 5
Non-embedded Clause 3.1 2.75 2.2
per Clause Complex

Table 3.12. Grammatical Intricacy of Matt 26:14-35

In 26:14-35, the number of non-embedded clauses is 53, the number of clause
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complexes is 19, and the result of non-embedded clause per clause complex is 2.789
(53/19). Halliday did not reveal his criteria regarding grammatical intricacy; however, at
least, Halliday states that in terms of grammatical intricacy, the more oral, the number is
higher.*? Compared to Porter’s analysis of grammatical intricacy of several New
Testament texts,*® the number 2.789 seems high enough; thus, we can say that this text is
close to oral language. It is difficult to analyze the grammatical intricacy by dividing the
speech and the narrative parts, since a large part of the clause complex in the designated

text appears in a merged form of these two parts. For this reason, it is excluded.**

Summary and Implication
The analytic results of orality and textuality of Matthew 26:14-35 are as follows. First,
the lexical density is 2.849 (151/53); thus, this text as a whole is in the category of oral
language. The results of the lexical density of the direct speech parts (2.483) and
narrative parts (3.364) show that the direct speech part is more oral than the whole
designated discourse, and that the narrative part can be seen as close to oral language
within the category of written language. Second, the grammatical intricacy is 2.789
(53/19), and these results show that this text is in the category of oral language. Overall,
these results may suggest the possibility that the oral tradition played a significant role in

the process of constructing this text.

42 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 87.

4 Porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 13. Here, Porter analyzes the grammatical intricacy of several
texts as follows: Acts 12, 18 (2.1); Rom 2 (2.0); Cor 4 (2.3).

44 The same applies to chapters 4 and 5.
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In terms of verbal aspect analysis, the verbs in the designated text can be shown as follows.

Perfective Aspect (Aorist)

Imperfective Aspect

Stative Aspect

Future

mopevbels (14), elmev (15),
dotvat (15), Estnoav (15),
mapadd (16), mpoctirbov (17),
étolndowuey (17), payeiv (17),
eimev (18), elmate (18),
¢moinoav (19), cuvétagev (19),
Nrolpacay (19), yevouévns (20),
elmev (21), Apkavto (22),
amoxpibeis (23), eimev (23),
euBdyag (23), eyevwin (24),
amoxpibeis (25), eimev (25),
elmag (25), AaPav (26),
gbAoynaag (26), éxdaaey (26),
dodg (26), elmev (26), AdBete
(26), ddyete (26), Aapav (27),
edxaplotioas (27), Edwxev
(27), miete (27), miw (29),
Opwioavtes (30), é&fiAbov (30),
éyepbijvai (32), amoxpibels (33),
elmev (33), €dn (34), dwvijowt
(34), amobavelv (35), eimav (35)

Present

Perfect

Aeyopevos (14), Berete
(15), Aéyovtes (17),
Bédews (17), bmdyete (18),
Agyel (18), éatwv (18),
moté (18), éobidvtwy
@21), Myw (1),
Avmovpevot (22), Aéyewv
(22), eipt (22), dmayet
(24), mapadidotar (24),
mapadidos (25), e
(25), Aéyet (25),
gobiévtwy (26), éoTwv
(26), Aeywv (27), éoTv
(28), éxyuvvopevov (28),
Agyw (29), mivw (29),
Agyel (31), Aéyw (34),
Aéyel (35), 3¢y (35)

yéypamtal (24),
véypamtatl (31)

Imperfective

Pluperfect

¢0tel (16), dvéxelto
(20), 7 (24)

mapadiow (15),
napaddoel (21),
napaddoel (23),
oxavdaobnoeshe
(31), matdéw (31),
oxavdaAtodioovTal
(31), mpodéw
(32),
oxavdaAtodioovTal
(33),
oxavdaiiodioopatl
(33),
amapviay (34),
amapvhoopat (35)

Table 3.13. Analysis of Verbs in Matt 26:14-35 focusing on Verbal Aspect®

The results can be shown as follows: (1) perfective aspect (aorist): forty-four times; (2)

imperfective aspect: nineteen times (present) + three times (imperfective); (3) stative

aspect (perfect): two times; and (4) future: eleven times. As mentioned in chapter 2,

Porter elucidates three verbal aspects according to the extent of their markedness: stative

aspect is most weighted, the next is imperfective aspect, and the least weighted is

perfective aspect. Most perfective aspect verbs play a role in forming the background of

45 The number in the bracket indicates the verse of the text that the word was used.
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Jesus’ Eucharistic words in the narrative process. Twenty-two usages of imperfective
aspects function as the foregrounded elements in the accounts. Two usages of stative
aspects, “it is written” (yéypamtal; indicative perfect), function as the frontgrounded
elements of the accounts which have Old Testament text in mind: Jesus’ death and the
disciples’ denial of Jesus (26:24, 31). These results show the varying degree of
markedness of the verbs in the designated text, and it is hard to discern from
which/whom the markedness came. Three possible origins are as follows: (1) the
participant within the text (including Jesus); (2) the eyewitness/former/contributor(s) of
traditions; and (3) the constructor (1, 2 and 3 can overlap in the case of Matthew).*°

Comparative analysis in chapter 6 may help us to discern the possible origin(s).

Summary and Implication
The verbal aspect analysis of Matthew 26:14-35 shows us the varying degree of
markedness of the verbs in the designated text. There are two frontgrounded parts via
stative aspect (26:24, 31; “it is written” [yéypamtat; indicative perfect]), several
foregrounded parts via imperfective aspect, and many background parts via perfective
aspect. The varying degrees of markedness may have been affected by the oral/written

traditions and/or the constructor.

46 Among these cases, all the subjects (1, 2, 3) can be applied to direct speeches, and two of them
(2, 3) can be applied to narratives.
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Conclusion
This chapter identifies the mode (thematization, cohesion, orality & textuality, and
verbal aspect) of Matthew 26:14-35. These are some notable features in terms of the
designated text’s textual characteristics. First, the thematization analysis shows that the
designated text has twelve thematic units and five paragraphs, and each paragraph has
one distinctive topic, while UBS®’s second paragraph holds two topics. The overlapping
positions of prime and theme in this text show us the most marked-thematic actor as
Jesus (2x). This analysis shows the well-organized structure of the designated text, from
which we can deduce the constructor’s significant contribution. Second, the results of
cohesion analysis reveal that overall, the cohesiveness of each paragraph is maintained
via conjunction ties, participant-reference chains (including substitution and ellipsis),
and semantic-lexical ties. The cohesiveness of the entire designated text is also observed
in lexical cohesion chains. There are several factors, however, that may lower the degree
of cohesiveness (e.g., asyndeton [26:18f; 26:25c], a reduced reference [26:16]). These
overall features may have come from one constructor, Matthew, perhaps along with the
oral tradition(s). Third, via the analysis of lexical density and grammatical intricacy, it is
revealed that the designated text is close to oral language, and in particular, the direct
speech part is more oral than the narrative part, though the narrative part is still close to
oral language within the category of written language. The oral properties of this text
reveal the possibility that this text is significantly rooted in oral tradition. From these
results, it is possible to deduce the dual identity of Matthew, the contributor to oral
tradition and the preserver of the tradition in the process of constructing the text. Fourth,

the results of verbal aspect analysis reveal the different levels of markedness of the verbs
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in the designated text. The varying markedness may have been affected by the

oral/written traditions and/or the constructor.



CHAPTER 4: MODE REGISTER ANALYSIS OF MARK 14:10-31

Thematization

Prime and Subsequent

The prime-subsequent analysis of Mark 14:10-31 is presented in Appendix 2, and

among the findings of this process, the following figure shows various examples in
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14:10-31.
Verse Prime Subsequent
14:10a | (Kai) Tovdas Ioxapiaf 6 els T&Y dwdexa amiiAdey mpds Tobs dpyiepels
14:10b | (va) adTdV mapadol adTolg.
14:11b | (xal) émyyyeilavto adTé dpylptov dodvat.
14:11c | (xal) é0iTat
14:11d | még adTdy edxaipws mapadol.
14:12a | (Kal) T mpwty nuépa T&v | bTe O mdoya EBuov, Aéyovaty adtd of pabntal adTol

dlopwy,

14:16a | (xal) éEAbov oi pabyral

14:18d | g Aéyw duly

14:19b | wimt gyw;

14:21c | odai (08) 6 qvbpdimw éxelvw
14:21e | xaAdv avTé

14:22b | Aafwv &pTov edAoynoas Exdacey
14:29a | 6 (0¢) ITétpog €N adTd

14:31a | 6 (0¢) ExTeploads EAAAEL -

Among the sixty-four clauses in Mark 14:10-31, the lexemes posited in prime, which

Table 4.1. Prime-Subsequent Examples in Mark 14:10-31

are classified by type, are as follows: (1) subject (noun; 14:10a, 29a), (2) object

(pronoun; 14:10Db), (3) verb (inherent subject existence; 14:11b), (4) verb only (without

subsequent; 14:11c), (5) interrogative adverb (14:11d), (6) prepositional phrase (14:12a),

(7) verb (separate subject existence; 14:16a), (8) adverb (14:18d), (9) interrogative

particle (14:19b), (10) particle of interjection (26:24c), (11) adjective (14:21e), (12)
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participle as an adverb (14:22b), and (13) subject (definite article; 14:31a). From this
analysis, we can realize the flexibility of New Testament Greek in terms of the position
of each lexeme, and each prime shows what the clause focuses on. For example, in the
case of 7, a verb is located in prime despite the existence of a separate subject, inferring
that the text was constructed here to focus the clause on the process, not the subject. In
the case of 1 and 13, however, the subject Peter is located in prime, and in that case, the
subject is highly focused on. As mentioned earlier, such aspects of prime and subsequent

offer the basis of the following theme-rheme analysis.

Theme and Rheme
A theme and rheme analysis of Mark 14:10-31 is found in Appendix 6. There are eight
thematic units: (1) 14:10, (2) 14:11, (3) 14:12-17, (4) 14:18-26, (5) 14:27-29, (6) 14:30,
(7) 14:314, (8) 14:31b. The thematic actors, which are revealed by the theme and rheme
analysis, are as follows: (1) Tovdag Toxapiwbd (1x; 14:10), (2) oi (1x; 14:11 [14:10; ToUg
apxtepeic]), (3) ot pabytal (1x; 14:12), (4) 6 Tnoois (2x; 14:18, 30), (5) 6 ITérpog (1X;
14:29a), (6) 6 (1x; 14:31a [14:29; 6 [1étpog]), and (7) mavtes (1X; 14:31b). Thus, the five
thematic actors are Judas (1x), high priests (1x), disciples (2x), Jesus (3x), and Peter
(2x). In terms of reiteration, Jesus appears most outstanding here. Furthermore, in the
cases of 5 and 6 (14:29a, 31a), the thematic actor Peter is located in prime. Thus, from
the above two analyses (prime-subsequent, theme-rheme), Peter turns out to be the most
marked thematic actor. It seems a unique aspect of the designated text, which may

indicate Peter’s influence on the second Gospel.
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Topic and Comment

Paragraph Division

This section divides Mark 14:10-31 into paragraphs and suggests a topic for each
paragraph. The results will be compared with the paragraph divisions and topics
provided by UBS®.

UBS?® divides Mark 14:10-31 into four paragraphs as follows: (1) Judas’s
agreement to betray Jesus (14:10-11), (2) the Passover with the disciples (14:12-21), (3)
the institution of the Lord’s supper (14:22-26), and (4) Peter’s denial foretold (14:27—
31). Based on the elements for paragraph division suggested in the methodology (one or
more thematic units and thematic participants, temporal/spatial deixis, transition of
topic, and lexical cohesion), this section will evaluate the paragraph division and titles
offered by UBS’ and suggest an alternative paragraph division.

The first paragraph suggested by UBS® is 14:10-11. There are two thematic units
(14:10; 14:11) and two thematic participants (Iovdag Toxapiwd [14:10]; oi [14:11; cf.
14:10; Todg dpytepeis]). This paragraph has no temporal deixis,* but there is a clear
transition of topics, from “the anointing at Bethany” to “Judas’s agreement to betray
Jesus.”? Furthermore, this paragraph consists of Judas’s plan to betray Jesus and the high

priests’ proposal of giving silver the lexemes in the semantic domain 57 (didwpt;

mapadidwut) cohesively tie this paragraph. Considering these aspects, the paragraph

! The temporal deixis of 14:1 CHyv 8¢ 70 maoya xal t& dupa peta Vo Npépas) is connected to this
paragraph, differentiated with the new temporal deixis in 14:12 (1§ mpedty Nuépe Tév Glopwv).
2 These titles are from the UBS®.
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division of UBS’ seems appropriate.

The second paragraph suggested by UBS? is 14:12-21. It is related to two thematic
units (14:12—16; 14:17-26), and it has lexical cohesion in terms of its theme regarding
Passover. However, it is not easy to agree with the division of UBS?; this study suggests
14:12—-16 as one paragraph due to the following. First of all, 14:12-21 includes two
temporal deictic phrases (T§j TpwT Nuépa T@Y aldpwy [14:12]; dbiag yevouévns [14:17])
as boundary markers, so it seems difficult to regard 14:12-21 as one paragraph. Second,
14:12—16 is tied into one topic, the preparation for Passover, and it has one thematic unit
as a minimum unit to become a paragraph; thus, it seems natural to regard this as one
paragraph. The remaining part of UBS>’s second paragraph, 14:17-21, will be dealt with
in the next section since it is included in the thematic unit 14:17-26.

The third paragraph suggested by UBS’ is 14:22-26, which is included in the
thematic unit 14:17-26, and its thematic participant is Jesus (6 'InaoUic). Although 14:17—
21 and 14:22-26 can be divided by topics (the betrayal and the Eucharist), they are in
one thematic unit, which is the minimum unit of a paragraph, according to the thematic
unit analysis. Furthermore, 14:22-26 has the deictic participle phrase (xal éo06i1évTwy
avTév), which is linked to the situational participles of 14:18 (xal dvaxeipuévwy adT@y xal
¢éabiévtwy). Thus, in this sense, the third paragraph can be suggested as 14:17-26.

The fourth paragraph suggested by UBS? is 14:27-31. It has four thematic units

(14:27-29; 14:30; 14:31a; 14:31b) and three thematic participants (6 [1étpog; ¢ Inaols;

3 In general, “deixis” and its adjective, “deictic,” are related to linguistic functions that indicate
certain situational elements, and are primarily classified into personal, temporal, and spatial deixis
(Matthews, Linguistics, 97; Reed, Philippians, 94— 97). Here, the adjective “deictic” is used differently
from the general usage since this participle phrase functions as a contextual indication in the text.
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mavtes). There is no temporal deixis; but there is a clear transition of topics, from “the
institution of the Lord’s Supper” to “Peter’s Denial Foretold.”* This paragraph mainly
consists of a dialog between Jesus and Peter (as the representative of the disciples),
which starts with Jesus and ends with Peter (Jesus — Peter — Jesus — Peter). At the
end of 14:31, the narrative part conveying the disciples’ response (except Peter)
functions to end the paragraph. This paragraph also forms lexical cohesion around
oxavoarilw (14:27, 29; domain 31). Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of
UBS?® seems appropriate.

By applying thematization, the designated text can be divided into four paragraphs
as follows: (1) 14:10-11, (2) 14:12—-16, (3) 14:17-26, and (4) 14:27-31. The first,
second, and fourth paragraphs are well-structured based on thematic units, thematic
participants, boundary markers, and lexical cohesions; however, the third paragraph has
one thematic unit with two topics, which may show the less organized aspect of this

paragraph.

Finding Topics of Each Paragraph

This section presents the topic of each paragraph in light of the previous paragraph
division. For this, the following provides a thematic participant-processes analysis to
find the topic of each paragraph. The figure below presents the thematic participants and

processes of each thematic unit.

Paragraph | Thematic | Verse Thematic Major Process
Unit Participant
1 1 10 Judas Iscariot went to the chief priests
2 11 they (the chief priests) | promised to give him (Judas) silver

4 These titles are from the UBS?.
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2 3 12-16 | the disciples said to him (Jesus)

left

went to the city

prepared the Passover

3 4 1726 | Jesus said

said to them (the disciples)
took bread

blessed

broke it (bread)

gave it to the disciples
said

took a cup

gave it to them (the disciples)
said to them (the disciples)

4 5 29 Peter declared to him (Jesus)
6 30 Jesus said to him (Peter)
7 3la he (Peter) said to him (Jesus)
8 31b all (the disciples) said so

Table 4.2. Thematic Participants and Processes in Mark 14:10-31°
Each paragraph’s topic in Mark 14:10-31 is analyzed by observing the thematic
participants and major processes.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 1 (14:10-11) are as follows: (1)
Judas’s action (going to the chief priests [14:10]) and (2) the chief priests’ reaction
(promising Judas silver [14:10]). Judas’s action is concerned with betraying and handing
over Jesus, and the reaction of the chief priests is concerned with paying the price for
Judas’s treachery. Given these points, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows:
a deal between Judas and the high priests surrounding the betrayal to Jesus.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 2 (14:12—16) are the disciples’ actions
(saying to Jesus [14:12], leaving [14:16], going into the city [14:16], and preparing for
the Passover [14:16]). The center of the disciples’ actions is related to preparing the

Passover meal. Only the disciples are described as thematic participants, excluding

® The words shown in bold reveals several active processes of the most marked-thematic actor
(14:29, 31), that is, Peter.
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Jesus. Given these points, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows: disciples’
inquiry about Passover preparation and their obedience.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 3 (14:17-26) are Jesus’ actions
(speaking about the betrayal [14:18], speaking about its details [14:20-21], taking bread
[14:22], blessing [14:22], breaking the bread [14:22], giving the bread to the disciples
[14:22], speaking [14:22], taking a cup [14:23], giving the cup to the disciples [14:23],
speaking [14:24]). Jesus appears as the only thematic participant in this paragraph. There
are two characteristics of actions done by Jesus. Firstly, his action relates to the prophecy
of the future treachery and his reference to the disciples’ reaction. Secondly, at the center
of Jesus’ act, there are bread and wine—being blessed, given thanks, and distributed to
the disciples—which imply Jesus’ death. Given these points, the topic of this paragraph
is proposed as follows: Jesus’ foretelling of the betrayal and his institution of the
Eucharist.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 4 (14:27-31) are carried out by Peter
(declaring to Jesus [14:29], talking to Jesus [14:31a]), Jesus (talking to Peter [14:30]),
and all the disciples (speaking the same as Peter [14:31b]). Peter’s action is related to his
willful expression that Jesus’ foretelling about the stumbling (scattering) and the denial
will not come true. Jesus’ action is related to Peter’s denial as well as his stumbling, and
the other disciples’ action is concerned with their sharing of Peter’s statement. Given
these points, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows: Jesus’ foretelling of the
disciples’ stumbling and Peter’s denial.

To summarize, the paragraph division and the topic for each paragraph of Mark

14:10-31 compared to UBS’ are summarized in the following table.
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Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS® | Paragraph Division & Topics of This Study
1. Judas’s Agreement to Betray Jesus (14:10— | 1. A Deal between Judas and the High Priests

11) surrounding the Betrayal to Jesus (14:10-11)

2. The Passover with the Disciples (14:12-21) | 2. Disciples’ Inquiry about Passover Preparation and
Their Obedience (14:12-16)

3. The Institution of the Lord’s Supper 3. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Betrayal and His
(14:22-26) Institution of the Eucharist (14:17-26)
4. Foretelling of Peter’s Denial (14:27-31) 4. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Disciples’ Stumbling and

Peter’s Denial (14:27-31)

Table 4.3. Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS® and This Study
The paragraph division and topics suggested by this study show that the designated text
has four paragraphs. In paragraphs 1, 2, and 4, each has one distinctive topic; however,
the third paragraph has two distinctive topics (“Jesus’ foretelling of the betrayal” and
“Jesus’ institution of the Eucharist”). These analytic results show the organized structure
of the designated text overall, from which the constructor’s role could be deduced.
However, the phenomenon in the third paragraph (14:17-26) shows the less organized
character of the designated text, which may show us the degree of the constructor’s role

in the construction process.

Summary and Implication
This section attempted an analysis of thematization for Mark 14:10-31; the following
are the results. There are eight thematic units (1. 14:10; 2. 14:11; 3. 14:12-17; 4. 14:18—
26; 5. 14:27-29; 6. 14:30; 7. 14:31a; 8. 14:31b), and overlapping positions of prime and
theme reveals the most marked-thematic actor as Peter (2x; 14:29, 31). Unlike the
paragraph division of UBS® (14:10-11, 14:12-21, 14:22-26, 14:27-31), this study
divided the designated texts into the following four paragraphs: (1) 14:10-11, (2) 14:12—
16, (3) 14:17-26, and (4) 14:27-31. The topic for each paragraph is suggested as

follows: (1) a deal between Judas and the high priests surrounding the betrayal to Jesus
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(14:10-11), (2) the disciples’ inquiry for Passover preparation and their obedience

(14:12-16), (3) Jesus’ foretelling of the betrayal and his institution of the Eucharist
(14:17-26), and (4) Jesus’ foretelling of the disciples’ stumbling and Peter’s denial
(14:27-31).

These results show us the organized structure of the designated text overall, but the
third paragraph, which has one thematic unit with two distinctive topics, reveals the less
organized aspect. It is notable that the most marked-thematic actor is Peter. Considering
these features, we could deduce the possibility of the construction based on the oral

tradition, possibly contributed by Peter.

Cohesion

Conjunction

The following figure shows conjunctions and asyndeton in Mark 14:10-31 divided into

the narrative and direct speech parts.

Paragraphs Narrative Direct Speech
14:10-11 10 Kai Toddag Toxapiwb 6 ls Tév dudexa

amiiAbev mpos Tovg apytepels iva adToV

mapadol adTois. ! of 0¢ dxodoavtes

éxapnoay xat Emnyyeilavto adTe

Gpyvptov dolival. xal é0jret méig alTOV

edxalpws mapadol.

14:12-16 | 2 Kal t§j mpayty Huépa T@v dllpwv,

e o maoya EBuov, Aéyovaty adTd

oi wabnral adtod-
O mol OéAers ameAboves ETolpdowyey fva
dayns T Tacya;

3 xal dmootéMel 0Uo TGV pabnTév avtod

xal Aéyet adTols-

O Omayete eic TV TOMY, xal ATQVTHTEL VUV
dvbpwmog xepaptov Udatos Baotdlwy -
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@ dxohovbroate adTéd * xal Smou 2dv
eloéAy elmate T oixodeoméTy)
8t 6 diddoxadog Aéyel -
@ ol €0TY TO XQTAAUKA WOV OTOU TO
TAoXQ LETQ TGV pabnTéy pov dayw;
13 yal adTdg Opiv deifet dvayatov péya
OTPWUEVOV ETOLUOV - xal EXET ETOLUATATE NIV,
16 yal €£7ABov of nabntal xal RAbov eig
TV MM xal ebpov xabig eimev adTols
xal yrolpacay TO macya.

14:17-26 | ¥ Kai dYiag yevouévns Epyetal uetd T@v

dcddexa. 18 xal dvaxeipévay adTéy xal

éabidvtwy 6 Tnooli imev -
@ Guny Aéyw Oulv 8u els €€ Opudv mapadiaet
ue 6 biwy pet’ éuol.

% @ Apkavro Aumeiohar xal Aéyew adtd

elc xaTd €lc-
O uTt éyw;

20 6 ¢ elmey adToic-
O €lg TGV dddexa, 6 EuPantéuevos et uol
el T TpUPBALov.
2L 871 6 pév vids Tod dvbpaimou Umdyel
xafog yéypantal mepl avtod, odal 0& T&
GvBpwme éxelvw Ot” 00 6 uids Tob dvbpwimou
mapadidoTal: xaAdy adTé el oUx éyevvniy
6 avBpwmog exeivog.

22 Kai ¢obiévtwv adtév Aafav dptov

gbAoynoas Exdacey xal Edwxey adTols

xal elmey -
@ Aafete, ToUTO éoTIv TO CBUd [oU.

23 yal Aafwv momiplov edyaploTioas

Ewxev avtols, xal mov €€ adtol mdvreg.

24 yal eimey adTols-
@ toiT4 €oTwv TO alpd pou THs dabxng TO
X VVVOULEVOY UTTEP TOAAGY.
2@ quny Aéyw Oulv 8L 00xéTt 00 wi) miw éx
Tol yeviuatos T¥is aumédov Ewg Tig Nuépas
éxelvyg 6tay adTo mivw xawoy év 7§ BaciAeia
Tol Beol.

%6 Kai buvioavtes eEAGov eig T 8pog

TEY EAddv.

14:27-31 | # xat Aéyet adtois 6 Ingol ot

@ mavtes oxavdaodnoeale, 8t yéypamtal -
@ matdfw ToV mowéva, xal T¢ mpéRata
dieoxopmiohyoovral.

28 3 \ \ 12 ~ 4 A < ~ b
gM& petd 6 éyepbijval we mpodfw Huds eig
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™y Talidalay.

206 o¢ [Tétpog Edy adTd -
el xal mavteg oxavdaAiohioovtar,
AN’ 0 €yw.

%0 yat Aéyel adTé 6’ Ingols-
O duny Aéyw ot Tt ab arpepov TavTy TH
vuxtl mply 7] Olg dAéxTopa dwvijoat Tpig pe
amapvnoy.

81§ O éxmeplooli EAAAEL -
gav 0¢y pe ouvamofavelv oot, o0 Wy o€
amapvyoopal.

¢ A 1 \ A b4
woalTws 08 xal mavTes EAeYoV.

Table 4.4. Conjunctions and Asyndeton in the Narratives
and Direct Speeches of Mark 14:10-31

Conjunctions in the designated text are as follows: (1) xal (29x; 14:10, 11 [2x], 12, 13
[3x], 14, 15 [2x], 16 [4x], 17, 18 [2x], 19, 22 [3x], 23 [2x], 24, 26, 27 [2x], 30, 31); (2)
éti (7x; 14:14, 18, 21, 25, 27 [2x], 30); (3) 0¢ (5x; 14:11, 20, 21, 29, 31); (4) éAA& (2x;
14:28, 29); (5) 8mov (2x; 14:14 [2x]); (6) xabug (14:16, 21); (7) ei (2x; 14:21, 29), (8) va
(1x; 14:10); (9) név (1x; 14:21); (10) oTav (1x; 14:25); (11) mpiv (1x; 14:30); (12) éav
(1x; 14:31). Synthetic forms of conjunctions do not appear in the designated text of
Mark, and there are two consecutive conjunctions, 0¢ xai (14:31). The total number of
conjunctions in the designated text is fifty-three, of which thirty-one of them belong to
the narrative part, and twenty-two of them belong to the direct speech part. There are
eleven asyndeton cases: ten cases in direct speech parts and one case in narrative parts.®
Now, we will analyze each appearance of conjunction in the contextual flow,
according to the previous divided paragraphs. First, the conjunction analysis for the first

paragraph (14:10-11) is as follows. 14:10 begins with xai. This conjunction is used here

® It is possible that the last clause of 14:11, mé¢ adTdv edxaipws mapadol, can be viewed as
asyndeton, but it is not regarded as asyndeton since the adverb még acts as a conjunction.
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to convey continuity and transition in the context of a thematic change to Judas’s
betrayal after the story of a woman anointing Jesus (14:3-9). It is notable that xai
appears rather than other conjunctions, such as Téte or 0¢, that may seem more suitable
for the transition of the subject.” The conjunction of the second clause of 14:10 is the
subordinating conjunction {ve, which conveys the purpose of Judas: handing over Jesus
to the high priests. The clauses in 14:11 are connected with three conjunctions (9¢, xai
[2x]) to express the high priests’ positive response to Judas’s words, their promise to
give him money, and Judas’s reaction. The conjunctive ties in the second paragraph
convey cohesiveness. All cases of asyndeton appearing here are in direct speeches,
which seem natural.

The second paragraph also starts with xai (14:12a), containing the functions of
continuity and transition, as in 14:10a. The subsequent temporal conjunction 67e in the
narrative appears as the introduction of a subordinate clause—sacrificing the Passover
lamb—that modifies the first day of Unleavened Bread. At the beginning of the
subsequent disciples’ direct speech part—a question regarding the place for the
Passover—asyndeton appears, and the Passover, the object to be prepared, is introduced
by va (14:12b). After that, 14:13 begins with xal, followed by Jesus sending two of his
disciples. Given the context, this conjunction seems to mean “so/then” as a link to Jesus’

response to the disciples’ questions. The next xal connects Jesus’ two actions

(amooTéMe; Aéyet), implying an unmarked continuity (14:13b). After that, the first part

" It may be a reflection of the linguistic style of the constructor, who use xai extensively, or it may
reflect the oral characteristics of Peter’s testimony. It seems that oral text tends to have less variety of
conjunctions compared to written text, and that there is a tendency to use conjunctions more widely, which
can be used in various contexts, such as “and” or “but.”
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of direct speech appears as asyndeton (O ayete eig ™v moAw; 14:13c¢), and the connective
conjunction xal, which can be translated as “then,” links the back and forth (14:13d).
The following command “follow him” in 14:13e appears as asyndeton (@ axolovbyoate
avT@). In 14:14, which carries the following words of Jesus, conjunctions (xal; émov; 67t
§mou) and asyndeton (before mot)® coexist. First, 14:14 starts with xal, a coordinating
conjunction containing unmarked continuity. Right after this, émov, the subordinating
spatial conjunction, functions as “wherever.” The third clause of 14:14 is the intro of
Jesus’ words to the owner of the house, where the subordinating conjunction 61t is used.
This verse’s fourth and fifth clauses are Jesus’ words to the house owner. Here,
asyndeton appears in the first part of the direct speech, and the following clause uses the
spatial subordinating conjunction émou to ask questions about the place to eat the
Passover food with Jesus’ disciples. The house owner’s response is continued in 14:15,
which is linked by the connective conjunction xa(, which can be translated into “(and)
then.” In 14:15b, Jesus tells his disciples to prepare the Passover there, and here xal
appears again to convey unmarked continuity. Following 14:16, the disciples’ response
to Jesus’ words appears as a narrative, connecting four clauses with four cases of xal.
The first xal carries continuity with the meaning of “so/then,” and the other cases of xal
carry unmarked continuity. The conjunctive ties in the second paragraph convey
cohesiveness. All instances of asyndeton in the second paragraph are placed in the direct

speeches, which seem natural.

8 Another example of asyndeton in 14:14 could be found before elmare, but the conjunction of this
verb can be viewed as xal, so it is not considered as asyndeton.
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The beginning of 14:17, the introductory part of the third paragraph, is also xai.
Here, the connective conjunction xai carries the meaning of “now/then,” which implies
temporal (it is the evening) and spatial (going to a place for the Passover) change.
Subsequently, the two cases of xal used in the narrative part of 14:18 convey unmarked
continuity. After the asyndeton of the first part of the direct speech, the subordinating
conjunction 67t connects Jesus’ words about one of the disciples handing over Jesus. In

14:19, asyndeton appears at the narrative speech margin preceding the disciples’ reaction
to Jesus’ words. It is the first asyndeton found in the narrative part of the designated text.

It seems more natural to use a conjunction such as 0¢ or xai to form a conjunctive tie, but
there is none. In the middle of 14:19, xal is used to connect two infinitive verbs
(Aumelobat; Aéyew). The abbreviated expression (with the verb and complement omitted),
unTL €yw, is in the direct speech part with no conjunction (asyndeton). Then, in 14:20,
the adversative conjunction 0¢ appears at the narrative speech margin for Jesus’ answer.
The use of 0¢ here seems to be that Jesus” answer is not a direct answer to the disciples’
questions. After that, asyndeton appears in the following Jesus’ words, which have no
main verb: “one of the twelve, one who dips with me in the bowl” (14:20b). The
following 14:21 appears very similar to the parallel verse in Matthew, but it begins with
the subordinating conjunction &t1, unlike Matthew. Here, uév, ¢, or xabwg seem natural

for 14:21; however, ét1, which has the meaning of “for” to convey causality, is used

here.® Here, 67t seems unnatural since there is no particular causal relationship between

® Gundry, Mark, 828. Here, we cannot rule out the possibility that &7t is used in the meaning of
“with regard to the fact that” (Liddell and Scott, Greek-English Lexicon, 1265), but Gundry’s suggestion
seems to reveal a more general use of 6t1.
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14:20 and 14:21. The first half of 14:21 relates to the death of Jesus: on the one hand
(uév), Jesus, the “son of the man,” departs (Umdyet) “as it is written” (xabag yéypamtat).
In this respect, the first half shows the causal relationship between Jesus’ departure/death
and the Scripture (OT). However, on the other hand (d¢), woe to him who betrays Jesus;
here, the emphasis by 0¢ is revealed. Next, since any conjunction does not appear before
xaAov, there is a case of asyndeton; however, it is explicable because it is the main
clause followed by a conditional clause with the subordinating conjunction &i. In the
following clause, the hypothetical situation, “if he had not been born,” appears with ei,
emphasizing how significant the woe would be on one who hands over Jesus.

The latter half of the third paragraph, 14:22-26, conveys the Eucharist, which is a
shift from the previous subject. Kai in 14:22 forms a conjunctive tie between the
previous treachery notice and Jesus’ Eucharistic words, which takes place in the same
context, the Passover meal. In this sense, it seems appropriate to understand that xal
used here means continuity and transition together. The two cases of xal appearing later
function as unmarked continuity to link the following actions of Jesus: (1) breaking the
bread—that was taken and blessed, (2) giving it to the disciples, and (3) speaking. After
the narrative speech margin, Jesus’ words are followed by two appearances of
asyndeton: @ Aafete, @ TolTé éoTiv T o@ud wov. It can be understood that the first
asyndeton naturally appears as it is the first part of speech, and in the second case, it may
have taken some time in the process of sharing the bread with his disciples (2070ls;
plural); thus, here a time gap may be indicated by the absence of conjunction. After this,

in 14:23, Jesus’ actions with a cup and the disciples’ reactions are presented in a short
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narrative form, that is, without a direct speech part. In this process, two cases of xal are
used. The first xai appears as unmarked continuity, linking Jesus’ words about the bread
with Jesus’ actions on the “cup.” The second xat appears as unmarked continuity to link
the action of Jesus (80wxev adtoic) and the reaction of the disciples (¢miov ¢ attol). The
meaning of this cup—Jesus’ blood of the covenant—is revealed in the following Jesus’
words, and its narrative speech margin is initiated by xai (14:24). At the intro of Jesus’
speech, there is a case of asyndeton: @ Tolité éomv 0 alpd pov Tiic diebhwns To
ExUVVOpEVOY UTEP TOAARY. Jesus’ words, continuing in 14:25, begin with asyndeton (©
aunv Aéyw vuiv), and the following two clauses are led by two subordinating
conjunctions: 6tt, 6tav.’® Here, 67t plays the role of receiving the clause of Jesus’
subsequent statement, “I will not drink from the fruit of the vine,” and étav appears as
temporal conjunction to convey that the time to drink new wine in the kingdom of God
1s coming. After Jesus’ Eucharistic speech, their (probably the disciples and Jesus’)
actions of going to the Mount of Olives (singing a hymn) are linked by xai. This
conjunction can be translated as “then,” which contains the meaning of some transition
with unmarked continuity. The conjunctive ties in the third paragraph maintain
cohesiveness. However, there is a case of asyndeton in the narrative (14:19) and an
unnatural appearance of é7t (14:21), which seems to lower the degree of cohesiveness.
All other cases of asyndeton in this paragraph appear in the direct speech sections, which

are explicable.

10 Here, £ws functions as a preposition, not a conjunction.
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In the fourth paragraph, Jesus foretells that all his disciples will stumble and then
mentions Peter’s denial. The first clause, the narrative speech margin, is connected by
xai (14:27a), which can be understood as “now/then.” The following Jesus’ words—all
of you will be stumbled” (14:27b)—is linked by a subordinating conjunction étt. Here,
the narrative and direct speech parts are connected by étt, which does not need a
particular translation, and it functions as a quotation mark.'* The other case of étt, which
appears subsequently, functions as an intro of yéypamtat for the following Old
Testament quotation, which provides the ground for what was said previously (wavteg
oxavoaiiohyoeabe); thus, we can translate it as “for” (14:27¢). There is a case of
asyndeton at the beginning of the Old Testament quotation (8 watdéw Tov moipéva;
14:27d), followed by xai, which indicates a causal continuity between striking the
shepherd and the dispersal of the flock (14:27¢). The cause of the disciples’ stumbling is
revealed as “striking the shepherd” by the Old Testament quotation, and is portrayed as
the fulfilment of the OT; in this process, étt functions to reveal the causality between
Jesus’ foretelling and the quotation. After that, a hopeful message appears in 14:28:
Jesus’ “revival” and “return to Galilee.” The conjunction connecting these two clauses is
aAAa. It is a conjunction that appears only in Mark among the designated parallel texts,
which has both an adversative and emphatic meaning.'? After this, the narrative speech
margin begins with d¢, which carries an adversative meaning, to convey Peter’s reaction

against Jesus’ words about stumbling: but Peter says to him (14:29a). His speech starts

1 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 454-55.
12 Cf. Porter, Idioms, 206.
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with ei xal, the conditional-connective conjunctions, and end with ¢A)’, an abbreviation
of @AAa, which connects “all will be stumbled” and “I will not be.” It seems that €i xal is
an emphatic expression carrying the meaning of “even if/though,” and @AAa has an
emphatic adversative sense as in the previous case. By adding these conjunctions
conveying emphasis, Peter is asserting that he will not stumble upon Jesus. In 14:30,
Jesus’ response to Peter’s remark is led by xai, which can be understood as “and” or
“then.”!® After the narrative speech margin, Jesus’ words consist of three clauses, each
connected by étt and mpiv. The first part of the speech appears as asyndeton, and o7t
appears to link Jesus’ typical intro (aunv Aéyw oot) and his specific words; there is no
need for a particular translation for it. ITpiv is used as temporal conjunction to indicate
that Peter’s denials to Jesus will happen that night, “before” the rooster crows twice.
This speech directly breaks Peter’s strong will in 14:29; so, in 14:31, d¢ appears as
adversative conjunction followed by éxmepioadis, which forms more emphasis: but

he insistently says (14:31a). In his speech, Peter intensifies his determination with an
assumed situation of death by using the conditional conjunction éav with déy (14:31b);
thereafter, he demonstrates that he will never deny Jesus (14:31c).'* Here, asyndeton
appears, which seems to be a natural form of the main clause after the conditional clause
introduced by éav. In the last clause, the rest of the disciples react the same as Peter, and

two linear conjunctions, 0¢ xai, connect 14:31c and 14:31d. Here, d¢ is used as the causal

13 Jesus’ words that follow in 14:30 contradict Peter’s in subject matter, so 0¢ seems to be a natural
option in this context. However, considering the broad usage of xai in Mark, it seems explicable. Also,
such use of xai may reflect Jesus’ meek attitude, which may have been experienced by Peter, the
eyewitness.

14 Here Peter’s words are emphasized by the double negation (00 wy).
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and connective conjunction, and xai modifies the following mavteg, so it can mean that
“everyone also says the same thing.” The conjunctive ties in the fourth paragraph
convey cohesiveness, and all cases of asyndeton in this paragraph appear in the direct
speech sections, which are explicable.

Reference
We now look at the formation of reference based on the paragraph division done through

the thematization. The participant-referent chains of Mark 14:10—11 are as follows.

10 Kai Tovdag Toxapid 6 eig Tév dwdexa dmiilbev mpos Tods dpytepe

tva adTdy mapadol alTolg.

11

ol 0¢ dxobaavTes éyapnoay xal Emyyyeldavro avTéd apyvptov dolvat.
»
>

Vog o 5 7 ~
xalk EZV]TE! TIWG QUTOV EVXALPWS 7TC(.PC(.50L

Figure 4.1. Participant-Referent Chains in Mark 14:10-11
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Judas (3x), the high priests (5x), and Jesus (2x). In the case of Judas, after first appearing
as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), it is presented as a reduced reference
(third-person singular dative) and an implied reference of é{yjret. In the case of the high
priest, after first appearing as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), it occurs as
reduced references (third-person plural dative and third-person plural subjective) and
implied references (implied subject of éxyapnoav and émyyyeilavto). In the case of Jesus,
it appears as the reduced reference twice (third-person objective) without a
grammaticalized reference. Considering the participant referent chains which are well
formed, the cohesiveness of this paragraph is overall maintained. However, in the

narrative part of 14:11, although it seems more natural to present the identity of Jesus as
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a proper noun considering the change of topic and thematic participant in this paragraph,
he is revealed only by a reduced reference (pronoun). This seemingly unnatural
reference may lower the degree of cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The participant-referent chains of Mark 14:12—16 are as follows.

12 1 ~ 1A (3 /4 ~ 290 1% 1 A P I3 >~ 4 N > ~
Kal tff mpayty nuépa Tév dldpwy, éte o mdoya €Buov, Aéyovaty adTé of uabyrat adTod-

A

mol BéAelc amerBovTes EToudowyey iva dayrg T Taoya;

3 7 ~ fod tA Iod T T b
13 3l dmooTéMEL d00 TEY LabNTEY abToD xal Aével atrolc - Dmayete €ic VY TOALY,
patn L QUTOlS - Ut
A 3 A 3 ~ b4 A 134 IA Y 3 4 3 ~
xal dmavmioel DY dvBpwmos xepdutov 0atos Pactalwy- dxodovbyoate adTé

€ TG oixodeoméTy 811 6 ddagxalog Aéyel -

~ ) 1 A A 44 1 A \ ~ ~ A .
ol éoTtv TO xaTdAyp ROV OTTOV TO TTATYQ LETQ TWY (LCLGY)T(JJV pov Qa YW,

14 yal §mou éav elaeddy el

5 yal attos Dy delber dvdyatov péya éotpwpévov ETopov - xal éxel EToiudoate Nuiv.
»-

>

16 A Y- 4 \ \ B H \ /4 A \ 5 3 ~ Ve s \
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Figure 4.2. Participant-Referent Chains in Mark 14:12-16
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Jesus (12x), the disciples (2x), and two of them (13x). Jesus appears as grammaticalized
references (common noun), reduced references (pronoun), and implied references
(implied subject in verb), but he does not appear as a proper noun. What seems notable

in this paragraph is the vagueness of the distinction between “the disciples” (of pafyral
avtod) and “two of the disciples” (000 T@v pabntév adtod). To be more specific, two of

the disciples are the ones whom Jesus distinguished from the whole group of disciples,
and Jesus told them how to prepare for Passover. However, at the end of this paragraph,

where they followed his guideline, they are referred to just as the “disciples.” This
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phenomenon could suggest the roughness of this text, which may show its oral property.
Moreover, in the narrative speech margin in 14:12, although it seems appropriate to
mark the identity of Jesus as a proper noun, he is revealed as a reduced reference
(pronoun). Thus, these seemingly unnatural references may lower the degree of
cohesiveness of this paragraph. Overall, however, these participant-referent chains are
well formed, thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

The participant-referent chains of Mark 14:17-26 are as follows.
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Figure 4.3. Participant-Referent Chains in Mark 14:17-26

The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
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Jesus (26x), the disciples (15x), one of you (6x), bread (3x), and cup (7x). Although the

overall flow of Mark is similar to Matthew, according to the analysis of thematic units,

Mark forms just one paragraph, whereas, in Matthew, it is the third and fourth

paragraphs of Matthew into one paragraph. Indeed, in the Greek text, quite a few

references appear as implied references (implied subjects of verbs). In the case of Jesus,

it appears as an implied reference (implied subject of a verb) from the beginning. After

appearing as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), “Jesus,” in the second, appears

as an implied reference (implied subject of a verb) and reduced reference (pronoun). The

case of “one of you” is similar to the pattern of Jesus. In the case of “bread” and “cup,”

it is similar to Matthew in that it first appears as grammaticalized references (proper
noun and substitution) and in the form of a reduced reference (pronoun). Overall, the
participant-referent chains are well-formed, thus the cohesiveness of the paragraph is
maintained.

The participant-referent chains of Mark 14:27-31 are as follows.
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Figure 4.4. Participant-Referent Chains in Mark 14:27-31
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The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Jesus (9x), all disciples (4x), Peter (8x), and all disciples except Peter (2x). In the case of
Jesus, after first appearing as a grammaticalized reference (proper noun), it is mainly
referred to as reduced references (pronoun). Also, it is referred to as a word in the Old
Testament quotation (Tov moipéva) in the second half of 14:27 and then referred to as a

grammaticalized reference (proper noun) again in 14:30. Also, Jesus appears as an
implied reference (implied subject of a verb) in 14:30. In the case of Peter, the reference
flow is almost similar to that of Jesus. Overall, these participant-referent chains are well

formed, thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

Substitution and Ellipsis
This section will analyze the substitution and ellipsis of the designated text. First, the

substitutions in Mark 14:10-31 are as follows. The first is 6 €ic T&v dwdexa in 14:10 as a
substitution of "Tovdag Toxapiab. The second is of uabytal in 14:12 as a substitution of
dwdexa in 14:10. The third is avdyatov uéya in 14:15, which is revealed as an added
reference to 70 xatdAuvpa in 14:14. The fourth, fifth, and sixth cases are 6 éofiwy pet’
éuod in 14:19, elg Tév dwdexa and 6 éuBamtdpevos et éuol eig T TpUBAIOY in 14:20,
which are the new information referring eic £ Opdv in 14:19. The seventh is ¢ vidg ToU
avBpaymou in 14:21 (2x) as a substitution of 6 didaoxaros in 14:14, as a title for Jesus
himself. The eighth is ¢ dvBpwme éxeivw dt” 00 ¢ vids Tod dvbpdimov mapadidotar in
14:21, referring elg é£ Ouév in 14:19. The ninth and tenth cases are T0 g@ud pov in 14:22

and 76 alpd wou tijs Stabuns in 14:24 as a substitution of the cup (mot#piov). The
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eleventh is ToU yevuatos i aumélov in 14:25 as a substitution of the cup, Jesus’ blood.
The twelfth and thirteenth cases are the two references revealed in Jesus’ words in his
Old Testament quotation in 14:27: the shepherd (tov motpéva) and the flock (t& mpdéPata
Tijg molyvng).

Second, the ellipsis which can be found in the designated text is )Tt éyw, which
appears in 14:19. It is expressed by Jesus’ disciples. What is omitted here is a person
who betrays Jesus (gls ¢£ budv mapadwoel pe 6 éoblwv et éuol, 14:18) and the process
part (giut); thus, this case can be considered as a nominal-verbal ellipsis.

Considering these analyses, the distribution of substitution and ellipsis within the

designated text demonstrates the cohesiveness of this text.

Lexical Cohesion
In this section, we will analyze the semantic-lexical ties to examine the cohesiveness of
each paragraph in Mark 14:10-31 and the semantic-lexical chain of the whole

designated text.

Lexical Cohesion in Each Paragraph

In the first paragraph (14:10-11), Judas plans to hand over Jesus, and the chief priests
promise to give him money. From that time on Judas seeks an opportunity to hand Jesus
over. The following figure contains the cases where two or more lexemes in one

semantic domain appear in a paragraph.
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Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
didwpt v. 11 57.71
mapadidwpul vv. 10, 11 57.77/37.111
€ic v. 10 60.10
OwoeExXa v. 10 60.21
dxobw v. 11 33.212
émayyédhopal v. 11 33.286

Table 4.5. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:10-11

The lexeme didwyt (“to give”) and the lexical item mapadidwut (“to deliver”) belong to
domain 57; which are semantically related in terms of the “deal” on Jesus; thus they
form semantic-lexical tie. There are two numbers in domain 60 (gig [“one”], dchdexcat
[“twelve™]), and these lexemes are tied around Judas, “one” of the “twelve”; thus, they
form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes dxodw and émayyéAdopat belong to domain 33,
which are done by the chief priests as their communicative responses to Judas’s plan to
betray Jesus; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. From these analyses, we can identify
three semantic-lexical ties in 14:10—11. Furthermore, among the thirteen content
lexemes in the first paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is
seven. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the
number of content lexemes is 53.85%. Thus, these overall results apparently reveal the
cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The second paragraph (14:12—16) describes the process of preparing the Passover
by Jesus and his disciples. The semantic domains of the lexemes in this paragraph are as

follows.
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Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
étolpnalw wv. 12,15 77.3
Erotyos v. 15 77.2
TP&TOS v. 12 60.46
Sto v. 13 60.11
Taoxa vv. 12 (2x), 14, 16 51.7
of, #lopos v. 12 513
pabntig wv. 12,13, 14, 16 36.38
amépyouat v. 12 15.37
AmoTTENEL v. 13 15.66
Oméyw v. 13 15.35
— v. 13 15.78
Baordle v. 13 15.188
dxotoubie v. 13 15.144
o v. 14 15.93
eloepxomat v. 16 15.40
eEepyopat v. 16 15.7
gpxopat
gobiw vv. 12, 14 23.1
xaTaivpe v. 14 7.30
Avdyaiov v. 15 727

Table 4.6. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:12—16

The lexical item étoipudlw (“to prepare”), which is reiterated two times, and étotpog

(“prepared”) belong to domain 77. They are semantically tied around the preparation of

the Passover; thus, these form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes of numbers (mpé&iTog

[“first”], 0¥o [“tw0”]) belong to domain 60, but each of them is related to different

objects (the day of Unleavened Bread, his disciples), so it seems hard to find a semantic-

lexical tie from them. The lexeme maoya (‘“Passover”; domain 51) is reiterated four

times and &{upos (“unleavened bread”; domain 5) can be semantically concerned with

maoya due to the close connection between the Passover and the feast of Unleavened

Bread; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item padnts (“disciple”;

domain 36.38) is reiterated four times. The plural forms of padntys appear as the

preparers (14:12, 13, 16) and participants (14:14) of the Passover; thus, the cases form a
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semantic-lexical tie. Nine lexemes (amépyopat [“to go away”], amooTéAAw [“to send”],
Omayw [“to depart™], dmavrdw [“to meet”], Baotdlw [“to carry”], dxoAoubéw [“to
follow™], elgépyopat [“go into™], é&épyopat [“to go out™], Epxouat [“to go™]), which
belong to domain 15, related to “movements” in terms of the preparation of the
Passover; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item éofiw (“to eat”; domain
23) is reiterated two times in terms of the Passover meal; thus, they form semantic-
lexical ties. Two lexemes xataAvpa (“guest room™) and dvayatov (“upper room”) which
belong to domain 7, are related to places for the Passover; thus, they form a semantic-
lexical tie. From these analyses, we can find four semantic-lexical ties in 14:12—16.
Furthermore, among fifty-one content lexemes in the second paragraph, the number of
lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is twenty-nine. The ratio of the lexemes that can be
formed into semantic-lexical ties per the number of content lexemes is 56.86%. Thus,
these overall results apparently reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The third paragraph (14:17-26) conveys Jesus’ foretelling about the betrayer, the
disciples’ responses (including Judas), and the Eucharist. The semantic domains of the

lexemes in this paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
mepadidwpul vv. 18,21 37.111
el v. 18, 19 (2x), 20 60.10
dwdexa v. 20 60.21
vidg Tol dvBpwmou v. 21 (2x) 9.3
&vBpwmog v. 21 (2x) 9.1
Agyw vv. 18, 25 33.69
Yoddw v.21 33.61
ebA0YEW v. 22 33.470
eUYAPIOTEW v. 23 33.349
duvéw v. 26 33.113
pnTL v. 19 69.16
v. 21 69.3
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olx v.25 69.3
o0 v. 25 69.3
&

éobiw vv. 18 (2x), 22 23.1
Tive vv. 23,25 (2x) 23.34
hapfdve vv. 22 (2x), 23 18.1
didwwt vv. 22,23 57.71
&ptog v. 22 5.8

cf. mothptov v. 23 6.121
adua v. 22 8.1
alpa v. 24 8.64
sYia v. 17 67.197
0UXETL v. 25 67.130
Huépa v. 25 67.178
dumeAog v. 25 3.27
eaia v. 26 3.9
TpOPBALOV v. 20 6.136
TOTHpLOV v. 23 6.121

Table 4.7. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:17-26

The lexical item mapadidwut (“to hand over/betray”; domain 37), which is semantically

tied around the main topic of this paragraph, betraying Jesus, is reiterated two times, and

these lexical items form a semantic-lexical tie. There are two numbers in domain 60 (&lg

[“one”], dwdexa [“twelve”]). Among the four cases of elg, two cases (14:18, 20) are tied

around Judas along with dwdexa: “one of you,” that is, “one” of the “twelve”; thus, they

form a semantic-lexical tie. The two cases, which are used as “one by one” (2x; 14:19),

are not semantically related to them. The lexical item &vBpwmog (“man”; domain 9) is
reiterated four times; two of them form collocation with vidg (6 vids To¥ dvBpwmov),

which refer to Jesus, and the other two (1é avBpwnw; 6 &vBpwmog) refer to the betrayer

(Judas). Thus, each case forms a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical items (Aéyw [“to say”;



178

14:18, 25%°], ypddw [“to write”], eddoyéw [“to bless™], ebyapioTéw [“to thank™], and
Upvéw [sing a hymn]) belong to domain 33. These lexemes can be grouped as two
according to the two distinctive topics: (1) the betrayal: Aéyw (14:18), ypadw; (2) the
Eucharist: edAoyéw, edyaploTéw, Duvéw, and Aéyw (14:25). In this sense, we can say that
these lexemes have their own semantic-lexical tie; however, considering the two topics
can be connected with Jesus’ death, it may be possible to say that these lexemes have a
semantic-lexical tie. The lexeme untt (domain 69.16), an interrogative article expecting
a negative answer, is used for the disciples’ answer to Jesus’ foretelling on the betrayal,
and the lexeme oVx (domain 69.3) is used to convey Jesus’ words to the betrayer (“it
would have been better for that man if he had not been born”), and the lexemes o0 and
w1 (domain 69.3) is used to present Jesus’ declaration not to drink of “the fruit of the
vine”; thus, it seems difficult to find a semantic-lexical connection between them. The
lexical item écfiw (“to eat”) is reiterated three times, and the other lexical item mivew (“to
drink™) is also reiterated three times. They belong to domain 23, revealing the actions
regarding the Passover and Eucharist; thus, they form semantic-lexical ties. The lexical
item AapPavew (“to take”; domain 18) is reiterated three times, which is tied around
Jesus’ actions on bread and a cup; thus, the three lexemes in Aappdvw form a semantic-
lexical tie. The lexical item didwwt (domain 57) is reiterated two times, which conveys
Jesus’ actions of “giving” bread and a cup to the disciples; thus, these two cases form a
semantic-lexical tie. The lexeme &ptog (“bread”) belongs to domain 5, and motyptov

(“cup”; domain 6) can be semantically tied with &ptog, and the reason is as follows.

15 These two cases of Aéyw are used as collocations with &wjv and Ouiv (Guiy Aéyw Ouiv).
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Considering 14:25 (éx tol yevnuatos ¥ aumélov [“of this fruit of the grapevine™]),
what was in the “cup” was probably oivog (“wine”; John 2:3). Since bread and a cup
(wine) refer to/symbolize Jesus’ body and blood, &ptog and motnplov are semantically
tied in the topic of the Eucharist; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes
oGpe (“body”) and aipa (“blood”) belong to domain 8. They are semantically tied as a
case of superordinate; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tiec. Two lexemes o0xétt (“no
longer”) and #uépa (“day”) belong to domain 67, which is concerned with time, and they
are semantically tied around the period of time Jesus will not drink wine; thus, they form
a semantic-lexical tie. The other lexeme éyia in domain 67 functions as a temporal
deixis of 14:17, so it seems hard to find a semantic-lexical tie with other lexemes in
domain 67 here. The lexemes &umelos (grapevine) and élaia (olive) belong to domain 3;
however, it seems hard to find a semantic-lexical tie from this since vine is concerned
with the Eucharist, but olive is the name of a mountain. Two lexemes (tp0fAtov
[“bowl”], motyptov [“cup”]) belong to domain 6, and they function to reveal one context
of Passover meal as a set for a meal, even though they appear in different topics
(TpUPBAtov in the betrayal and motyptov in the Eucharist; it seems possible to find a

semantic-lexical tie between them. From these analyses, we can find nine semantic-
lexical ties in 26:26—-30. Furthermore, among the sixty-eight content lexemes in the third
paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is thirty-three. The ratio of
the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the number of content

lexemes is 48.53%. Thus, these overall results may reveal the cohesiveness of this

paragraph.
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The fourth paragraph (14:27-31) conveys Jesus’ foretelling of the stumbling of his

disciples, along with Peter’s denial. The semantic domains of the lexemes in this

paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain

oxavoailw vv. 27,29 31.78
Aéyw v. 30 33.69
yoddw v.27 33.61
gmapvéopa vv. 30, 31 33.277
Staaxopmilw v. 27 15.136
Tpodyw v. 28 15.142
mpéPaTov v. 27 422
GAéxTwp v. 30 4.45
gyeipw v. 28 23.94
cuvamofvioxw v. 31 23.118
olx v. 29 69.3
o v. 31 69.3
wh v. 31 69.3
oHuepoy v. 30 67.205
V0 v. 30 67.192
ol v. 30 67.17
ol¢ v. 30 60.69
Tole v. 30 60.71

Table 4.8. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:27-31

The lexical item oxavoaAilw (“to stumble”; domain 31) is reiterated two times, which

conveys the main topic of this paragraph (the disciples’ stumbling); thus, the cases form

a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical items (Aéyw [“to say”], ypadw [“to write],

amapvéopat [“to deny”]) belong to domain 33, which are semantically related to Jesus’

foretelling; thus, the cases form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes Staoxopmilw (“to

scatter”) and mpodyw (“go before™) belong to domain 15. Here, dieoxopmilw means the

scattering of the flock (disciples), and mpoayw makes us anticipate the gathering of the

disciples by Jesus going to Galilee before them; thus, these two lexemes are
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semantically intertwined with each other, and they form a semantic-lexical tie. Two
lexemes mpéRatov (“sheep”) and éAéxtwp (“cock™) belong to domain 4; mpdfatov is
related to the scattering of the disciples, and aAéxtwp is related to Peter’s denial. Both
“scattering” and “denial” belong to the category of “stumbling” (exavdaAilw), and thus
they form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes €yeipw (“to raise up”) and cuvamobvijoxw
(“to die together”) belong to domain 23. The first lexeme refers to Jesus’ “resurrection,”
and the second is related to Peter’s statement that he would never deny Jesus, which
contains the topic of “death.” These two concepts, death and resurrection, are
semantically connected, and thus they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes o0x, 00,
and wv (domain 69; negation) are used for Peter’s declarations in 14:29, 31; thus they
form a semantic-lexical tie. Three lexemes, related to time (ovuepov [“today”], v0§
[“night”], mplv [before]), belong to domain 67. These lexemes function to indicate the
specific point in time (“today,” this “night,” “before” the cock crows) when Peter denies
Jesus. In this respect, the three lexemes are semantically connected and form a semantic-
lexical tie. The two lexemes 0ig (“twice”) and Tpig (“thrice”), which belong to domain
60, are semantically related to Peter’s denial; thus they form a semantic-lexical tie. From
these analyses, we can find seven semantic-lexical ties in 14:27-31. Furthermore, among
the twenty-nine content lexemes in the fifth paragraph, the number of lexemes in the
semantic-lexical ties is twenty. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into

semantic-lexical ties per the number of content lexemes is 68.97%. Thus, these overall

results clearly reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.
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Lexical Cohesion in Mark 14:10-31

The following figure shows the lexical cohesion chains in Mark 14:10-31.
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Figure 4.5. Lexical Cohesion Chains in Mark 14:10-31
The lexemes underlined above are related to Jesus’ death. His death is revealed
indirectly by Omdyet (to depart), 6 cdud wou (my body), and 7o aipd wou (my blood).
His death is carried out by the act of handing over (betrayal; mapadidwt) of one of the
disciples, Judas. After Jesus’ arrest as a result of Judas’s betrayal, the disciples scatter
(Sraoxopmilw). Peter’s denial (dmapvéopat) takes place before Jesus’ death. Here,

disciples’ scattering and Peter’s denial can be regarded as their reactions to Jesus’ death

to come; thus, the actions of scattering and denial can be related to the death of Jesus.
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The three actions of the disciples including Judas, namely, handing over, denying, and

scattering, can be condensed into one concept, “stumbling” (oxavoaAilw). The notion of
“death” itself appears not in the statement of Jesus himself, but in that of Peter (2av 0éy
ue guvamobaveiv oot, o0 Wy oe amapvioopat). As with Matthew, thus, this discourse

maintains cohesiveness around the topic of Jesus’ death.

Summary and Implication
This section attempted to analyze Mark 14:10-31 via a fivefold scheme of cohesion:
conjunction, reference, substitution, ellipsis, and lexical cohesion. In terms of
conjunctions, there is a case of asyndeton in the narrative, which seems to lower the
degree of cohesiveness (14:19). The other cases of asyndeton are explicable as they are
located in the speech section. Each paragraph of Mark 14:10-31 maintains cohesiveness
overall via appropriate conjunctive ties. In terms of reference, the results are as follows:
(1) overall, each paragraph holds a participant-reference chain via the main participants;
thus, each paragraph can be considered as having cohesiveness; (2) the several
appearances of the proper noun (grammaticalized reference) for Jesus (3x) seem to raise
the degree of cohesiveness; (3) the appearance of the pronoun (reduced reference) for
Jesus in the first paragraph (14:11) seems to decrease the degree of cohesiveness. In
terms of substitution and ellipsis, we can recognize the designated text’s cohesiveness
via the thirteen cases of substitution and the one case of ellipsis. In terms of lexical
cohesion, we can find the cohesiveness of each paragraph via semantic ties. In addition,
the conceptual flow between the lexemes around Jesus’ death identifies the cohesiveness

of the designated text.
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The implications of this analysis are as follows: the designated text has
cohesiveness overall; this primarily suggests the possibility of one constructor’s
formation of this text. However, several features that lower the degree of cohesiveness

may indicate that the constructor has tried to preserve the oral tradition from Peter, along

with written sources.

Orality and Textuality
This section analyzes the designated text’s lexical density and grammatical intricacy

according to Porter’s based on Halliday’s understanding of oral and written language.

Lexical Density

The following shows the lexical density of Mark 14:10-31.

Lexical Density 14:10-21 14:22-26 14:27-31
Non-embedded Clauses 32 12 11
Content Words 95 30 28
Functional Words 116 47 51
Content Words per 2.969 2.5 2.545
Non-embedded Clause

Table 4.9. Lexical Density of Mark 14:10-31
The total number of words in Mark 14:10-31 is 367, and the total lexical density in
26:14-35 1s 2.782 (153/55). According to Halliday’s criteria, this text can be seen as
more of an oral language. The lexical density of the direct speeches (14:12b, 13b, 14, 15,
18b, 19b, 20b, 21, 22b, 24b, 25, 27b, 28, 29b, 30b, 31b) and the narratives (14:10, 11,

12a, 13, 16, 17, 18a, 19a, 20a, 22a, 23, 24a, 26, 27a, 29a, 30a, 31a, 31c¢) is as follows.
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Non-embedded Clause

Lexical Density Direct Speech Narrative
Non-embedded Clauses 28 27
Content Words 79 74
Functional Words 131 84
Content Words per 2.82 2.74

Table 4.10. Lexical Density of the Speech and Narrative in Mark 14:10-31

From this analysis, the lexical density of the speech part is a little bit higher than that of

the narrative part (0.08); there is almost no difference in lexical density between the

direct speech and the narrative, and the results of the two parts reveal orality in light of

Halliday’s standard. Although it is difficult to determine from whom/which source these

oral results originated (e.g., participant or former of oral tradition or constructor), this

result could lead us to deduce that the constructor may have preserved the oral tradition

in the construction of both the speech and narrative parts. Considering these results, it

seems possible to say that this Gospel is rooted in oral tradition, as many scholars

assume. 6

The following reveals the grammatical intricacy of Mark 14:10-31.

Grammatical Intricacy

Grammatical Intricacy 14:10-21 14:22-26 14:27-31
Non-embedded Clauses 32 12 11
Total Clauses 53 20 19
Clause Complex 12 5 5
Non-embedded Clause 2.666 2.4 2.2
per Clause Complex

Table 4.11. Grammatical Intricacy of Mark 14:10-31

In 14:10-31, the number of non-embedded clauses is 55, the number of clause

16 Burkett, Origins, 124; Casey, Jesus, 77; Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis”; Jacobsen, Mark, 4; cf.
Brown, Origins, 43, Marxsen, Mark, 16—17.
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complexes is 22, and the result of the non-embedded clause per clause complex is 2.5
(55/22). Considering Porter’s analysis of grammatical intricacy,!’ the number 2.5 seems

high enough; thus, we can say that this text is close to oral language.

Summary and Implication
The analytic results of the orality and textuality of Mark 14:10-31 are as follows. First,
the total lexical density is 2.782 (153/55); thus, this text as a whole is in the category of
oral language. The result of the lexical density of the direct speech parts (2.82) and
narrative parts (2.74) shows that they are both close to oral language. Second, the
grammatical intricacy is 2.5 (55/22), and these results show that this text is in the
category of oral language. Overall, these results may suggest the possibility that the oral

tradition played a significant role in the process of constructing this text.

Verbal Aspect

Verbal Aspect Analysis

In terms of verbal aspect analysis, the verbs which were used in Mark 14:10-31 can be

revealed as follows.

Perfective Aspect (Aorist) | Imperfective Aspect | Stative Aspect Future
amfizlev (10), mapadol (10), Present Perfect gmavtioet (13),
axovoavteg (11), éxapnoav (11), | Aéyouvaw (12), Bédews (12), | Eotpwpévov (15), Jetker (15),
émnyyeihavto (11), mapadol (11), |  dmootédhet (13), Aéyel yéypamtat (21), napadwoet (18),
ameAfovreg (12), éTolpaowuey (13), Baotdlwy (13), yéypamtar (27) | oxavdaiobioeobe
(12), ddyns (12), dxoroubijoate Aeyel (14), éotwv (14), (27), matdéw (27),
(13), eicérdn (14), eimate (14), | Epxetar (17), dvaxeipuévwy oxavdaiiohioovTal
dayw (14), étoipacate (15), (18), éabiévTwv (18), (27), matdéw (28),
é&iiAbov (16), HABov (16), ebpov Myw (18), éobiwy (18), oxavdahabioovTal

11 Cf. Porter, Orality and Textuality, 13—14.
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(16), eimev (16), roipacay (16), Ameichar (19), Aéyew (29), dmapynay
yevouévns (17), eimev (18), (19), éupamtépevos (20), (30), amapvnoopa
fipkavto (19), eimev (20), Umayet (21), mapadidotat 3D
gyewndn (21), Aafwv (22), (21), éobibvtwyv (22), éoTwv
ebAoynaag (22), éxdacey (22), (22), ¢oTv (24),

Ewnev (22), elmev (22), AdPete éxyuwvdpevoy (24), Aéyw
(22), Aawv (23), edyaptotioas (25), mive (25), Aéyet

(23), Edwxev (23), Emov (23), (27), Aéyet (30), Aéyw
elmev (24), mw (25), duvjoavtes (30), 8¢5 (31)
(26), €&irbov (26), éyepbijval Imperfective Pluperfect
(28), ¢0Ter (11), Ebuov (12),
Edn (29), dwvijoar (30), Omdyere (13), éAder (31),
cuvamoBavelv (31) Eeyov (31)

Table 4.12. Analysis of Verbs in Mark 14:10-31 focusing on Verbal Aspect
The results can be summarized as follows: (1) perfective aspect (aorist): forty-three
times; (2) imperfective aspect: twenty-seven times (present) + five times (imperfective);
(3) stative aspect (perfect): three times; and (4) future: ten times. In the cases of the
perfective aspect, mainly for the narrative accounts, Mark (43x) seems very much
similar to Matthew (44x); but in Mark, more imperfective aspects (32x) were used than
in Matthew (22x). The stative aspect usages in Mark share those of Matthew (two cases
of yéypamtar), but there is one more stative aspect usage (éatpwpévov). In a sense, the
emphasis on Mark in terms of verbal aspect usage seems stronger than on Matthew.
These analyses reveal the markedness of the designated text, but it is difficult to figure
out whether this markedness is from the tradition/source or the constructor. As
mentioned in chapter 3, these results show the varying degree of markedness of the
verbs in the designated text, and it is hard to discern from which/whom the markedness
came. Three possible origins are as follows: (1) participant within the text (including
Jesus); (2) the eyewitness/former/contributors(s) of traditions; or (3) the constructor.

Comparative analysis in chapter 6 may help us to discern the possible origin(s).
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Summary and Implication
The verbal aspect analysis of Mark 14:10-31 reveals the varying degree of markedness
of the verbs in the designated text. There are three frontgrounded prominent parts via
stative aspects (éaTpwuévov; 14:15; yéypamtal; 14:21, 27), several foregrounded parts via
imperfective aspect, and many background parts via perfective aspect. The varying
degrees of markedness may have been affected by the oral/written traditions and/or the

constructor.

Conclusion
This chapter identifies the mode (thematization, cohesion, orality & textuality, and
verbal aspect) of Mark 14:10-31. These are some notable characteristics in terms of the
designated text’s textual characteristics. First, the thematization analysis reveals that the
designated text has eight thematic units and four paragraphs, and the first, second, and
fourth paragraph each has one distinctive topic. The third paragraph, however, holds two
topics in one thematic unit. The overlapping positions of prime and theme in this text
show us the most marked-thematic actor as Peter (2x). These results have the following
implications: (1) the overall organized structure of the designated text; (2) the
constructor’s preservation of traditions, which could be deduced by the less organized
aspect in the third paragraph; (3) the connection between this text and Peter, which could
be inferred by the most marked-thematic actor of the designated text. Second, the results
of cohesion analysis show us that the cohesiveness of each paragraph is maintained via
conjunction ties, participant-reference chains (including substitution and ellipsis), and

semantic-lexical ties. The cohesiveness of the entire designated text is also recognized in
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lexical cohesion chains. There are several factors, however, that may lower the degree of
cohesiveness (e.g., asyndeton [14:19], a reduced reference [14:11]). These overall
features may have come from one constructor, who may have tried to preserve the oral
tradition from Peter. Third, the analysis of lexical density and grammatical intricacy
reveals that the designated text is close to oral language, and the gap between the
narrative part (2.74) and the speech part (2.82) appears to be slight. The oral properties
of the designated text show the possibility that this text is significantly rooted in oral
tradition. From these results, it is possible to deduce the identity of the constructor as the
preserver of the oral tradition. Fourth, the results of verbal aspect analysis reveal the
different levels of markedness of the verbs in the designated text. The varying

markedness may have been affected by the oral/written traditions and/or the constructor.
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CHAPTER 5: MODE REGISTER ANALYSIS OF LUKE 22:3-23, 31-34

Scope of the Text for Analysis
Before the mode register analysis of the designated text of Luke, it seems necessary to
mention the object of this analysis in chapter 5 briefly. As mentioned in the introduction,
22:1-2 and 22:24-30, which are not included in the designated texts in Matthew and
Mark, are omitted to obtain a similar amount of text for parallel comparative analysis.
However, a linguistic analysis of the Gospel according to Luke will be attempted with
these omitted parts in mind. They will be referred to and analyzed when deemed

necessary.

Thematization
Prime and Subsequent
The prime-subsequent analysis of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 is given in Appendix 3, and

among the findings of this process, the following figure shows various examples in Luke

22:3-23, 31-34.
Verse Prime Subsequent
22:3 | EiofjAbev (8¢) catavés eis Tovdav Tov xaholpevoy Toxapidtyy, dvta éx
tol dptfuol Tév dwdexa
22:4 | (xat) Gmerbav ouveLdAnaeY Tols dpytepelio xal aTpatyyois o méis adTolg

mapaddd adTév.

22:5a | (xal) éxdpnoav

22:5b | (xai) cuvébevto abdtd dpydptov dolva.

22:7b | [&v] 9 £det Boeabal w6 Tdoya

22:9b | mol Bédets ETotnaowyey;

22:10a | 6 (88) elmev adrols

22:10b | idob

22:10f | eig v elomopedetal,

22:12a | (xéxelvog) duly deibel dvdyatov uéya otpwuévov:

22:16b | (87t1) od un dayw adTd Ewg §Tou TANpwh év T§ Bagideia Tol Heol.

. . po e P P
22:31b | 6 gatavé g&nmjoato duds ol cwidoat w¢ oV oltov-
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22:32a | &yo (08) £denbny mepi god
22:34a | 6 (82) glmey

Table 5.1. Prime-Subsequent Examples in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
Among the sixty-three clauses in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34, the lexemes placed in prime are
classified by type as follows: (1) verb (separate subject existence; 22:3), (2) participle as
an adverb (22:4), (3) verb only (without subsequent; 22:5a), (4) verb (inherent subject
existence; 22:5b), (5) relative pronoun (22:7b), (6) subject (definite article; 22:10a, 34a),
(7) interrogative adverb (22:9b), (8) particle of interjection (22:10b), (9) prepositional
phrase (22:10f), (10) dative (pronoun; 22:12a), (11) negation (22:16b), (12) subject
(noun; 22:31b), and (13) subject (pronoun; 22:32a). From this analysis, we can
recognize the flexibility of the Greek language in terms of the position of each lexeme.
In particular, in case 1, a verb is located in prime despite the existence of a separate
subject, inferring that the text was constructed like this here to focus the clause around
the process, not the actor. In the cases of 6 and 13, however, the subject Jesus is located
in prime, and in that case, the subject is highly focused on. These elements of prime and

subsequent are closely concerned with the theme-rheme analysis.!

Theme and Rheme
A theme and rheme analysis of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 in light of the principles suggested
by Porter and O’Donnell, along with Dvorak and Walton, is found in Appendix 7.2

There are ten thematic units (1. 22:3-6; 2. 22:7-8; 3. 22:9; 4. 22:10-13; 5. 22:14a; 6.

L A prime-subsequent analysis of Luke 22:24-30, the omitted part of this study, is given in
Appendix 4.

2 A theme and rheme analysis of Luke 22:24-30, the omitted part of this study, is given in
Appendix 8.
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22:14b-23; 7. 22:31; 8. 22:32; 9. 22:33; 10. 22:34). The thematic actors, which are
revealed by the theme and rheme analyses, are as follows: (1) catavéigs (2x; 22:3, 31 [6
catavés)), (2) n Nuépa tév aldpwy (22:7), (3) of (22:9 [cf. 22:8; TTétpov xai Twdvvny]),
(4) 6 (22:10; Jesus), (5) » wpa (22:14a), (6) oi améaTorol (22:14b), (7) éyw (22:32; Jesus),
(8) 0 (22:33; Peter), and (9) 6 (22:34; Jesus). Thus, the seven thematic actors are Jesus
(3x), Peter (1x), Satan (1x), the apostles (1x), Peter and John (1x), the day of
Unleavened Bread (1x), and the hour (1x). From this, Jesus appears most outstanding.
Furthermore, in the case of 4, 7, 9 (3x; 22:10, 32, 34), the thematic actor Jesus is located
in prime. Thus, from the above two analyses (prime-subsequent, theme-rheme), Jesus
turns out to be the most marked thematic actor. Considering, however, the circumstances
in which Jesus appears as the key figure in the designated text, the above results may be

natural.

Topic and Comment

Paragraph Division
Considering seven formal/functional criteria for dividing paragraphs suggested by Porter
(although not every case in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 necessitates an alignment of all seven
criteria for a paragraph division), this section divides Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 into
paragraphs and suggests a topic for each paragraph. The results will be compared with
the paragraph divisions and topics provided by UBS®.

The paragraph division of UBS® including the designated text (Luke 22:3-23, 31—
34) is as follows: (1) the plot to kill Jesus (22:1-6), (2) the preparation of the Passover

(22:7-13), (3) the institution of the Lord’s supper (22:14-23); and (4) Peter’s denial
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foretold (22:31-34).3 Based on the elements for paragraph division suggested in the
methodology (one or more thematic units and thematic participants, temporal/spatial
deixis, transition of topic, and lexical cohesion), this section will evaluate the paragraph
division and titles offered by UBS® and suggest an alternative paragraph division.

The overlapping part between the first paragraph suggested by UBS® and the
designated text is 22:3—6. There are one thematic unit (22:3-6) and one thematic
participant (catavds; 22:3). This part has no temporal deixis, but it could be connected
with the temporal deixis of 22:1 ("Hyylev 0¢ % éoptn Tév d{opwv 0 Aeyopévy mdoya).
However, considering the introduction of a new participant, Satan, and the appearance of
adversative conjunction ¢ in 22:3, it seems possible to divide 22:1-6 into two
paragraphs: 22:1-2 and 22:3-6. This division is also supported by NA?® and several
Bible translations.* Based on these points, this study regards 22:3—6 as a paragraph.

The second paragraph divided by UBS? is 22:7—13. It contains three thematic units
(22:7-8; 22:9; 22:10-13) and three thematic participants (¥ nuépa Té@v a{dpwv; 22:7; oi;
22:9 [cf. 22:8; TTéTpov xal Twavvny]; 6; 22:10 [Jesus]). This paragraph includes a
temporal deixis CHABev 8¢ 9 nuépa Tév a{dpwv) as a boundary marker, which points to a
new beginning of a paragraph. It also has a clear transition of the topic (“the plot to kill
Jesus” — “the preparation of the Passover”). Furthermore, this paragraph consists of the

Passover meal preparation; the reiterative lexical items/lexemes in domain 77 (4x;

3 UBS?® presents 22:24-30 as the fourth paragraph and 22:31-34 as the fifth paragraph, but 22:24—
30 is excluded from the main analysis of this study. Thus, accordingly, 22:31-34 will be referred to as the
fourth paragraph in subsequent studies.

4 RSV, NRSV, NKJV, ESV, etc.
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étolndlw) and 51 (3x; mdoye; cf. &lupos [domain 5]) cohesively tie this paragraph.
Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS® seems appropriate.

The third paragraph suggested by UBS’ is 22:14-23. There are two thematic units
(22:14a; 22:14b—23) and two thematic participants (¥ dpa; 22:14a; ol améaTorot;
22:14b). This paragraph contains two distinctive topics: the Eucharist (22:14-20) and
foreseeing betrayal (22:21-23), so it may seem natural to divide 22:14-23 into two
paragraphs in terms of topic: 22:14-20 and 22:21-23. However, the thematic unit
22:14b-23 (along with 22:14a) embraces 22:14-20 and 22:21-23; thus, 22:14-23 can be
considered one paragraph. Furthermore, this paragraph has only one temporal deixis (e
gyéveTo 9 Wpa; 22:14) as a boundary marker. Also, this paragraph has three lexemes,
moThptov (“cup”; 22:17, 20 [2x]), &pTos (“bread”; 22:19), tpdmela (“table; 22:21), which
are semantically tied around the context of Passover meal;® thus, they cohesively tie this
paragraph. For these reasons, 22:14-23 can be regarded as one paragraph.

Prior to Luke 22:31-34, let us briefly observe the omitted part of this study, 22:24—
30. This section has two thematic units (22:24; 25-30) and two thematic participants
(drroveixia; 22:24; 6 [Jesus]; 22:25). There is no temporal or spatial deixis; however, this
paragraph forms a cohesion around the topic of a dispute among the disciples regarding
the issue of the greatest and Jesus’ words to teach the principle to be the one who serves
(6 draxoviiv; 22:26, 27 [2x]).

The fourth paragraph suggested by UBS? is 22:31-34. It has four thematic units

(22:31; 22:32; 22:33; 22:34) and three thematic participants (0 gatavég; 22:31; ¢ Incoli

% For the detailed semantic-lexical analysis, see the lexical cohesion analysis of the third paragraph.
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[éyd; 22:32, 0; 22:34]; ¢ [TéTpog; 22:33). There is no temporal or spatial deixis; however,
there is a distinct transition of topics, from “dispute about greatness” (22:24-30) to
“Satan’s temptation and Peter’s denial foretold” (22:31-34). This paragraph mainly
consists of a dialog between Jesus and Peter (as the representative of the disciples),
which starts with Jesus and ends with Jesus (Jesus — Peter — Jesus). In terms of lexical
cohesion, this paragraph has three lexemes, émiotpédw (“to return”), éxeinw (“to
depart/fail”), mopetopat (“to go”’) belong to domain 15, which are semantically tied
around the disciple’s journey of faith; thus, they cohesively tie this paragraph.
Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS® seems appropriate.

By applying thematization, the designated text can be divided into four paragraphs
as follows: (1) 22:3-6, (2) 22:7-13, (3) 22:14-23, and (4) 22:31-34. We will examine
the validity of this suggestion in the following discussion. The first, second, and fourth
paragraphs are well-structured based on thematic units, thematic participants, boundary
markers, and lexical cohesions; however, the third paragraph has one large thematic unit
(22:14b-23; including a tiny thematic unit [22:14a]) with two topics, which may show

the less organized aspect of this paragraph.

Finding Topics of Each Paragraph

This section presents the topic of each paragraph in light of the previous paragraph
division. This section provides a thematic participant-processes analysis to find the topic
of each paragraph based on Porter and O’Donnell’s approach. The following figure

presents the thematic participants and processes of each thematic unit.
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Paragraph | Thematic | Verse Thematic Major Process
Unit Participant
1 1 3-6 Satan entered into Judas
2 2 7-8 the day of Unleavened came
Bread
3 9 they (Peter and John) said to him (Jesus)
4 10-13 | he (Jesus) said to them (Peter and John)
3 5 14a the hour came
6 14b— | the apostles (were) with him (Jesus)
23
Omitted a 24 a dispute arose among them (apostles)
Part b 25-30 | he (Jesus) said to them (apostles)
4 7 31 Satan demanded to sift you (apostles)
8 32 I (Jesus) prayed for you (Peter)
9 33 he (Peter) said to him (Jesus)
10 34 he (Jesus) said

Table 5.2. Thematic Participants and Processes in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 (including

22:24-30)

Each paragraph’s topic in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 is analyzed by observing the thematic

participants and major processes.

The major thematic process of paragraph 1 (22:3-6) is Satan’s action (entering

into Judas). Here, Satan’s action as a thematic participant appears in relation to entering

Judas and provoking his betrayal against Jesus. Compared to Matthew and Mark, which

describe Judas and the high priests as thematic participants, it seems to be a

characteristic element of Luke. The topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows:

Satan’s activity around Judas and the high priests for the betrayal to Jesus.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 2 (22:7—-13) are the day of Unleavened

Bread’s action (coming [22:7]), Peter and John’s action (saying to Jesus [22:9]), and

Jesus’ action (saying to Peter and John [22:10]). Here, like Matthew and Mark, Jesus’

action is concerned with the specific instructions regarding the preparation. However, in

Luke, the day of Unleavened Bread is added as another actor whose action is

characterized as “coming.” Also, in Luke, the object of Jesus’ words is limited to Peter
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and John, and their action relates to preparing the Passover meal. Given these points, the
topic of this paragraph is proposed as follows: Jesus’ words for Passover and the
preparation of Peter and John.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 3 (22:14-23) are as follows: 1. the
hour’s action (coming); 2. the apostles’ action (being with Jesus). Unlike Mark, where
the only thematic actor is Jesus, and in Matthew, where Jesus and Judas appear together
as thematic participants, in Luke, the hour and the apostles appear as thematic
participants, and their actions are drawn as “coming” and “being with Jesus.” However,
their central concept relates to the Eucharist formed by Jesus and the future betrayal by
one of his disciples. Given these points, the topic of this paragraph is proposed as
follows: the hour of the Eucharist and Jesus’ foretelling of the betrayal by one of the
apostles.

The major thematic processes of paragraph 4 (22:31-34) comprise Satan
(demanding to sift the apostles [22:31]), Jesus (praying for Peter [22:32], speaking
[22:34]), and Peter (talking to Jesus [22:33]). Like Matthew and Mark, Jesus and Peter
appear as thematic participants in Luke. Their core actions are revealed, in Jesus’ case,
as a prayer for Peter and his prophecy of Peter’s denial. And in Peter’s case, the core
actions are his confident words that will never happen. Unlike other Gospels, other
disciples do not appear as thematic participants here, and Satan reappears as a thematic
participant, as in 22:3—6. And Satan’s key action seems to be a claim to Jesus to “sift”
the apostles (disciples), including Peter, “like wheat.” Given these points, the topic of
this paragraph is proposed as follows: Satan’s demand, Jesus’ prayer, and his foretelling

of Peter’s denial.
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In summary, the paragraph division and the topic for each paragraph of Luke 22:3—

23, 31-34, according to the thematic analyses compared to UBS>, are summarized in the

following figure.

Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS?

Paragraph Division & Topics of This Study

1. The Plot to Kill Jesus (22:1-6)
2. The Preparation of the Passover (22:7-13)
3. The Institution of the Lord’s Supper (22:14—

23)
4. Peter’s Denial Foretold (22:31-34)

1. Satan’s Activity around Judas and the High Priests
for the Betrayal to Jesus (22:3-6)

2. Jesus’ Words for Passover and Its Preparation of
Peter and John (22:7-13)

3. The Hour of the Eucharist and Jesus’ Foretelling
about the Betrayal by One of the Apostles (22:14-23)
4. Satan’s Demand, Jesus’ Prayer, and His Foretelling
of Peter’s Denial (22:31-34)

Table 5.3. Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS® and This Study

The paragraph division and topics suggested by this study show that the designated text

has four paragraphs. In paragraphs 1, 2, and 4, each has one distinctive topic. However,

the third paragraph has two distinctive topics (“Jesus’ institution of the Eucharist” and

“Jesus’ foretelling of the betrayal”). These analytic results show the organized structure

of the designated text overall, from which the constructor’s role could be deduced.

However, the phenomenon in the third paragraph (22:14-23) shows the less organized

character of the designated text, which may show us the degree of the constructor’s role

in the construction process.

Summary and Implication

In this section, an analysis of thematization for Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 was conducted: the

following elements are the results. There are ten thematic units (1. 22:3-6; 2. 22:7-8; 3.

22:9; 4. 22:10-13; 5. 22:14a; 6. 22:14b-23; 7. 22:31; 8. 22:32; 9. 22:33; 10. 22:34), and

overlapping positions of prime and theme show us the most marked-thematic actor as

Jesus (3x; 22:10, 32, 34). This study divides the designated texts into four paragraphs:
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(1) 22:3-6, (2) 22:7-13, (3) 22:14-23, and (4) 22:31-34. The topics for each paragraph
are suggested as follows: (1) Satan’s activity around Judas and the high priests for the
betrayal to Jesus (22:3-6), (2) Jesus’ words for Passover and its preparation of Peter and
John (22:7-13), (3) the hour of the Eucharist and his foretelling of the betrayal (22:14—
23), and (4) Satan’s demanding, Jesus’ prayer, and his foretelling of Peter’s denial
(22:31-34).

These results reveal the organized structure of the designated text overall, but the
third paragraph, which has one large thematic unit (22:14b—23; including a tiny thematic
unit [22:14a]) with two distinctive topics, reveals the less organized aspect. Considering
these features, we could deduce the possibility of preserving oral traditions in the

construction process.

Cohesion

Conjunction

The following table shows conjunctions and asyndeton in the designated text (Luke

22:3-23, 31-34) divided into the narrative and direct speech parts.

Paragraphs \ Narrative Direct Speech
22:3-6 3 Eio#iAfev 8¢ catavés eic Toddav ToV xalodpevov

Toxapwtyy, dvta éx Tol dpBuol Tév dwdexa -

* yal dmedbwv guveddAnaey Tols dpytepedoty xal

oTpaTYyols T Ths adTols Tapadd avTév.

® xal &xdpnoay xal cuvébevto adTé dpylplov dodvat.

¢ xal EEwpoléynoey, xal e0jtet edxatplay Tol

mapadolval adTov dTep FyAov adTols.

22:7-13 | ""HBev 8¢ % nuépa tév aldpwy, [¢v]

1) &det B0eabar O mhoya - & xal dméoTeikey

[Tétpov xal Twavvny eimwy -

O mopeubévteg éTolpnacate Nuiv T6 maoya iva
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daywpey.
%of 3¢ elmay alTE -
O mol Bédes ETolndowyey;
10 6 §¢ elmev avTois-
@ 100V O eiocerfovTwy OudV el TV méAY
cuvavTioet Yl dvlpwrog xepaptov Udatog
BaoTdlwy- @ dxolovbioate adTd i THV
oixlav eig Hv elomopedetat, M xal épelte 76
oixodeaméTy THg oixiag-
@ AéyetL gol 6 O10ATXANOS -
O mol €oTtv TO xaTaAVMa dTOU
TO maoye wetd Tav ualntidv pov ddyw;
12 & wéxeivog Oplv detéel dvdyatov uéya
E0TPWUEVOV - Exel ETOIUATATE.
13 dmelfovres ¢ ebpov xabis elpyxel
adTols xal Nroipnacay To TATYQ.

22:14-23 |  Kai 8te éyéveto % dpa, dvémeoey xal

of &méaTodol obv adtd. *° xal elmev mpodg adTols -
O émbupia émebipnoa Tolto T Maoya
dayelv uebd’ Hubv mpd Tod pe mabelv- ® Aéyw
Yap Oplv 8Tt 00 wy) payw adTd Ewg 6Tou
mAnpwdi év T Pactreia ol Heod.

17 wal dekduevos moTvplov ebyaploTrioas elmey -
@ Adfete TodTo xal dapepioate eig EauTols-
18 Aéyw yap Ouiv, [611] od wy miw dmd ol
viv &md Tl yevijuatos Tis dumélou Ewg 00
7 Baatkela Tol Beol EXDY.

19 Kai AaBov dprov edyapiomioas

pl4 \ ¥ 3 ~ 4

gxdaoey xal Edwxey avTois Aéywy -
O ToUTO €0TWY TO CAWA WOV TO VTTEP VWGV
d1dduevov - @ ToliTo ToLElTE €lg THY Ny
avapvyaw.

xal TO ToTHpLov WoalTw UETA TO

deimvijoal, Aéywy -

20

@ ToliTo TO moTYpLov N xawy otabnxn év Té
alpatl pov To UTEP VUEY ExYUIVOULEVOV.
2L TTAM 1000 O 7 xelp Tol mapadiddvrog we
uet” éuod éml His Tpamélns. % 811 6 vidg pév
Tol avBpwmou xaTa TO wplopuévoy TopeveTaL,
A odal T6 dvbpwme éxelve Ot 00
napadidotal.

xal adtol fip&avto aulyrely Tpdg

éauTtols T6 Tl dpa eln €& adTdv 6 TolTo

UEAWY TpaoaELy.

23

22:31-34 310 Slpwy O Sipwy, @ 100 @ 6 catavés
¢&nmioato Dyl Tol gwidoat @ TOV alTov -
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32 ¢voy Ot edenbny mepl god fva ) Eximy 9
TlaTIS o - xal U ToTe EmaTpéyag aTHpLoOY
ToVg adeAdOlS Tou.

88§ O¢ elmev adTd-
O xipte, @ peta ool EToluds it xal €ig
dudaxiy xal eis bavatov mopeverhat.

846 Ot elmev -
O Aéyw got, @ ITétpe, O 0d dwvyoel avuepov
aAéxTwp Ewg TPl ne dmapvioy eidéval.

Table 5.4. Conjunctions and Asyndeton in the Narrative
and Direct Speech of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

Conjunctions in the designated text are as follows: (1) xail (22x; 22:4 [2x], 5 [2x], 6 [2x],
8 [2x], 11, 13, 14 [2x], 15, 17 [2x], 19 [2x], 20, 23, 32, 33 [2x]); (2) 0¢ (8x; 22:3, 7, 9,
10, 13, 32, 33, 34); (3) yap (2x; 22:16, 18); (4) iva (22:8, 32); (5) mAny (22:21, 22); (6)
6Tt (22:16, 22); (7) émou (22:11); (8) xabag (22:13); (9) bte (22:14); (10) pév (22:22);
(11) @ (22:31); (12) €wg (22:34).° There is a synthetic form of conjunction and another
lexeme: xaxelvog (xal + éxeivog), but there are no cases of simultaneous appearance of
conjunctions in the designated text in Luke. The total number of conjunctions in the
designated text is forty-one, of which twenty-five belong to the narrative part and
sixteen belong to the direct speech part. There are twenty-four asyndeton cases in direct
speech parts; there is no asyndeton for narrative parts.

Now, we will analyze each appearance of conjunctions in the contextual flow,
according to the previously divided paragraphs. The first conjunction of the first
paragraph (22:3-6) is 0¢. It links the story of the high priests and scribes looking for a

way to get rid of Jesus in the context of the approaching feast of Unleavened Bread in

® The conjunction €ws also appears in Matthew (26:29) and Mark (14:25), but here it functions as a
preposition. In Luke, £w¢ appears three times, and it functions as a conjunction only in 22:34, and is used
as a proposition to receive the last noun clause in 22:16 and 22:18.
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22:1-2 with the story of Judas in 22:3. In other words, they were seeking a way to kill
Jesus, “however,” Judas finally solves their problems by Satan’s intervention; here 0¢
seems to be appropriately used as adversative conjunction. Subsequently, xai, which
begins 22:4, is used as a conjunction to reveal causal and connective aspects in the
passage where Judas visits and discusses with the chief priests and officers after Satan
entered Judas. The second occurrence of xai in 22:4 reveals unmarked continuity to
connect dative nouns as two objects that Judas visits (&pytepeloty xal atpatyyols). The
last clause of 22:4 is accusative, requiring no conjunction (té mé¢ adTols Tapadld adTév),
and reveals the purpose of Judas’s visit. Kai, which begins 22:5, links the act of
discussing how to hand over Jesus (22:4) and the gladness the chief priest and officers
had. In this context, xal is used as the connective and causal conjunction. Their gladness
leads to a promise to give silver to Judas, and the conjunction that connects them is xal,
which reveals an unmarked continuity. After their agreement, Judas’s consent is linked
by xal with causal continuity, which can be translated as “so.” After this agreement,
Judas seeks to hand over “him” to them, also led by xal, containing an unmarked
continuity. In the first paragraph, which is purely narrative, all conjunctions are xal
except for one case of 0¢, which appears at the beginning. Asyndeton is not found here,
and the conjunctive ties are formed by the appearances of 0¢ and xai, which leads to
maintaining the cohesiveness of the paragraph.

The second paragraph (22:7—13) deals with the topic related to the preparation for
the Passover. The first conjunction appears as 0¢, forming a transitive and adversative

connection from the previous topic of Judas’s betrayal to a new topic. When the day of



203

Unleavened Bread comes (22:7), Jesus sends Peter and John, which are connected by a
connective conjunction xai, where the meaning of it can be translated as “so” or “and”
(22:8). Thereafter, the conjunction connecting Peter and John, the object of Jesus’
sending, is xai, which reveals unmarked continuity. After the narrative part, asyndeton
appears at the beginning of the direct speech (@ mopevbévres éTolpdoate Nuiv T Taoya);
thus, this asyndeton is explicable. The following conjunction {va leads the primary
purpose of preparation for the Passover: “to eat” (iva ddywpev). In 22:9, a narrative
speech margin of Peter and John’s question starts with 0¢. Jesus’ words may have been
abstract (22:8), so 22:9 is connected by the adversative/connective 0¢ to reveal their need
for more specific information. Asyndeton appears in the speech in 22:9, which is at the
beginning of the direct speech as a question about where to prepare the Passover (@ mod
Béders ETotpaawpey;); thus, this asyndeton is explicable. Jesus” answer to their question
follows in 22:10-12, and the narrative speech margin starts with the
adversative/connective conjunction 3¢. After ido0, the expression of attention,’ Jesus

gives the two disciples a description of what they will encounter when they enter the city
and a command to follow the man (22:10); these all consist of asyndeton, which is
explicable because the first case is at the beginning of the speech, and the second case is

where a clause begins with the imperative (dxoloufyoate). 22:11 contains the

” The beginning of the speech in 22:10 is {d0V, an aorist middle imperative verb form of eidov. This
expression, idov, is often used as a demonstrative particle. This study does not regard it as a conjunction
but as an imperative verb form and particle; thus, the clause including this lexeme has no conjunction
(asyndeton), even though ido0 has a conjunctive function in emphasizing the following content. See Louw
and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 812. It seems to be a characteristic expression that frequently appears in
Matthew and Luke, although this expression appears in all Synoptic Gospels (Matthew [62x], Mark [7x],
and Luke [57x]).
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continuation of Jesus’ words, starting with xa{ for an unmarked continuity, which links
his words to the previous imperative. The remainder of 22:11 includes two instances of
asyndeton (@ Aéyet oot 6 d1daoxarog; @ mol éoTiv 1O xatdAvpa); these all seem natural
since the first asyndeton appears at the beginning of the quotation in Jesus’ words
(22:11b), and the second asyndeton appears at the beginning of the other quotation
within the previous quotation (22:11c). After this, a subordinating conjunction émou
follows to reveal the purpose of his order: to prepare the place for the Passover meal. In
22:12, xal is used as a connective conjunction for the following Jesus’ words. More
specifically, xal is combined with éxeivog (xaxelvos). When the disciples do what Jesus
commands, then that person (xaxeivos) will show where to prepare the Passover meal.
After that, asyndeton appears in the last clause of 22:12 (@ éxel étoipndoate), which is
explicable because it is an imperative clause. 22:13 shows the disciples’ reactions and
the results: everything is accomplished according to the words of Jesus; the conjunction
to connect Jesus” words (22:10—12) and its results (22:13) is d¢. It can be understood as
“s0,” basically containing causal connective meaning.® The two conjunctions of the
remaining clauses in 22:13 are kafwg and xai. Here, xafws is used as comparative
conjunction to reveal that “as Jesus said, it had been done,” and xai functions as

connective conjunctions indicating that “and/so the disciples prepared the Passover.”
Thus, overall, the appearance of conjunctions conveys cohesion of this paragraph, and

the appearance of asyndeton is all explicable.

8 When we think about the adversative characteristic in 3¢, it could be used to reveal that, even
though Jesus’ words seemed difficult to be realized, it was actually accomplished.
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The beginning of the third paragraph (22:14-23) is xai. Here, it is used with éte to
convey the meaning of “and when,” revealing the meaning of continuity and transition
together, which leads to the following topic: “the hour comes.” The second xai in 22:14
functions as a coordinating conjunction to carry the meaning of “also”: the “apostles”
also sit with him. In 22:15, the narrative speech margin of Jesus’ words starts with xai
revealing unmarked continuity, and asyndeton appears in the following Jesus’ speech.
After Jesus’ longing for the Passover meal with his disciples is expressed, the following
Aéyw Opilv of 22:16 is connected with a causal conjunction yap, which can be translated
into “for.” In 22:16, along with yap, a content conveying conjunction 67t that leads to the
main content of Jesus’ words appears. After, a temporal conjunction £wg appears, which
marks the time when he will eat the fulfilled (mAnpw6) Passover. After these Passover-
related passages, an unmarked continuity of xai follows where Jesus takes a cup and
gives thanks to God (22:17a), and asyndeton appears at the first part of his following
words: @ Aafete ToliTo xat dapepioate eig éautots (22:17b). Here, two aorist-imperative
verbs (Aapete, diapepioate), meaning “take this” and “divide it among yourselves,” are
connected by xali, revealing an unmarked continuity. 22:18 shares a similar structure
with 22:16 (Aéyw yap Opiv, [61t] 00 wy ... €wg ... BaciAela Tod Beov). Here, yap appears
again as a causal conjunction to explain why he gave the cup only to the disciples
(22:17): “for ... I will not drink again ... until the kingdom of God comes.”
Subsequently, in 22:19, the topic of bread appears in the narrative, and a conjunctive tie
is formed by the connective conjunction xai. The following xai, conveying unmarked

continuity, connects Jesus’ two actions on bread (¢xAacev xai €dwxev). After the narrative
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speech margin, two cases of asyndeton appear in both clauses of Jesus’ speech on the
meaning of bread and remembrance of Jesus. Since the first clause is the first part of the
speech and the second clause is in the imperative form, the appearance of asyndeton is
explicable. Subsequently, in 22:20, the scene where Jesus retakes the cup after supper
appears, and a conjunctive tie is formed between 22:19-20 via xal, which reveals
unmarked continuity. In the first part of the following direct speech, where Jesus
explains the meaning of the cup—his sacrificial death, asyndeton appears.

After the first main topic of the third paragraph (the Eucharist), 22:21 begins with
mwA%y, the adversative conjunction containing strong contrast. In 22:20, Jesus spoke of his
blood (death) for “you,” that is, for the disciples, but (mAnv) in 22:21, what follows is
Jesus’ utterance about a person who will betray him.® In 22:22, an explanation of the
future situation appears with the subordinating conjunction étt. Then, mA»v is used again
to show the contrast: “the son of man (Jesus) goes as determined (died), but woe to that
man who betrays him.” Hearing these shocking words of Jesus, the connective
conjunction xai forms a conjunctive tie between the previous Jesus’ words and the
disciples’ questioning each other as to who will do these things. It seems difficult to
imply that xat reveals simple unmarked continuity here; it appears to be used as causal-
connective conjunction, which can be translated as “then.” Cohesion is maintained by

the appropriate appearances of conjunctions and explicable asyndeta. Thus, in the third

® The following ido¥ in 22:21 further emphasizes the adversative aspect. Here, the expression
appears to be used as an imperative verb that requires an object: “the hand of the one who will deliver me—
—which is with me on the table.”
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paragraph, the appearance of various conjunctions forms conjunctive ties to convey the
cohesiveness of this text, and all the instances of asyndeton seem natural.

The fourth paragraph is 22:31-34, but 22:24-30 appears between the third and
fourth paragraphs of the designated text, and it seems worth mentioning the omitted part
(22:24-30) briefly for the study of conjunctions. In the third paragraph, the disciples
question each other on who will do such a thing (betraying Jesus). However, after this, in
22:24-30, they dispute who is the greatest. Since the topic of 22:24-30 is quite different
from the previous one, 0¢ is used as expected (22:24). In response to these disciples’
arguments, Jesus gives them the message to be the one who serves (22:25-30).1° After
this message, Jesus’ words continue without a narrative speech margin in 22:31. It
begins with Jesus calling Peter’s name “Simon” twice; here, asyndeton appears. After
that, {000, which is used as an interjection or particle, leads to another asyndeton, and the
content that Satan demanded to sift “you” like wheat appears with another asyndeton.
The only conjunction in 22:31 is the comparative conjunction wg, used to describe
Satan’s sifting action. Subsequent speeches and narrative speech margins of Jesus and
Peter in 22:33-34 appear with adversative conjunction 0¢. In 22:32, d¢ is used to connect
Satan’s request with Jesus’ words, “I pray for you.” In 22:33, 3¢ appears at the beginning
of Peter’s words, expressing his strong will to follow the Lord to prison or even death.
Finally, in 22:34, 0¢ is used in the narrative speech margin of Jesus’ words regarding
Peter’s repeated denial. In addition to this, these three verses contain the following

conjunctions. In 22:32, the final conjunction {va and causal-connective conjunction xai

10 This message is also introduced and proceeded by the adversative conjunction 8¢ (22:25).
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are used. In 22:33, there are two appearances of xali, revealing unmarked continuity. In
22:34, the temporal conjunction £wg conveys the meaning of “until.” Also, there are five

instances of asyndeton (22:33 [2x], 34 [3x]). The expected use of these conjunctions and

the natural occurrence of asyndeton reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

Reference
We now look at the formation of reference based on the paragraph division done through

the thematization. The participant-reference chains of Luke 22:3—6 are as follows.

® Eio#iMbev 0t gatavic els Tovdav Tov xadoluevoy Toxapldtyy, dvta éx Tol dpiBuol Tév dudexa -

»-

- >
4 xai gmeNdwY cuveddaey Toic dpytepedoty xXal oTpaTyolc TO T avroic Tepadd adTéy.
» »-
>
xal gxdpnody xal cuvebevto alTd Gpylptov dodvat.
e —

6

A A} r e 4 ~ ~ e \ b4 b4 ~
xal EECOLLO)\O'VY]O’EV, xol EZY)TEI guxalplay Tov 7TCLPCL80UVOH QUTOV ATEP OX;&OU aQuUTolLC.
—

Figure 5.1. Participant-Referent Chains in Luke 22:3-6
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Satan (1x), Judas (9x), the chief priests & officers (5x), and Jesus (2x). There are two
objects in 22:3: Satan and Judas. However, from 22:4, it appears only as implied
references (implied subject of the verbs), so it is unclear whether the third-person
singular subject refers to Satan or Judas. It seems natural, however, to understand that
Satan entered Judas, and Judas went away to meet and discuss with them, but it is not
clear grammatically. Considering the participant referent chains which are well formed,
the cohesiveness of this paragraph is overall maintained. However, in the narrative part
of 22:4, although it seems more natural to present the identity of Jesus as a proper noun,

considering the change of topic and thematic participant in this paragraph, he appears
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only as a reduced reference (pronoun). This seemingly unnatural reference may lower
the degree of cohesiveness of this paragraph.!!

The participant-referent chains of Luke 22:7—-13 are as follows.

T"H)\fev 3¢ 3 Nuépa T6v dl0uwv, [év] 7 £3e1 Boeabau 10 Tdoya -
b

> 1 > ) > P ¢~ ’ ¢ A
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= i —— %"‘—

ol 0¢ elmav 0T - mod BéAelC EToluaowuEY;

? — 4’5‘/
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4 A 3 A el ~ 2 \ 4 b 3} b A
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Figure 5.2. Participant-Referent Chains in Luke 22:7-13
The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Jesus (9x), Peter and John (16x), us (2x), and the day of Unleavened Bread (2x). Jesus
does not appear as a grammatical reference (proper noun) as in the previous paragraph,
but mainly appears as implied references (implied subjects of verbs) and reduced
references (pronouns and a case of a nominative masculine singular article in 22:10),
and a unique use case is a part where a grammatical reference (substitution) is formed by

presenting Jesus himself as 6 oddoxadog (22:11). After Peter and John first appear as

reduced references (proper noun; 22:8), they form implied references (implied subjects

1 This phenomenon also appears in the remaining paragraphs, so it will not be referred to in the
following analyses.
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of verbs) and reduced references (pronoun). “Us” spoken by Jesus in 22:8 includes both

Jesus and his disciples, and it is mentioned once as an implied reference to daywpuev.

~
(4

“The day of Unleavened bread” in 22:7 is referenced once by 7 €d¢t 8deafat 10 maoya.
Like the previous paragraph, the second paragraph has no proper noun of Jesus, which
may lower the degree of cohesiveness. Overall, however, these participant-referent
chains are well formed, thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

The participant-referent chains of 22:14-23 are as follows.

14 \ o 3 4 c e 3 4 \ (3] 14 \ 3 ~
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Figure 5.3. Participant-Referent Chains in Luke 22:14-23
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The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed are as follows:
Jesus (25x), apostles (14x), this Passover (3x), the first cup (3x), bread (5x), the second
cup (3x), Jesus’ blood (2x), that person (2x). In the case of Jesus, it appears as implied
references (implied subjects of verbs) and reduced references (pronoun) without a
grammaticalized reference (proper noun). Nevertheless, Jesus has a reference of 6 viog
uev ol avBpwmov in 22:22. The case of “disciples” is similar to the pattern of Jesus, but
it is unique that their first reference is oi @mdoToAol, as a characteristic expression of
Luke. In the case of “bread” and “cup,” they are similar to Matthew and Mark in that
they first appear as a self-identifying word (grammaticalized reference; proper noun),
then in the form of a reduced reference (pronoun) and grammaticalized references
(substitutional/alternative words). However, it is only in Luke that the cup appears
twice.!? Jesus’ blood has an implied reference (implied subject of a verb), and “this
Passover” also has a reduced reference (pronoun) and an implied reference (implied
subject of a verb). “That person” also has an implied reference (implied subject of a
verb). This paragraph does not have a proper noun of Jesus, and it may lower the degree
of cohesiveness of this paragraph. Overall, however, these participant-referent chains are
well formed, thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph is maintained.

The participant-reference chains of 22:31-34 are as follows.

12 The cup in 22:20 is T& mom)plov, which appears to be here again holding the cup that Jesus took,
compared to the previous one (mot#ptov), which appears without an article in 22:17.
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Figure 5.4. Participant-Referent Chains in Luke 22:31-34
Before observing the participant-referent chains in 22:31-34, let us consider 22:24-30,
which is directly connected with 22:31-34 without a narrative speech margin in
between. The participants for which the participant-referent chains are formed in 22:24—
30 are apostles (11x) and Jesus (9x). These references form cohesive chains by implied
references (implied subjects of verbs) and reduced references (pronoun) without a
grammaticalized reference (proper noun). There is a distinct transition of topics between
22:24-30 (“the dispute about greatness”) and 22:31-34 (“Peter’s Denial Foretold™), but
the participants continue with Jesus and the apostles (Oudg; 22:31).

After 22:24-30, the participants for which the participant-referent chains are
formed in Luke 22:31-34 are as follows: Peter (11x) and Jesus (7x). “Satan” and “you”
(buds) appear only once each. This paragraph shows a sudden transition from the plural
to the singular subject (the apostles — Peter). And after calling Peter twice, Jesus refers
to him as the plural “you.” After that, it appears again in the singular. One could regard
these points as grammatical errors or assume that there must have been some complex
theological intent, but this phenomenon seems explicable if we assume that this Gospel
was constructed according to tradition. Furthermore, this paragraph does not have a

proper noun of Jesus, which may lower the degree of cohesiveness. Overall, however,
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these participant-referent chains are well formed, thus the cohesiveness of this paragraph

is maintained.

Substitution and Ellipsis
The substitutions in Luke 22:3-6 are as follows. The first and second substitutions
appear to be Tov xaAoOpevov Toxapidytny and 8vta éx Tol dpibupol Tév dwdexa in 22:3,
which function as added information on IoUdav. The third case appears to be ) &Jet
Bvecbal T mdoya in 22:7, which is considered a substitution of % Nuépa T@v dlpwy. The
fourth case appears to be avayatov in 22:12, which is read as a substitution of xataAvua
in the immediately preceding verse, as in the case of Mark. The fifth case can be seen as
ol amégTodot in 22:14, which appears to function as a substitution of the community of
disciples of Jesus, including Peter and John, which has occurred since 22:3. The sixth
case appears to be Tol yevuatog Tijs aumérov in 22:18, which seems to function as a
substitution of motyptov in the previous verse, just like Matthew and Mark. A seventh
case, like Matthew and Mark, is 76 c@pa pov, which appears to be used as a substitution
of &ptov in 22:19. The eighth case is % xawy oty év Té aipati pov, which appears to
be a substitution of T6 motnptov in 22:20. It seems to be different from Matthew and
Mark, taking as 76 aiud wou ijs dtadnxns a substitution of & motypiov. The ninth
example would be 76 dvlpwmw éxeivw in 22:22, referring tol mapadtddvros ue pet’ éuod
in 22:21. The tenth case is 6 viog ToU dvBpwmov in 22:22, referring Jesus himself. The
eleventh case would be xUpte which appears to be a substitution of Jesus at 22:33. The

twelfth case seems to be [Tétpe in 22:34, a substitution of ipwv repeated twice by Jesus
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in 22:31.

The ellipsis in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 is found in 22:20b (Tolito T0 TOTptov % xaivy
Oabnxn év 16 alpati wou T Omep Vv éxyuvvépevov), where the verb éotiv connecting
token and value is omitted. Subsequently, in 22:21b (%) yelp Tol Tapadiddvtos pe pet’
guod émi tijs Tpamélyg), éoTwv is omitted again.

Considering these analyses, the distribution of substitution and ellipsis throughout

the designated text demonstrates the cohesiveness of this text.

Lexical Cohesion
In this section, we will analyze the semantic-lexical ties to examine the cohesiveness of
each paragraph in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34, and the semantic-lexical chain of the whole

designated text.

Lexical Cohesion in Each Paragraph

In the first paragraph (22:3-6), Satan enters Judas, he plans to hand over Jesus, and the
chief priests agree to give him money. From that time on Judas seeks an opportunity to
hand Jesus over. The following figure contains the cases where two or more lexemes in

one semantic domain appear in a paragraph.
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Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
didwpt v.5 57.71
mapadidwul vv. 4,6 57.77/37.111
aptbuds v.3 60.1
dehdexa v. 3 60.21
XOAEW v. 3 33.131
cUAAaAEW v. 4 33.157
eEopoloyéw V. 6 33.278
elogpyopal v.3 15.93
amépyopat v. 4 15.37

Table 5.5. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:3—6

The lexeme didwut (“to give”) and the lexical item mapadidwut (“to deliver”) belong to

domain 57; which are semantically related in terms of the “deal” on Jesus; thus they

form semantic-lexical tie. There are two numbers in domain 60 (&ptfu.ds [“number™],

dwdexa [“twelve]), and these lexemes are tied around Judas, who was one (“number”)

of the “twelve”; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes xaAéw (“to call”),
culMadéw (“to talk with™), and égopodoyéw (“agree™) belong to domain 33. SvAdaAéw

and égopoloyéw can be semantically linked around Judas’s action and response to the

chief priests; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. It seems difficult to find a semantic

relationship between xaAéw and these lexemes. The two lexemes (gigépyopat [“to go

in”], amépyopat [“to go away”]), which belong to domain 15 (move), are causally tied as

the actions of Satan (going into Judas; cause) and Judas (going away to [the chief

priests]; result); thus, these lexemes form a semantic-lexical tie. From these analyses, we

can identify four semantic-lexical ties in 22:3—6. Furthermore, among the eighteen

content lexemes in the first paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical

ties is nine. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the

number of content lexemes is 50%. Thus, these overall results apparently reveal the
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cohesiveness of this paragraph.
The second paragraph (22:7—13) describes the process of preparing the Passover

by Jesus and the disciples. The semantic domains of the lexemes in this paragraph are as

follows.
Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain

étolpndlw vv. 8,9, 12, 13 77.3
Taoxa vv. 7,11, 13 51.7
cf. &lupog v. 7 5.13
gpxopat v.7 15.81
ATOTTEMNW v. 8 15.66
mopevopal V. ?0 12;2

. V. .
o o
dxotoubie v. 10 15.144

reRou v. 10 15.93
SETEpEROLEL v. 13 15.37
amépyouat
gobiw wv. 8, 11 23.1
oixia vv. 10, 11 7.3
xatdAvpa v. 11 7.30
Gvédyatov v. 12 7.27

Table 5.6. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:7-13

The lexical item étopdlw (“to prepare”; domain 77), which is reiterated four times, is
tied around the Passover preparation, and these form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexeme
naoye (“Passover”; domain 51) is reiterated four times and &gupog (“unleavened bread”;
domain 5) can be semantically tied with maaya due to the close connection between the
Passover and the feast of Unleavened Bread; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Eight
lexemes (€pyopat [“to go”’], amooTéAdw [“to send”], mopevopat [“to go™], elgépyopat [“go
into”], Baotdlw [“to carry”], dxodoubéw [“to follow™], elomopedopat [“to enter™],
amépyopat [“to go away”’]), which belong to domain 15, are related to “movements” in

terms of the preparation of the Passover; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The
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lexical item écfiw (“to eat”; domain 23) is reiterated two times and it is semantically tied
around the Passover meal; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Three lexemes oixia
(2x; “house”), xataivpa (“guest room”), and avayatov (“upper room”), which belong to
domain 7, are related to the places for the Passover; thus, they form a semantic-lexical
tie. From these analyses, we can find five semantic-lexical ties in 22:7—13. Furthermore,
among forty-five content lexemes in the second paragraph, the number of lexemes in the
semantic-lexical ties is twenty-two. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into
semantic-lexical ties per the number of content lexemes is 48.89%. Thus, these overall
results may reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The third paragraph (22:14-23) conveys Jesus’ foretelling about the betrayer, the
disciples’ responses (including Judas), and the Eucharist. The semantic domains of the

lexemes in this paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain
gobiew vv. 15,16 23.1
Tvw v. 18 23.34
deimvéw v. 20 23.20
Aappdve vv. 17,19 18.1
e0YapLOTEW vv. 17,19 33.349
culnTéw v.23 33.440
dtapepilw v. 17 57.89
didwwt v. 19 (2x) 57.71
adua v. 19 8.1
alpa v. 20 8.64
xelp v. 21 8.30
&pa v. 14 67.1
viv v. 18 67.38
TOTYPLOV vv. 17, 20 (2x) 6.121
Tpdmela v. 21 6.113
cf. dptog v. 19 5.8
émbupia v. 15 25.12
émbupéw v. 15 25.12
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Baoirela vv. 16, 18 37.64/1.8213
o0 vv. 16, 18 69.3

i vv. 16, 18 69.3
mepadidwpul vv. 21,22 37.111

viog Tol avBpwmou v. 22 9.3
Bhpwmo v.22 9.1

Table 5.7. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:14-23

The lexical item éofiw (2x; “to eat”) and the lexemes mivw (“to drink™) and detmvéw (to
eat) belong to domain 23, revealing the actions regarding the Passover and Eucharist;
thus, they form semantic-lexical ties. The lexical item Aapfavw (“to take”; domain 18) is
reiterated two times, which is tied around Jesus’ actions on a cup and bread; thus, the
cases of Aapfavw form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item ebyaploTéw (“to thank™),
which belongs to domain 33, is reiterated two times in terms of Jesus’ giving thanks to
God in the context of Eucharist; thus, the cases of ebyaploTéw form a semantic-lexical
tie. Zu{yréw (“to dispute/inquire”) also belongs to domain 33, but it describes the
disciples’ discussion on who would betray Jesus; thus, it seems hard to find a semantic
connection with edyaptotéw. The lexical item didwut (domain 57) is reiterated two times,
which conveys Jesus’ action of “giving” bread to the disciples and his speech on his
body “given” for them. Here, “bread” is a metaphor for his “body,” thus, the two cases
of didwwt are semantically linked. Atapepilw (“to divide/distribute™) also belongs to
domain 57, and it can be semantically linked with didwput in terms of Jesus’ giving the
Eucharistic materials to the disciples. Thus, these three cases in domain 57 form a

semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes o&pa (“body”) and aipa (“blood”) belong to domain

18 Bagihela has two meanings of reign (37.64) and kingdom (1.82). See Louw and Nida, Greek-
English Lexicon, 16, 479-80.
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8. They are semantically tied around the substances of the Eucharistic materials (bread
and a cup);** thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Even though yefp (“hand”) belongs to
domain 8, it seems hard to find any connection between the betrayer’s hand and Jesus’
body and blood. Two lexemes, related to time (&pa [“hour”], viv [“now”]), belong to
domain 67 and are semantically related to the time the Eucharist took place; thus, they
form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes (motrptov [“cup”], Tpdmela [“table]) belong to
domain 6, and they function to reveal the context of Passover meal as artifacts for a
meal, even though they appear in different topics (motrptov in the Eucharist and tpdmela
in the betrayal) within the same context. Thus, we can find a semantic-lexical tie
between them. Furthermore, motypiov can also be semantically tied with &ptog since what
was in the “cup” was probably oivog (“wine”; John 2:3), and bread and a cup (wine) are
semantically tied around the topic of the Eucharist; thus, they form a semantic-lexical
tie. Two lexemes (émibupia [“deep desire™], émbupéw [“to desire greatly”]), which
belong to domain 25, are semantically tied in which reveals Jesus’ longing for the last
Passover meal/Eucharist; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexeme Pfagtieia
(“reign/kingdom”; domain 37/1) appears two times and form collocation with Tod 00,
This lexeme is connected to Jesus’ declarations that he will not eat (the Passover meal)
and drink wine until the fulfilment/coming of the “kingdom” of God*®; thus, the two
cases form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes o0 and u» (domain 69; negation) are used

for Jesus’ declarations above; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item

141t is also a case of superordinate.
15 Here, the fulfilment of the Kingdom of God may mean the achievement of God’s saving plan
through Jesus’ death and resurrection. See France, Luke, 341.
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mapadidwut (“to hand over/betray”’; domain 37), which is semantically tied around one of
the main topics of this paragraph, betraying Jesus, is reiterated two times, and these
lexical items form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item &vfpwmog (“man”; domain 9)
is reiterated two times; one of them forms collocation with vids (6 vids Tol dvbpwmov),
which refer to Jesus, and the other one (T dvBpwmw) refer to the betrayer (Judas). It
seems difficult to find a semantic-lexical tie between them. From these analyses, we can
find nine semantic-lexical ties in 26:26—30. Furthermore, among the sixty-one content
lexemes in the third paragraph, the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is
twenty-nine. The ratio of the lexemes that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per
the number of content lexemes is 47.54%. Thus, these overall results may reveal the
cohesiveness of this paragraph.

The fourth paragraph (22:31-34) conveys Jesus’ foretelling of the stumbling of his
disciples, along with Peter’s denial. The semantic domains of the lexemes in this

paragraph are as follows.

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain

gfauTéw v. 31 33.166
Séopat v. 32 33.170
Ay v. 34 33.69
devie v. 34 33.77
imapviopa v. 34 33.70
EmoTpédw v. 32 15.90
gxAelTw v. 32 15.58/57.46
mopetopat v. 33 15.10

TOTE v. 32 67.30
oNUEPOY v. 34 67.205

Table 5.8. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:31-34

The lexemes (¢éaitéw [“to ask™], déopat [“to plead/pray”], Aéyw [“to say”], dwvéw [“to

cry out”], amapvéopal [“to deny”]) belong to domain 33. Among these, the lexeme
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ékautéw conveys Satan’s ask to tempt (sift) Peter, and déopat conveys Jesus’ prayer for
Peter, thus they are semantically connected and form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes
dwvéw and amapvéopat are tied around Peter’s denial; thus, they form a semantic-lexical
tie.’® The three lexemes (émotpédw [“to return”], &xdeimw [“to depart/fail”], mopedopa
[“to go0”’]) belong to domain 15, and these can be semantically linked around the
disciple’s journey of faith; thus, these form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes mote (“at
some time”) and aWuepov (“today”) belong to domain 67, and these are semantically
connected around Jesus’ foretelling of Peter’s denial and return; thus, they form a
semantic-lexical tie. From these analyses, we can find three semantic-lexical ties in
22:31-34. Furthermore, among the twenty-four content lexemes in the fourth paragraph,
the number of lexemes in the semantic-lexical ties is nine. The ratio of the lexemes that
can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the number of content lexemes is 37.5%.

Thus, these overall results may reveal the cohesiveness of this paragraph.

Lexical Cohesion in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

The following figure shows the lexical cohesion chains in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34.

18 The lexeme Aéyw appears in Jesus’ intro; it is not included in the previous two semantic-lexical
ties.
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Figure 5.5. Lexical Cohesion Chains in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
Like the designated text in Matthew and Mark, the lexemes underlined above are related

to Jesus’ death. Like Matthew and Mark, Jesus’ death is revealed indirectly by 7o g@ua
pov (“my body”), Té aipat! wov (“my blood”), and mopevetat (“to go away”’; domain
15.34)—a synonym of dmayet (to depart; domain 15.35). His death is carried out by the
act of handing over (betrayal; mapadidwut) of one of the disciples, Judas. After Jesus’
arrest as a result of Judas’s betrayal, Peter’s denial (¢mapvéopar) takes place before

Jesus’ death. Here, Peter’s denial can be regarded as his reaction to Jesus’ death to come;
thus, the action denial can be related to the death of Jesus. However, in Luke, the topic

of death is conveyed via several lexemes that are differentiated from Matthew and Mark.
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Whereas Matthew and Mark cover this topic with “stumbling” (exavdaAi{w), in Luke, it
appears as Satan’s act (cwiaoat; “to sift”). Both the acts of handing over Jesus and
denying him are considered Satan’s acts (22:3, 31). Furthermore, in Luke, there are three
lexemes (8Vw [“to sacrifice/slaughter”; 22:7]; maoyw [“to suffer”; 22:15]; favatog
[“death”; 22:33]) revealing the topic of death more specifically/directly. As with
Matthew and Mark, thus, this discourse maintains cohesiveness around the topic of

Jesus’ death.

Summary and Implication
This section attempted to analyze Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 via a fivefold scheme of
cohesion: conjunction, reference, substitution, ellipsis, and lexical cohesion. In terms of
conjunction analyses, all cases of asyndeton are explicable as they are located in the
direct speech section. Overall, each paragraph of the designated text maintains
cohesiveness via appropriate conjunctive ties. In terms of reference, the results can be
summarized as follows: (1) overall, each paragraph forms a participant-reference chain
via the main participants; thus, the cohesiveness of each paragraph can be confirmed; (2)
there is no proper noun (grammaticalized reference) for Jesus, and it seems to decrease
the degree of cohesiveness. Concerning substitution and ellipsis, we can identify the
designated text’s cohesiveness via the twelve cases of substitution and the two cases of
ellipsis. In terms of lexical cohesion, we can find cohesiveness in each paragraph by
semantic-lexical ties. Also, the conceptual flow in the lexemes conveying Jesus’ death
reveals the cohesiveness of the whole designated text.

The implications of this analysis are as follows: the designated text maintains
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cohesiveness overall; this suggests the possibility of one constructor’s construction of
this text. However, several elements that lower the degree of cohesiveness may have
come in the process of preserving oral traditions along with written sources in

constructing the Gospel.

Orality and Textuality
This section analyzes the designated text’s lexical density and grammatical intricacy

according to Porter’s based on Halliday’s understanding of oral and written language.

Lexical Density

The following shows the lexical density of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34.

Lexical Density 22:3-13 22:14-23 22:31-34
Non-embedded Clauses 22 20 9
Content Words 66 58 27
Functional Words 73 106 33
Content Words per 3 2.9 3.0
Non-embedded Clause

Table 5.9. Lexical Density of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
The total number of words in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 is 363, and the total lexical density is
2.961 (151/51). According to Halliday’s criteria, this text is close to oral language. The
lexical density of the direct speech parts (26:15b, 17b, 18b, 21b, 22b, 23b, 24, 25b, 25d,
26b, 27b, 28, 29, 31b, 32, 33b, 34b, 35b) and narrative parts (26:14, 15a, 15¢, 16, 17a,
18a, 19, 20, 21a, 22a, 23a, 25a, 25¢, 26a, 27a, 30, 31a, 33a, 34a, 35a, 35¢) are as

follows.
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Lexical Density Direct Speech Narrative
Non-embedded Clauses 29 22
Content Words 92 59
Functional Words 136 79
Content Words per 3.172 2.682
Non-embedded Clause

Table 5.10. Lexical Density of the Speech and Narrative in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
The result of the lexical density in the speech part (3.172) and narrative part (2.682)
seems unique. The narrative parts are closer to oral language than the whole designated
text, and the speech parts are closer to written language. The lack of orality in the speech
part in the designated text in Luke could have come from multiple data that the
constructor may have used. From Luke 1:1-4, especially 1:3, we can infer that the
constructor may have examined oral traditions and written sources he had in hand as
cautiously (axptBéc) as possible. In this process, it is possible that content words may
have increased. As a result, the orality of the speech parts of the designated text in Luke
seems to have decreased.!’ In addition, the feature of the narrative part having an oral
aspect could be explained via the comparative analysis between 22:3—6, which is a part
of the narrative, and the whole narrative part in the designated text. The lexical density
of 22:3—6, where only the narrative appears, is 3.5, is higher than that of the whole
narrative part (2.682). The reason for the low lexical density of the entire narrative part
is probably that most of the narratives of the designated text, excluding 22:3—6, mainly
appear as narrative speech margins, which are short intros that tend to have very few

content words. Also, the fact that a reference to Jesus in the designated text in Luke

1" In particular, the unnatural flow of speech part in 22:31-32 (e.g., inconsistency in number to the
object in Jesus” words [Zipwy; Oués; ooli]) may have come from the process of obtaining and organizing
data from various sources.
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never appears as a proper noun can be another reason for this tendency.'® As in the cases
of Matthew and Mark, although it is difficult to determine from whom/which source
these oral results originated (e.g., participant or former of oral tradition or constructor),

the overall orality in this text may be understood as giving weight to oral tradition.

Grammatical Intricacy

The following shows the grammatical intricacy of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34.

Grammatical Intricacy 22:3-13 22:14-23 22:31-34
Non-embedded Clauses 22 20 9
Total Clauses 41 43 16
Clause Complex 8 9 3
Non-embedded Clause 2.75 2.222 3.0
per Clause Complex

Table 5.11. Grammatical Intricacy of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

In 22:3-23, 31-34, the number of non-embedded clauses is 51, the number of clause
complexes is 20, and the result of the non-embedded clause per clause complex is 2.55
(51/20). Considering Porter’s analysis of grammatical intricacy,'® the number 2.55 seems

high enough; thus, we can say that the designated text is close to oral language.

Summary and Implication
The analytic results of orality and textuality of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 are as follows.
First, the total lexical density is 2.961 (151/51); thus, this text as a whole is in the

category of oral language.?’ The result of lexical density of the speech parts (3.172) and

18 If we change five of ten cases of pronouns and implied nouns of Jesus appearing in the narrative
part in Luke into proper nouns like Matthew, the lexical density of the narrative is 2.909.

19 Cf. Porter, Orality and Textuality, 13—14.

20 Scholars have evaluated the third Gospel’s constructor, whose writing style is one of the formal
and high styles in the NT. See Cadbury, Style and Literary Method, 5; Nolland, Luke 1:1-9:20, xxxvii;
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narrative parts (2.682) shows that the narrative parts are closer to oral language than the
whole designated text. These unique results could be explained as follows: (1) the
textuality of the speech part could have resulted as content words increased when the
constructor utilized multiple data; (2) the orality of the narrative part could have
occurred from many speech margins and no occurrence of the proper noun of Jesus.
Second, the grammatical intricacy is 2.55 (51/20), and these results show that this text is
in the category of oral language. Overall, these results may reveal that the oral tradition
played a significant role in the process of constructing this text, along with the identity

of the constructor who would have preserved multiple oral and written sources.

Verbal Aspect

Verbal Aspect Analysis

The verbs in the designated text can be shown according to verbal aspect theory as

follows.
Perfective Aspect (Aorist) Imperfective Aspect Stative Future
Aspect
eiofiAbev (3), amerbav (4), Present Perfect TCUVAVTHOEL
cuveldMoev (4), Tapadd (4), xadodpevov (3), dvta (3), | ZoTpwuévov (12), (10,
éxapnoav (5), cuvébevto (5), dolivat Boeabal (7), Bereis (9), aptopevoy (22), épelre (11),
(5), eEwpordynaey (6), mapadoivar | Bactalwv (10), eiomopetetal eidévar (34) deiger (12),
(6), §\Bev (7), dméaredey (8), eimav | (10), Aéye (11), éotw (11), duwvioet (34)
(8), mopeubévteg (8), étotnacarte (8), | Aéyw (16), Aéyw (18), Aéywy
daywpey (8), elmav (9), érondowpey | (19), éotw (19), didduevov
(9), eimev (10), eicerdévTav (10), (19), motetre (19), Aéywy
axorouloate (10), ddyw (11), (20), exyuvvopevov (20),

Parsons, Luke, 16. This evaluation seems to emphasize the influence of the constructor on the text.
However, the possibility that this style in the text came from the characteristics of the multiple data (oral
traditions and written sources) used by the constructor should also be considered. Nevertheless, the oral
properties shown by the analysis of this designated text should be considered as well.
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¢towndoate (12), dmeAbévres (13),
ebpov (13), #roluasay (13), éyéveto
(14), avémeaey (14), eimev (15),
¢mebiunoa (15), dayeiv (15), mabely
(15), dpayw (16), mAnpwbij (16),
dekduevos (17), edxapiotioas (17),
elmev (17), AdBete (17), dapeploate
(17), miw (18), EABy (18), Aafdv
(19), edxapiotioag (19), Exdacey
(19), &dwxev (19), dermviicar (20),
fipgavto (23), ... E&nmicato (31),
owidoat (31), £denbny (32), &xhimy
(32), motpeag (32), omipiaov (32),
elmev (33), eimev (34), dmapvion
(34)

mapadidévtos (21),
mopevetal(22), mapadidotat
(22), culyTely (23), €y (23),

wEAMwv (23), mpaaoety

(23), ... it (33),
nopeveafat (33), Aéyw (34)

Imperfective

Pluperfect

¢0yteL (6), €det (7)

elpnxet (13)

Table 5.12. Analysis of Verbs in Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 focusing on Verbal Aspect

The results can be arranged as follows: (1) perfective aspect (aorist): fifty-five times; (2)

imperfective aspect: twenty-six times (present) + two times (imperfective); (3) stative

aspect: three times (perfect) + one time (pluperfect); and (4) future: four times. Although

the accounts in Luke are the longest compared to Matthew and Mark, the usage of

imperfective aspects (28x) is comparatively fewer than in Mark (32x). The Gospel of

Luke contains three distinctive uses of stative aspects (eipnjxet, wptopuévoy, eidévat), and it

shares one stative aspect with Mark (¢otpwpévov). Four usages of the future tense also

seem unique (cf. Matt [11x], Mark [10x]). These analyses show the markedness of the

designated text, but it is difficult to discern whether this markedness is from the

tradition/source or the constructor. These results show the varying degree of markedness

of the verbs in the designated text, and it is hard to discern from which/whom the

markedness came. Three possible origins are as follows: (1) participant within the text

(including Jesus); (2) the eyewitness/former/contributors(s) of traditions; or (3) the

constructor. Comparative analysis in chapter 6 may help us to discern the possible
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origin(s).

Summary and Implication
The verbal aspect analysis of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 shows us the varying degree of
markedness of the verbs in the designated text. There are four frontground prominences
via stative aspect (éotpwyévov [22:12]; eipxet [22:13]; wpiopévov [22:22]; eidévat
[22:34]), several foregrounded parts via imperfective aspect, and many background parts
via perfective aspect. The varying degrees of markedness may have been affected by the

oral/written traditions and/or the constructor.

Conclusion
This chapter identifies the mode (thematization, cohesion, orality & textuality, and
verbal aspect) of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34. These are some notable aspects in terms of the
designated text’s textual characteristics. First, in the thematization analysis, the
designated text has ten thematic units and four paragraphs. In particular, the third
paragraph has one large thematic unit (including a tiny thematic unit) with two
distinctive topics. The overlapping positions of prime and theme show us the most
marked-thematic actor as Jesus (3x). From these results, the following implications
could be found: (1) the overall organized structure of the designated text; (2) the
constructor’s preservation of traditions, which could be inferred by the less organized
aspect in the third paragraph. Second, the results of cohesion analysis indicate that each
paragraph’s overall cohesiveness is sustained via appropriate conjunction ties,

participant-reference chains (including substitution and ellipsis), and semantic-lexical
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ties. The cohesiveness of the entire designated text is also maintained by lexical
cohesion chains. There are several factors, however, that may lower the degree of
cohesiveness (e.g., absence of the proper nouns for Jesus [Ingols]). These overall
features may have come from one constructor and his preserving the oral traditions and
other sources. Third, by analyzing lexical density and grammatical intricacy, it is
revealed that the designated text is close to oral language, and the narrative part seems
more oral than the speech part. The oral properties of this text show that this text is
significantly rooted in oral tradition. Furthermore, the results of the comparative analysis
between speech and narrative could be explained via the identity of the constructor, who
may have preserved multiple oral and written sources. Fourth, the results of verbal
aspect analysis reveal the different levels of markedness of the verbs in the designated
text. The varying markedness may have been affected by the oral/written traditions

and/or the constructor.
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CHAPTER 6: COMPARISON AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter will comparatively analyze the results of chapters 3, 4, and 5 to infer the

Synoptic Gospels’ construction process.

Thematization
The critical elements in the thematization analysis of the designated texts are

summarized as follows.

Matt 26:14-35 Mark 14:10-31 Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
Thematic Units 12 8 10
Paragraphs 5 4 4
Most Marked Actor Jesus (2x) Peter (2x) Jesus (3x)

Table 6.1. Thematization Comparison between Matt 26:14-35, Mark 14:10-31,
and Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

First, regarding the number of thematic units, Matthew is twelve, Mark eight, and Luke
ten. To find the implication of these results, we need to identify how finely a chunk of
text is fractionized into thematic units. The percentage of thematic units per the total
number of lexemes (Matthew: 364; Mark: 368; Luke: 370) in each designated text is as
follows: (1) Matthew (12/364x100): 3.297%; (2) Mark (8/368x100): 2.174%; and (3)
Luke (10/370x100): 2.703%. Degrees of thematic units’ subdivision of each paragraph
can be related to the “systematicity” of a text; thus, these results may show the degree of
the constructor’s influence on each text. More specifically, a higher percentage of
thematic units per number of lexemes in the designated text can be regarded as a result
of the constructor having more influence on the text, and a lower percentage as relatively

less.
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Second, regarding the number of paragraphs, Matthew is five, Mark four, and Luke
four. The designated text of Matthew is divided into five, and it seems to be the most
appropriate paragraph division concerning the thematic flow of the designated text,
which consists of five topics. This shows us the well-organized characteristic, which is
possibly from the constructor, Matthew. In the case of Mark and Luke, however, they
both consist of four paragraphs despite the flow of five topics. These results may
indicate that each constructor had a role in the construction of each text, but there may
have been a difference in degree. Thus, via these two comparative analyses on thematic
units and paragraph division, the degree of the influences of the constructor in terms of
each text’s construction can be ranked in the order of Matthew > Luke > Mark.

Third, in Matthew and Luke, Jesus appears as the most marked thematic actor via
the overlapped position of prime and theme (2x in Matthew; 3x in Luke), and it can be
regarded as a natural phenomenon since he is the key figure in the designated tests. It
seems difficult to deduce the construction process of Matthew and Luke from these
results. In Mark’s case, however, Peter appears as the most marked thematic actor (2x).
This phenomenon may seem unnatural, considering that Jesus is the core character in the
designated text. A possible explanation for this is that the prominence of Peter in the
tradition may have been the result of Peter’s emphasis on his own failure (Mark 14:29,
31), and Mark preserved it without softening such a negative feature of Peter in the

process of the construction of the Gospel.
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Cohesion

Conjunction
The analyses of conjunctions and asyndeton in the designated texts reveal that overall,
the texts’ cohesiveness is maintained via the conjunctive ties and natural appearance of
asyndeton. Among these analyses, however, there are appearances of conjunctions that
do not seem common, and some cases where a conjunction seems natural to appear but
does not exist (asyndeton).

First, there are several notable cases of asyndeton. Firstly, let us look at the two
cases of asyndeton in the narrative speech margin of the first Gospel (26:34, 35). These
two cases have a distinctive pattern (asyndeton + thematic Aéyet/édn + grammatical
subject), which frequently appears in Matthew.! These cases of asyndeton may show the
constructor’s literary style. The other cases of asyndeton in Matthew 26:18f and 26:25c¢,
however, may lower the degree of cohesiveness of the second and third paragraphs
(26:17-19; 26:20-25); these elements may show the oral properties within the
designated text. In Mark, there is also a case of asyndeton (14:19), which may lower the
degree of cohesiveness of the third paragraph, and it also may reveal the oral properties
within the designated text. In Luke, all the instances of asyndeton seem natural.

Second, regarding the frequency in the appearance of xai, Mark has the highest
frequency (29x). In Mark, this conjunction appears extensively, which could be

considered a characteristic of oral language.? This may have come from the primary

! Black, Conjunctions, 189-90.
2 Cf. Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, 82-86
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source of Mark, Peter’s oral testimony/tradition. In Matthew, xal is used the least (14x).
This Gospel tends to use conjunctions that are appropriate for specific situations rather
than those with a broader meaning like xai. From this, we can deduce that as an
eyewitness, Matthew’s own contribution to the constructing process of the text may have
been much greater than Mark and Luke. In that process, Matthew may perhaps have
used conjunctions more sensitively as the context requires. This phenomenon thus may
show the textuality of Matthew. In Luke, the frequency of using xai is relatively high
(22x); this phenomenon could be understood as a trace of oral tradition(s) that Luke may
have preserved in the construction process. Compared to Mark, however, Luke tends to
select more specific conjunctions rather than xai—particularly in the narrative; this may

have come from the constructor’s own contribution or the multiple sources.

Reference
The cohesiveness of each text was revealed in the analyses of the participant-referent
chains in the designated texts. In each paragraph in the designated texts, typically, after
the participants appear as a proper noun, the chains are formed as a pronoun or an
implied subject in a verb. However, in the case of the reference to Jesus, some
paragraphs show the phenomenon that the proper noun ’Incotis does not appear where it
is expected. In some cases, this phenomenon occurs despite the confusion to the readers
is anticipated. The frequency of such phenomenon differs: Matthew: 1, Mark: 2, Luke:
4. To analyze the references to Jesus in each designated text, this section classifies the
cases in which Jesus is referred to as proper nouns, common nouns, pronouns, implied

subjects in verbs, simplified article forms, and compound nouns in the following table.
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Matt 26:14-35 Mark 14:10-31 Luke 22:3-23, 31—
34
Proper Noun 5x (Inool [26:17]; 3x (Inoolc [14:18, 27, -
‘Inoodis [26:19, 26, 31, 30])
34])
Common Noun 6x (xbpie [26:22]; 2x (0ddoxalog 2x (0ddoxalog
diddoxaros [3x; 26:18, [14:14]); motpéva [22:117; x0pte [22:33])
24%*]; pafPi[26:25]; [14:27])
motpéva [26:31])
Pronoun 20x (adtdv; [3x; 26:15, | 19x (adtdv; [2x; 14:10, | 16X (adrtév; [2x; 22:4,
16, 25]; oot [2x; 26:17, 11]; adtd [3x; 14:12, | 6]; adtd [3x; 22:9, 14,
33, 35]; wov [4x; 19, 29]; adtol [3x; 33]; wov [2x; 22:11,
26:18%, 28, 29]; ue [4x; | 14:12, 13, 21]; pov [4x; | 19, 20]; ue [3x; 22:15,
26:21, 23, 32, 34]; 14:14%*,22, 24]; ue [3x; 21, 34]; éavTtolg
auT® [3x; 26:22, 33, 14:18, 28, 30]; &uod [22:17]; éurv [22:19];
35]; éuoli [26:23]; [2x; 14:18, 20]; oot &uoli [22:217; &y
adtol [26:24]; éuol [14:31]; oe [14:31]) [22:32]; o0o¥ [22:33])
[26:31]; o€ [26:35])
Implied Subject 15x (BéAeg [26:17]; 22x (Bérewg [14:12]; 22x (&méaTelhey
in Verbs Gvéxeito [26:20]; eimey dayns [14:12]; [22:8]; eimav [22:8];
[2x;26:21, 26]; Aéyw dmooTéAAel [14:13]; Béets [22:9]; dayw
[3x; 26:21, 29, 34]; Aéyet [14:13]; ddyw [2x;22:11, 16];
Aéyer [26:25]; APy [14:14]; elmev [3x; eipyxe [22:13];
[2x;26:26, 27]; 14:16, 22, 24]; &pxetat Gvémeaey [22:14],
ebAoy”oag [26:26]; dols [14:17]; Méyw [3x; eimev [2x; 22:15, 17],
[26:26]; ebxapiothoas | 14:18,25,30]; AaPdv | émebliunoa [22:15];
[26:27]; Edexev [2x; 14:22, 23]; Aéyw [3x; 22:16, 18,
[26:27]; Aéywv [26:27]; eddoynoag [14:22]; 34]; deapevos
miw [26:29]; Tivw éxdaaey [14:22]; [22:17]; ebyapiotnoas
[26:29]; mpodéw Edwxey [2x; 14:22, [2x; 22:17, 19]; miw
[26:32]) 23]); AafPete [14:22]; [22:18]; Aafwv
ebyaploTioag [14:23]; [22:19]; &xhagey
miw [14:25]; mivew [22:19]; é0wxev
[14:25]) [22:19]; Aéywv [2x;
22:19, 20])
Simplified Form |  2x (6 [26:18, 23]) 1x (6 [14:20]) 2x (6 [22:10, 34])
Compound 2x (6 vidg Tol avlpwmov | 2x (6 vidg Tol avBpwmou 1x (6 vidg Tol
Noun [26:24*]) [14:21*]) avBpwmov [22:22])
Total 53 49 43

Table 6.2. References to Jesus in Matthew 26:14-35, Mark 14:10-31, Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
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In Matthew’s case, among the total of fifty-three references to Jesus, five of the
references appear as proper nouns (Incols [5x; 26:17, 19, 26, 31, 34]), in Mark’s case,
three of forty-nine (InooUs; [3X; 14:18, 27, 30]), and in Luke’s case, it appears not once
out of forty-three references. In order to assess the implications of these occurrences, we
may need to calculate the possible cases where the non-proper noun references (that is,
pronouns, implied subjects in verbs, and simplified article forms) can be replaced by
Jesus in each designated text. Obviously, those cases which occur in Jesus’ speeches are
to be excluded from the calculation. And when a proper noun once occurs in a sentence
the other references in the same sentence are also to be excluded. In that case, there are
thirteen cases in Matthew (z0tév; [3X; 26:15, 16, 25]; 6 [2X; 26:18, 23]; avéxeito [26:20];
elmev [2X; 26:21, 26]; adt6 [3X; 26:22, 33, 35]; Aéyel [26:25]; &dwxev [26:27]), sixteen
cases in Mark (adtov; [2x; 14:10, 11]; adté [3X; 14:12, 19, 29]; adtod [14:12, 13];
dmootédet [14:13]; Aéyer [14:13]; eimev [3X; 14:16, 22, 24]; Zpyetan [14:17]; 6 [14:20];
ExAaoey [14:22]; €dwxev [2x; 14:22, 23]), and fourteen cases in Luke (adtév; [2X; 22:4,
6]; améatethey [22:8]; adTd [3X; 22:9, 14, 33]; 0 [2X; 22:10, 34]; eiprxet [22:13];
qvémeaey [22:14], eimev [2x; 22:15, 17], &xdacey [22:19]; &dwxev [22:19]). Among the
references to Jesus in the designated text in Matthew, five appear as proper nouns out of
eighteen cases (proper nouns + references that can be replaced by proper nouns),
accounting for 27.8%. For Mark, it is 15.8%, three out of nineteen cases, and for Luke,
0%, zero out of fourteen cases. The implications of these results can be deduced as
follows.

First, let us look at Luke’s “zero cases.” After appearing as a proper noun (Incofic)
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in 20:34, it does not appear as a proper noun even once until the end of our designated
text, and in 22:47, it appears again (76 ‘Inool). Between these proper nouns, there are as
many as one hundred sixty-eight verses; this phenomenon seems uncommon. In the
designated text, there are four cases where a proper noun Jesus seems much more natural
in each paragraph (adtév [22:4]; améoteirey [22:8]; avémeaey [22:14]; adtd [22:33]). It
seems necessary to contemplate the implications of this. Luke probably used multiple
data, as stated in Luke 1:3 that he would “investigate” (TapnxoAovbnxétt) “all things”
(méow)—about Jesus— ‘carefully” (axptpéi) for the third Gospel construction. From
this, we can deduce that the construction of the third Gospel may have been seriously
based on oral traditions as well as written sources. Considering that the frequent use of
pronouns is a characteristic of oral language,® thus, it is possible that he received the
pronoun form of Jesus from oral tradition(s), and reflected it as it is. Also, this tendency
of Luke is more pronounced when examining the process of making documents in
ancient times. According to Pieter J. J. Botha, in the first century, when publishing a
book on papyrus or parchment, it would have been revised and supplemented through at
least three steps: (1) note-taking and basic composition; (2) rough draft; and (3) copy for
distribution.* If Luke followed this process, he could have improved certain awkward
references to Jesus by using proper noun. Leaving the pronouns as it is then can be
evidence that Luke was keen to preserve oral traditions in his hands as they are
regarding the text in question.

Such a noteworthy phenomenon can become more evident through comparison

3 According to a study by Mary B. Mann, oral language has a higher (and sometimes significantly
higher) pronoun inclusion than written language. See Mann, “Quantitative Differentiation,” 63.
g p guag
4 Botha, Orality and Literacy, 74-75.
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with Acts, which is also known as a book written by Luke.> For example, if we look at
Acts 9:1-22, which contains both the description of a main character and the direct
speech section, which is similar in length to the verses of the designated text in Luke, the
proper noun of Paul, ZaAog, appears three times (Acts 9:1, 8, 22). In 9:1, Paul’s name is
revealed as a proper noun, which seems appropriate and needed since it appears to
change the central character. However, in 9:8 and 9:22, proper nouns appear even though
there are plural participants who are distinct from Paul. In light of the previous tendency
of the third Gospel, that is, omitting proper nouns of the main character, Paul could be
referred to as a pronoun, but Acts does not follow Luke’s pattern. If this were Luke’s
unique writing style, the use of proper nouns and other references in both texts would
have been done similarly. However, if Luke and Acts do not have the same pattern, we
can say that this distinctive aspect in the third Gospel does not come from Luke’s own
style. An appropriate understanding of this phenomenon can be as follows: although
Luke writes both the third Gospel and Acts, when he writes the Gospel, he may have
been faithful to oral traditions and other collected sources. In summary, when Luke
writes the Gospel, he may have tried to follow the tradition, and when he writes Acts, he
may have been a more active constructor.

Second, let us observe the five cases of proper noun 'Ingols in the designated text
of Matthew. Inooli appears in 26:10, which is the closest proper noun before our

designated text. The reference to Jesus appears only as pronouns in 26:15-16 two times,

despite the complete change of topic—from the story of a woman who poured perfume

® Fitzmyer, Luke, 1-4; Peterson, Acts, 1-4; Tannehill, Luke-Acts, 1:1.
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on Jesus’ feet to that of Judas and the high priest: this does not seem common.® In 26:1—
13, the beginning of chapter 26, Jesus appears as the proper noun four times (26:1, 4, 6,
10). Considering these usages of proper nouns, it seems unnatural that the proper noun
does not appear in 26:14—16. In other words, it seems more natural for a proper noun to
appear at least once in 26:15 or 26:16. In the context of subject change in 26:14, Judas’s
identification of Jesus as a reduced reference in 26:15 (ad7év) could be explained as an
original form of Judas’s wording with the intention to hand over Jesus to the high priest
secretly. However, a0Tév appears again in 26:16, even though it seems natural to reveal
the identity of Jesus by using a proper noun. A plausible explanation for this
phenomenon is that Matthew did not experience this event, so he may have followed a
tradition formed by another eyewitness(es). In the second, fourth, and fifth paragraphs,
the proper noun 'Inoolis appears at least once. And in the third paragraph (26:20-25),
Jesus does not appear as a proper noun. It seems, however, explicable because the proper
noun of Jesus appearing in the immediate-preceding passage (26:19) may well be
closely related to the pronoun, since the Passover meal is closely connected to its
preparation. In this sense, it seems that Matthew constructed the Gospel systematically
for readers’ understanding; however, the appearance of the pronoun (a07év) in 26:16 can
be seen as a trace of his attempt to preserve a tradition formed by other eyewitness(es) as

it is.’

® Here, the criteria for it to be “natural” for a character’s reference to appear as proper noun are as
follows: (1) according to changes in the main participants or topics, a proper noun needs to appear at least
once in each paragraph; (2) when two or more references with the same gender and number appear
together, each reference or at least one subject needs to be a proper noun.

7 Since Matthew himself was an eyewitness, it is possible that he tried to organize his Gospel more
systematically based on his own experience. In the designated text, except for the first paragraph, Matthew
plays a role as an eyewitness for the contents in other paragraphs (from the second to the fifth). However,
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Third, in Mark, Jesus appears as a proper noun, ‘Incoti, in 14:6, which is the
closest proper noun before 14:10, the beginning of our designated texts; thus, the two
pronouns of 14:10-11 (a0tdv) are to be considered as the references to this. However, as
in Matthew, it seems more natural to use a proper noun in 14:10 or 14:11, considering
the change of subject. Also, in the second paragraph, there is another case where a
proper noun seems more natural (a0té [14:12]), whereas the third and fourth paragraphs
include the proper noun ‘Incols (14:18, 27, 30). How can we understand these aspects?
According to Papias, Mark constructed his Gospel based on Peter’s testimony. In other
words, it can be seen that Mark was formed through the testimony of one person, Peter,
that is, one primary source. Due to this, in Mark, proper nouns to Jesus are relatively
posited in reasonable places in the text, compared to Luke.

These findings can be the meaningful footmarks that all three Gospels were
fundamentally written based on (oral) tradition(s). Nevertheless, the Gospel according to

Matthew probably had the most considerable features of influence from its constructor.

Substitution and Ellipsis
The substitution and ellipsis of the specified texts of Matthew, Mark, and Luke are

organized as shown in the table below.

as mentioned above, Judas’s story in the first paragraph must have been received from other witness(es)
since Matthew himself did not experience it. Thus, he may have tried to preserve its original form.
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Matt 26:14-35

Mark 14:10-31

Luke 22:3-23,31-34

Substitution

of uabyrai (26:17)

6 ddaoxaros (26:18)
wopte (26:22)

6 vioc Toll avbpwmov
(26:24)

paPpi (26:25)

TO o@ud pov (26:26)
70 afud pov i
diafixys (26:28)

Tol yevuatog T
aumélov (26:29)

ToV motpéva (26:31)
& mpéPata THg molpvng
(26:31)

6 elg TG dwdexa (14:10)
of uadyrai (14:12)
avayaiov puéya (14:15)
6 €00y pet’ éuod
(14:19)

elg T6v dddexa (14:20)
6 éuamtouevos wet’
guod eig T TpOBALov
(14:20)

6 vide Tod qvbpwmov
(14:21) 16 avbpwmw
éxelv 01" 00 6 vidg Tob
avBpwmou Tapadidotat
(14:21)

5 obiud pov (14:22)

70 alud wov tiis dabiys
(14:24)

Tol yeviuatog Tii¢
aumédov (14:25)

Tov motpéva (14:27)

& mpdPata Tis molpvng
(14:27)

1 ’
TOV XQAOUEVOV

Toxaptwtny (22:3)

Gvta éx Tol aptBpod Tév
dwdexa (22:3)

7 &det BVeabar O mhoya
(22:7)

avayatov (22:12)

of @mdorolor (22:14)
Tol yeviuatog Tijg
gumédov (22:18)

T0 gdua pov (22:19)
% xawvy) oiabxy v @
aiuar! pov (22:20)

76 avBpwTw éxelve
(22:22)

6 vioc Tol avBpwymou
(22:22)

xpte (22:33)

[Tétpe (22:34)

Ellipsis

Omission of a person
who betrays Jesus
(26:22, 25)

Omission of a person
who betrays Jesus and
the process part (14:19)

Omission of the process
part (22:20, 21)

Table 6.3. Substitution and Ellipsis Comparison between Matt 26:14-35,
Mark 14:10-31, and Luke 22:3-23, 31-34°

In writings written by ordinary authors, substitution and ellipsis can be efficiently

utilized for specific purposes. However, in the Synoptic Gospel texts, we need to

consider their origin, which has several possibilities: constructors or traditions/sources.

As seen from the table above, the analysis of substitution and ellipsis of the designated

texts can be divided into four categories: (1) all three texts matching together; (2) not

identical but appearing similarly in all three texts; (3) two texts matching together; and

8 In the comparison table, things that are the same in the three texts are underlined, those that are
not identical but similar in the three texts are shown in italics, and things that are consistent between the
two texts are written in bold.
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(4) unique to each text. One of the characteristic elements of this analysis is that most
cases of substitution and ellipsis belong to the direct speech part, except for a few cases.
This section looks at several cases in terms of the Gospel construction process.

The first is about the substitutions: pafytal and éméororor. These lexemes seem to
reflect the constructors’ understanding of the group. In the designated texts, only Luke
has the lexeme améatolot. There is a total of six plural references to @méotorog in Luke
(6:13;9:10; 11:49; 17:5; 22:14; 24:10), which shed light on Luke’s understanding of
Jesus’ discipleship. The lexeme améatolos surely is Luke’s characteristic substitution in
Luke-Acts.® This probably reflects the common term for Jesus’ twelve disciples, used by
the early church when Luke constructed the third Gospel. In Matthew, amogTolog
appears only once in the genitive plural form (dmootéAwy; 10:2). Here, dmootolwy
appears to be a one-time expression used when Jesus sent the disciples. It is used in the
context of Jesus calling his disciples, giving them power (10:1), and sending
(amooTéAAw) them (10:5). Thus, it is difficult to regard this as Matthew’s general
expression referring to the twelve disciples. Even though Matthew was an apostle, it
seems clear that Matthew recognized Jesus’ twelve selected people, which he himself
also belonged to, as “disciples” rather than “apostles.” In Mark, the use of ¢méaTorog
appears only twice (3:14 [dmoaTtéAoug], 6:30 [@mdaToro]).1% These two cases in Mark, as

in the cases of Matthew, are used when the disciples were sent by Jesus and in the

® Luke’s understanding of the group of disciples is confirmed by the use of éméaTodog, which
appears twenty-eight times in Acts (7x subjective; 13x genitive; 3x dative; 5x accusative).

10 These two cases in Mark, similar to Matthew, are used when sent by Jesus, and in the context of
the sent disciples returning and reporting (3:14; 6:30). As such, these two usages express the role of those
sent by Jesus; thus, it is difficult to regard it as Mark’s general expression for Jesus’ twelve disciples.
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context of the sent disciples returning and reporting (3:14; 6:30). Thus, these two usages
express the role of those sent by Jesus. Other than this, the twelve selected people were
recognized as “disciples” rather than “apostles.” Then in the second Gospel, it is also
difficult to regard @mdoToAos as a general expression in the second Gospel for Jesus’
twelve disciples. Assuming that the second Gospel was constructed on the basis of
Peter’s oral testimony, this phenomenon may have come from Peter’s self-awareness as
a disciple, like Matthew. In this sense, améotolog in 3:14 and 6:30 seems to be a
contextual expression, possibly from Peter. These aspects are more clearly confirmed
when we look at the use of puabnrali as a title for the twelve disciples in the Synoptic
Gospels: Matthew (66x [39x subjective plural, 17x dative plural, 1x genitive plural, 9x
accusative plural]), Mark (46x [20x subjective plural, 11x dative plural, 8x genitive
plural, 7x accusative plural]), and Luke (28x [10x subjective plural, 3x dative plural, 4x
genitive plural, 11x accusative plural]).}! As we can see here, considering the length of
each Gospel, the number of appearances of pafyral in Luke is considerably low, and in
the case of Matthew and Mark, it is relatively high. Thus, each Gospel’s unique
expressions of Jesus’ twelve disciples may be a natural reflection of each constructor’s
identity (Matthew: eyewitness; Mark: personal relationship with eyewitness; Luke: no

personal relationship with eyewitness).'?

1 Although the use of the nominative singular of uabynts appears once in Matthew (Matt 10:24)
and four times in Luke (6:40; 14:26, 27, 33), they do not refer directly to Jesus’ twelve disciples, but
rather are related to qualifications/conditions to be Jesus’ disciple. Since they were used in the relationship
with the teacher along with the reference to them, these examples are not included in the number of times.
Also, the use of the plural genitive of uafntyc appears as follows: Matt: 3x; Mark: 8x, and Luke: 7x.
Besides, the use of the plural accusative of pafyntrns appears as follows: Matt: 10x; Mark: 7x, and Luke:
13x. These genitive and accusative cases are also not included in the number of times.

12 Particularly, this point could be a reflection of Luke’s characteristic inferred from »xae&#i¢ (Luke
1:3).
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Another significant observation relates to the substitution of the “cup” given by
Jesus at the Eucharist. Matthew and Mark refer to the cup as “my (Jesus’) blood of the
covenant,” while Luke calls it “the new covenant in my (Jesus’) blood.” In other words,
the order “blood” and “covenant” is reversed here. Luke seems to share the same

3 ~

tradition with Paul (1 Cor 11:25; 7 xavy otabnxn éotly &v 76 éuéd aipatt) but expresses it

in a slightly different form. It seems possible that Luke may be taking an intermediate

position between Paul and Matthew-Mark. The following table shows this.

Matt 26:28 76 alud pou tiis Stabrwng

Mark 14:24 76 alud wou Tiis dtabnins

Luke 22:20 7 xawn otaben év 7@ alpati pou

1 Cor 11:25 7 xawn oty Eotiv v 6 Eud aluat

Table 6.4. Comparison between Four Texts on the Substitution of motyptov
Unlike Matthew and Mark, Luke refers to Jesus’ cup as “the new covenant,” not
“blood.” However, the latter part of Luke (év 7¢ aipati pov) is different from that of 1
Corinthians (éaiv év 76 €ué alpatt). Moreover, it takes pov as a modifier for blood,
which follows Matthew and Mark rather than 1 Corinthians’ éué. Considering this, it
seems that the overall form of Luke follows the same tradition as 1 Corinthians while
also taking the tradition of Matthew and Mark (Peter) into account. Possible
explanations for this phenomenon are as follows. First, the content shared equally in
Matthew 26:28, and Mark 14:24 was possibly Jesus’ actual words at the Passover, which
Matthew and Peter heard directly. However, as Paul reveals in 1 Corinthians 11:23, the
)3

Eucharistic words that he “received” (mapéAafov)™ were from the Lord (&¢md Tol xupiov).

13 Louw and Nida explain that mapadaupdve has the nuance of “receiving” tradition in particular.
Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 327.
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Considering that mapalapfave was a “technical term” for carrying the meaning of

“handing over” a tradition, custom, or teaching in Jewish culture at the time,'* we could

understand it as Paul declaring that he received Jesus’ Eucharistic words from an oral

tradition.™ There is a possibility of tension between these two traditions of the Eucharist

in the early Church era (Matthean-Markan tradition and Pauline tradition); thus, Luke

may have accepted the two traditions together. Another possibility is that Luke may have

encountered this form of tradition as it is: % xawn by év T4 alpati pov.

Lexical Cohesion

The comparative-analytic results for lexical cohesion are shown in the following table.!®

Semantic Matt 26:14-35 Mark 14:10-31 Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
Domain
57 didwpt; Tapadidwt dtdwpt (3x); didwwt (3x); Tapadidwut
Topadidwut (4x); dapepilw
60 els; dhdexa; Tpidxovta elc; dwdexa aptbuds; dwdexa
67 TéTe (2X); edxatpia; 0UXETL; NuEpaL; Wpa; Ewg; viv; uéAw
xatpés; Eyyuvg; &pTt; TN LEPOY;
nuépa; vO&; odoémote; vOg; mplv
mplv
77 étopdlw (2x) étopalw (2x); Erolpog étoipdlw (4x)
36 pabyris (3x) pabyris (4x)
51 maoya (3x) maoya (4x) maoye (3x)
90 motéw (2X) - -
33 Aéyw (21x); axolw; émayyédhopal | cuAladéw; Egopooyiw;
odoxatog; (2x); Aéyw (15%); gaiTéw; Ofopal; Aéyw
TUYTATOW; Ypadw Ypadw; edAoyEw; (14x); amapvéopat;
(2x); amoxplvopat; eDXPLOTEW; VUVEW; dwvéw eUYAPIOTEW;
pafpi; eddoyéw; bnul; dmapvéouat, cu{nTéw;

14 See Barrett, Corinthians, 238—40; Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 195; Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 160.

15 Barrett, Corinthians, 239-40.

18 The lexical cohesion analyses in chapters 3, 4, and 5 analyzed the cases where two or more
lexemes in one semantic domain appear in a paragraph. However, in this comparative analysis, even if a
lexeme occurs only once in a designated text, it will be dealt with when it shares the semantic domain with
other designated text(s). The order of the semantic domain basically follows the order in which words
appear in the Gospel according to Matthew.
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eDXUPLOTEW; VUVEW;
dnul; amapvéopat

AoAEw

37 mapadidwut (4x); mapadidwut (2x); mapadidwl (2x)
ddeois; oxavoailw oxavdarilw (2x)
(2x)
9 vids Tod avBpwmov vidg Tod avlpwmov (2x) vidg Tod avlpwmov
(2x) avlpwmog (2x) dvBpwmog
dvfpwmog (2x)
69 pATL(2%); 00 (2x); A | gL 00 (3x); w (2x); 00 (3x); wj (3x)
(2x) odx
23 ¢obiw; mivw; éyeipw; | éobiw (3x); mivew (3x); ¢obiw (2x); mivw;
amobvioxw gyelpw; guvamobvioxw OELTTVEW
8 Yelp; oGiua; alpa oGue; alua oBpa; alpa; yelp
3 dumelos; édaia dumelog; édaia dumelog
15 draaxopmilw; mpodyw amépyopat; Umayw; Epxopat; AToTTEM®;
amavtdw; Baotdlw; mopevopat (2x);
dxoAoubew; elogpyopat; Baotdlw;
eloépyopat; EEépyouat; axolouBiw;
Epyopat; diaoxopmilw; elomopelopal;
TPOdyw amépyouat; EmMaTpedw
4 mpdPatov; moipvy); mpéPaTov; GAéxTwp -
GAEXTWP
7 - XaTaAvpa; avayalov oixla (3x); xataivua;
avayatov
18 Aapfdve (2x) Aappave (3x) Aapfdve (2x)
6 TpUBhio TpUBAiov; moTHpLOV moThptov (2x); Tpdmela
25 - - ¢mbupia; émbupiw
1/37 Baagireia Baagireia Bagiheia (2x)

Table 6.5. Comparative Lexical Cohesion Analysis between Matt 26:14-35,

Mark 14:10-31, and Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

As shown above, Matthew, Mark, and Luke share the majority of the semantic domains.

Of the twenty-one domains above, the three Gospels share sixteen domains. It is worth

noting that, in terms of lexemes, Matthew and Luke have unique vocabularies, but Mark

does not, at least in the semantic domain analysis of the designated text. It seems to

reveal the existence of a tradition shared by all three Gospels and the existence of unique

sources and traditions that Matthew and Luke had independently. There are domains

shared by Matthew-Mark and those shared by Mark-Luke, but it is also a characteristic
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that there is no domain shared only by Matthew-Luke. This could be seen as a
meaningful ground for the theory of Markan priority. Nevertheless, this analysis alone
does not ascertain whether Matthew and/or Luke depended on Mark to construct their
Gospels.

Some specific observations on the lexical cohesion analysis in terms of the Gospel
construction process are as follows. Lexemes related to spatial movement belonging to
domain 15 appear in Matthew, Mark, and Luke, but Mark and Luke have many more
lexemes in this domain compared to Matthew (Matt: 2x; Mark: 10x; and Luke: 10x).
And the vocabulary related to “place” belonging to domain 7 appears only in Mark and
Luke. This phenomenon seems related to the recipients of Jesus’ instruction to prepare
for the Passover. Matthew identifies them simply as “disciples,” but Mark as “two” of
the disciples, and Luke more specifically identifies them as “Peter” and “John.”
Although all three have different expressions, they may all refer to the two of Jesus’
disciples, Peter and John. If Mark constructed his Gospel based on Peter’s tradition, it is
likely that Peter added more detail as a person with actual experience, and Luke may
have shared these traditions formed by Peter (or possibly John; cf. 22:8). Matthew may
have constructed this part in a simple version since he may not attach any significance to
the identities of the participants.

Lexemes in domain 4 are specifically related to the Old Testament quotation of
Jesus, belonging to Matthew and Mark, but not appearing in Luke. Given that Luke is
the only evangelist who quotes Isaiah 61:1-2a in Luke 4:18-19, for example, it seems
unlikely to conceive that he deliberately excluded the quotation from the tradition. It

would be more plausible to say that this quotation is missing from the traditions or
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sources that Luke had.

Orality and Textuality
The lexical density and grammatical intricacy of the three designated texts are shown

comparatively in the table below.

Matt 26:14-35 Mark 14:10-31 Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
Lexical Density 2.849 (151/53) 2.782 (153/55) 2.961 (151/51)
Grammatical 2.789 (53/19) 2.5 (55/22) 2.55 (51/20)
Intricacy

Table 6.6. Lexical Density and Grammatical Intricacy Comparison between Matt 26:14—
35, Mark 14:10-31, and Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

Considering the overall lexical density and grammatical intricacy of the three designated
texts, they are overall closer to oral texts than written texts. In the case of lexical density,
the rank of the orality appears as Mark > Matthew > Luke. In the case of grammatical
intricacy, however, the rank of the orality appears Matthew > Luke > Mark. Having said
this, however, there is little difference between their orality, and it is not easy to say
which is more oral, considering both analyses of lexical density and grammatical
intricacy. When looking at the results on lexical density, it can be said that all three texts
are close to oral language because the results are under three, but the fact that their
results are close to three makes us hard to deny that they also have written aspects.*’
The comparison table of the lexical density analysis of the designated texts can be

classified into two categories of direct speech and narrative parts.

1T Cf. Porter, “Orality and Textuality,” 8.
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Direct Speech Narrative
Matt 26:14-35 2.483 3.364
Mark 14:10-31 2.82 2.74
Luke 22:3-23,31-34 3.172 2.682

Table 6.7. Lexical Density of Direct Speech and Narrative Parts in Matt 26:14-35, Mark
14:10-31, and Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

Each result shown in the table above seems interesting. From these different results, we
can infer the characteristics of each Gospel’s construction process as follows. First, from
the result of the lexical density in Matthew’s speech part (2.483) and narrative part
(3.364), we can infer that the oral tradition of the speech part to which he contributed
may have been preserved by Matthew himself, since he was one of the first-hand
audience of the speech; however, in the case of the narrative part, Matthew may have
written basically on his own, mainly based on his own experience. Second, the results of
the lexical density in Mark’s speech part (2.82) and narrative part (2.74) are almost the
same; thus, we can deduce that Mark may have consistently constructed the Gospel from
one primary oral source, Peter. Third, the result of the lexical density in Luke’s speech
part (3.172) and narrative part (2.682) is considerably unique: it is rather an unexpected
result. In Luke, the speech part has more written aspect, and the narrative part has more
oral aspect. The less orality in the speech part in the designated text in Luke suggests
that Luke may have constructed the text based on written as well as oral sources. From
Luke 1:1-4 (esp. 1:3), we can infer that the constructor, Luke, gave careful (dxpt3éq)
attention to all the traditions and sources he collected, and he preserved them. In this
process, it is possible that content words may have increased. As a result, the orality of
the speech parts of the designated text in Luke seems to have decreased. In addition, as

mentioned before, the narrative part’s oral aspect can be explained via the comparative
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analysis between 22:3—6, and the whole narrative part in the designated text. The lexical
density of 22:3—6 is 3.5, higher than that of the whole narrative part (2.682). The reason
for the low lexical density of the whole narrative part is probably because most of the
narratives of the designated text, excluding 22:3—6, mostly appear as narrative speech
margins, which are short intros that tend to have few content words. This may explain

the comparatively lower lexical density than Matthew and Mark.

Verbal Aspect
The verbal aspect analysis discussed in the previous chapters 3, 4, and 5 is useful in
understanding the prominence of each text. This section will compare the appearances of

stative aspect in the designated texts.

Matt 26:14-35 Mark 14:10-31 Luke 22:3-23, 31-34
yéypamtal (24), éotpwpévov (15), yéypamtat éotpwpévov (12), wplopuévov
yéypamtat (31) (21), yéypamrtar (27) (22), eidévar (34), ipxet (13)

Table 6.8. Stative Aspects in the Designated Texts
As shown 1n this table, these stative aspect verbs overlap each other as follows: (1)
Matthew and Mark’s common stative aspect verb: yéypamtar (Matt 26:24, 31; Mark
14:21, 27); (2) Stative aspect verb common to Mark and Luke: éotpwpévov (Mark 14:15;
Luke 22:12). The stative aspect verbs that appear only in Luke are as follows: eipyxet
(22:13), wptopévov (22:22), and eidévat (22:34). Based on these observations, we can

deduce the following.
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First, yéypamtat in Matthew 26:31 and Mark 14:27 shows that Matthew and Mark
share the same prominence.'® Similarly, éotpwuévov in Mark and Luke (Mark 14:15;
Luke 22:12) reveals that Mark and Luke share the same prominence.'® These aspects
may have come from the shared oral tradition/written source or the process of literary
dependence.

Second, eipyxet (22:13; stative aspect), which appears in Luke, has a distinct
difference in terms of verbal aspect when compared to eimev (perfective aspect), which
appears in Mark 14:16. Furthermore, eidévat (22:34), which appears in Luke, is not
included in the parallel texts of Matthew and Mark. These two cases—even though they
have different phenomena—may have come from either deference of oral
tradition/written sources or the constructor.

Third, yéypamtar in Matthew 26:24 and Mark 14:21 does not appear in Luke, but
in Luke 22:22, the corresponding word appears as wptopévov in the same context. From
the perspective of literary dependence, Luke may have chosen wpiopévov after looking at
yéypamtat in Mark or Matthew. To be more specific, in this perspective, Luke may have
changed yéypamtat, the word which implies the “fulfilment” of the OT, into wptouévov,
which has the meaning of “determined.””?® However, given that, throughout the third

Gospel, yéypamtat appears in Luke (9x) the same number of times as Matthew (9x) and

18 Luke does not have the parallel passages of Matthew and Mark (Matt 26:31-32; Mark 14:27-28)
that contain yéypamtat.

19 ¢orpwuévov in Mark and Luke does not appear in the abbreviated parallel text of Matthew.

20 Considering that the three Gospels share the same stative aspect, it is possible that Luke
expressed the stative aspect through another verb, after encountering the text of Mark or Matthew.
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even more than Mark (7x),?! it seems that Luke also shared the perspective of
“fulfilment.”?? Also, considering the case where yéypamtat is used in Luke 24:46 in a
context that does not quote any specific Old Testament text (in a context similar to
22:22), it seems difficult to find the reason for such change by Luke himself. Instead, a
more natural explanation of this phenomenon may be that wptopévov in Luke came from

a different oral/written source.

Summary

This chapter compared and analyzed the significant findings of chapters 4, 5, and 6 with
respect to the Gospel construction process. First, the thematization study shows us the
following: (1) given the thematic units and paragraph divisions of each Gospel, the
degree of each constructor’s influence in each Gospel can be inferred as follows:
Matthew > Luke > Mark; (2) the most prominent actor in each Gospel revealed through
the theme-rheme structure appears to be Jesus in Matthew and Luke, whereas Peter in
Mark; we can deduce that in Mark the prominence of Peter may have been the result of
Peter’s emphasis on his own failure.

Second, cohesion analysis reveals the following: (1) in conjunction analysis, the
unusual appearances of asyndeton in Matthew (26:18f, 25c) and Mark (14:19) may
reveal the oral properties of these designated texts (Luke does not have a such case), and

the frequency of appearance of xai (Mark [29x], Luke [22x], Matthew [14x]) could

21 Matt 2:5; 4:4, 6, 7, 10; 11:10; 21:13; 26:24, 31; Mark 1:2; 7:6; 9:12, 13; 11:17; 14:21, 27; Luke
2:23;3:4;4:4, 8, 10; 7:27; 10:26; 19:46; 24:46.

22 Cf. In Luke 10:26, yéypamtal appears in the context where Jesus asks on what is written in the
law.
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indicate Mark’s oral characteristic which has probably originated from Peter’s oral
testimony/tradition, Luke’s construction based on multiple oral/written sources, and
Matthew’s construction as an eyewitness; (2) in reference analysis, the absence of a
proper noun of Jesus in Luke may show oral properties which may have come from oral
traditions, and the different pattern of references in Acts makes it clearer; the referential
phenomenon of Matthew, in which the proper noun of Jesus appears most often, may
have occurred from the constructor’s organized description of the context in a written
form as an eyewitness, and yet the part where he did not directly experience, the
pronoun form other tradition may have been preserved; the frequency of the proper noun
‘Inools in Mark is intermediate between Matthew and Luke, and it may have been
originated from Peter’s oral tradition/testimony; (3) among the substitution and ellipsis
analysis, the observation of puadntai and é¢mdgtodot reveals Peter (the primary source of
Mark) and Matthew’s self-awareness as the “disciple” of Jesus, and shows the
characteristic of Luke’s lexeme choice, who may have recognized Jesus’ disciples as the
apostles; regarding the substitution the “cup” in the Eucharist, Luke’s clause may have
two possibilities: Luke may have attempted to contain the two traditions of the Eucharist
(Matthean-Markan tradition and Pauline tradition) or Luke may have encountered
another tradition; (4) in the lexical cohesion analysis, Mark and Luke have the specific
details of the “place” for the Passover, which may have been originated from the oral
tradition contributed by Peter (or John), who experienced it firsthand, whereas Matthew,
who had not, may have constructed the Gospel in a more abbreviated form, or he may

have received that form from the other tradition. Unlike the Old Testament quotations in
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Matthew and Mark, Luke does not have it, and it seems possible that this part is missing
from the oral traditions and the other sources that Luke had.

Third, the orality and textuality analysis shows us the following: (1) analysis of the
lexical density and grammatical intricacy of each designated text reveals that all three
Gospels retain the properties of oral language; (2) the lexical density analysis of the
designated texts divided into direct speech and narrative parts leads to inferring the
following aspects about the construction process of each Gospel. Matthew may have
preserved the direct speech part of the oral tradition as it is, and the narrative part may
have been written based on his own experience and/or oral/written sources. Mark may
have received both direct speech and narrative parts in oral form through Peter and
preserved them. The less oral aspects of the direct speech part may be the result of the
high number of content words since Luke may have constructed the Gospel via multiple
sources. The high oral aspects of the narrative part seem to have resulted from the few
content words since the narrative speech margin and pronoun (especially for Jesus)
appear a lot in the narrative part.

Fourth, the comparative verbal aspect analysis focusing on stative aspect in the
designated texts reveals the following: (1) the stative aspects in Matthew 26:31, Mark
14:15, 27, and Luke 22:12 may have come from the shared oral tradition/written source
or the process of literary dependence; the stative aspects in Luke 22:13, 34 may have
come from either deference of oral tradition/written sources or the constructor; (2) it
seems more natural to say that wptouévov in Luke 22:22, the corresponding word of
yéypamtatl in Matthew 26:24 and Mark 14:21, may have come from a different

oral/written sources, though it cannot be denied that it comes from the result of literary
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dependence.
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CONCLUSION

A recapitulation of the conclusions that have been reached thus far is as follows.

In Chapter 1, the history of discussions surrounding the so-called Synoptic
Problem was briefly examined, and the question of literary dependence between the
Synoptic Gospels was raised. Subsequently, a position for the study of the Synoptic
Gospels was proposed based on discussions regarding the constructor of each Gospel,
known as the “Oral Tradition(s) and Constructor’s Identity Hypothesis.”

In Chapter 2, a model of RA based on SFL was presented. The model includes
four main components: thematization, cohesion (conjunction, reference, substitution,
ellipsis, lexical cohesion), orality & textuality, and verbal aspect. Before this main
discussion, however, brief observations on the genre and oral tradition were made,
regarding their relevance to the study of the Synoptic Gospels.

In Chapter 3, Matthew 26:14-35 was analyzed according to the model of mode
RA. Its results are as follows: (1) according to the thematization analysis, the designated
text contains twelve thematic units and is organized into five paragraphs. The most
marked-thematic actor in the text is Jesus. These results demonstrate the well-organized
structure of the text, which may have come from the constructor; (2) cohesion analysis
shows conjunctive ties, participant-referent chains, appropriate substitutions & ellipsis,
semantic-lexical ties, and semantic-lexical chain of the whole designate text; all these
factors consistently reveals each paragraph and that of entire designated text’s
cohesiveness which may reveal one constructor’s formation of this text, although it

reveals several factors (two cases of asyndeton and one case of reduced reference) which
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may lower the degree of cohesiveness; (3) orality and textuality analysis shows that the
designated text is close to oral language, and particularly, the direct speech part is more
oral than the narrative part; these results may show that the designated text is rooted in
oral tradition, and Matthew may have the dual identity as the contributor to and
preserver of oral tradition; and (4) verbal aspect analysis reveals the different levels of
markedness of the designated text; the possible origins of these markedness are as
follows: (a) the participant within the text; (b) the eyewitness/contributor(s) to traditions;
and (c¢) the constructor.

In chapter 4, Mark 14:10-31 was investigated according to the model of mode RA.
Its results are as follows: (1) thematization analysis reveals that the designated text has
eight thematic units and four paragraphs, that the most marked-thematic actor in the text
is Peter, and that the third paragraph has one thematic unit with two topics; these results
may demonstrate the constructor’s contribution to the organized structure along with his
preservation of Peter’s oral testimony/tradition; (2) by analyzing the cohesion of the
designated text, we can identify conjunctive ties, participant-referent chains, appropriate
substitutions & ellipsis, semantic-lexical ties, and semantic-lexical chain of the whole
designate text; all these factors consistently maintain cohesiveness of each paragraph
and that of the entire designated text, which may reveal one constructor’s formation of
the designated text, although there are several factors (one case of asyndeton and one
case of reduced reference), which may lower the degree of cohesiveness; (3) orality and
textuality analysis reveals that the designated text is close to oral language, and the gap
between its narrative part and direct speech part appears to be slight; these results

convey that the designated text is probably rooted in oral tradition; and (4) verbal aspect
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analysis shows the different levels of markedness of the designated text; the possible
origins of these markedness are the same as Matthew.

In Chapter 5, Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 were examined according to the model of
mode RA. Its results are as follows: (1) thematization analysis shows that the designated
text has ten thematic units and four paragraphs, that the most marked-thematic actor is
Jesus, and that the third paragraph has one large thematic unit (including a tiny thematic
unit) with two distinctive topics; these results may demonstrate the constructor’s
contribution to the organized structure along with his preservation of oral traditions; (2)
the cohesive analysis indicates that the designated text has conjunctive ties, participant-
referent chains, appropriate substitutions & ellipsis, semantic-lexical ties, and semantic-
lexical chain of the whole designate text; these cohesive factors demonstrate the
cohesiveness of each paragraph and that of the-entire designated text, which may reveal
one constructor’s formation of the text, although there are several factors (absence of the
proper nouns for Jesus), which may lower the degree of cohesiveness; (3) orality and
textuality analysis shows that the designated text is close to oral language, and the
narrative part is more oral than the direct speech part probably due to many speech
margins and no occurrence of the proper noun of Jesus; these results may indicate that
this text is rooted in oral traditions, with the identity of the constructor who would have
preserved multiple oral and written sources; and (4) verbal aspect analysis reveals the
different levels of markedness of the designated text; the possible origins of these
markedness are the same as Matthew and Mark.

Chapter 6 employs a comparative analysis of the designated texts of the Synoptic

Gospels, building upon the analytical findings presented in chapters 3, 4, and 5, in order
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to unveil the construction process behind the formation of those texts. From these
analyses, we were able to detect the footprints in each text in relation to the construction
process of the Gospels. These results can be summarized as follows.

First, thematization study reveals the following: (1) considering the thematic units
and paragraph divisions of each Gospel, the ranking according to the degree of
constructor’s influence is described as follows: Matthew > Luke > Mark; (2) in Matthew
and Luke, the most marked thematic actor is Jesus, but Peter in Mark; Matthew and
Luke’s results seem natural, but Mark’s result shows the possibility that Mark’s
preservation of Peter’s oral testimony/tradition.

Second, cohesion study shows the following: (1) in conjunction analysis, the
unusual cases of asyndeton in Matthew and Mark may show the oral properties within
them, and the varying frequency of xali in each designated text could indicate (a) Mark’s
oral characteristic, derived from Peter’s oral testimony/tradition, (b) Luke’s construction
from multiple oral/written sources, and (c) Matthew’s construction from the viewpoint
of the eyewitness; (2) in reference analysis, the absence of a proper noun of Jesus in
Luke could indicate oral properties from oral traditions, and the comparison with Acts
makes it clearer; the proper noun of Jesus appears most often in Matthew, which may
show the well-organized construction by the eyewitness; Mark is intermediate between
Matthew and Luke concerning the proper noun of Jesus, which may have been
originated from Peter’s oral tradition/testimony; (3) in the substitution and ellipsis
analysis, the analysis of uabytal and améotolot reveals Peter (the primary source of
Mark) and Matthew’s self-awareness as the “disciple” of Jesus, and reveals Luke’s

recognition of the disciples as the “apostles”; regarding the substitution the “cup” in the
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Eucharist, Luke may have contained two kinds of Eucharistic traditions or a different
form of tradition; (4) in the lexical cohesion analysis, Mark and Luke’s specific details
of the “place” for the Passover may have come from Peter’s (or John’s) oral
testimony/tradition, whereas Matthew may have constructed the Gospel in an
abbreviated form or preserved the other tradition.

Third, the analysis of orality and textuality reveals the following: (1) examination
of the lexical density and grammatical intricacy of each text demonstrates that all three
Gospels retain the oral properties; (2) the lexical density analysis of the designated texts,
broken down into direct speech and narrative sections, reveals the following; Matthew
may have preserved the direct speech part of the oral tradition and written the narrative
part based on his experience and/or tradition. Mark may have preserved both the speech
and narrative parts from one source, Peter. Assuming that Luke has constructed the
Gospel via multiple sources, the written property in the direct speech part seems to have
increased as the number of content words increased in the process. Also, the high orality
of the narrative part in Luke seems to have resulted from the few content words since
there are a lot of narrative speech margins and pronouns (especially for Jesus) in the
narrative part.

Fourth, the comparative verbal aspect analysis reveals that wptouévov in Luke
22:22, the corresponding word of yéypamtal in Matthew 26:24 and Mark 14:21, may
have come from different oral/written sources; other six stative cases may have been
originated from the shared oral tradition/written source or the literary dependence.

Based on these analyses, this study suggests each Gospel’s characteristics

concerning its construction process.
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First, the construction process of the first Gospel can be inferred as follows.
Matthew, the eyewitness who had direct experience with Jesus’ words and life as his
disciple and apostle, was probably a contributor to the formation of oral tradition. As
regards Matthew’s construction of the Gospel, four features are to be observed: (1)
Matthew, as a contributor and preserver of oral tradition, seems to have reflected oral
tradition to construct the Gospel, which can be revealed by (a) lexical density in the
orality and textuality analysis, especially the high orality of its direct speech part, and (b)
the factors which lower the degree of cohesiveness, revealed by cohesion analysis; (2) in
terms of the parts that Matthew did not experience directly, he may have reflected other
oral/written sources, which is revealed by the omission of a proper noun of Jesus in the
first paragraph; (3) Matthew, as a person with organized and literary abilities, appears to
have constructed the Gospel systematically, which can be confirmed by (a) well-
organized thematic units and paragraphs, (b) diverse and appropriate use of
conjunctions, (¢) his unique writing style revealed from the observation of asyndeton,
(d) appropriate use of proper noun of Jesus, and (e) overall cohesiveness revealed via
cohesion analysis; (4) Matthew may have elaborately described what he experienced as
an eyewitness, and it may have particularly influenced the formation of the narrative
part, which can be revealed by the written properties of narrative part in the orality and
textuality analysis.

Second, based on the above discussions, it can be inferred that the construction
process of the second Gospel involved John Mark, who had a close relationship with
Peter. While it is unlikely that Mark was a direct contributor to the oral tradition, he

appears to have acted as a preserver of Peter’s testimony/tradition. As regards Mark’s
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construction of the Gospel, two features are to be observed: (1) Mark appears to have
constructed the Gospel based on one primary source, Peter’s oral testimony/tradition,
considering the following features: (a) Peter, the most marked thematic actor revealed
through thematization analysis; (b) the less organized aspect in the third paragraph
revealed from paragraph division analysis; (c) the factors which lower the degree of
cohesiveness, revealed by cohesion analysis; (d) frequent use of the conjunction xai; (e)
the analytic result of the proper noun of Jesus; (f) the result of lexical density, which is
the lowest among the three Gospels; and (g) consistency of orality between the direct
speech part and the narrative part; (2) Mark’s own role as a constructor seems to have
moderate influence in constructing the Gospel, which can be inferred by the organized
thematic units and paragraphs (first, second, and fourth paragraphs) and the overall
cohesiveness revealed from cohesion analysis.

Third, the construction process of the third Gospel can be inferred as follows.
Luke, a companion of the apostle Paul, was not an eyewitness nor a contributor to oral
traditions, but a sincere preserver of the oral/written sources (Luke 1:1-4). As regards
Luke’s construction of the Gospel, three features are to be observed: (1) Luke may have
constructed the Gospel based on the oral traditions, which can be revealed by (a) the less
organized aspect in the third paragraph revealed from paragraph division analysis; (b)
the factors which lower the degree of cohesiveness, revealed by cohesion analysis; (c)
the analytic result of the proper noun of Jesus (zero cases); (d) the result of lexical
density which reveals the orality of the text; (2) in the process of constructing the third
Gospel, Luke may have used multiple sources (oral traditions along with written

sources), which is revealed by the large proportion of contents words in the direct speech
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part; (3) Luke seems to play his own influence in constructing the Gospel, which can be
inferred by the organized thematic units and paragraphs (first, second, and fourth
paragraphs) and the overall cohesiveness revealed from cohesion analysis.

Finally, what implications the above analyses and results bring to the so-called
Synoptic Problem? The study above provides significant support for the literary
independence hypothesis, though it does not prove the improbability of the literary
dependence hypothesis. As such, it is crucial to consider the role of the sources
seriously, both oral and written as well as the Gospel constructor, when studying the
Synoptic Gospels. By adopting a balanced approach that takes into account these various
factors, researchers can move towards a more comprehensive understanding of the
Synoptic Problem. Overall, this study serves as a considerable contribution to the field,
filling in some of the gaps left by previous major proposals regarding the Synoptic

Problem.
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APPENDIX 1. Prime and Subsequent Analysis of Matthew 26:14-35

Verse | Clause Prime Subsequent
26:14a— | c26 41 | Tére mopevBels els Tév ddexa, 6 Aeyduevog Toddag
15a Toxaplits, mpds Tols dpytepeis eimev:

26:15b | c26_44 | 1 Beédete pot doliva,

26:15¢ | ¢26_46 | xdyw Oulv Tapadwow adTéy;

26:15d | ¢26_47 | oi (3%) goTnoay alTd TpraxovTa dpyvpla.
26:16a | c26_48 | (xal) dmd Téte ¢0itet edxatpiav

26:16b | c26_49 | Wva adtov Tapads.

26:17a | c26_50 | T (8%) mpwyty T6v ¢lpwy mpoafiAbov of pabytal 76 Tnool Aéyovtes:
26:17b | c26 52 | mol Béders Erotudowpéy got dayelv T mdoye;
26:18a | ¢26_55 | 6 (3¢) elmey-

26:18b | c26_56 | umayete gig TV TEAw Tpds TOV delva

26:18c | c26_57 | (xal) eimate avTé-

26:18d | c26_58 | 6 diddoxarog Aéyer

26:18¢ | c26_59 | 6 xaipds pou éyyls éatw,

26:18f | c26_60 | mpdg ot o8 TO MATYe MeTA TEY ualdnTdy pov.
26:19a | c26_61 | (xai) émoinoay oi pabntal

26:19b | c26 62 | (a) cuvétabey abTols 6 Inoolis

26:19¢ | c26_63 | (xal) froipacay TO TIATYA.

26:20a | c26_64 | ’OYiag (8¢) yevouévyg

26:20b | c26_65 | dvéxeito uetd Tév dwdexa.

26:21a | c26_66 | (xai) éobiévTwy adTéy

26:21b | c26 67 | eimev-

26:21c | c26_68 | quny Aéyw duly

26:21d | ¢26_69 | (8m1) elg ¢€ Oudv Tapadwoel Ke.

26:22a | c26_70 | (xai) Aumobuevol odbdpa Apavto Aéyew adté elg Exaatog:
26:22b | ¢26_73 | wiTt éyw eiut, xlpte;

26:23a | €26 74 | §(8%) dmoxpiBelg eimev-

26:23b | ¢26_76 | 6 guPdiag uet’ éuol Ty xeipa &v 6 Tpufiin
26:23¢ | €26 78 | oftdg UE TapadwaeL.

26:24a | c26_79 | 6 (uév) vidg Tod dvlpwmou UTayel

26:24b | c26_80 | (xabwe) yéypamTal mepl avTod,

26:24c | c26_81 | oval (9¢) 76 dvBpwme éxeive 3t ol 6 vids Tol

dvfpwmou mapadidotal:

26:24d | ¢26_83 | xaldv v adté

26:24e | c26_84 | (ei) olx gyevwnfy 6 dvlpwmog éxelvos.

26:25a | c26_85 | dmoxpibei (98) Totdag 6 mapadidods adTdv elmev-
26:25b | c26_88 | unt éyw ey, paBPi;

26:25¢ | c26_89 | Aéyel adTé-

26:25d | ¢26 90 | ob gimag.

26:26a | c26_91 | Ecfibvrwy (8¢) adTév

26:26b | c26_92 | Aafav 6 Ingolis dpTov xai eddoynoas Exdacey
26:26c | c26_95 | (xal) dobg Toig pabyrals eimev-

26:26d | ¢26_97 | \dfete

26:26e | c26_98 | ddyere,

26:26f | ¢26_99 | Tolitd 0TIV TO olua pov.
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26:27a | c26_100 | (xal) Aafav ToTHploY xal eVxaptaTons Edwxey avTols
Aéywy-

26:27b | ¢26 104 | miete ¢¢ adtol mdvre,

26:28 | ¢26_105 | 7odto (ydp) ot T alud pov Tiis Siabxns T mepl
TOMGY Exyuvvouevoy eig ddeaty auapTiidv.

26:29a | c26_107 | Aéyw (8) Ouly,

26:29b | ¢26_108 | ot uy miw &’ dpTt €x ToUToU Tol yevuatos Tig
aumérov Ewg THs Nuépag Exelvng

26:29¢ | ¢26_109 | (8tav) adtd mive ued’ Oudv xawdy év tf Baotdein Tod
TATPOG LOV.

26:30 | c26_110 | (Kai) duvioavteg €&iMBov eis To 8pog TAV EAatdiv.

26:31a | ¢26_112 | Tére Aéyet adrols 6 Inaole:

26:31b | c26_113 | mdvreg Huels oxavdariobioeade év uol év Tf vuxti TadTy,

26:31c | c26_114 | yéypamtat (ydp)-

26:31d | ¢26_115 | matdéw TOV motpuéva,

26:31e | c26_116 | (xai) diaoxopmabyoovtat T TpoPata THg moluvng.

26:32 | c26_117 | petd (08) 10 éyepbiival pe mpodfw Ouds eis TV Tahidaiav.

26:33a | c26_119 | dmoxpibeis (88) 6 Iétpog eimey adTd-

26:33b | c26_121 | (el) mavteg oxavdadohioovtal év gol,

26:33¢ | ¢26_122 | éyo oUdEmoTe oxavoalghioopat.

26:34a | c26_123 | édy adTé 6 Ingols:

26:34b | c26_124 | guny Aéyw gol

26:34c | c26_125 | (&t1) év Tadty T vuxtl mplv dAéxTopa dwviioat Tpig dmapvion Ue.

26:35a | c26_127 | Aéyat adté 6 ITétpog:

26:35b | c26_128 | (x&v) 3¢y ue oLy gol gmobaveiv,

26:35¢ | ¢26_130 | o ux g€ amapviooual.

26:35d | c26_131 | dpoiwg (xal) mdvTes of pabntal eimay.

Total Clauses: 66
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APPENDIX 2. Prime and Subsequent Analysis of Mark 14:10-31

Verse | Clause Prime Subsequent

14:10a | c14 38 (Kai) Tovdag Toxapiwb 6 el T6v 0wdexa dmiAdey mpds Tols dpyiepels

14:10b | c14_39 (iva) adTdv mapadol aitols.

14:11a | cl14 40 oi (%) dxoloavTeg éxapnoay

14:11b | c14_42 (xal) émnyyeidavto abdtd dpydptov doliva.

14:11¢c | cl4 44 (eal) EQjrel

14:11d | c14_45 még adTéy edxaipws mapadol.

14:12a | c14_46 (Kat) ¥ mpaytn Nuépa T@v 8e To maoya €Bvov, Aéyouay adTd ol uabytal
alopwv, avTod-

14:12b | cl4 48 ol BéNets ameABovTeg éTopdowyey

14:12¢ | cl14 51 (va) ddyns TO TATXA;

14:13a | c14_52 (xal) dmooTéAeL 3o Tév palbnTéy adTol

14:13b | c14 53 (xal) Aéyel avTols:

14:13¢c | c14 54 UTdyete glg T ToALW,

14:13d | c14 55 (xai) gmavtioet Oulv dvBpwmog xepdutov Udatog Bactdlwy:

14:13¢ | c14 57 dxolovbnoate adTé

14:14a | c14_58 (xal) 8mou éav eigeAdy

14:14b | c14 59 elmate T& oixodeomdTy

14:14¢ | c14 60 (871) 6 1ddorarog Aéyer

14:14d | c14 61 ol 0TIV TO XaTAAUMA Woy

14:14¢ | c14_62 8mou TO mdoya KeTd TEY uabnTéy pov dayw;

14:15a | cl4_63 (xal) adTdg Oulv Jeler dvdyatov uéya Eotpwpévov Etolov

14:15b | c14 65 (xal) éxel ETOLUATATE NUIV.

14:16a | c14 66 (xcal) EE5ABov ol pabyral

14:16b | c14_67 (xal) HABov el T ey

14:16¢ | cl4 68 (xal) ebpov

14:16d | c14_69 | (xabig) eimey adtols

14:16e | c14_70 (xat) nrolpacay TO maoxQ.

14:17a | cl14 71 (Kai) dWiag Yevouévyg

14:17b | c14_72 EoyeTat petd Tév dwdexa.

14:18a | c14 73 (xal) dvaxeipévwy alT@V

14:18b | cl14 74 (xal) gobidvtwy

14:18c | cl4 75 6 Ingoti gimey-

14:18d | c14.76 | duny Aéyw Uiy

14:18¢ | cl4 77 (811) €l €& Dpdv Tapadwoel ye

14:18f | c14 78 6 éobiwy uet’ éuod.

14:19a | c14 80 fp&avTo Mumeiohar xal Ayew adté els xata el

14:19b | cl4 83 | whu &y

14:20a | cl14 84 | 6 (3%) glmey adroic:

14:20b | c14_85 els T6v ddexa, 6 éuPamtéuevos uet’ Euol eig T TpUBAiov.

14:21a | cl4 87 (871) 6 (udv) vids ol dvbpwmou Umdyet

14:21b | c14 88 (xabag) yéypamTal mepl adTol,

14:21c | c14 89 obal (5¢) 76 dvlpwmw Exeivw

14:21d | c14.90 3 ob 6 vidg Tod dvBpaymov mapadidotar-

14:21e | cl14 91 XaAOY adTé

14:21f | cl14 92 (gi) o0x gyewwnBn 6 dvlpwmog éxelvos.
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14:22a

cl4 93 (Kat) éofiévrwv avTéV

14:22b | c14 94 Aafwv dptov edAoynaag Exiagey

14:22¢ | c14 97 (xal) Edwxey avTols

14:22f | c14 98 (xal) eimey-

14:22g | c14 99 AdBete,

14:22h | c14 100 | tofité goTIv TO olipd pov.

14:23a | c14_101 | (xai) AaBwv moTYplov elxaploTions Edwxey avTolg,

14:23d | c14_104 | (xai) Emov ¢¢ adrol mavres.

14:24a | c14 105 | (xai) eimev adrols:

14:24b | c14_106 | 7odté ot T alud pov Tiis Siabuns To
Exxuwvduevoy Umep TOAAGY.

14:25a | c14_108 | duiy Aéyw Huiv

14:25b | c14_109 | (&71) oOxéTt o0 un miw €x Tol yeviuatos Tis dumédov Ewg
THis Nuépas éxelvng

14:25¢ | c14_110 | (8tav) adtd mive xawdy év Tf Paciela Tol Heod.

14:26a | c14 111 | (Kai) dpvioavtes &bV eig Td Epog TGV Edaidiv.

14:27a | c14_113 | (xai) Aéyel avTols 6 ‘Ingols

14:27b | c14_114 | (611) mdvTeg oxavdaiiohioeobe,

14:27¢c | c14_115 | (871) yéypamTar:

14:27d | c14_116 | matdbw TOV motpuéva,

14:27e | c14_117 | (xal) T mpéPata dlaaxopmiabyoovral.

14:28 | c14_118 | (dAA&) peta o éyepbijvai e mpodfw Ouds eis TV Tahiaiav.

14:29a | c14 120 | 6 (8¢) ITétpog Edn alTé-

14:29b | c14 121 | (el xal) mdvreg oxavdailohioovTal,

14:29¢ | c14_122 | (4AN") odx éya.

14:30a | c14 123 | (xai) Aéyet a0t 6 Ingol:

14:30b | c14_124 | quny Aéyw got

14:30c | c14_125 | (871) o ouepov TalTy) THf vuxtl Tplv 7 i dAéxTopa
dwviioat Tpis e dmapviay.

14:31a | c14_127 | 6 (3%) ExTeploadds EAdAEL

14:31b | c14_128 | (éav) 0éy ue guvamofavely got,

14:31c | cl14 130 | od ux g amapviooual.

14:31d | c14_131 | coadtwg (08) (xal) TavTeG EAEYoV.

Total Clauses: 64
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APPENDIX 3. Prime and Subsequent Analysis of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

Verse | Clause

Prime

Subsequent

22:3 | c22.6 EicfiABev (0¢) catavis eis Tovdav ToV xalobyevoy
Toxaptdytny, dvta éx Tob dplbuol Tév dwdexa
22:4 | c22 9 (xat) Gmerbwv ouveELdAnTeY Tols dpxtepelioy xal aTpaTyyols
70 méig adTois Tapadd adTdv.
22:5a | c22 12 | (xai) éxdpnoav
22:5b | c22_13 (xal) ouvéfevto adtd dpydptov doliva.
22:6a | 22 15 | (xal) gwpordynoey,
22:6b | c22 16 | (xal) éQjrel ebxatpiav Tol mapadotvar adtov dtep Sylov
a0Tolc.
22:7a | c22_18 | "HMBev (8%) 7 Nuépa @ alduwy,
22:7b | c22.19 | [év] ) el beabar 10 mhaya
22:8a | c22 21 (xal) dmréoTethey TTétpov xat Twdvvny eimwy-
22:8b | c22 23 | mopevbévteg TolpuaoaTe NIV TO Tdoxa
22:8¢ | ¢22 25 (va) daywpey.
22:9a | c22 26 | oi (38) glmay a0t
22:9b | ¢22 27 | mod Béets EToludowyey;
22:10a | c22 29 6 (3¢) elmey adroic:
22:10b | ¢22 30 {00l

22:10c | c22 31

eloe vty

€ ~ b \ 4
Oudv el T TOAY

22:10d | c22 32 | guvavtioet Oulv dvBpwmog xepdutov Ydatos faotdlwy-
22:10e | c22 34 | dxolovbAoarte adTé eig THY oixiay

22:10f | ¢22 35 glg Hy elomopedetal,

22:11a | c22 36 | (xal) gpeite T& oixodeamdTy TH oixias:

22:11b | ¢22 37 Aéyel oot 6 diddaxalos:

22:11c | ¢22 38 | mob 0TV TO XaTAAVpA

22:11d | ¢22 39 | &mov T maoya weta Thv palnTdy wov ddyw;
22:12a | ¢22 40 | (xdxeivog) duiv deibet dvdyatov péya éotpwudvo:
22:12b | c22 42 | éxel ETOLUATATE.

22:13a | c22 43 dmeABdvtes (O8) ebpov

22:13b | c22_45 (xabdg) eipyxet adToig

22:13¢ | ¢22 46 | (xai) Yyroluaoay TO maTxQ.

22:14a | c22 47 | (Kal) (8te) éyéveto 7 dpa,

22:14b | c22 48

QvéTeTEY

22:14c | c22.49 | (xa))?® ol dmdaTohot oY alTd.

22:15a | ¢22 50 | (xai) eimev mpds adTolg"

22:15b | 22 51 émbupia émeBipnoa Tolito T maoya dayeiv ped’ Hudv
mpd Tol ne mabeiv-

22:16a | c22 54 | Aéyw (ydp) Ouly

22:16b | c22 55 | (&71) o0 un dbdyw adtd Ewg 8Tov TANpwdij év i Bacteia

To¥ Beod.

22:17a | 22 57

(xal) deduevos:

moTplov edyaplaToas eimey

22:17b | ¢22_60

Aafete

ToUTO

23 Here, a verb, dvémeoav, is omitted, but it functions in this clause, so I only included “(xa()” here

in the prime section.
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22:17¢

c22 61 (xai) dwpepioate elg éautols:

22:18a | c22 62 | Aéyw (ydp) Ouly,

22:18b | c22_63 [6T1] 00 w9 miw qmd Tof viv dmd Tol yeviuatos Tiig
qumélov Ews o ¥ Bagihela Toli Heod END.

22:19a | c22_65 (Kai) Aapawv dptov ebyaploThoas ExAaaey

22:19b | c22_68 | (xal) Edwxev adTolg Aéywy-

22:19¢ | ¢22 70 | Tobté g0V TO oBud pov To Umép Dudiv d1dbuevoy

22:19d | ¢22 72 ToliTo motelte eig TV Euiy dvauvnaw.

22:20a | 22 73 (xal) T moTrplov woalTwg uetd TO detmyvijoat, Aéywy:

22:20b | c22_76 | 7odto TO moTYpLov 1 xaw Siabixn év 76 alpati pou
TO UmEp VWY xyuyVoreVoy.

22:21a | ¢22 78 (TTAnv) idod

22:21b | ¢22 79 % xelp ol mapadidbvrog we pet’ éuol émt tHis Tpamélng.

22:22a | c22 81 (871) 6 vidg (uév) Tol dvbpwmou XOTQ TO WPLTUEVOV TopEVETAL,

22:22b | c22 83 | (mMv) odal 6 qvBpuimw Exelve

22:22¢ | c22 84 | ¢ ob napadidotal.

22:23 | c22_85 (xat) avtol TipEavto culyTeiv mpdg Eautols T Tis dpat €l
g€ adTdv 6 ToliTo wéMwy mpdaaew.

22:31a | c22_118 | Sipwv Sipwv, 100V

22:31b | c22 119 | 6 catavig g&nmjoato duds ol cwidoat wg oV oltov:

22:32a | c22_121 | éyw (5¢) £denfny mept gol

22:32b | c22_122 | (iva) u éximy 7 TiloTig gou-

22:32¢ | ¢22_ 123 | (xai) o0 moTe émaTpédag aTHpLaoy Tods ddehdols gou.

22:33a | 22 125 | 6 (d¢) elmey adté-

22:33b | c22_126 | xipie, peta goll ETotuds eiput xal eig duAaxiy xal eig
fdvatov mopedeaha.

22:34a | 22 128 | 6 (d2) glmey-

22:34b | c22_129 | Aéyw aot, ITétpe,

22:34c | ¢22 130 | od dwynoel gRepoV GAEXTWP

22:34d | c22_131 | Ewg Tpig ue gmapviay eidéval.

Total Clauses: 63
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Verse | Clause Prime Subsequent
22:24 | ¢22 90 | Eyéveto (0¢ xal) dhovexia v adTols, T Tis adTév doxel elvat
peilwy.
22:25a | €22 93 | 6 (d¢) glmey adTols:
22:25b | c22 94 | oi Bagt)els Tév £Bvéiv XUpLEVOUTY aOTEY
22:25¢ | c22 95 | xai oi Eéovaid{ovtes adTdv edepyétat xarolvral.
22:26a | c22 97 | pei o8 oy olTwg,
22:26b | c22 98 | 4N 6 peilwv év piv ywéabw wg 6 vewTepog
22:26c | 22 99 | xal 6 yyyolpevog Wg 6 Olaxoviv.
22:27a | ¢22 102 | tig y&p ueilwy,
22:27b | ¢22_103 | ¢ dvaxeipevog 7} 6 daxovédv;
22:27¢ | c22_106 | odyi 6 Gvaxeiuevos;
22:27d | c22_108 | éyo ot gv wéow pbv el wg 6 dlaxoviv.
22:28 | 22 110 | “Ypuels 8¢ goTe of dlapepevndtes pet’ Epol év Tois
TEPATUOTG LOoV:
22:29a | ¢22 112 | xédyw diatiBepat dulv
22:29b | ¢22_113 | xaBig d1ébetd ot 6 matyp pov Paatieiay,
22:30a | c22 114 | iva éonte
22:30b | ¢22_115 | xai wivyte éml Ti Tpamélng pov év i Pactdeia pov,
22:30c | c22_116 | xal xabrioecde éml Bpdvwy Tag dwdexa PpuAag xpivovtes To
TopanA.

Total Clauses: 17
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Rheme; Theme; Rheme;
Thematic Unit, Tée mopeubels els @ ddddexa, 6 Aeyduevos Tovdas Toxaplatys, mpds Tods dpytepeis elmey-
Prime, | Subsequent,
Rheme;
i BéNeTE pot dolvat, | xdyw Oy mapadwow aldtéy;
Prime, | Subsequent, Prime. | Subsequent.
Theme, Rhemes
Thematic Unit; oi (08) | Eomnoav adTE Tpidxovta dpylpla. | (xal) &md téte | é(yTel edxauplay
Prime, | Subsequent, Primey, Subsequents
Rheme,
(iva) adtdv | mapadd.
Prime, Subsequent,
Rheme; Theme;
Thematic Unit; T (8¢) mpdyty TGV d{dpwv | mpoaHirbov of uabytal w4 ‘Incod Aéyovtes:
Prime, Subsequent,
Rheme;
ol Bedews ETolpnaowuey ool dayelv T Taoya,
Prime. | Subsequent.
Thematic Uity f-aehee BRemes —
6 (0¢8) Elmey- Umdyete | eig MY mOAW mpdg TOV Oelva | (xai) eimate | adtd-
Prime, | Subsequent, | Prime, | Subsequenty Prime. Subsequent,
Rhemey
6 dwdoxadrog | Aéyer 6 xaipds pou | Eyyls goty, | mpdg ot | motd TS mhaya metd TéY palyTidv pov.
Primeq Subsequentgy | Prime. Subsequent. | Primer | Subsequentr
Thematic Rhemes Themes Rhemes
Units (xal) émoinoav | of uabyral (&) ouvétakey | adtols 6 Inools | (xal) Nrolpacay | 6 mdoya.
Prime, Subsequent, | Primey Subsequenty, Prime. Subsequent,
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Thematic Units | Rhemes
‘Oviag (08) | yevouévng duéxerto | petd T@ 0wdexa. | (xal) éobibvtwy | alTdv
Prime, Subsequent, | Primey Subsequent, Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemes
glmev: | duny Aéyw Huiv (87v) €lg €€ vudv | mapaddoet pe.
Primeq | Prime. | Subsequent. | Primer Subsequent
Rhemes
(xal) Aumoduevol odddpa | Hpbavto Aéyew adtd els Exaotos: | uhtt ¢y ey, xlpte;
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequenty
Themes Rhemes
6 (%) amoxpibeis eimev- | 6 éuPdbas | pet’ éuod T xelpa dv 16 TpuPAMiw | olTés Ue TapadwoEL.
Prime; | Subsequent; Prime; Subsequent; Primex | Subsequenty
Rhemes
6 (uév) vidg Tod evlpwmov | dmayet (xabaxg) yéypanmtar | mept adtod,
Prime; Subsequent; | Primem Subsequent,,
Rhemes
odal (08) | 76 dvbpdime éxelvw 3t 0d ¢ vids Tol dvbpdimou mapadidoTar-
Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemes
6 (név) vidg Tod avfpwmov | dmayet (xabax) yéypamtar | mept adTod,
Prime, Subsequent, | Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemes
odal (08) | 76 dvbpiima éxelvw 3t 0b 6 vids Toll dvbpwmou mapadidotar | xahdv | A adTé
Primeq Subsequentq Prime; | Subsequent,
Rhemes
(ei) odx gyevwnfy 6 &vlpwmog éxelvos.
Prime; Subsequents
. . Rheme; Theme; Rheme;
Thematic Unity amoxpibels (38) | Tovdag 6 mapadidods adTov eimev: | wiTt éyw el pafBpi;
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequents,
Rhemey
Aéyet adTé- o elmag.
Prime. | Subsequent. | Primeq | Subsequents
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. . Rhemeg Themeg
Thematic Units "Eafiévtwy (08) | adtév AaPwv | 6’ Inoolis dpTov xal edhoynoas Exdacey
Prime, Subsequent, | Prime, | Subsequent
Rhemes
(xal) Jobg | Tols pabyrais eimev: | AdBete | dbdyete, | TolTd €0TV TO alipd pov.
Prime, Subsequent, Primeq | Prime. | Primer | Subsequents
Rhemes
(xai) Aafav | mothplov xal eyaploThoas Edwxey adToi Aéywy- | miete ¢¢ adrol mavreg,
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequenty
Rhemes
ToliTo (Ydp) | oty 10 alud wov Tiic diabnung TO mepl MOANGY éxyuvwduevov eic ddeaty auapTIGV.
Prime; Subsequent;
Rhemes
Ayw (88) | Oy, ol un miw an’ dpti éx ToUTou Tol yeviuatos Tis dumérou Ewg Tis Auepag Exelvyg
Prime; Subsequent; | Primex | Subsequenty
Rhemes
(8tav) adtd | mivw €6’ Spudv xawdy év 1§ Bagidela Tol matpds pou. | (Kal) dpviioavtes | 2EABov el 0 8pog Tdv Edaudv.
Prime; Subsequent; Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemey
Thematic Unity Tore Aéyet adrois 6 'Inools: | mdvtes bpels | oxavdaiobioeabe v Euol v T vuxetl Tadty,
Prime, | Subsequent, Primey, Subsequenty
Rhemey
yéypamtal (yap): | matdfw | Tov mowwéva, | (xal) Siaoxopmiohigovrar | t& mpdBata Tis moluvng.
Prime, Primey | Subsequenty | Prime. Subsequent.
Rhemey Themey
ueTd (08) 0 éyepbiival we | mpodfw Huds eis Ty Tahdalav. | dmoxpibeis (38) | 6 TTétpog eimey adTé:
Primer Primer Subsequent, Prime,
Rhemey
(el) mdvtes | oxavdahabigovral év ool, | éyw obdémote oxavdaAiohioopat.
Primey, Subsequenty, Prime; Subsequent;




Thematic Unit;o

Thematic Unit;

Thematic Unit;»
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Rheme,o Themep  Rhemeig

b4 3 ~ e ~ 3 \ /4 3 \ 3 4 A

Edn adt® 6 ’Ingols: | duny Agyw got éyw obdémote axavdaAiohioopat.

Prime, | Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent, | Prime. | Subsequent.

Rheme;; Theme; Rheme;

Agyel avt® 6 TTétpog- | (x&v) 0¢n | pe obv ool dmofavely, | ob wj o€ Gmapvrooual.

Prime, | Subsequent, Primey, Subsequenty, Prime. | Subsequent,
Rheme, Theme;

Suolws (xal) | mdvtes of wabyral elmay.
Prime, Subsequent,




APPENDIX 6. Theme and Rheme Analysis of Mark 14:10-31

275

Thematic Theme; Rheme;
Unit, (Kai) Tovdag Toxapiwd | 6 elg tév dwdexa dmiilfev mpds Tovs dpxtepels | (a) adtdv | mapadol adrols.
Prime, Subsequent, Primey, Subsequents
Theme, Rheme;
Thematic Unit; 0i (08) | éxoboavtes éxdpnoay | (xal) émnyysidavto | adTé dpydptov Sodvat.
Prime. | Subsequent, Prime, Subsequenty,
Rheme;
(xal) é0Ter | méig a0TOV ebxaipws Tapadol.
Prime, Primeq | Subsequenty
Rheme; Themes Rhemes
Thematic Units (Kal) tf mpyty nuépa t6v &lpwy, | (87¢) T mdaya EBuov, Aéyouay adTé of puabyral adtol-
Prime, Subsequent,
Rheme;
mol Béretg dmeAbovTes Etolndowuey | (va) ddyns | T0 mdoya; (xai) gmoatéMel | dbo Tév palntév adtol
Prime, | Subsequent, Prime. Subsequent. | Primeqg Subsequentq
Rheme;
(xal) Aéyet | adrois Omdyete | elg TV oA, | (xal) dmavtioer | Ouiv dvBpwmos xepdutov B8atog faotdlwy:
Prime. Subsequent. | Primer Subsequent; | Prime, Subsequent,
Rheme;
(xat) 8mov | éav eicéldy gimate | 76 oixodeomdty | (871) 6 Oiddaxatos | Aéyet mol £0TIVTO XaTAAUMA Wov
Primey, Subsequenty, Prime; | Subsequent; Prime; Subsequent; | Primej Subsequenty
Rheme;
§mov TO Tdoye LeTd TAV puabfnTd pou ddyw; | (xal) adtés: | Ouiv Jeifer dvdyaiov péya éotpwpévov Etorov
Prime; | Subsequent Primen Subsequent,
Rheme;
(xal) éxel | éropdoate Nubv. | (xal) EEfAGov | of pabntal (xal) \Bov | els Ty méAwv | (xal) ebpov
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, Subsequent, | Prime, Subsequent, | Primeg
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Rheme;
(xabig) elmev | adTols (xal) yrolpacay | T mdoya.
Prime, Subsequent, | Primes Subsequent;
. ) Rhemey
Thematic Units (Kat) dPiag yevouevns | Epyetar petd Tév dwdexa.
Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemey Themey
(xal) qvaxeiuévewy | adtdy (xal) gobidvrwy 6 Tnoolis | elmev-
Primey, Subsequent, | Prime. Primegy Subsequentq
Rhemey
Guny Agyw Opiv (811) €lg €& bpdv | mapaddoel pe | 6 éobiwy | pet’ duol.
Prime. | Subsequent. | Primer Subsequent; | Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemey
ipkavto | umelofar xal Aéyew adTé els xatd elg | wimt gyw; 6 (08) glmey adTois:
Prime, | Subsequenty Prime; | Subsequent; | Prime; Subsequent;
Rhemey
elg T6v ddddexa, | 6 éuBamtduevos wet’ duol eis 0 TpOPMov. | (811) 6 (ndv) vids Tol dvBpdymov | Omdyet
Primey Subsequent Prime; Subsequent;

Rhemey
\ ’ \ > ~ 5 o\ 1 ~3 A 3 3 s ® ¢ € ~ o A r

(xabwe) yéypamtar | mepl adtod, obal (38) | 76 dvBpdimw éxelvw | Ot ob 6 vidg Tod dvbpdymov mapadidotar:
Primen Subsequent, | Prime, Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent,
Rhemey
XOAOY avT® (i) o0x | &yevwnbn 6 dvBpwmog éxeivos. | (Kat) éobidvtwy | adtév
Prime, | Subsequent, | Prime, | Subsequent, Prime;, Subsequent;
Rhemey
Aafav | dptov ebdoynoas Exdacey | (xal) Edwxev | avTols (xal) elmev- | AdBete,
Prime; | Subsequent, Prime; Subsequent; | Prime, Prime,
Rhemey

~ 7 ) T : ) , S T P N o~
TolTo ¢oTwv T oBud pou. | (xal) AaBov | momipiov edyapiomioas Ewxev attols, | (xal) Emov | € alTol mavTes.
Prime,, | Subsequent, Primey Subsequenty Prime, Subsequent,
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Rhemey
(xal) eimev | adrois: ToliTd oty 70 alud pov THs diabxng TO éxyuwbuevoy UmEp MOAAGV.
Prime, Subsequent, | Prime, | Subsequenty
Rhemey
quny Agyw Opiv (671) odxéTt | 00 i miw éx Tol yevnuatog Tis dumélov Ewg THis NuEpas Exeivng
Prime, | Subsequenty, | Primec Subsequent
Rhemey
(8tav) adtd | mhvew xawdy &v 7§ Pagirelq Tl Beol. | (Kai) duvjoavtes | EfiMov els 76 8pog T Eaidiv.
Primeqg Subsequenty: Prime. Subsequent.:
Rhemes
Thematic Units (xai) Aéyet | adrois 6 'Inools | (871) mdvres | oxavdahobioeafe, | (8m1) yéypamtal
Prime, Subsequent, Primey, Subsequents, Prime,
Rhemes
matdéw | TOV molpéve, (xal) T& mpéPata | dieoxopmadioovrar. | (GAAG) wetd T0 yepbiival pe | mpodfw duds s Ty Tahhaiay.
Primeq | Subsequents | Prime. Subsequent. Primer Subsequents
Themes Rhemes
6 (0¢) Iétpog | €dn adTé- el xal Tavteg | oxavdahgbioovtal, | AN odx | éyw.
Prime, Subsequent, | Primep Subsequenty, Prime; Subsequent;
h . . Rhemes Themes Rhemes
Thematic Units (xal) Aéyet | adté 6 Inools: | quiy Aéyw gol
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent,
Rhemes
(871 ob | afuepov TadTy T vurtl mply 1) Olg dAéxTopa dwviioat Tpi e dmapvioy.
Prime. | Subsequent,
Thematic Theme; Rhemey
Unity 6 (0%) éxmepioatic ENdrer | (Eav) Oén pe | ouvamobavelv o, | ob wy o€ qmapvioopal.
Prime. | Subsequent, Prime, Subsequenty, Prime. | Subsequent.
) ] Rhemes Themes Rhemes
Thematic Unitg woadTwg (0%) (xal) mdvtes Edeyov.
Prime, Subsequent,
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APPENDIX 7. Theme and Rheme Analysis of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34

. . Rheme; Theme; Rheme;
Thematic Unit, EiofiAev | (0%) oatavés sis Tobdav Tdv xalobuevoy Toxaptdtyy, Svta éx Tol dptbuol Tév dwdexa
Prime, Subsequent,
Rheme;
(xat) dmerbwv cuveEAaANaeY Tolg dpytepelioty xal oTpatnyols | TO més | adTois Tapadd adTov.
Primey Subsequenty, Prime. | Subsequent.
Rheme;
(eal) gxdpnoav | (xal) ouvébevto | adtd dpylptov dolvar. | (xai) éwpordynaey,
Primegy Prime. Subsequent, Primer
Rheme;
(xal) EQjrel edxatpiav Tol mapadolvar adtdv drep yrov adTols.
Prime, Subsequent,
) ) Rheme, Theme; Rheme,
Thematic Unit, "H)\fev (98) ) Nuépa TGV dlipwy, | [év] 7] Edet Bdeabar | 0 mdoya
Prime, Subsequent, Primey Subsequenty,
Rheme;

(xat) améortethey | TTétpov xal Twavwny eimdy: | mopeubévres | étotudoate Hulv T maoya iva ddywpey.

Prime, Subsequent. Primeq Subsequentq
Thematic Unit; Theme; Rhemes _ —
oi (08) eimay adtd- | mod Béders EToludowyey;
Prime. | Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent,

Thematic Unity |10emes Rheme,
6 (02) eimev adrols: | idob eloeMBbévtwy | Oudv eig T T cuvavTioel plv
dvBpwmos xepdutov Ydatos faotdlwy-
Prime, | Subsequent, Prime, | Prime. Subsequent.
Rhemey
dxorovbroate | adTé eig T oixlav eig v elomopetetal, | (xal) épelte | T6 oixodeomdry THg oixlag:

Primeq Subsequentq Prime. Subsequent.
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Rhemey
Aéyel oot 6 ddaaxaros | Mol 0TV TO xaTaAvpa §mou T Taoxa petd TéV walnTtév pou ddyw;
Primer | Subsequenty Prime, | Subsequent,
Rhemey
waxelvos Vv | Oetéet dvdyatov uéya éotpwpévov- | éxel ETOLUATATE.
Primep Subsequenty Prime; | Subsequent;
Rhemey
ameAdévtes | (O%) ebpov xabax elprxet adtols | (xal) Arolwacay | 6 mdoya.
Prime; Subsequent; Primey Subsequenty
Th ic Uni Rhemes Themes
ematic Units (Kai) 8te | éyéveto 9 dpa,
Prime, Subsequent,
) . Rhemes Themes Rhemes
Thematic Unite dvémeoey (xal) of dmdorodot obv adrd. | (xal) elmev | mpos adTovs:
Prime, Subsequent, Primey, Subsequenty,
Rhemes
¢mbupia | émebipnoa todto O mdoya bayeiv ued vudv mpod Tod pe Tabeiv-
Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemes
Aeyw (yép) Opiv (6t1) 00wy | dayw adtd Ewg Tov mANpwdi év T Pacireia Tol Heod.
Primeq | Subsequents | Prime. Subsequent.
Rhemes
(xal) Oekapevos | momiplov ebyaplomjoas | eimev: Aapete | Tolto
Primer Subsequent; | Prime, Subsequent, | Prime, | Subsequenty
Rhemes
(xai) Suapepioate | el éavtols | Aéyw (yap) vuiv,
Prime; Subsequent; | Prime; Subsequent;
Rhemes
[671] 00 ) | miw &md Tl viv dmd Tol yeviuatos Tiis dumélou Ews ob % Padtdela ol Beod ENGy.
Primey Subsequenty
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Rhemes
(Kat) Aafav | dprov ebyapiotioas éxdacey | (xal) Edwxev | adTois Aéywy
Prime; Subsequent; Prime, Subsequent,,
Rhemes
ToliTé 0TV TO oBud pov T UTEp D@V Otdépevov: | TodTo motelTe eig THY EUY AvapvnoLy.
Prime, | Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent,
Rhemes
(xal) T6 ToTAplOV | WoalTws peTd T deimvijoatl, | TolTo TO moTYptov 1 xawy) Sabixn év 6 alpati pou 6
Aeywy: UTp UiV éxyuvvopevoy.
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent,
Rhemes
Iy idod % xelp ToD mapadidévrog we pet’ Euol | émi tiis Tpamélng.
Prime, | Subsequent, | Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemes
1% ¢ €y \ ~o2 I \ e I3 ’ \ ERAY ~3 A 3 I3 s ® 7
(81) 6 vids pév Tol avbpwmov | xata TO Mplopévoy mopeleTal, | MANY oval | TG dvBpwTe éxeive 8L ob Tapadidotal.
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, Subsequent,
Rhemes
RN e oy o ;
(xal) adtol | Fjp&avto culnTely mpds auTods T6 Tig dpa el €€ adTAY 6 TolTo wEANWY TpdaoTEW.
Prime, Subsequent,
: : Rheme Theme; Rheme
Thematlc Un1t7 4 7 4 H AY € 7N 3 4 7 3 ~ ~ A 3 1 A~
Sipwy Sipwy, | idod 6 gatavés Egntioato duds Tod awidoat wg ToV oltov:
Prime, Prime, | Subsequent,
h . . Themes Rhemeg
Thematic Units ¢yw (08) £0enBny mepl ool fva wi) éxdimy M mloTig ou-
Prime, Subsequent,

Rhemeg
(xal) o0 | mote émoTpédag oTipLoov Tols ddeAdols Gov.
Prime, Subsequenty
Thematic Themey Rhemey
Unit 6 (02) elmev adTd- | xlpie, peta ool ETotpds el xal eig dudaxiyv xal eig bdvatov mopeveahal.
? Prime. | Subsequent, Prime, | Subsequent




Thematic Unitg

Theme; Rhemeo

¢

0

(%) eimev-

Agyw

got,

Prime,

Subsequent,

Primey,

Subsequents,

Rhemejo
IéTpe, 00 puvnoel anuepoy GAEXTwP Ews Tplg we Amapvhoy eidévat.
Prime, Subsequent,
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Rheme; Theme; Rheme;
"Eyéveto (08 xal) | drdoveudda év adrols, 1o Tis adTdv doxel elvar pellwy.
Prime, Subsequent,

Theme, Rheme;

Thematic Unit, 6 (08) glmey adrois: | of Pacikeis tév é6véy | xupiebouoty adTéy
Prime, | Subsequent, | Primey Subsequents,
Rheme,
xal ol égovoidlovtes | edepyéral Ouels 8¢ | ovy obrwe, GAN 6 peilwy &v Oply | ywéabw dg 6 vewTepog
adTév xarobvTat.
Prime, Subsequent, Primes | Subsequents | Prime. Subsequent,
Rheme;
xal & Nyoduevos | @¢ 6 Staxov@y. | Tigyap | peilwvy, 6 qvaxeipevos | 7 6 dlaxovév; | odyi 0 Qvaxelyevog;
Primey Subsequent Prime, | Subsequent, | Primey Subsequent, | Prime; | Subsequent;
Rheme;
gyw 08 | év uéow OUAV el &g 6 dtaxov@y. | Yueis 06 | éoe ol dapepevnndres pet’ Epol év Tois mepaopois pou-
Prime; | Subsequent; Primey Subsequenty
Rheme,
b \ I4 3 ~ \ 4 4 € A 4 e b4
XAyw dtatibepar Vulv | xabwg 01ébetd | pot 6 matip pou Pacideiav, | tva Eobyre
Prime; | Subsequent; Prime, Subsequent,, Prime,
Rheme;
xal mivyte | émi Thc Tpamélng pov év T Pacidela pov, | xal xabjoeche | émi Bpdvwv Tag dcdexa dulig
xpivovtes Tol TopanA.
Prime, Subsequent, Prime, Subsequent,
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APPENDIX 9. Translation of Matthew 26:14-35 Based on
Conjunction and Verbal Aspect Analysis®

14 At that time, one of the twelve, who is called (Aeydpevos) Judas Iscariot, goes to the chief
priests,
15 (and) says,

“What are you willing (8éAete) to give me, if I hand him over to you?”
Then they weigh out to him thirty pieces of silver. '® So, from that moment, he seeks (&{9tet)
an opportunity to hand him over.

17 On the first day of Unleavened Bread, the disciples come to Jesus, saying (Aéyovtes),
“Where do you want (Bé)eis) us to prepare for you to eat the Passover?”
'8 Then he says,
“Go (bmayete) into the city to a certain one, and say to him,
‘The teacher says (Aéyet),
“My time is (¢oTw) at hand; I will keep (woiid) the Passover at your house? with my
disciples.”
19'So the disciples do as Jesus orders them, and they prepare the Passover.

20 Now, when evening comes, he lays down (&véxerto)® at the table with the twelve disciples.?!
And as they are eating (¢5016vTwv), he says,
“Truly, I say (\éyw) to you,* one of you will hand over me.”
2280 they become deeply grieved (Aumodpevor) and begin to say (Aéyew) to him one by one,
“Surely not am (eiut) I, Lord?”
23 Then he answers,

“He, who dips his hand in this vessel with me, will hand me over. 2*

the son of man
departs

(Omayer) as it is written (yéypamtat) of him, but woe to that man by whom the son of man
is handed

over! It would have been better for that man if he had not been born.”
25 Then Judas, who betrays (mapadidods) him, says,

“Surely not am (eiut) I, Rabbi?”

! The imperfective aspect in verbs will be marked as italic, and the stative aspect as bold. In this
translation, the paragraph division and the meaning of conjunctions are expressed together.

21t is a non-literary translation of mpds £, considering its context. Literally translated, it could be
“with you/to you.”

3> Avdxetpat, which appears here, is an indicative imperfect middle third-person singular form of
dvaxepal, and it is a vocabulary that reflects the culture of lying down and eating at an angle.

4 This phrase (¢u)v Aéyw Uuiv) appears thirty-one times in Matthew (in 5:26 and 26:34, it appears
as auiv Aéyw oot; in 18:19, duny is enclosed in parentheses due to the textual variant, but this was also
counted here), thirteen times in Mark, six times in Luke, and twenty-five times in John (for John, in the
form of quiv qunv Aéyw Ouiv). It is an authentic teaching style of Jesus to reveal important facts. See
Jeremias, Prayers, 112—15; France, Matthew, 184.
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He says (Aéyet) to him,
“You speak.”

26 Now while they were eating (éobiévTwv), taking a bread,® praising,® Jesus breaks it, and
distributing it to the disciples, he says,

“Receive, eat; this is (¢oTv) my body.”
27 And taking a cup, giving thanks, he gives it to them, saying,

“Drink from it, all of you,?® for this is (éoTv) my blood of the covenant, which is poured
out

(Bxxuvvépevov) for many for the liberation’ from sins. ?° But I say (Aéyw) to you, I will
never drink

from the fruit of the vine until the day I drink (mivw) new one with you in the kingdom® of
my

father.”
3% And singing hymns, they go out to the Mount of Olives.

31 At that time, Jesus says to them,
“All of you will stumble in me this night, for it is written (yéypantat),
‘I will strike the shepherd, and the flock will be scattered.
32 But after I have been raised, I will go before you into Galilee.”
33 But Peter says (or replies),
“Even if they all stumble in you, I will not stumble.”
34 Jesus says to him,
“Truly, I say (Aéyet) to you, this night, before the rooster crows, you will deny me three
times.”
35 Peter says (Aéyet) to him,
“Even if I have to (3¢y) die with you, I will not deny you.”

And likewise say all the disciples.

5 Here “bread” (goal) is singular, which shows one bread. The emphasis on the “one bread” is also
found in 1 Cor 10:17.

® The basic meaning of ebloyéw seems twofold: 1. Bless; 2. Praise. See Louw and Nida, Greek-
English Lexicon, 429-30, 442; Thyer, Greek-English Lexicon, 259.

" The lexeme &deais basically means liberation; thus, 26:28 reveals the purpose of Jesus’ death:
freedom from sin for many. The possibility of having the individual sin forgiven and free from the sin
itself, but also the concept of freedom from sin as a power.

8 This passage may show the end of Jesus’ earthly life (“no more drinking of wine”) and the future
triumph in the Kingdom of God, which has the image of Messianic banquet. See France, Matthew, 995.

% Zech 13:7.
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APPENDIX 10. Translation of Mark 14:10-3 Based on
Conjunction and Verbal Aspect Analysis

19 Now, Judas Iscariot, who is one of the twelve, departs to the chief priests in order to hand
him over to them. ' Then, when hearing it, they are glad and promise to give him silver. So,
he seeks (&{%tet) an opportunity to hand him over to them.

12 Now, on the first day of Unleavened bread, when they sacrifice (20uov) the Passover lamb,
his disciples say (Aéyouaw) to him,

“Where do you want (Bé)eis) us go and prepare for you to eat the Passover?”
13S0 he sends (dmootéMet) two of his disciples, and says (Aéyet) to them:

“Go (bmdyete) into the city, and a man carrying (Bactdlwv) a jar of water will meet you,
follow him.

14 And wherever he enters, say to the householder,

‘The teacher says (Aéyet),
“Where is (¢oTtv) my guest room, where I may eat the Passover with my disciples?”

15 and he will show you a large upper room furnished (¢oTpwpévov) and ready; there
prepare

for us.”
16 So the disciples go out, come to the city, and find it as he told them; and they prepare the
Passover.

17 Now, when evening comes, he comes (épxetat) with the twelve. '* As they are reclining
(vaxelpévwy) at the table and eating (éo6i6vtwy), Jesus says,

“Truly, I say (Aéyw) to you, one of you will hand me over, one who is eating (¢08iwv) with
me.”
1 They become to be grieved (Aumeigbat), and to say (Aéyetv) to him one by one,

“Not 1?77
20 Then he says to them,

“One of the twelve, one who is dipping (éufantéuevos) with me into the bowl. 2! For the
son of

man departs (Omayet) as it is written (yéypamtat) of him, but woe to that man by whom the
son of

man is handed over (Tapadidotat)! It would have been better for that man if he had not
been born.”
22 As they are eating (¢o81évtwy), taking a bread, blessing (it), he breaks it and gives it to
them. And he says,

“Receive, this is (éaTv) my body.”
» And taking a cup, giving thanks, he gives it to them, and they all drink from it.
24 And he says to them,

“This is (¢0Ttv) my blood of the covenant, which is poured out (éxyvvvéuevov) for many.

Truly, I
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say (Aéyw) to you, I will never drink from the fruit of the vine until the day I drink (Tivw)

new one in
the kingdom of God.”
26 Then while singing a hymn, they go out to the Mount of Olives.

2T Now, he says (Aéyer) to his disciples,

“All of you will stumble, for it is written (yéypamtat),

‘I will strike the shepherd, and the sheep will be scattered.’

28 «“But after I am raised up, I will go before you to Galilee.”
% But Peter says to him,

“Even if everyone stumbles, but I do not.”
30 And Jesus says (Aéyet) to him,

“Truly, I say (Aéyw) to you, this night, before a cock crows twice, you will deny me three
times.”
31 But he says (éAdAet) insistently,

“Even if I have to die with you, I will not deny you.”
And they say (Eeyov) likewise.
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APPENDIX 11. Translation of Luke 22:3-23, 31-34 Based on
Conjunction and Verbal Aspect Analysis

3 However, Satan enters into Judas, called (xaoduevov) Iscariot, who is one of the twelve; *
then he departs and discusses with the chief priests and the officers how he may hand him
over to them. 3 So they rejoice and agree to give him silver. ® Then he consents and seeks
(2{Mtet) an opportunity to hand him over to them apart from the multitude.

" Then the day of Unleavened Bread, on which the Passover lamb has to be sacrificed (£0et
Beabar), comes. ® And/so he sends Peter and John, saying,

“Go and prepare the Passover for us so that we may eat.”
? Then they say to him,

“Where do you want (8é)eig) us to prepare?”’
10 And then he says to them,

“Behold, when you have entered the city, a man carrying (Bactalwv) a jar of water will
meet you,

follow him into the house that he enters (eiomopedetar). ' And tell the householder,

‘The teacher says (Aéyet) to you,
“Where is (¢éoTwv) the guest room in which I may eat the Passover with my

disciples?”

12 and he will show you a large upper room furnished (¢octpwuévov); there, prepare.”
13 So they depart and find (it) as he told (eipyjxet) them; and they prepare the Passover.

4 And when the hour has come, he is reclining at the table, and the apostles with him. '3 And
he says to them,

“I have eagerly desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer; ¢ for [ say (Aéyw) to
you, I shall

never eat it until it is fulfilled in the kingdom of God.”
17 And taking a cup, giving thanks, he says,

“Take this and divide it among (into) yourselves; '® for [ say (Aéyw) to you that from now
on [ will

not drink of the fruit of vine until the kingdom of God comes.”
19 And taking a bread, giving thanks, he breaks it and gives it to them, saying (Aéywv),

“This is (éoTv) my body, which is given (106uevov) for you. Do (motette) this in
remembrance of

me.”

20 And likewise, (he takes) the cup after supper, saying (Aéywv),

“This cup (is)'® the new covenant in my blood, which is poured out (&xyuwéuevov) for you.

10 Here, ¢oTwv is omitted.
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2! “But behold the hand of the one who hands me over (mapadidévrog) (is)** with me on the
table.

22 For the son of man goes (mopedetar) as it has been determined (wpiopévov); but woe to
that man

by whom he is handed over (mapadidotat).”
2 Then they begin to discuss (cu{yteiv) among themselves, which one of them is (ely) that is
going to do (LéMwv mpacaew) this.
Luke 22:24-30 (omitted)
31 “Simon, Simon, behold, Satan demands to sift you (Opés) like wheat; ** but I pray for

you (ood)

that your faith (% mioTig cov) may not fail; and when you turn again, strengthen your
brothers.”
33 Then he says to him,

“Lord, I am (i) ready to go (mopeveafar) with you to prison and to death.”
34 Then he says,

“I say (Aéyw) to you, Peter, the cock will not crow today, until you deny three times that
you know

(el0évat) me.”

1 Here, ¢otwv is omitted.
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