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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 

the issue of the so-called “Synoptic Problem,”1 although the construction process and 

relationship between Synoptic Gospels had been discussed since Papias.2 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.3 However, since the eighteenth century, scholars 

have suggested many kinds of hypotheses on the issue of the Synoptic Problem,4 and 

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

Two Source Hypothesis.5 Besides this, positions such as the Two Gospel Hypothesis6 

                                           
1 It 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. 
5 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. Kümmel, Christopher M. Tuckett, and Craig A. 

Evans. 
6 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, 
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and the Farrer Hypothesis,7 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)8 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.9 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.  
7 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. 
9 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). 



3 

 

   

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.10 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 Hypothesis11 presume that the 

formative process of the Gospels was considerably complex and that various elements 

were involved in the process.12 Scholars, such as B. F. Westcott (1825–1901),13 Rudolf 

Bultmann (1884–1976),14 Birger Gehardsson (1926–2013),15 Samuel Byrskog,16 Richard 

Bauckham,17 Rainer Riesner, Werner H. Kelber,18 David Wenham,19 and others20 have 

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

chapter 1. 
11 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–xxvii. 
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 historical.” 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.  
20 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) 



4 

 

   

focused on the oral tradition’s influence on the Gospels.21 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.22 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).23 In this sense, he asserts that the Synoptic Gospels were possibly written 

in a literary-independent way.24 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)25 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, 
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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.”26 Furthermore, the study of these texts seems meaningful in that they have not 

yet been linguistically dealt with adequately.27 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.  
26 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. 
27 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. 
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CHAPTER 1: A SURVEY OF STUDIES ON THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM  

 

 

Introduction 

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

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.1 The 

identification of the genre of the Gospel is crucial because the way of interpreting the 

Gospels may be affected according to its genre.2 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.3 Numerous 

scholars have attempted to settle this issue,4 but it is not yet fully settled.5 Third, the 

Historical Jesus research has generally addressed the issue of the real aspect of Jesus’ 

life and teaching.6 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. 
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untrustworthiness. They usually focus on the issues of priority and authenticity of the 

Gospels.7  

In the broad area of Synoptic Gospel studies, this chapter aims to review a brief 

history8 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.9 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.10 

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

preached Jesus’ words.11 In his book, Exegeses of the Lord’s Sayings, Papias comments 

                                           
7 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. 
9 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. 
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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.12  

 

As regards Papias’s comments on Mark, while Schott translates ἑρμηνευτής as 

“translator,” G. A. Williamson translates it as “interpreter.”13 In principle, both 

translations are possible.14 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.15 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 Eusebius, 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, ἑρμηνευτής 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. 
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Aramaic/Hebrew or Greek.16 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.17 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.”18 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.19 Criticizing the inconsistency and contradictions in Greek’s myth 

and philosophy, he pursued to harmonize the Gospels in his writings.20 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.”21 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.22 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, 1 Apol. 66. 
19 Löhr, “Justin Martyr,” 439. 
20 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 38.  
21 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 39.  
22 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 39; Köhler, Die Rezeption des Matthäusevangeliums.  



10 

 

   

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).”23 By doing this, Tatian tried to make a “single seamless 

narrative.”24 This combined text was widespread in eastern countries––as far as China.25 

It seems that Tatian’s purpose in creating this text––like 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.”26 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.27 He even says that Jesus was neither born nor crucified but only 

“appeared out of the blue”: thus, he only admits Jesus’ divinity.28 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.29 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. 

                                           
23 Hunt, Christianity, 56. 
24 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 41.  
25 Hunt, Christianity, 145.  
26 Perrin, “Diatessaron,”145. 
27 Foster, “Marcion,” 273. 
28 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 48. 
29 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.30 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.31 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.”32 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.”33 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. 

                                           
30 Ford, “Only the Foolish,” 21. 
31 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 59. 
32 Origen, Cels. 2.27.  
33 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.34 He addresses one of the key 

issues in the Synoptic Problem by asking what consists a reliable and authentic text 

about Jesus.35 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.36 

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.37 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 

                                           
34 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 66.  
35 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.  
37 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 111.  
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the entire Bible, the canon of Christianity.38 He has been called the most 

notorious/dangerous enemy among the church’s adversaries,39 though someone may call 

him a constructive critic.40 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.”41 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.42  

 

                                           
38 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 90.  
39 Cf. Eusebius, 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).”43 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.44 He surely 

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

                                           
43 Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, 123.  
44 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.45 

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.”46 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.47 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.48 Augustine also identifies the order in which the four Gospels were 

written as follows: Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.49 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.50 His basic presupposition is 

that each evangelist was fully aware of their “predecessor(s)”51 and did not exclude or 

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

                                           
45 Eusebius, 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. 
48 Augustine, Cons. 1.1.1–2 
49 Augustine, Cons. 1.2.3. 
50 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.”52 Since Augustine argues that the Gospel of Mark was constructed by 

using the Gospel of Matthew,53 Augustine’s position, in this sense, can be regarded as 

the literary dependence hypothesis.”54 Augustinian Hypothesis ended previous debates 

by other religions (e.g., the Manichaeans, the Porphyrians)55 and became a concrete 

position of the Christian church for more than 1000 years.56 

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.57 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.”58 In his monograph, Sermons on the Gospel of St. John, Luther 

compared the Gospel of John with other Gospels and dealt with the differences59 in an 

Augustinian harmonistic stance.60  

                                           
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.” 
54 Strickland, “Synoptic Problem,” 10. 
55 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 140. 
56 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 140.  
57 Luther, Gospel of St. John, ix. 
58 Dungan, Synoptic Problem, 178.  
59 Luther, Gospel of St. John, 160, 218.  
60 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.61 Calvin addresses that each evangelist’s role was not decisive in terms of 

the construction of each Gospel.62 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.”63 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.”64 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.”65 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.”66 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.67 

                                           
61 Calvin, Harmony, 14–15. 
62 Calvin, Harmony, 15. 
63 Calvin, Harmony, 15. 
64 Calvin, Harmony, 15.  
65 Calvin, Harmony, 15. 
66 Calvin, Harmony, 15. 
67 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.”68 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.”69 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,70 attempts a 

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

                                           
68 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. 
69 Spinoza, Treatise, 150. 
70 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.71 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.72 He also addresses that Luke had the original Gospel, 

translated most of it, but changed the order and refined the language.73 Regarding Mark, 

Lessing proposes that he had the original Gospel but composed its abstract version 

because he had a less complete copy.74 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 

Testament by constructing his critical volumes of the Greek text, synopsis,75 and 

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.76 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 

                                           
71 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. 
73 Lessing, “New Hypothesis,” 167.  
74 Lessing, “New Hypothesis,” 167. 
75 Griesbach was the first to arrange the Gospel texts in parallel columns, which was called 

“synopsis” (it comes from the Greek word σύνοψις, 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.77 In his 

other publication in 1789, “Commentatio qua Marci evangelium totum e Matthaei et 

Lucae commentariis decerptum esse monstratur,”78 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.79  Thus, Griesbach follows Augustine’s Matthean 

priority but does not follow the rest of Augustine’s argument about Luke’s reliance on 

Mark.80  

Gottlob C. Storr (1746–1805) presents one type of literary-dependence theory 

through another source-critical approach, arguing Markan priority. In his monograph, 

Über den Zweck der evangelischen Geschichte, und der Briefe Johannes (1789), Storr 

asserts that the earliest Gospel is constructed by Mark81––under Peter’s 

superintendence––82 on which Matthew and Luke were formed respectively.83 Storr, 

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 

                                           
77 Griesbach, “Inquiritur in fontes.” 
78 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.” 
79 Griesbach, “Commentatio”; Reicke, “Griesbach’s Answer,” 50–51; Kümmel, New Testament, 75. 
80 According to Kümmel, “[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 Kümmel, New Testament, 75.  
81 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 98. 
82 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 146. 
83 Storr, Zweck der evangelischen Geschichte, 375–76. 
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has something that Matthew and Luke do not have, but very little.84 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.85 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.86 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.87 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.88 

Johann G. von Herder (1744–1803) is a German theologian, philosopher, and poet 

who criticized and warned against the negative aspects of Enlightenment.89 In his 

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

                                           
84 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 98. 
85 Storr and Flatt, Biblical Theology, 146–47.  
86 Sandys-Wunsch, “Eichhorn,” 400–401. 
87 Eichhorn, Einleitung, 6–84.   
88 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. 
89 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.90 

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.91 According to 

Herder, the Gospel of Mark has a dramatic nuance and is well-suited for oral reading to 

the congregation.92 Furthermore, he asserts that Matthew and Luke were constructed 

independently after Mark without dependent interrelation.93 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 his 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.”94 Nevertheless, 

despite his assertion, Herder is interestingly regarded as preparing the grounds for 

recognizing the priority of Mark and developing the Two Document Hypothesis.95 

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.96 He asserts that it is appropriate to view Matthew as the oldest 

                                           
90 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 176.  
91 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 179. 
92 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 186–87. 
93 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 183; cf. Kümmel, 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. 
94 Herder, Against Pure Reason, 183. 
95 Kümmel, New Testament, 82. 
96 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.97 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.98 Regarding the relationship 

between the Gospels, he argues that the Gospel of Mark was written based on the Gospel 

of Matthew99 and that the Gospel of Luke was formed under the influence of these two 

Gospels.100 

In his monograph, Historisch-kritischer Versuch über die Entstehung und die 

frühesten 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.101 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.103 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.104  

                                           
97 Hug, Introduction, 311. 
98 Hug, Introduction, 311–312.  
99 Hug, Introduction, 355. 
100 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. 
104 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, A Critical 

Essay on the Gospel of St. Luke (1825),105 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.106 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.107 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.108 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,109 researched the narrative sequence of the Synoptic Gospels.110 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.111 He did not regard this 

issue as a matter of tradition but as a literary problem.112 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. 
110 Kümmel, New Testament, 147–48.  
111 Lachmann, “De ordine narrationum,” 574. Karl Lachmann is considered to be the earliest to 

study the Synoptic Problem focusing on the order of the narratives.   
112 Lachmann, “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.113 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.114 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 über das 

Verwandtschaftsverhältniß der drei ersten Evangelien, published in 1838. He argues that 

the presupposition of an original oral gospel or primal fragments is not plausible,115 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).116 He claims that 

Mark influenced both Luke and Matthew, and that Matthew was influenced by the 

Gospel of Luke,117 which is precisely contrary to what Griesbach asserted. 

Christian H. Weiße (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. Kümmel, 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. Kümmel, 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.118 Weiße 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.119 Weiße 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 Tübingen 

School, in his monograph Kritische Untersuchungen über die kanonische Evangelien, 

published in 1848, argues for Matthean priority and the existence of Ur-Luke.120 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.121  

Bernhard Weiß (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 Weiß, the oral tradition given by Peter directly 

influenced Mark, and after Mark was formed, Matthew and Luke were influenced by 

Mark.122 He seems to have tried to find a middle ground between Matthean and Markan 

                                           
118 Weiße, Die evangelische Geschichte; Zahn, Introduction, 414–15. 
119 Weiße, Die evangelische Geschichte.  
120 Baur, Kritische Untersuchungen. 
121 Zahn, Introduction, 2:412–14. 
122 Weiß 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.123 

Heinrich J. Holtzmann (1832–1910) shares Weiße’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.124 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.125 In this regard, Holzmann, along with Weiße, 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.126  

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.127 

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.”128 Unfortunately, Westcott has been neglected by later 

scholars, despite his contribution to the oral tradition and many other studies.129 

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

                                           
123 Linnemann, Synoptic Problem, 34. 
124 Zahn, Introduction, 415. 
125 Kümmel, New Testament, 151. 
126 Kümmel, 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.130 He assumes that the common documents are the Gospel of Mark 

and a collection including the main discourses of Jesus.131 

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.132 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.133 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,”134 both of which influence 

on the construction of Matthew and Luke.135 

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

                                           
130 Sanday, “Synoptic Problem,” 3. 
131 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.”136 He assumes a 

hypothetical material, “Q,”137 and the special source of Matthew (M) and that of Luke 

(L), in oral or written forms.138 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).139 In this sense, his position is called the “Four Document 

Hypothesis.”140 Streeter also argues that Proto-Luke, which was formed by Q and L, 

influenced the construction of Luke, along with Mark.141 He further assumes the 

influence of oral tradition in constructing some parts of the Synoptic Gospels.142 

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.143 He claims that the Gospels are not biographical documents; nevertheless, he 

asserts that they give reliable information regarding Jesus’ sayings and doings.144 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.145 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.146 

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.147 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.148 Thus, Farrer provides a 

more straightforward proposal than the previous positions assuming Q.149 

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.150 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.151 

                                           
145 Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 11–317. 
146 Bultmann, 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–xvi. 
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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.152 

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.”153 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,154 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.155 He also agrees that oral tradition and other written sources may have had an 

influence in constructing the Synoptic Gospels.156 

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

                                           
152 Gerhardsson, Memory & Manuscript, 324–35. 
153 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. 
154 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.157 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.158 

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.159 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.”160 He 

also argues that the Synoptic Gospels share a common source of a Greek translation of 

Jesus’ Aramaic words.161 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.162   

                                           
157 Moessner, “Reicke,” 853. 
158 Moessner, “Reicke,” 855; Reicke, Roots, 45–149. 
159 Dunn, Living Word, 35. 
160 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;163 (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, 

Hug, Lachmann, Wilke, Weiße, Baur, 

Weiß, Holtzmann, Sanday, Wellhausen, 

Streeter, Bultmann, Farrer, Farmer 

Papias, Justin Martyr, Tatian, Marcion, Celsus, 

Origen, Porphyry, Eusebius, Calvin, Spinoza, 

Lessing, Eichhorn, Herder, Gieseler, 

Schleiermacher, Westcott, Gehardsson, Reicke. 

Dunn 

Table 1.1. Literary Dependence or Independence 

Scholars who Support/Refer to/Imply 

Oral Tradition(s) 

Scholars who Give no Mention/Attention to 

Oral Tradition(s) 
Papias, Justin Martyr, Origen, Eusebius, 

Lessing, Herder, Gieseler, Weiß, Westcott, 

Wellhausen, Streeter, Bultmann, Reicke, 

Farrer, Gerhardsson, Farmer, Dunn 

Tatian, Marcion, Celsus, Porphyry, Augustine, 

Luther, Calvin, Spinoza, Griesbach, Storr, 

Eichhorn, Hug, Schleiermacher, Lachmann, 

Wilke, Weiße, Baur, Weiß, 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 

                                           
163 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 Hypothesis164 

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

position,165 are “Markan Priority”166 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 

                                           
164 Porter and Dyer, “Synoptic Problem,” 16.  
165 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, xxviii–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.”167 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, 

ἐκβάλλω (Mark 1:12) and παίω (Mark 14:47). If Mark was able to see more suitable 

words in the parallel texts of Matthew (ἀνάγω in 4:1; πατάσσω in 26:51) and Luke (ἄγω 

in 4:1, πατάσσω in 22:50), it would have been unlikely for Mark to use such awkward 

expressions.168 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);169 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.170 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.171
 Here Evans suggests that Q can include oral or 

                                           
167 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis,” 28. 
168 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.172 The figure of the Two Source Hypothesis suggested by Evans can be 

described as follows. 

                                                      Mark                            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,”173 a body of Jesus’ teaching (Q) probably existed 

already and influenced the construction of the Gospels.174 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,” 175 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 

precision,”176 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).177 

                                           
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. 
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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 Hypothesis178 

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.179 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.180 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.”181 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.  
179 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. 



38 

 

   

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.182 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.183 

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.184 

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);185 (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;186 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).187 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.188 

 

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 Hypothesis189 

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

                                           
186 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.”190 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 πάλιν, which is 

used seventeen times191 as “a retrospective manner to unite two or more literary contexts 

in his Gospel.”192  

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”;193 

(2) analysis of each isolating linguistic feature of the Gospels (suggested by Eduard 

Zeller) shows Luke’s and Mark’s dependence on Matthew;194 (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;195 (4) Mark’s inclusion 

of a few whole pericopae seems unlikely to be brought from Matthew’s and Luke’s 

Gospel;196 (5) Mark’s literary unity shown by Markan Overlay, including Mark’s unique 

linguistic features, reveals its reliance on Matthew and Luke;197 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).198 

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;199 (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;200 (3) 

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

                                           
193 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 68. 
194 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 70–72.  
195 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis,” 72–76.  
196 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”;201 (4) although Origen considered Mark’s Gospel as the second, affected by the 

general canonical sequence, Matthean priority was still evident;202 (5) Papias’s 

testimony in The Church History, written by Eusebius, was that Matthew wrote Jesus’ 

sayings as an eyewitness, but Mark wrote his Gospel according to Peter’s recall;203 (6) 

Clement testified that the Gospels of Matthew and Luke were written before other 

Gospels;204 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.205  

 

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.206 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.”207 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).208 

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, παρελάβετε (“you received”; indicative aorist active of 

παραλαμβάνω), παρέδωκα (“I handed down”; indicative aorist active of παραδίδωμι), and 

παρέλαβον (“I received”; indicative aorist active of παραλαμβάνω).209 In terms of the 

usage of these words, Riesner explains that “the nearest philological parallel to the 

Greek words paralambanō (to receive) and paradidōmi (to hand down) are the Hebrew 

technical terms qibbel 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,211 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.  
211 Riesner, “Orality and Memory,” 99. 
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“Jesus preached in the synagogues, entered into discussions with the scribes, and 

assembled a circle of disciples like other contemporaneous Jewish teachers”212 who used 

the method of memory and repetition.213 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.214 According to Jesus’ teaching as a 

memorable form, eyewitnesses probably played a crucial role as “the tradition bearers” 

for forming the Gospels.215 In this process, disciples’ written notes that could help 

memorize Jesus’ words were probably used.216  

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 Hypothesis217 

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.218 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.219 

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.220 Thus, this model rejects literary dependence between the 

Gospels.221 

 

                                           
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.” 
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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,  

Two Gospel Hypothesis 

Orality and Memory Hypothesis 

Table 1.3. Two Types of the Four Major Views on the Synoptic Problem222 

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 

Farrer Hypothesis 

Two Gospel Hypothesis 

Farrer Hypothesis 

Two Gospel 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 I used 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 

Hypothesis 

Two Gospel 

Hypothesis 

Two Source 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.223  

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), 8:22–26; 

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; 

20:12, 15; 22:64; 23:47; 24:37. 

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, 

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). 

Luke 3:7–9; 4:40–41; 22:63–64. 

Table 1.6. Textual Usages of the Three Proponents224 

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 

Matthew and Luke 

replace Mark’s less 

suitable paiō with the 

more suitable patassō 

(Matthew and Luke do 

use paiō elsewhere, in the 

sense of “beat” with fists 

or clubs, in Matt. 26:68; 

“At the same point in the 

narrative, Matthew and Luke 

insert five identical Greek 

words, here translated by “Who 

is it that struck you?” Since Q, 

according to its advocates, did 

not have a Passion Narrative, 

this kind of agreement cannot 

have derived from Q.” It is a 

mystery, therefore, how 

Matthew and Luke could have 

“Advocates of the Two Gospel 

Hypothesis would argue that, in this 

literary context, Luke inferred from 

Matthew’s Gospel that Jesus was 

blindfolded at the time of the mockery 

and added this detail to his text. Thus, 

perhaps, Luke made the context of this 

taunting question more understandable 

in his Gospel. Mark, however, 

accepted the detail of the blindfold 

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 

wrote last and had 

Matthew and Luke before 

him, it is not easy to 

explain why he would 

replace the suitable 

patassō, which would 

have been in both of his 

sources, for the somewhat 

less suitable paiō.” 

independently added this 

identical sentence to their 

Markan source. The standard 

answer given by Q advocates is 

that there must have been some 

kind of textual corruption, but 

since the wording is in every 

known witness of both Matthew 

and Luke, this answer is weak.” 

omitted the question (Matt. 26//Luke 

22:64), which may have motivated 

Luke to add the detail of the blindfold 

in the first place. Mark may have then 

made the significant omission of this 

question from the Gospels of Matthew 

and Luke because of the somewhat 

contrasting contexts within their 

parallel pericopae, in which Jesus is 

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.225 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.226 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,227 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.228 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 Evans, “Two Source Hypothesis Response,” 119. 
228 Peabody, “Two Gospel Hypothesis Response,” 142. 
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initially performed and subsequently transmitted.229  

 

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.”230 Although there is skepticism regarding oral tradition study,231 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.232 As mentioned above, Evans states the possible influence of 

oral/written traditions on the Gospels233 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.234 According to Riesner, Jesus’ teachings were probably 

preserved in oral traditions, which may have been formed via eyewitnesses’ memory235 

(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).  
235 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.236 

 

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;237 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).238 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.239 The tradition regarding Matthew as the 

constructor of the first Gospel also can be seen in the heading τὸ εὐαγγέλιον κατὰ 

Μαθθαῖον, which appears in the late second or early third century manuscripts.240 The 

issue of authorship of Matthew has been critically addressed among scholars.241 

                                           
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.242 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.”243  

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.244  

 

Constructor of the Gospel according to Mark 

As in the case of Matthew, Mark is not mentioned as the constructor in the second 

Gospel itself; thus, this Gospel could also be considered anonymous.245 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 Dobschütz, 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, 

Kümmel, 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. Frankemölle, 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, 



56 

 

   

however, traditionally has been attributed to John Mark, as mentioned in the writings of 

Papias246 and other Church Fathers.247 There have been critics on Mark’s authorship of 

the second Gospel;248 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 (τὸ 

εὐαγγέλιον κατὰ Μᾶρκον)249 is a crucial pointer to Mark’s authorship.250 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).251 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.252 Particularly, these biblical witnesses may confirm that Mark had a 

significant role in the early church since he shared close fellowship with Peter.253 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 Eusebius, 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, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, Eusebius, and Jerome. See Stein, 

Mark, 3–4.  
248 Niederwimmer, “Markus,” 172–88; Parker, “Mark,” 68–70, 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. 
250 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.” 
251 Lane, Mark, 21. 
252 Lane, Mark, 21–22. 
253 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” (Σίμων), but he was given the name “Peter” (Πέτρος) 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.254 

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.255 

 

Constructor of the Gospel according to Luke 

The third Gospel could also be regarded as anonymous.256 Although there is some 

uncertainty concerning the issue of authorship of this Gospel,257 the constructor of this 

Gospel has traditionally been regarded as Luke.258 Like the other Gospels, the heading of 

this Gospel in the early manuscripts assumes Luke to be its constructor.259 References to 

Luke’s authorship of the third Gospel also appear in the writings of the early Church 

Fathers.260 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. 
257 Chen, Luke, 4.  
258 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 “τὸ εὐαγγέλιον κατὰ Λουκᾶν” is found at P75, believed to be AD 175–225.  
260 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).261 According to François 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.262 The issue of Luke’s authorship is not 

“clear-cut,” but there are “no decisive arguments against it,”263 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 (παρηκολουθηκότι) appears, we can 

recognize that the constructor of this Gospel is a man.264 Also, as found in Luke 1:2–4, 

Luke (κἀμοί) orderly (καθεξῆς) constructed his Gospel “just as they had been handed 

down” (καθὼς παρέδοσαν) through “eyewitnesses and servants of the word” (αὐτόπται 

καὶ ὑπηρέται γενόμενοι τοῦ λόγου),265 by investigating everything carefully (ἀκριβῶς), so 

that the reader may know “the certainty (τὴν ἀσφάλειαν) of the things.” Particularly, two 

adverbs in Luke 1:3 seem notable in terms of the construction process of Luke: ἀκριβῶς 

and καθεξῆς. ’Aκριβῶς shows that Luke carefully investigated and preserved oral 

traditions as well as written sources. Καθεξῆς shows Luke’s way of constructing the third 

Gospel by using the sources: it was done orderly.266 From these observations, we can 

                                           
261 Chen, Luke, 2. The Muratorian Canon, which is estimated to date from AD 170 to about the 4th 

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.  
266 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 

of using written sources (Luke 1:1),267 and a constructor who formed the third Gospel to 

be a “reliable, accurate history.”268 

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.269 Luke 1:1–2, however, reveals that Luke was certainly not an eyewitness to the 

events described in the third Gospel.270  

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 (ἀκριβῶς, καθεξῆς) 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 καθεξῆς, see Bock, Luke 1:1–9:50, 62. An interesting study of καθεξῆς in Luke’s Gospel was undertaken 

by Benjamin W. W. Fung. See Fung, A Defense for the Chronological Order of Luke’s Gospel. Here “Fung 

argues that καθεξῆς 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 καθεξῆς; 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 A Defense for the Chronological Order,” 57–

58. 
267 Cf. Johnson, Luke, 2–6. For more full discussions of Luke 1:1, see Alexander, Preface, 108–16.  
268 France, Luke, 6. Here, France suggests that τὴν ἀσφάλειαν 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. 
270 Tuckett, 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 ANALYSIS 

 

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 genre1 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.”2 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.”3 However, he considers the Gospels as not just ordinary biographies but 

                                           
1 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.”4 Votaw asserts that the Gospels may or 

may not be viewed as biography, depending on the definition of biography.5 He agrees 

that it is not a historical biography but rather a more general theorem of practical, 

hortatory characters.6 Schmidt argues that the Gospels were naturally woven through 

oral gospel traditions in the early church––not by the author’s intention.7 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.8 He claims that the Gospels “do not belong to any specific strand in the 

history of literature.”9 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.10 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.11 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. 
5 Votaw, “Gospel and Contemporary Biographies,” 49. 
6 Votaw, “Gospel and Contemporary Biographies,” 49. 
7 Schmidt, Place of the Gospels, 5, 27. 
8 Schmidt, Place of the Gospels, 5. 
9 Schmidt, Place of the Gospels, 27. 
10 Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, 7 
11 Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel, 1. 
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have been more complicated.12 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.13 Schuler raises doubts about Schmidt and Dibelius’s positions regarding 

the Gospels as “folk” literature, written without each author’s specific intent.14 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.15 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.16 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.17 This theory of Burridge has been regarded as a consensus in New 

Testament academia, almost as an orthodox view.18 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.19 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.20 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.21 

Such understanding is evident in his naming the Gospels “Christobiography.”22 

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.23 Thus, in this study, I 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 Keener, 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”24 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.”25 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” (Ἐγὼ 

γὰρ παρέλαβον ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου, ὃ καὶ παρέδωκα ὑμῖν) in 1 Corinthians 11:23, we can 

deduce that Jesus’ Eucharistic words are based on an oral tradition.26 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” (αὐτόπται καὶ ὑπηρέται γενόμενοι τοῦ λόγου). In addition, as the external 

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

                                           
24 Vansina, Oral Tradition, xvii.  
25 Vansina, Oral Tradition, 1. 
26 Fee, Corinthians, 548–49; Thiselton, 1 Corinthians, 183. 
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Clement of Alexandria, and Jerome witness the existence of these oral traditions.27 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.28 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.29 

 

Mode Register Analysis based on SFL30 

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 

                                           
27 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.”31 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.32  

 

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),34 and it is used by persons within a given society as 

a functional tool.35 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).36 However, 

                                           
31 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.  
34 Halliday, Functional Grammar, xvii.  
35 Halliday, Functional Grammar, xiii.  
36 Cf. Halliday, Functional Grammar, xxvi–xxvii.  
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Halliday is regarded as a pioneer who completed the scheme of SFL.37 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.38 

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.39 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.”40 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.41 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 

                                           
37 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. 
38 Halliday, Social Semiotic, 1. 
39 Cf. Eggins, Systemic Functional Linguistics, 1–24.  
40 Martin, English Text. 
41 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.42 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).43 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.”44 As he said, SFL’s metafunctional 

aspect is embodied in all languages, and he describes this metafunction as “a universal 

feature of language.”45 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.46 

                                           
42 Fawcett, Cardiff Grammar. 
43 In addition, R. P. Fawcett denies the “verbal group” of Halliday’s SFL scheme because of the 

exceptional cases. 
44 Halliday, Functional Grammar, xxxiv.  
45 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.”47 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.48 The figure below shows how a system works 

through choice to form a language and the meaning of language.  

                                                                                                                      e 

                                                                                   a 

                                                                                                                      f 

                                                                                   b       

                                                                                                                      g                           

                                                                                   c 

                                                                                                                      h 

                                                                                   d 

Figure 2.1. Hypothetical System Network49 

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 

                                           
47 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.”50 According to this basic concept, stratification is shown in a 

diagram as follows.51 

 

Figure 2.2. Halliday’s Stratification 

Although scholars’ definitions and compositions of stratification related to SFL vary,52 

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

                                           
50 Halliday, “Gloosy Ganoderm,” 107. 
51 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.”53 

 

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.”54 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.55 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, 

                                           
53 Yoon, Galatians, 72. 
54 Halliday, Functional Grammar, xiii. 
55 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.”56 

Such a linguistic system is “a part of the social system,”57 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.”58 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,59 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.”60 

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) 

                                           
56 Halliday, Functions of Language, 48. 
57 Halliday, Learning How to Mean, 120. 
58 Halliday et al., Linguistic Sciences, 77. 
59 de Beaugrande, “Register,” 7. 
60 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.”61 Based on 

Halliday’s definition, this study defines register as a linguistic type (range/forms) in a 

distinct type of situation.62 

It is evident that there is always a context before forming a language text.63 

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).64 Here we will focus on the aspect of “context of situation” in terms of the 

semantic area.65 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 text 

means a spoken or written “instance of language” in a context (context of situation).66 In 

other words, a text, which is constructed by words and sentences, is formed differently 

depending on a different context.67 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). 
62 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. 
63 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. 
64 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 6. 
65 This term was coined by Bronislaw Malinowski in his anthropological scheme. See Malinowski, 

Coral Gardens, 258.  
66 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.68 Unlike the concept of a historical context of situation, in SFL, context is 

regarded as “socio-semiotic constructs.”69 Thus, it is possible to say that “the context of 

situation emerges ‘out of’ the text.”70  

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.71 The relation between the 

situation and the text can be revealed by the following figure.72 

 

 

 

 

                                           
68 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. 
69 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). 
70 Land, 2 Corinthians, 51. 
71 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. 
72 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 26. 
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SITUATION: 

Feature of the context 

 

(realized by) 

TEXT: 

Functional component of semantic system 
Field of discourse 

(what is going on) 
 Experiential meanings 

(transitivity, naming, etc.) 

Tenor of discourse 

(who is taking part) 

Interpersonal meanings 

(mood, modality, person, etc.) 

Mode of discourse 

(role assigned to language) 

Textual meanings 

(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.”73 There are three major textual factors of mode: theme (thematization),74 

cohesion, and information structure (information flow).75 This study, therefore, deals 

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

                                           
73 Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text, 12. 
74 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.76 It also has a history in Prague School (hereafter PS) linguistics.77 

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 

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

thematization—“prime,” “subsequent,” “topic,” and “comment.” 

 

A Background of Thematization: Mathesius and Halliday 

Mathesius, the founder of the PS78 (a linguistic group being mainly interested in 

phonological, syntactic, and semantic language studies),79 made a crucial contribution to 

                                           
76 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. 
77 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.  
78 Vachek, “Mathesius,” 69.   
79 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. 



79 

 

   

the formation of functional linguistics, textological research,80 and speech analysis.81 

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.82 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 

English83—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).84 Due to this difference, although there have been attempts to apply this aspect 

                                           
80 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.  
81 Daneš, “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, “Řeč 

a sloh.” 
82 Sampson, Linguistics, 104. 
83 Sampson, Linguistics, 105. 
84 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),85 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,”86 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.87 According to Eva 

Hajičová, “[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 (přechod) between the two parts of 

the utterance.”88 Understanding the predicate as a “transition” into rheme should 

                                           

can change its position without any change in verbs.  
85 Sampson, Linguistics, 105.  
86 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 Hajičová, “Mathesius,” 51. 
88 Hajičová, 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,89 modification is inevitable.  

Although Mathesius’s linguistic modeling requires some modification, his 

methodology has nonetheless proven to be influential.90 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.91 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 (rheme).92 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 

                                           
89 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.  
90 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.  
91 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.93 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,”94 and markedness is expressed where “[t]heme is anything other 

than that which is most expected” or by intonation.95 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).96 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 

                                           
93 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. 
94 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 90. 
95 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 90. 
96 Halliday, “Language Structure,” 162. 
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structure), whereas ‘theme’ means ‘here is the heading to what I am saying.’”97 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.98 

 

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.99 

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 

                                           
97 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. 
98 Halliday, Functional Grammar, 114–15. 
99 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 English100—like inflection,101 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.102 

 

 

                                           
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 

& 

PARAGRAPH 

Topic Semantic 

shift 

Semantic 

boundaries 

Establishment of a new semantic 

environment for the discourse  

Comment Semantic 

continuity 

Support information for the current 

topic 

SENTENCE(s) Theme Change of 

subject 

Participant 

involvement 

The change of participant as actor of 

process chain 

Rheme Additional 

verbal 

elements 

Additional process information for 

current actor (extension of process 

chain) 

CLAUSE Prime First Group 

element 

Group order Who or what the clause is focused 

upon 

Subsequent Remaining 

group 

elements 

Development of the prime 

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.103 This can also be expressed as a sort of hierarchical 

system in a linearly constructed text.104 The methodology of thematization suggested by 

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

                                           
103 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.105 For in Halliday’s understanding of theme 

and rheme, there are tenuous overlapping notions between the clause and clause 

complex levels.106 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.”107 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.108 Noting that prime can occur without subsequent (Luke 

7:40),109 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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analysis,110 and an author often uses prime as a “focus” on the author’s concerns.111 For 

example, in the clause of ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει (Matt 26:18d), the prime is ὁ διδάσκαλος, 

and the subsequent is λέγει.  

 

Theme and Rheme 

After replacing Halliday’s concepts of “theme and rheme” with “prime and 

subsequent,”112 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.113  

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.”114 

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.”115 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.”116 As an example of theme 

and rheme, in Mark 14:29, ὁ δὲ Πέτρος ἔφη αὐτῷ· εἰ καὶ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται, ἀλλ᾽ 

οὐκ ἐγώ, the theme is ὁ Πέτρος, and the rheme is ἔφη αὐτῷ· εἰ καὶ πάντες 

σκανδαλισθήσονται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐγώ. Porter and O’Donnell’s model notes that there can be 

multiple clauses and clause complexes containing an actor117 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.118 In Mark 14:29, for instance, ὁ Πέτρος 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.”119 With this definition, we may suppose that they try to show how a 

text is like a clause.120  

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.121 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.122  

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.  



90 

 

   

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;123 (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.”124 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.”125 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.”126 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.127 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”128 which create cohesive ties: (1) reference, (2) substitution, (3) ellipsis, (4) 

conjunction, and (5) lexical cohesion.129 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.”130 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.”131 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.”132 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).133 The examples in Hellenistic Greek of these are as follows: 1. personal 

reference (e.g., αὐτός, ὁ), 2. demonstrative reference (e.g., τοῦτο, ὧδε, νῦν), and 3. 

comparative reference (e.g., μείζων, μικρότερον).134 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.135 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.” 
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also helpful in recognizing the degrees of “cohesiveness in referential ties.”136 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.”137 

 

Substitution 

Second, substitution is “the replacement of one item by another”138 as an “endophoric” 

cohesive device.139 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.140 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.141 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.142 

 

                                           
136 Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 181–82.  
137 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.”143 This concept is linked to substitution, 

as it relates to what was previously within a text.144 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.”145 It could be related to a kind of 

presupposition146 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.147  

 

Conjunction 

Fourth, conjunction elements “express certain meanings that presuppose other 

components’ presence in the discourse.”148 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.”149 Halliday and Hasan classify conjunctive relations 

into four types: additive, adversative, causal, and temporal.150 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. 
150 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.151 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.152  

Among the conjunctions in the New Testament Greek texts, the designated texts 

include the following: ἀλλά (but/indeed), γὰρ (for/therefore), δέ (but/and/indeed …), καί 

(and/so/if …),153 ἐὰν (if), εἰ (if), ἕως (until), πρὶν (before),154 ἵνα (in order to), καθὼς 

(like), μὲν (indeed/on the one hand), ὅταν (when), ὅτε (when), ὅτι (that), ὅπου (where), 

πλήν (but), τότε (then/at that time), ὡς (so/as).155 There are also some cases of synthetic 

forms: κἀγώ, (Matt 26:15), κἂν (26:35; καί [and, also] and ἐάν [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: καί, δέ; (2) conjunctions with narrow meaning potential: ἀλλά, 

                                           
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 It is difficult to distinguish all the subtle differences between the meanings of δέ and καί. 

However, it can be said that καί leans to continuity, whereas δέ leans to adversative even if it includes 

continuity (Mathewson and Emig, Greek Grammar, 262–63). In that sense, Porter’s naming of καί as a 

connective, adversative, or emphatic conjunction and δέ as an adversative, connective, or emphatic 

conjunction is thought to be a cautious expression. See Porter, Idioms, 208, 211. 
154 It is used in Mark 14:30 with ἤ and has the meaning of “before.” Since ἤ is used in coordination 

with πρίν, having no separate meaning, it is excluded from the list.  
155 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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γάρ, ἐάν, εἰ, ἕως, πρίν, ἵνα, καθώς, μέν, ὅταν, ὅτε, ὅτι, ὅπου, πλήν, τότε, ὡς. 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.156 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.”157 

This study assesses each conjunction’s appropriateness in terms of its usage in 

each context.158 Conjunction analysis will be done based on the divided table of the 

narrative and direct speech/quotation159 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 

previous grammatical elements (reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction).160 

Halliday and Hasan suggest two types of lexical cohesion: reiteration and collocation.161 

                                           
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 Ø 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. 
158 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. 
160 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 274. 
161 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.162 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 μακάριοι [blessed]) and 1 John 1:9 (usage of ἀδικίας [sins] as a synonym 

of ἁμαρτίας [unrighteousness]).163 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.”164 A meaningful example can be found in Romans, that is, the collocational 

usage of two Greek words, δίκαιος and θεοῦ (almost 16x in Romans).165  

This study examines the cohesiveness of the designated texts by analyzing 

“semantic-lexical ties.”166 For this, we utilize J. P. Louw and E. A. Nida’s Greek-English 

Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains167 to group the lexemes in 

each paragraph of the texts by their semantic domains. Next, by analyzing the ratio of 

the lexemes168 that can be formed into semantic-lexical ties per the number of content 

                                           
162 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 288. 
163 Yoon, Galatians, 117.  
164 Halliday and Hasan, Cohesion in English, 286.  
165 Yoon, Galatians, 117. 
166 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. 
168 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,169 and verbs in the narrative speech margin170), this study attempts to 

determine the lexical cohesion of each paragraph. This study also analyzes the semantic-

lexical chain of the whole designated texts171 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. 

 

                                           
169 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 λέγω and φημί. 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 (λέγω and φημί 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.172 

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.173 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.174 In contrast, the advent of 

                                           
172 Saussure, General Linguistics, 28. 
173 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.175 In this regard, Ong underscores the profound influence of oral and 

written mediums in shaping the human mind.176 

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.177 

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.178  

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.179 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.180 

                                           
175 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 115–35. 
176 Ong, Orality and Literacy, 174–76. 
177 Halliday, Spoken and Written Language, xv–xvi. 
178 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.181 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.182 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.183 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.184 

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 he, his; 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.185  

According to Halliday, written language tends to have a high lexical density,186 and oral 

language is characterized by a high grammatical intricacy.187 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.”188  

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.189 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.190 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.”191 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.”192 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 εἰμί 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. 
191 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.193 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.194 

Three verbal aspects linked to three major tense-forms are as follows.195 

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.196 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.”197 In this sense, we can say that 

some aspectual choices contain greater prominence/markedness than others.198 Due to 

such usefulness, Porter’s verbal aspect theory has since been used effectively for 

studying the Gospels.199 Verbal aspect analysis is related to transitivity since it reveals 

the type of process,200 thus it can be included in the field analysis. However, this study 

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 

ποιέω by using Porter’s verbal aspect theory in the light of SFL.  
200 Yoon, Galatians, 93–94.  
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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–

15a 
Τότε  πορευθεὶς εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης, πρὸς 

τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς εἶπεν· 

26:15b τί θέλετέ μοι δοῦναι, 

26:16a (καὶ) ἀπὸ τότε  ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν 

26:18a ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν· 
26:18b ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα 

26:18d ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· 
26:19b (ὡς) συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
26:21a (καὶ) ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν 

26:21b εἶπεν·  

26:22b μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, κύριε; 
26:23a ὁ (δὲ) ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· 

 26:24c οὐαὶ (δὲ) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· 
26:24d καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ 
26:24e (εἰ) οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 

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; 26:18b), (6) subject (noun; 26:18d), (7) verb (separate subject 

existence; 26:19b), (8) participle as an adverb (26:21a), (9) verb only (without 

subsequent; 26:21b), (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.1 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) κἀγὼ (1x; 26:15a [26:14; εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης]), 

(2) οἱ (1x; 26:15b [26:14; τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς]), (3) οἱ μαθηταί (3x; 26:17, 19, 35b [πάντες οἱ 

μαθηταί]), (4) ὁ (2x; 26:18 [τῷ Ἰησου], 23), (5) Ἰούδας (1x; 26:25), (6) ὁ Ἰησοῦς (2x; 

                                           
1 Cf. Porter and O’Donnell, Discourse Analysis, 93. 
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26:26, 34), (7) ὁ Πέτρος (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 UBS5 which is widely 

used by anyone reading the New Testament in its original language.  

UBS5 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 UBS5 and suggest an alternative paragraph division.2 

                                           
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 UBS5 is 26:14–16. There are two thematic units 

(26:14–15a; 26:15b–16) and two thematic participants (κἀγώ [26:15a; cf. 26:14, εἷς τῶν 

δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης]; οἱ [26:15b; cf. 26:14, τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς]). This 

paragraph includes a temporal deixis (τότε; consecutive conjunction; cf. 26:2, μετὰ δύο 

ἡμέρας τὸ πάσχα γίνεται) 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.”3 

Furthermore, this paragraph consists of Judas’s plan to betray Jesus and the high priests’ 

proposal of giving silver; the lexemes in domain 57 (δίδωμι; παραδίδωμι) cohesively tie 

this paragraph. Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS5 seems 

appropriate.  

The second paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 26:17–25. It contains five thematic 

units (26:17; 26:18; 26:19; 26:20–24; 26:25) and three thematic participants (οἱ μαθηταί 

[26:17, 19]; ὁ [Jesus; 26:18, 23; cf. 26:17; τῷ Ἰησου]; Ἰούδας [26:25]). However, it has two 

temporal deixes (Τῇ … πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων [26:17]; Ὀψίας … γενομένης [26:20]) and an 

adversative conjunction (δέ; 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 UBS5 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 UBS5.  
4 The rationale of this proposal will be further revealed via later lexical cohesion analyses. 
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The third paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 26:26–30. There are one thematic unit 

(26:26–30) and one thematic participant (ὁ Ἰησοῦς). It has a temporal deixis (Ἐσθιόντων) 

with an adversative conjunction δέ 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 (ἐσθίω; πίνω) 

and 8 (σῶμα; αἷμα) are related to the theme of the Eucharist and cohesively tie this 

paragraph. Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS5 seems appropriate. 

The fourth paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 26:31–35. It has four thematic units 

(26:31–33; 26:34; 26:35a; 26:35b) and three thematic participants (ὁ Πέτρος; ὁ Ἰησοῦς; 

πάντες οἱ μαθηταί). Temporal deixis (τότε) 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 σκανδαλίζω (26:31, 33 [2x]; domain 

31). Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS5 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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Finding Topics of Each Paragraph 

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.5 The figure 

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

Paragraph Thematic 

Unit 
Verse Thematic 

Participant 
Major Process 

1 1 14–15a one of the twelve 

(Judas Iscariot) 

went to the chief priests 

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 20–24 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 26:14–356 

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.  
6 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 UBS5 are summarized in the following figure.  

Paragraph Division & Topics of 

UBS5 

Paragraph Division & Topics of This Study 

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) 

4. Peter’s Denial Foretold (26:31–35) 

1. A Deal between Judas and the High Priests 

surrounding the Betrayal to Jesus (26:14–16) 

2. Disciples’ Inquiry about 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) 

5. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Disciples’ Stumbling and 

Peter’s Denial (26:31–35) 

Table 3.3. Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS5 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 UBS5’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 UBS5, 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 14 Τότε πορευθεὶς εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ  

λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης, πρὸς  

τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 15 εἶπεν· 

                                                           Ø τί θέλετέ μοι δοῦναι, κἀγὼ ὑμῖν               

                                                           παραδώσω αὐτόν; 
οἱ δὲ ἔστησαν αὐτῷ τριάκοντα ἀργύρια. 
16 καὶ ἀπὸ τότε ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν ἵνα  

αὐτὸν παραδῷ. 

26:17–19 17 Τῇ δὲ πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων προσῆλθον  
οἱ μαθηταὶ τῷ Ἰησοῦ λέγοντες· 
                                                           Ø ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι φαγεῖν τὸ  
                                                           πάσχα;  
18 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν· 

                                                           Ø ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα καὶ 
                                                           εἴπατε αὐτῷ· 
                                                              Ø ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· 
                                                                 Ø ὁ καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἐστιν, Ø πρὸς σὲ     

                                                                 ποιῶ τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου.  
19 καὶ ἐποίησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ ὡς συνέταξεν  

αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

26:20–25 20 Ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης ἀνέκειτο μετὰ τῶν  
δώδεκα. 21 καὶ ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν εἶπεν· 

                                                           Ø ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν  

                                                       παραδώσει με. 
22 καὶ λυπούμενοι σφόδρα ἤρξαντο 

λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος· 
                                                           Ø μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, κύριε; 
23 ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· 

                                                           Ø ὁ ἐμβάψας μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ 
                                                           τρυβλίῳ οὗτός με παραδώσει. 24 ὁ μὲν υἱὸς 
                                                           τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς γέγραπται περὶ 
                                                           αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ δὲ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ  
                                                           υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· Ø καλὸν ἦν 

                                                           αὐτῷ εἰ οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 
25 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ Ἰούδας ὁ παραδιδοὺς  
αὐτὸν εἶπεν·  

                                                           Ø μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, ῥαββί;  
Ø λέγει αὐτῷ·  

                                                           Ø σὺ εἶπας.  
26:26–30 26 Ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς  

ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ δοὺς  
τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν·  

                                                           Ø λάβετε Ø φάγετε, Ø τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά  
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                                                           μου. 
27 καὶ λαβὼν ποτήριον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας  
ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· 

                                                           Ø πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες, 28 τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν 

                                                           τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν 

                                                           ἐκχυννόμενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. 29 λέγω 

                                                           δὲ ὑμῖν, Ø οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι ἐκ τούτου τοῦ 

                                                           γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας  
                                                           ἐκείνης ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν καινὸν ἐν  
                                                           τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ πατρός μου.  
30 Καὶ ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος 

τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 

26:31–35 31 Τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· 
                                                          Ø πάντες ὑμεῖς σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν        

                                                          τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, γέγραπται γάρ·  

                                                             Ø πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ                               
                                                             διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα τῆς  
                                                             ποίμνης. 
                                                          32 μετὰ δὲ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς   

                                                          τὴν Γαλιλαίαν.  
33 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ· 

                                                          εἰ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται ἐν σοί,  

                                                          Ø ἐγὼ οὐδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαι.  
34 Ø ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς·  

                                                          Ø ἀμὴν λέγω σοι ὅτι ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν  
                                                          ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρὶς ἀπαρνήσῃ με. 
35 Ø λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος·  

                                                          κἂν δέῃ με σὺν σοὶ ἀποθανεῖν, Ø οὐ μή σε 
                                                          ἀπαρνήσομαι.  

ὁμοίως καὶ πάντες οἱ μαθηταὶ εἶπαν. 

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) καί (16x; 26:15, 16, 18, 19 [2x], 

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

29, 32, 33); (3) τότε (2x; 26:14, 31);8 (4) γάρ (2x; 26:28, 31); (5) ὅτι (2x; 26:21, 34); (6) 

εἰ (2x; 26:24, 33); (7) ἵνα (1x; 26:16); (8) ὡς (1x; 26:19); (9) μέν (1x; 26:24); (10) καθώς 

                                           
7 Conjunction is indicated by underline, and asyndeton by Ø. 
8 Τότε also appears in 26:16, but here it is used as a noun attached to the preposition ἀπὸ. 
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(1x; 26:24); (11) ὅταν (1x; 26:29). The conjunctions compounded with other words are 

two: κἀγώ (26:15), κἄν (26:35).9 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 

τότε,10 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.”11 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 κἀγώ appears, which is 

used in the meaning of “and I”12 to reveal Judas’s will that “I” will betray Jesus.13 After 

that, δέ,14 usually denoting an unmarked discontinuity, appears as a bridge to Judas’s 

                                           
9 Κἀγώ is a compound word of καί and ἐγώ, and κἄν is a compound word of καί and ἐάν. These are 

considered as unique usages, which are not included in the total number of conjunctions. 
10 Τότε 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 τότε is a unique expression of 

Matthew.  
11 Black, Conjunctions, 179. 
12 France, Matthew, 976. 
13 Cf. McNeile, Matthew, 377. 
14 Whereas καί is usually placed first in a sentence, δέ 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). Καί 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 δέ 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). Δέ 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 καί, δέ, or γάρ seems expected (Ø πρὸς σὲ ποιῶ τὸ 

πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου; 26:18f). Καί in the speech part of 26:18 (26:18c) has the 

function of revealing an unmarked continuity linking Jesus’ instruction with his other 

instruction. After that, καί 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 ὡς appears as a resultative conjunction revealing that the disciples 

did as Jesus instructed. Also, καί 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.15 

In the first clause of 26:20, which is the beginning of the third paragraph, there is 

an adversative/connective conjunction δέ, 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). Καί 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 ὅτι. In 26:22, the disciples’ responses to Jesus’ words are 

connected by καί implying causal continuity, and the beginning of the disciples’ speech 

part appears as asyndeton. Δέ, 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 (μέν, καθώς, δέ, εἰ) 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 (Ø καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ). This main 

clause, which has the following conditional-subordinate clause with εἰ, 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. 



122 

 

   

γάρ or δέ seems expected. In 26:25, δέ 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 (Ø λέγει αὐτῷ) 

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 δέ. 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 δέ appears as a transitional conjunction, and the following two 

occurrences of καί include unmarked continuity. In the second half of 26:26, the speech 

part has three clauses, with no conjunctions (Ø  λάβετε Ø  φάγετε, Ø  τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά 

μου). 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 γάρ 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, καί appears to convey an 

unmarked continuity for the transition from the topic of “bread” to “cup” (26:27a), and 

another καί 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 γάρ, 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 δέ, 

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 ὅταν appears. After these words, they (possibly Jesus 

and his disciples) go to the Mount of Olives singing a hymn, which is connected by καί 

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 τότε 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 γάρ and 

the connective conjunction καί appears. Here, γάρ is used to reveal the foundation of 

Jesus’ statement that all of his disciples will stumble in him (σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ): 

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

and result (the flock’s scattering).16 In 26:32, the adversative conjunction δέ 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 δέ appears to introduce Peter’s words 

as a rebuttal to Jesus’ words, and in the direct speech part, the conditional conjunction εἰ 

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 (Ø ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς; Ø λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος). These can be seen as a 

characteristic element of the narrative speech margin of Matthew (asyndeton + thematic 

λέγει + grammatical subject).17 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 (Ø ἀμὴν λέγω σοι), it leads to the subordinating conjunction ὅτι, 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 κἄν, 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 καί, 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 λέγει, ἔφη 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.18 The participant-referent chains of Matthew 26:14–16 are as follows.19 

 14 Τότε πορευθεὶς εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης, πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 

 15 εἶπεν· τί θέλετέ μοι δοῦναι, κἀγὼ ὑμῖν παραδώσω αὐτόν; οἱ δὲ ἔστησαν αὐτῷ τριάκοντα 

ἀργύρια. 

 16 καὶ ἀπὸ τότε ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν ἵνα αὐτὸν παραδῷ. 

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 εἶπεν, the first-person dative case, the first-person subjective case, the third-person 

dative case, and the implied reference of the verb ἐζήτει. 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.20 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. 

17 Τῇ δὲ πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων προσῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ τῷ Ἰησοῦ λέγοντες·  

ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα;  

18 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν· ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα καὶ εἴπατε αὐτῷ· 

ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· ὁ καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἐστιν, πρὸς σὲ ποιῶ τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου.   

19 καὶ ἐποίησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ ὡς συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα.  

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 

μαθηταί, 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” (τὸν δεῖνα) 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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20 Ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης ἀνέκειτο μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. 

21 καὶ ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν εἶπεν· ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με. 

22 καὶ λυπούμενοι σφόδρα ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος· μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, κύριε; 

23 ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· ὁ ἐμβάψας μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ οὗτός με παραδώσει. 

24 ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ δὲ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ 

οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ εἰ οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 

25 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ Ἰούδας ὁ παραδιδοὺς αὐτὸν εἶπεν· μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, ῥαββί; λέγει αὐτῷ· σὺ εἶπας. 

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; εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν), 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.  



128 

 

   

26 Ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν 

καὶ δοὺς τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν· λάβετε φάγετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 

27 καὶ λαβὼν ποτήριον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων·  

πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες, 

28 τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόμενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. 

29 λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν, οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης 

ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ πατρός μου. 

30 Καὶ ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 

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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31 Τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· πάντες ὑμεῖς σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, 

γέγραπται γάρ· πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης. 

32 μετὰ δὲ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 

33 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ· εἰ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται ἐν σοί,  

ἐγὼ οὐδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαι. 

34 ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· ἀμὴν λέγω σοι ὅτι ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρὶς 

ἀπαρνήσῃ με. 

35 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος· κἂν δέῃ με σὺν σοὶ ἀποθανεῖν, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. ὁμοίως καὶ πάντες 

οἱ μαθηταὶ εἶπαν. 

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 οἱ 
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μαθηταί in 26:17 as a substitution of δώδεκα in 26:14. The second is ὁ διδάσκαλος in 

26:18, after Jesus’ identity is made clear in 26:17 (τῷ Ἰησοῦ). The third is κύριε in 26:22, 

a substitution of Jesus, spoken by his disciples. The fourth is ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, a 

substitution as a title of Jesus himself, appearing twice in 26:24. The fifth is ῥαββί 

spoken by Judas to Jesus in 26:25. The sixth is τὸ σῶμά μου in 26:26 as a substitution of 

bread (ἄρτον).21 The seventh is τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης in 26:26 as a substitution of the 

cup (ποτήριον).22 The eighth is τούτου τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου in 26:29 as a 

substitution of the cup, Jesus’ blood.23 The ninth and tenth are two concepts revealed in 

Jesus’ words in his Old Testament quotation in 26:31: the shepherd (τὸν ποιμένα) and the 

flock (τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης).24  

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 μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, 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. 
23 In 26:29, “new” (καινὸν) 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, 

εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν; 26:24, τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ), 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.25 

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain 
δίδωμι 

παραδίδωμι 

cf. ἵστημι 

v. 15 

vv. 15, 16 

v. 15  

57.71 

57.77/37.11126 

85.40 

εἷς 

δώδεκα 

τριάκοντα 

v. 14 

v. 14 

v. 15 

60.10 

60.21 

60.28 

τότε vv. 14, 16 67.47 

                                           
25 In the figure below, the lexeme with “cf.” does not belong to the corresponding semantic domain 

but indicates a semantically connected lexeme. 
26 Παραδίδωμι 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 δίδωμι, but it is natural to see the actual meaning of this 

word as 37.111 in the text. All subsequent cases of παραδίδωμι are considered as 37.111. 
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εὐκαιρία v. 16 67.5 

λέγω v. 14 

v. 15 

33.131 

33.69 

θέλω 

cf. ζητέω 

v. 15 

v. 16 

30.58 

27.41 

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

The lexeme δίδωμι (“to give”) and the lexical item27 παραδίδωμι (“to deliver”) belong to 

domain 57, and ἵστημι, 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 (εἷς [“one”], δώδεκα [“twelve”], τριάκοντα [“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 τότε (2x; “at that 

time”) and εὐκαιρία (“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 λέγω 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 

θέλω (“to want/wish”; domain 30) and ζητέω (“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 

                                           
27 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%.28 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 
ἑτοιμάζω vv. 17, 19 77.3 

μαθητής vv. 17, 18, 19  36.38 

διδάσκαλος 

λέγω 

συντάσσω 

v. 18 

v. 18 

v. 19 

33.243 

33.69 

33.325 

πάσχα29 

cf. ἄζυμος 

vv. 17, 18, 19 

v. 17 

51.7 

5.13 

ποιέω vv. 18, 19 90.45 

καιρός 

ἐγγύς 

v. 18 

v. 18 

67.78 

67.61 

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

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

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

thus, the cases form a semantic-lexical tie.30 The lexemes διδάσκαλος (“teacher”), λέγω 

(to say), and συντάσσω (“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. 
30 In this paragraph, the disciples (οἱ μαθηταί; the plural form of μαθητής) are closely linked to Jesus 

in that the disciples come to Jesus (τῷ Ἰησοῦ), are called “my disciples” (τῶν μαθητῶν μου) by him, and 

obey as Jesus directs them (ὡς συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς). 
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Jesus giving directions for the Passover; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The 

lexeme πάσχα (“Passover”; domain 51) is reiterated three times and ἄζυμος (“unleavened 

bread”; domain 5) can be semantically related to πάσχα because of the close connection 

between the Passover and the feast of Unleavened Bread;31 thus, they form a semantic-

lexical tie. The lexical item ποιέω (domain 90) is reiterated two times, which is 

semantically tied around the Passover; thus, the cases of ποιέω form a semantic-lexical 

tie. καιρός (“time”) and ἐγγύς (“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 
δώδεκα 

εἷς 

v. 20 

v. 21 

60.21 

60.10 

παραδίδωμι vv. 21, 23, 24, 25 37.111 

υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου32 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 υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (“son of man”) is a collocation of two lexemes (ἄνθρωπος, υἱός), 

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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ἄνθρωπος v. 24 (2x) 9.1 

λέγω  

γράφω 

ἀποκρίνομαι 

ῥαββί 

vv. 21 (2x), 22, 23, 25 (3x)  

v. 24 

vv. 23, 25 

v. 25 

33.69 

33.61 

33.18433 

33.246 

μήτι 

οὐκ 

vv. 22, 25 

v. 24 

69.16 

69.3 

Table 3.7. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:20–25 

There are two numbers in domain 60 (εἷς [“one”], δώδεκα [“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 παραδίδωμι (“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 

ἄνθρωπος (“man”; domain 9) is reiterated four times; two of them form collocation with 

υἱός (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου), which refer to Jesus, and the other two (τῷ ἀνθρώπω; ὁ 

ἄνθρωπος) refer to the betrayer (Judas). Thus, each case forms a semantic-lexical tie. The 

lexical items regarding education and speech (λέγω [“to say”; 26:21b34, 26:25c], γράφω 

[“to write”], ἀποκρίνομαι [“to answer”], ῥαββί [“Rabbi/Master”]) belong to domain 33. 

In terms of the flow of communication, they can be regarded as a semantic-lexical tie. 

The lexeme μήτι (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 οὐκ (domain 69.3) is used to convey Jesus’ 

                                           
33 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. 
34 Here λέγω is used as a collocation with ἀμήν and ὑμῖν (ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν), 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 μήτι. 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 
ἐσθίω 

πίνω 

v. 26 (2x) 

vv. 27, 29 (2x) 

23.1 

23.34 

λαμβάνω vv. 26 (2x), 27 18.1 

ἄρτος 

cf. ποτήριον 

v. 26 

v. 27 

5.8 

6.121 

εὐλογέω 

εὐχαριστέω 

ὑμνέω 

v. 26 

v. 27 

v. 30 

33.470 

33.349 

33.113 

δίδωμι  vv. 26, 27 57.71 

σῶμα 

αἷμα 

v. 26 

v. 28 

8.1 

8.64 

ἄφεσις 

βασιλείᾳ 

v. 28 

v. 29 

37.132 

37.64 

ἄρτι 

ἡμέρα 

v. 29 

v. 29 

67.38 

67.178 

ἄμπελος 

ἐλαία 

v. 29  

v. 30 

3.27 

3.9 

Table 3.8. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Matt 26:26–30 

The lexical item ἐσθίω (“to eat”) is reiterated two times, and the other lexical item πίνω 

(“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 λαμβάνω (“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 λαμβάνω form a 

semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes εὐλογέω (“to bless”), εὐχαριστέω (“to thank”), and 

ὑμνέω (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 

ἄρτος (“bread”) belongs to domain 5, and ποτήριον (“cup”; domain 6) can be 

semantically tied with ἄρτος, and the reason is as follows. Considering 26:29 (ἐκ τοῦ 

γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου [“of this fruit of the grapevine”]), what was in the “cup” was 

probably οἶνος (“wine”; John 2:3).35 Since bread and a cup (wine) refer to/symbolize 

Jesus’ body and blood, ἄρτος and ποτήριον are semantically tied in the topic of the 

Eucharist; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie.36 The lexical item δίδωμι (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 σῶμα (“body”) 

and αἷμα (“blood”) belong to domain 8. They are semantically tied as a case of 

superordinate; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes ἄφεσις (“liberty”) and 

βασιλείᾳ (“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 ἄρτι (“now”) and 

ἡμέρα (“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 

                                           
35 Interestingly, οἶνος belongs to domain 6 (artifact), not domain 5 (food). See Louw and Nida, 

Greek-English Lexicon, 77. 
36 Ποτήριον is an artifact to carry liquids, and such liquids/drinks are included in domain 5 (e.g., 

πόσις/πόμα [“drink”; domain 5.6]). See Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 49. 
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semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes ἄμπελος (grapevine) and ἐλαία (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 
σκανδαλίζω vv. 31, 33 (2x) 31.7837 

λέγω 

γράφω 

ἀπαρνέομαι 

v. 34 

v. 31 

vv. 34, 35 

33.69 

33.61 

33.277 

διασκορπίζω 

προάγω 

v. 31 

v. 32 

15.136 

15.142 

πρόβατον 

ποίμνη 

ἀλέκτωρ 

v. 31 

v. 31 

v. 34 

4.22 

4.28 

4.45 

τότε 

νύξ 

οὐδέποτε 

πρίν 

v. 31 

vv. 31, 34 

v. 33 

v. 34 

67.47 

67.192 

67.10 

67.17 

ἐγείρω 

ἀποθνήσκω 

v. 32 

v. 35 

23.94 

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 σκανδαλίζω (“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 (λέγω [“to say”], γράφω [“to write”], 

ἀπαρνέομαι [“to deny”]) belong to domain 33, which are semantically related to Jesus’ 

foretelling; thus, the cases form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes διασκορπίζω (“to 

scatter”) and προάγω (“go before”) belong to domain 15. Here, διασκορπίζω means the 

scattering of the flock (disciples), and προάγω 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 πρόβατον (“sheep”), ποίμνη (“flock”), and ἀλέκτωρ (“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” (σκανδαλίζω), and thus they form a semantic-lexical tie. Four lexemes, 

related to time (τότε [“at that time”], νύξ [“night”], οὐδέποτε [“at no time”], πρίν 

[before]), belong to domain 67. Here, τότε is the temporal deixis of 26:31–35, and νύξ 

expresses the time of the disciples’ stumbling (26:31) and Peter’s denial (26:34). 

Οὐδέποτε appears in Peter’s statement that he would deny Jesus “at no time,” and πρίν 

functions to indicate the specific point in time (“before” the cock crows) when Peter 

denies Jesus. In this respect, the three lexemes (νύξ, οὐδέποτε, πρίν), excluding τότε, are 

semantically connected and form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes ἐγείρω (“to raise 

up”) and ἀποθνήσκω (“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. 

14 Τότε πορευθεὶς εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης, πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 15 εἶπεν· τί 
θέλετέ μοι δοῦναι, κἀγὼ ὑμῖν παραδώσω αὐτόν; οἱ δὲ ἔστησαν αὐτῷ τριάκοντα ἀργύρια. 16 καὶ 

ἀπὸ τότε ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν ἵνα αὐτὸν παραδῷ. 17 Τῇ δὲ πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων προσῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ 
τῷ Ἰησοῦ λέγοντες· ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα; 18 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν· ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν 

πόλιν πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα καὶ εἴπατε αὐτῷ· ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· ὁ καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἐστιν, πρὸς σὲ 

ποιῶ τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου. 19 καὶ ἐποίησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ ὡς συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 20 Ὀψίας δὲ γενομένης ἀνέκειτο μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. 21 καὶ ἐσθιόντων 

αὐτῶν εἶπεν· ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με.   22 καὶ λυπούμενοι σφόδρα ἤρξαντο 

λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος· μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, κύριε; 23 ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· ὁ ἐμβάψας μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ τὴν 

χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ οὗτός με παραδώσει. 24 ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς γέγραπται 
περὶ αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ δὲ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ εἰ 
οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 25 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ Ἰούδας ὁ παραδιδοὺς αὐτὸν εἶπεν· μήτι ἐγώ 

εἰμι, ῥαββί; λέγει αὐτῷ· σὺ εἶπας. 26 Ἐσθιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας 
ἔκλασεν καὶ δοὺς τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν· λάβετε φάγετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 27 καὶ λαβὼν 

ποτήριον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες, 28 τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ 

αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόμενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. 29 λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν, οὐ μὴ 

πίω ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω μεθ᾽ 
ὑμῶν καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ πατρός μου. 30 Καὶ ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 31 

Τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· πάντες ὑμεῖς σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, 

γέγραπται γάρ· πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης. 32 μετὰ 

δὲ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 33 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ· εἰ 

πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται ἐν σοί, ἐγὼ οὐδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαι. 34 ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· ἀμὴν 

λέγω σοι ὅτι ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρὶς ἀπαρνήσῃ με. 35 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος· 
κἂν δέῃ με σὺν σοὶ ἀποθανεῖν, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. ὁμοίως καὶ πάντες οἱ μαθηταὶ εἶπαν. 

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.38 His death is revealed 

indirectly by ὑπάγει (to depart), τὸ σῶμά μου (my body), and τὸ αἷμά μου (my blood).39 

His death is carried out by the act of handing over (betrayal; παραδίδωμι) of one of the 

disciples, Judas. After Jesus’ arrest as a result of Judas’s betrayal, the disciples scatter 

(διασκορπίζω), and after that, Peter’s denial (ἀπαρνέομαι) 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” (σκανδαλίζω). The 

notion of “death” itself appears not in the statement of Jesus himself, but in that of Peter 

(κἂν δέῃ με σὺν σοὶ ἀποθανεῖν, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι). 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, 25c, 34a, 35a). Two of 

them (26:34a, 35a) are explicable as the constructor’s style, but the other two cases 

(26:18f, 25c) seem unnatural. Each paragraph of Matthew 26:14–35 maintains 

                                           
38 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.  
39 The two elements of the Eucharist, τὸ σῶμά μου (my body) and τὸ αἷμά μου (my blood), convey 

Jesus’ death since Jesus’ body was broken (cf. ἔκλασεν; 26:26) and his blood was poured out 

(ἐκχυννόμενον; 26:28).  
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cohesiveness overall, but the two cases of asyndeton in 26:18f and 26:25c 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 Textuality40 

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 

Non-embedded Clause 

2.677 3.272 2.909 

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,41 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, 15c, 16, 

17a, 18a, 19, 20, 21a, 22a, 23a, 25a, 25c, 26a, 27a, 30, 31a, 33a, 34a, 35a, 35c), 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 

Non-embedded Clause 

2.483 3.364 

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. 
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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 

per Clause Complex 

3.1 2.75 2.2 

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.42 Compared to Porter’s analysis of grammatical intricacy of several New 

Testament texts,43 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.44 

 

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. 
43 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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Verbal Aspect 

 

Verbal Aspect Analysis 

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 
πορευθεὶς (14), εἶπεν (15), 

δοῦναι (15), ἔστησαν (15), 

παραδῷ (16), προσῆλθον (17), 

ἑτοιμάσωμέν (17), φαγεῖν (17), 

εἶπεν (18), εἴπατε (18), 

ἐποίησαν (19), συνέταξεν (19), 

ἡτοίμασαν (19), γενομένης (20), 

εἶπεν (21), ἤρξαντο (22), 

ἀποκριθεὶς (23), εἶπεν (23), 

ἐμβάψας (23), ἐγεννήθη (24), 

ἀποκριθεὶς (25), εἶπεν (25), 

εἶπας (25), λαβών (26), 

εὐλογήσας (26), ἔκλασεν (26), 

δοὺς (26), εἶπεν (26), λάβετε 

(26), φάγετε (26), λαβών (27), 

εὐχαριστήσας (27), ἔδωκεν 

(27), πίετε (27), πίω (29), 

ὑμνήσαντες (30), ἐξῆλθον (30), 

ἐγερθῆναί (32), ἀποκριθεὶς (33), 

εἶπεν (33), ἔφη (34), φωνῆσαι 

(34), ἀποθανεῖν (35), εἶπαν (35) 

Present Perfect παραδώσω (15), 

παραδώσει (21), 

παραδώσει (23), 

σκανδαλισθήσεσθε 

(31), πατάξω (31), 

σκανδαλισθήσονται 

(31),  προάξω 

(32), 

σκανδαλισθήσονται 
(33), 

σκανδαλισθήσομαι 
(33),  

ἀπαρνήσῃ (34), 

ἀπαρνήσομαι (35) 

 

λεγόμενος (14), θέλετέ 

(15), λέγοντες (17), 

θέλεις (17), ὑπάγετε (18), 

λέγει (18), ἐστιν (18), 

ποιῶ (18), ἐσθιόντων 

(21), λέγω (21), 

λυπούμενοι (22), λέγειν 

(22), εἰμι (22), ὑπάγει 

(24), παραδίδοται (24), 

παραδιδοὺς (25), εἰμι 

(25), λέγει (25), 

ἐσθιόντων (26), ἐστιν 

(26), λέγων (27), ἐστιν 

(28), ἐκχυννόμενον (28), 

λέγω (29), πίνω (29), 

λέγει (31),  λέγω (34), 

λέγει (35), δέῃ (35) 

γέγραπται (24), 

γέγραπται (31) 

Imperfective Pluperfect 

ἐζήτει (16), ἀνέκειτο 

(20), ἦν (24) 

 

Table 3.13. Analysis of Verbs in Matt 26:14–35 focusing on Verbal Aspect45 

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” (γέγραπται; 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).46 

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” [γέγραπται; 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 UBS5’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 



149 

 

   

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 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 

14:10–31. 

Verse Prime Subsequent 
14:10a (Καὶ) Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα ἀπῆλθεν πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 
14:10b (ἵνα) αὐτὸν παραδοῖ αὐτοῖς. 

14:11b (καὶ) ἐπηγγείλαντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 
14:11c (καὶ) ἐζήτει  

14:11d πῶς αὐτὸν εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ. 

14:12a (Καὶ) τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν 

ἀζύμων,  

ὅτε τὸ πάσχα ἔθυον, λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ· 

14:16a (καὶ) ἐξῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ 
14:18d ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν 
14:19b μήτι ἐγώ; 
14:21c οὐαὶ (δὲ) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ 
14:21e καλὸν αὐτῷ 
14:22b λαβών ἄρτον εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν 
14:29a ὁ (δὲ) Πέτρος  ἔφη αὐτῷ 
14:31a ὁ (δὲ)  ἐκπερισσῶς ἐλάλει· 

Table 4.1. Prime-Subsequent Examples in Mark 14:10–31 

Among the sixty-four clauses in Mark 14:10–31, the lexemes posited in prime, which 

are classified by type, are as follows: (1) subject (noun; 14:10a, 29a), (2) object 

(pronoun; 14:10b), (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) 14:31a, (8) 14:31b. The thematic actors, which are revealed by the theme and rheme 

analysis, are as follows: (1) Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ (1x; 14:10), (2) οἱ (1x; 14:11 [14:10; τοὺς 

ἀρχιερεῖς]), (3) οἱ μαθηταί (1x; 14:12), (4) ὁ Ἰησοῦς (2x; 14:18, 30), (5) ὁ Πέτρος (1x; 

14:29a), (6) ὁ (1x; 14:31a [14:29; ὁ Πέτρος]), and (7) πάντες (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 UBS5. 

UBS5 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 UBS5 and suggest an alternative paragraph division. 

The first paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 14:10–11. There are two thematic units 

(14:10; 14:11) and two thematic participants (Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώθ [14:10]; οἱ [14:11; cf. 

14:10; τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς]). This paragraph has no temporal deixis,1 but there is a clear 

transition of topics, from “the anointing at Bethany” to “Judas’s agreement to betray 

Jesus.”2 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 (δίδωμι; 

παραδίδωμι) cohesively tie this paragraph. Considering these aspects, the paragraph 

                                           
1 The temporal deixis of 14:1 (Ἦν δὲ τὸ πάσχα καὶ τὰ ἄζυμα μετὰ δύο ἡμέρας) is connected to this 

paragraph, differentiated with the new temporal deixis in 14:12 (τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων). 
2 These titles are from the UBS5. 
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division of UBS5 seems appropriate.  

The second paragraph suggested by UBS5 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 UBS5; this study suggests 

14:12–16 as one paragraph due to the following. First of all, 14:12–21 includes two 

temporal deictic phrases (τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων [14:12]; ὀψίας γενομένης [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 UBS5’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 UBS5 is 14:22–26, which is included in the 

thematic unit 14:17–26, and its thematic participant is Jesus (ὁ Ἰησοῦς). 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 (καὶ ἐσθιόντων 

αὐτῶν), which is linked to the situational participles of 14:18 (καὶ ἀνακειμένων αὐτῶν καὶ 

ἐσθιόντων).3 Thus, in this sense, the third paragraph can be suggested as 14:17–26. 

The fourth paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 14:27–31. It has four thematic units 

(14:27–29; 14:30; 14:31a; 14:31b) and three thematic participants (ὁ Πέτρος; ὁ Ἰησοῦς; 

                                           
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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πάντες). 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.”4 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 

σκανδαλίζω (14:27, 29; domain 31). Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of 

UBS5 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 

Unit 
Verse Thematic 

Participant 
Major Process 

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 UBS5. 



155 

 

   

2 3 12–16 the disciples said to him (Jesus) 

left 

went to the city 

prepared the Passover 

3 4 17–26 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 31a he (Peter) said to him (Jesus) 

8 31b all (the disciples) said so 

Table 4.2. Thematic Participants and Processes in Mark 14:10–315 

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 

                                           
5 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 UBS5 are summarized in the following table.  
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Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS5 Paragraph Division & Topics of This Study 
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) 

4. Foretelling of Peter’s Denial (14:27–31) 

1. A Deal between Judas and the High Priests 

surrounding the Betrayal to Jesus (14:10–11) 

2. Disciples’ Inquiry about Passover Preparation and 

Their Obedience (14:12–16) 

3. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Betrayal and His 

Institution of the Eucharist (14:17–26) 

4. Jesus’ Foretelling of the Disciples’ Stumbling and 

Peter’s Denial (14:27–31) 

Table 4.3. Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS5 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 UBS5 (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 Καὶ Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα 
ἀπῆλθεν πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς ἵνα αὐτὸν 

παραδοῖ αὐτοῖς. 11 οἱ δὲ ἀκούσαντες 
ἐχάρησαν καὶ ἐπηγγείλαντο αὐτῷ 
ἀργύριον δοῦναι. καὶ ἐζήτει πῶς αὐτὸν  
εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ. 

14:12–16 12 Καὶ τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων,  

ὅτε τὸ πάσχα ἔθυον, λέγουσιν αὐτῷ 
οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ·  

                                                            Ø ποῦ θέλεις ἀπελθόντες ἑτοιμάσωμεν ἵνα                                                                  
                                                            φάγῃς τὸ πάσχα;  
13 καὶ ἀποστέλλει δύο τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ 
καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς·  
                                                         Ø ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν, καὶ ἀπαντήσει ὑμῖν                                                                  

                                                         ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων·  
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                                                         Ø ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ 14 καὶ ὅπου ἐὰν 
                                                         εἰσέλθῃ εἴπατε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ                                                                
                                                            ὅτι ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει·  
                                                               Ø ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμά μου ὅπου τὸ 
                                                               πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω;  
                                                                                            15 καὶ αὐτὸς ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα 

                                                         στρωμένον ἕτοιμον· καὶ ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν.  
16 καὶ ἐξῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ καὶ ἦλθον εἰς 
τὴν πόλιν καὶ εὗρον καθὼς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς 
καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα.  

14:17–26 17 Καὶ ὀψίας γενομένης ἔρχεται μετὰ τῶν 
δώδεκα. 18 καὶ ἀνακειμένων αὐτῶν καὶ 
ἐσθιόντων ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν·  

                                                         Ø ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει 

                                                         με ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ.  
19 Ø ἤρξαντο λυπεῖσθαι καὶ λέγειν αὐτῷ 
εἷς κατὰ εἷς·  
                                                         Ø μήτι ἐγώ;  
20 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς·  

                                                         Ø εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ 
                                                         εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον. 

                                                               21 ὅτι ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει 

                                                         καθὼς γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ δὲ τῷ  
                                                         ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

                                                         παραδίδοται· καλὸν αὐτῷ εἰ οὐκ ἐγεννήθη  
                                                         ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος.  
22 Καὶ ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν λαβὼν ἄρτον 

εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς 
καὶ εἶπεν·  

                                                         Ø λάβετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου.  
23 καὶ λαβὼν ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας 
ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς, καὶ ἔπιον ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες. 
24 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς·  
                                                         Ø τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ  

                                                         ἐκχυννόμενον ὑπὲρ πολλῶν. 
                                                               25 Ø ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἐκ 

                                                         τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας 
                                                         ἐκείνης ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ 

                                                         τοῦ θεοῦ.  
26 Καὶ ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος 
τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 

14:27–31 27 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι 
                                                        Ø πάντες σκανδαλισθήσεσθε, ὅτι γέγραπται·  
                                                           Ø πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ τὰ πρόβατα 
                                                           διασκορπισθήσονται.  
                                                              28 ἀλλὰ μετὰ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς 
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                                                        τὴν Γαλιλαίαν.  
29 ὁ δὲ Πέτρος ἔφη αὐτῷ·  
                                                        εἰ καὶ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται,  
                                                        ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐγώ.  
30 καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς·  
                                                        Ø ἀμὴν λέγω σοι ὅτι σὺ σήμερον ταύτῃ τῇ 
                                                         νυκτὶ πρὶν ἢ δὶς ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρίς με 

                                                         ἀπαρνήσῃ.  
31 ὁ δὲ ἐκπερισσῶς ἐλάλει·  
                                                         ἐὰν δέῃ με συναποθανεῖν σοι, οὐ μή σε  
                                                         ἀπαρνήσομαι.  

ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ πάντες ἔλεγον.  

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) καί (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) 

ὅτι (7x; 14:14, 18, 21, 25, 27 [2x], 30); (3) δέ (5x; 14:11, 20, 21, 29, 31); (4) ἀλλὰ (2x; 

14:28, 29); (5) ὅπου (2x; 14:14 [2x]); (6) καθώς (14:16, 21); (7) εἰ (2x; 14:21, 29), (8) ἵνα 

(1x; 14:10); (9) μέν (1x; 14:21); (10) ὅταν (1x; 14:25); (11) πρίν (1x; 14:30); (12) ἐάν 

(1x; 14:31). Synthetic forms of conjunctions do not appear in the designated text of 

Mark, and there are two consecutive conjunctions, δέ καί (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.6 

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 καί. This conjunction is used here 

                                           
6 It is possible that the last clause of 14:11, πῶς αὐτὸν εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ, can be viewed as 

asyndeton, but it is not regarded as asyndeton since the adverb πῶς 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 καί 

appears rather than other conjunctions, such as τότε or δέ, that may seem more suitable 

for the transition of the subject.7 The conjunction of the second clause of 14:10 is the 

subordinating conjunction ἵνα, which conveys the purpose of Judas: handing over Jesus 

to the high priests. The clauses in 14:11 are connected with three conjunctions (δέ, καί 

[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 καί (14:12a), containing the functions of 

continuity and transition, as in 14:10a. The subsequent temporal conjunction ὅτε 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 ἵνα (14:12b). After that, 14:13 begins with καί, 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 καί connects Jesus’ two actions 

(ἀποστέλλει; λέγει), implying an unmarked continuity (14:13b). After that, the first part 

                                           
7 It may be a reflection of the linguistic style of the constructor, who use καί 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 (Ø άγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν; 14:13c), and the connective 

conjunction καί, which can be translated as “then,” links the back and forth (14:13d). 

The following command “follow him” in 14:13e appears as asyndeton (Ø ἀκολουθήσατε 

αὐτῷ). In 14:14, which carries the following words of Jesus, conjunctions (καί; ὅπου; ὅτι; 

ὅπου) and asyndeton (before ποῦ)8 coexist. First, 14:14 starts with καί, a coordinating 

conjunction containing unmarked continuity. Right after this, ὅπου, 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 ὅτι 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 ὅπου 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 καί, which can be translated into “(and) 

then.” In 14:15b, Jesus tells his disciples to prepare the Passover there, and here καί 

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 καί. 

The first καί carries continuity with the meaning of “so/then,” and the other cases of καί 

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 εἴπατε, but the conjunction of this 

verb can be viewed as καί, 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 καί. 

Here, the connective conjunction καί 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 καί 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 ὅτι 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 δέ or καί to form a conjunctive tie, but 

there is none. In the middle of 14:19, καί is used to connect two infinitive verbs 

(λυπεῖσθαι; λέγειν). The abbreviated expression (with the verb and complement omitted), 

μήτι ἐγώ, is in the direct speech part with no conjunction (asyndeton). Then, in 14:20, 

the adversative conjunction δέ appears at the narrative speech margin for Jesus’ answer. 

The use of δέ 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 ὅτι, unlike Matthew. Here, μέν, δέ, or καθώς seem natural 

for 14:21; however, ὅτι, which has the meaning of “for” to convey causality, is used 

here.9 Ηere, ὅτι seems unnatural since there is no particular causal relationship between 

                                           
9 Gundry, Mark, 828. Here, we cannot rule out the possibility that ὅτι 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 ὅτι. 
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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 

(μὲν), Jesus, the “son of the man,” departs (ὑπάγει) “as it is written” (καθὼς γέγραπται). 

In this respect, the first half shows the causal relationship between Jesus’ departure/death 

and the Scripture (OT). However, on the other hand (δέ), woe to him who betrays Jesus; 

here, the emphasis by δέ is revealed. Next, since any conjunction does not appear before 

καλόν, 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 εἰ. In the 

following clause, the hypothetical situation, “if he had not been born,” appears with εἰ, 

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. Καί 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 καί 

used here means continuity and transition together. The two cases of καί 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: Ø λάβετε, Ø τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 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 (αὐτοῖς; 

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 καί are 

used. The first καί appears as unmarked continuity, linking Jesus’ words about the bread 

with Jesus’ actions on the “cup.” The second καί appears as unmarked continuity to link 

the action of Jesus (ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς) and the reaction of the disciples (ἔπιον ἐξ αὐτοῦ). 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 καί (14:24). At the intro of Jesus’ 

speech, there is a case of asyndeton: Ø τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ 

ἐκχυννόμενον ὑπὲρ πολλῶν. Jesus’ words, continuing in 14:25, begin with asyndeton (Ø 

ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν), and the following two clauses are led by two subordinating 

conjunctions: ὅτι, ὅταν.10 Here, ὅτι plays the role of receiving the clause of Jesus’ 

subsequent statement, “I will not drink from the fruit of the vine,” and ὅταν appears as 

temporal conjunction to convey that the time to drink new wine in the kingdom of God 

is 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 καί. 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 ὅτι (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, ἕως 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 

καί (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 ὅτι. Here, 

the narrative and direct speech parts are connected by ὅτι, which does not need a 

particular translation, and it functions as a quotation mark.11 The other case of ὅτι, which 

appears subsequently, functions as an intro of γέγραπται for the following Old 

Testament quotation, which provides the ground for what was said previously (πάντες 

σκανδαλισθήσεσθε); thus, we can translate it as “for” (14:27c). There is a case of 

asyndeton at the beginning of the Old Testament quotation (Ø  πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα; 

14:27d), followed by καί, which indicates a causal continuity between striking the 

shepherd and the dispersal of the flock (14:27e). 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, ὅτι 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 

ἀλλὰ. It is a conjunction that appears only in Mark among the designated parallel texts, 

which has both an adversative and emphatic meaning.12 After this, the narrative speech 

margin begins with δέ, 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 

                                           
11 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 454–55. 
12 Cf. Porter, Idioms, 206.  
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with εἰ καί, the conditional-connective conjunctions, and end with ἀλλ᾽, an abbreviation 

of ἀλλά, which connects “all will be stumbled” and “I will not be.” It seems that εἰ καί is 

an emphatic expression carrying the meaning of “even if/though,” and ἀλλά 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 καί, which can be understood as “and” or 

“then.”13 After the narrative speech margin, Jesus’ words consist of three clauses, each 

connected by ὅτι and πρίν. The first part of the speech appears as asyndeton, and ὅτι 

appears to link Jesus’ typical intro (ἀμὴν λέγω σοι) and his specific words; there is no 

need for a particular translation for it. Πρίν 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, δέ appears as 

adversative conjunction followed by ἐκπερισσῶς, 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 ἐάν with δέῃ (14:31b); 

thereafter, he demonstrates that he will never deny Jesus (14:31c).14 Here, asyndeton 

appears, which seems to be a natural form of the main clause after the conditional clause 

introduced by ἐάν. In the last clause, the rest of the disciples react the same as Peter, and 

two linear conjunctions, δέ καί, connect 14:31c and 14:31d. Here, δέ is used as the causal 

                                           
13 Jesus’ words that follow in 14:30 contradict Peter’s in subject matter, so δέ seems to be a natural 

option in this context. However, considering the broad usage of καί in Mark, it seems explicable. Also, 

such use of καί 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 (οὐ μή).  
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and connective conjunction, and καί modifies the following πάντες, 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 Καὶ Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα ἀπῆλθεν πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 

ἵνα αὐτὸν παραδοῖ αὐτοῖς. 

11 οἱ δὲ ἀκούσαντες ἐχάρησαν καὶ ἐπηγγείλαντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι.  

καὶ ἐζήτει πῶς αὐτὸν εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ. 

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 ἐζήτει. 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 ἐχάρησαν and ἐπηγγείλαντο). 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 Καὶ τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων, ὅτε τὸ πάσχα ἔθυον, λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ·  

ποῦ θέλεις ἀπελθόντες ἑτοιμάσωμεν ἵνα φάγῃς τὸ πάσχα; 

13 καὶ ἀποστέλλει δύο τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς· ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν,  

καὶ ἀπαντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ 

14 καὶ ὅπου ἐὰν εἰσέλθῃ εἴπατε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ ὅτι ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει·  

ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμά μου ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 

15 καὶ αὐτὸς ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον ἕτοιμον· καὶ ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν. 

16 καὶ ἐξῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ καὶ ἦλθον εἰς τὴν πόλιν καὶ εὗρον καθὼς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ 

πάσχα. 

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” (οἱ μαθηταὶ 

αὐτοῦ) and “two of the disciples” (δύο τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ). 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 



170 

 

   

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. 

17 Καὶ ὀψίας γενομένης ἔρχεται μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. 

18 καὶ ἀνακειμένων αὐτῶν καὶ ἐσθιόντων ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν·  

ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ. 

19 ἤρξαντο λυπεῖσθαι καὶ λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς κατὰ εἷς· μήτι ἐγώ; 

20 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον. 

21 ὅτι ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ δὲ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ  

δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· καλὸν αὐτῷ εἰ οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 

22 Καὶ ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς καὶ εἶπεν·  

λάβετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 

23 καὶ λαβὼν ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς, καὶ ἔπιον ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες. 

24 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ ἐκχυννόμενον ὑπὲρ πολλῶν. 

25 ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἐκ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου 

ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. 

26 Καὶ ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 

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.  

27 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι πάντες σκανδαλισθήσεσθε, ὅτι γέγραπται·  

πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ τὰ πρόβατα διασκορπισθήσονται. 

28 ἀλλὰ μετὰ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 

29 ὁ δὲ Πέτρος ἔφη αὐτῷ· εἰ καὶ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐγώ. 

30 καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς·  

ἀμὴν λέγω σοι ὅτι σὺ σήμερον ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἢ δὶς ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ. 

31 ὁ δὲ ἐκπερισσῶς ἐλάλει·  

ἐὰν δέῃ με συναποθανεῖν σοι, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ πάντες ἔλεγον. 

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 (τὸν ποιμένα) 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 ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα in 14:10 as a 

substitution of Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ. The second is οἱ μαθηταί in 14:12 as a substitution of 

δώδεκα in 14:10. The third is ἀνάγαιον μέγα in 14:15, which is revealed as an added 

reference to τὸ κατάλυμα in 14:14. The fourth, fifth, and sixth cases are ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ 

ἐμοῦ in 14:19, εἷς τῶν δώδεκα and ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον in 14:20, 

which are the new information referring εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν in 14:19. The seventh is ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ 

ἀνθρώπου in 14:21 (2x) as a substitution of ὁ διδάσκαλος in 14:14, as a title for Jesus 

himself. The eighth is τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται in 

14:21, referring εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν in 14:19. The ninth and tenth cases are τὸ σῶμά μου in 14:22 

and τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης in 14:24 as a substitution of the cup (ποτήριον). The 



173 

 

   

eleventh is τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου 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 (τὸν ποιμένα) and the flock (τὰ πρόβατα 

τῆς ποίμνης). 

Second, the ellipsis which can be found in the designated text is μήτι ἐγώ, which 

appears in 14:19. It is expressed by Jesus’ disciples. What is omitted here is a person 

who betrays Jesus (εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ, 14:18) and the process 

part (εἰμι); 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.  

 

 



174 

 

   

Lexeme Verse Semantic Domain 

δίδωμι 

παραδίδωμι 

v. 11 

vv. 10, 11 

57.71 

57.77/37.111 

εἷς 

δώδεκα 

v. 10 

v. 10 

60.10 

60.21 

ἀκούω 

ἐπαγγέλλομαι 

v. 11 

v. 11 

33.212 

33.286 

Table 4.5. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:10–11 

The lexeme δίδωμι (“to give”) and the lexical item παραδίδωμι (“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 (εἷς [“one”], δώδεκα 

[“twelve”]), and these lexemes are tied around Judas, “one” of the “twelve”; thus, they 

form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes ἀκούω and ἐπαγγέλλομαι 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 

ἑτοιμάζω 

ἕτοιμος 

vv. 12, 15 

v. 15 

77.3 

77.2 

πρῶτος 

δύο 

v. 12 

v. 13 

60.46 

60.11 

πάσχα 

cf. ἄζυμος 

vv. 12 (2x), 14, 16 

v. 12 

51.7 

5.13 

μαθητής vv. 12, 13, 14, 16  36.38 

ἀπέρχομαι 

ἀποστέλλει 

ὑπάγω 

ἀπαντάω 

βαστάζω 

ἀκολουθέω 

εἰσέρχομαι 

ἐξέρχομαι 

ἔρχομαι 

v. 12 

v. 13 

v. 13 

v. 13 

v. 13 

v. 13 

v. 14 

v. 16 

v. 16 

15.37 

15.66 

15.35 

15.78 

15.188 

15.144 

15.93 

15.40 

15.7 

ἐσθίω vv. 12, 14 23.1 

κατάλυμα 

ἀνάγαιον 

v. 14 

v. 15 

7.30 

7.27 

Table 4.6. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:12–16 

The lexical item ἑτοιμάζω (“to prepare”), which is reiterated two times, and ἕτοιμος 

(“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 (πρῶτος 

[“first”], δύο [“two”]) 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 πάσχα (“Passover”; domain 51) is reiterated four 

times and ἄζυμος (“unleavened bread”; domain 5) can be semantically concerned with 

πάσχα due to the close connection between the Passover and the feast of Unleavened 

Bread; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item μαθητής (“disciple”; 

domain 36.38) is reiterated four times. The plural forms of μαθητής 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 (ἀπέρχομαι [“to go away”], ἀποστέλλω [“to send”], 

ὑπάγω [“to depart”], ἀπαντάω [“to meet”], βαστάζω [“to carry”], ἀκολουθέω [“to 

follow”], εἰσέρχομαι [“go into”], ἐξέρχομαι [“to go out”], ἔρχομαι [“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 ἐσθίω (“to eat”; domain 

23) is reiterated two times in terms of the Passover meal; thus, they form semantic-

lexical ties. Two lexemes κατάλυμα (“guest room”) and ἀνάγαιον (“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 

παραδίδωμι vv. 18, 21 37.111 

εἷς 

δώδεκα 

v. 18, 19 (2x), 20 

v. 20 

60.10 

60.21 

υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

ἄνθρωπος 

v. 21 (2x) 

v. 21 (2x) 

9.3 

9.1 

λέγω 

γράφω 

εὐλογέω 

εὐχαριστέω 

ὑμνέω 

vv. 18, 25 

v. 21 

v. 22 

v. 23 

v. 26 

33.69 

33.61 

33.470 

33.349 

33.113 

μήτι v. 19 

v. 21 

69.16 

69.3 
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οὐκ 

οὐ 

μή 

v. 25 

v. 25 

69.3 

69.3 

ἐσθίω 

πίνω 

vv. 18 (2x), 22 

vv. 23, 25 (2x) 

23.1 

23.34 

λαμβάνω vv. 22 (2x), 23 18.1 

δίδωμι  vv. 22, 23 57.71 

ἄρτος 

cf. ποτήριον 

v. 22 

v. 23 

5.8 

6.121 

σῶμα 

αἷμα 

v. 22 

v. 24 

8.1 

8.64 

ὀψία 

οὐκέτι 

ἡμέρα 

v. 17 

v. 25 

v. 25 

67.197 

67.130 

67.178 

ἄμπελος 

ἐλαία 

v. 25 

v. 26 

3.27 

3.9 

τρύβλιον 

ποτήριον 

v. 20 

v. 23 

6.136 

6.121 

Table 4.7. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:17–26 

The lexical item παραδίδωμι (“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 (εἷς 

[“one”], δώδεκα [“twelve”]). Among the four cases of εἷς, two cases (14:18, 20) are tied 

around Judas along with δώδεκα: “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 ἄνθρωπος (“man”; domain 9) is 

reiterated four times; two of them form collocation with υἱὸς (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου), 

which refer to Jesus, and the other two (τῷ ἀνθρώπω; ὁ ἄνθρωπος) refer to the betrayer 

(Judas). Thus, each case forms a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical items (λέγω [“to say”; 
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14:18, 2515], γράφω [“to write”], εὐλογέω [“to bless”], εὐχαριστέω [“to thank”], and 

ὑμνέω [sing a hymn]) belong to domain 33. These lexemes can be grouped as two 

according to the two distinctive topics: (1) the betrayal: λέγω (14:18), γράφω; (2) the 

Eucharist: εὐλογέω, εὐχαριστέω, ὑμνέω, and λέγω (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 μήτι (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 οὐκ (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 οὐ and 

μή (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 ἐσθίω (“to eat”) is reiterated three times, and the other lexical item πίνω (“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 λαμβάνω (“to take”; domain 18) is reiterated three times, which is tied around 

Jesus’ actions on bread and a cup; thus, the three lexemes in λαμβάνω form a semantic-

lexical tie. The lexical item δίδωμι (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 ἄρτος (“bread”) belongs to domain 5, and ποτήριον 

(“cup”; domain 6) can be semantically tied with ἄρτος, and the reason is as follows. 

                                           
15 These two cases of λέγω are used as collocations with ἀμήν and ὑμῖν (ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν).  
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Considering 14:25 (ἐκ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου [“of this fruit of the grapevine”]), 

what was in the “cup” was probably οἶνος (“wine”; John 2:3). Since bread and a cup 

(wine) refer to/symbolize Jesus’ body and blood, ἄρτος and ποτήριον are semantically 

tied in the topic of the Eucharist; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes 

σῶμα (“body”) and αἷμα (“blood”) belong to domain 8. They are semantically tied as a 

case of superordinate; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes οὐκέτι (“no 

longer”) and ἡμέρα (“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 ὀψία 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 ἄμπελος (grapevine) and ἐλαία (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 (τρύβλιον 

[“bowl”], ποτήριον [“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 

(τρύβλιον in the betrayal and ποτήριον 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 

σκανδαλίζω vv. 27, 29 31.78 

λέγω 

γράφω 

ἀπαρνέομαι 

v. 30 

v. 27 

vv. 30, 31 

33.69 

33.61 

33.277 

διασκορπίζω 

προάγω 

v. 27 

v. 28 

15.136 

15.142 

πρόβατον 

ἀλέκτωρ 

v. 27 

v. 30 

4.22 

4.45 

ἐγείρω 

συναποθνῄσκω 

v. 28 

v. 31 

23.94 

23.118 

οὐκ 

οὐ 

μή 

v. 29 

v. 31 

v. 31 

69.3 

69.3 

69.3 

σήμερον 

νύξ 

πρίν 

v. 30 

v. 30 

v. 30 

67.205 

67.192 

67.17 

δίς 

τρίς 

v. 30 

v. 30 

60.69 

60.71 

Table 4.8. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Mark 14:27–31 

The lexical item σκανδαλίζω (“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 (λέγω [“to say”], γράφω [“to write”], 

ἀπαρνέομαι [“to deny”]) belong to domain 33, which are semantically related to Jesus’ 

foretelling; thus, the cases form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes διασκορπίζω (“to 

scatter”) and προάγω (“go before”) belong to domain 15. Here, διασκορπίζω means the 

scattering of the flock (disciples), and προάγω makes us anticipate the gathering of the 

disciples by Jesus going to Galilee before them; thus, these two lexemes are 



181 

 

   

semantically intertwined with each other, and they form a semantic-lexical tie. Two 

lexemes πρόβατον (“sheep”) and ἀλέκτωρ (“cock”) belong to domain 4; πρόβατον is 

related to the scattering of the disciples, and ἀλέκτωρ is related to Peter’s denial. Both 

“scattering” and “denial” belong to the category of “stumbling” (σκανδαλίζω), and thus 

they form a semantic-lexical tie. Two lexemes ἐγείρω (“to raise up”) and συναποθνῄσκω 

(“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 οὐκ, οὐ, 

and μή (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 (σήμερον [“today”], νύξ 

[“night”], πρίν [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 δίς (“twice”) and τρίς (“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. 

10 Καὶ Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα ἀπῆλθεν πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς ἵνα αὐτὸν παραδοῖ αὐτοῖς. 
11 οἱ δὲ ἀκούσαντες ἐχάρησαν καὶ ἐπηγγείλαντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. καὶ ἐζήτει πῶς αὐτὸν 

εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ. 12 Καὶ τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων, ὅτε τὸ πάσχα ἔθυον, λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ 
μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ· ποῦ θέλεις ἀπελθόντες ἑτοιμάσωμεν ἵνα φάγῃς τὸ πάσχα; 13 καὶ ἀποστέλλει δύο 

τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς· ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν, καὶ ἀπαντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος 
κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ 14 καὶ ὅπου ἐὰν εἰσέλθῃ εἴπατε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ 

ὅτι ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμά μου ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου 

φάγω; 15 καὶ αὐτὸς ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον ἕτοιμον· καὶ ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν.      
16 καὶ ἐξῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ καὶ ἦλθον εἰς τὴν πόλιν καὶ εὗρον καθὼς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ 

πάσχα. 17 Καὶ ὀψίας γενομένης ἔρχεται μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. 18 καὶ ἀνακειμένων αὐτῶν καὶ 
ἐσθιόντων ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν· ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ.       
19 ἤρξαντο λυπεῖσθαι καὶ λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς κατὰ εἷς· μήτι ἐγώ; 20 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, 

ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον. 21 ὅτι ὁ μὲν υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς 
γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ δὲ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· καλὸν 

αὐτῷ εἰ οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 22 Καὶ ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐλογήσας 
ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς καὶ εἶπεν· λάβετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 23 καὶ λαβὼν ποτήριον 

εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς, καὶ ἔπιον ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες. 24 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά 

μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ ἐκχυννόμενον ὑπὲρ πολλῶν. 25 ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἐκ τοῦ 

γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης ὅταν αὐτὸ πίνω καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ.  
26 Καὶ ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 27 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι πάντες 
σκανδαλισθήσεσθε, ὅτι γέγραπται· πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, καὶ τὰ πρόβατα διασκορπισθήσονται.    
28 ἀλλὰ μετὰ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 29 ὁ δὲ Πέτρος ἔφη αὐτῷ· εἰ καὶ 
πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐγώ. 30 καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· ἀμὴν λέγω σοι ὅτι σὺ 

σήμερον ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἢ δὶς ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ. 31 ὁ δὲ ἐκπερισσῶς 

ἐλάλει· ἐὰν δέῃ με συναποθανεῖν σοι, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ πάντες ἔλεγον. 

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 ὑπάγει (to depart), τὸ σῶμά μου (my body), and τὸ αἷμά μου (my blood). 

His death is carried out by the act of handing over (betrayal; παραδίδωμι) of one of the 

disciples, Judas. After Jesus’ arrest as a result of Judas’s betrayal, the disciples scatter 

(διασκορπίζω). Peter’s denial (ἀπαρνέομαι) 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” (σκανδαλίζω). The notion of 

“death” itself appears not in the statement of Jesus himself, but in that of Peter (ἐὰν δέῃ 

με συναποθανεῖν σοι, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι). 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 

Non-embedded Clause 

2.969 2.5 2.545 

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 is 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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Lexical Density Direct Speech Narrative 
Non-embedded Clauses 28 27 

Content Words 79 74 

Functional Words 131 84 

Content Words per 

Non-embedded Clause 

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.16 

 

Grammatical Intricacy 

The following reveals the grammatical intricacy of Mark 14:10–31.  

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 

per Clause Complex 

2.666 2.4 2.2 

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,17 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 
ἀπῆλθεν (10), παραδοῖ (10), 

ἀκούσαντες (11), ἐχάρησαν (11), 

ἐπηγγείλαντο (11), παραδοῖ (11), 

ἀπελθόντες (12), ἑτοιμάσωμεν 

(12), φάγῃς (12), ἀκολουθήσατε 

(13), εἰσέλθῃ (14), εἴπατε (14), 

φάγω (14), ἑτοιμάσατε (15), 

ἐξῆλθον (16), ἦλθον (16), εὗρον 

Present Perfect ἀπαντήσει (13), 

δείξει (15), 

παραδώσει (18), 

σκανδαλισθήσεσθε 

(27), πατάξω (27), 

σκανδαλισθήσονται 

(27), πατάξω (28), 

σκανδαλισθήσονται 

λέγουσιν (12), θέλεις (12), 

ἀποστέλλει (13), λέγει 

(13), βαστάζων (13), 

λέγει (14), ἐστιν (14), 

ἔρχεται (17), ἀνακειμένων 

(18), ἐσθιόντων  (18), 

λέγω (18), ἐσθίων (18), 

ἐστρωμένον (15), 

γέγραπται (21), 

γέγραπται (27) 

                                           
17 Cf. Porter, Orality and Textuality, 13–14. 
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(16),  εἶπεν (16), ἡτοίμασαν (16), 

γενομένης (17), εἶπεν (18), 

ἤρξαντο (19), εἶπεν (20), 

ἐγεννήθη (21), λαβών (22), 

εὐλογήσας (22), ἔκλασεν (22), 

ἔδωκεν (22), εἶπεν (22), λάβετε 

(22), λαβών (23), εὐχαριστήσας 

(23), ἔδωκεν (23),  ἔπιον (23), 

εἶπεν (24), πίω (25), ὑμνήσαντες 

(26), ἐξῆλθον (26), ἐγερθῆναί 
(28),  

ἔφη (29), φωνῆσαι (30),  

συναποθανεῖν (31) 

λυπεῖσθαι (19), λέγειν 

(19), ἐμβαπτόμενος (20), 

ὑπάγει (21), παραδίδοται 

(21), ἐσθιόντων (22), ἐστιν 

(22), ἐστιν (24), 

ἐκχυννόμενον (24), λέγω 

(25), πίνω (25), λέγει 

(27), λέγει (30), λέγω 

(30), δέῃ (31) 

(29), ἀπαρνήσῃ 

(30), ἀπαρνήσομα 

(31) 

Imperfective Pluperfect 

ἐζήτει (11), ἔθυον (12), 

ὑπάγετε (13), ἐλάλει (31), 

ἔλεγον (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 γέγραπται), but there is one more stative aspect usage (ἐστρωμένον). 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 (ἐστρωμένον; 14:15; γέγραπται; 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 Εἰσῆλθεν (δὲ) σατανᾶς εἰς Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον Ἰσκαριώτην, ὄντα ἐκ 

τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα· 

22:4 (καὶ) ἀπελθὼν συνελάλησεν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ στρατηγοῖς τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς 

παραδῷ αὐτόν. 

22:5a (καὶ) ἐχάρησαν  

22:5b (καὶ) συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 

22:7b [ἐν] ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα· 

22:9b ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν; 
22:10a ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς 

22:10b ἰδοὺ  

22:10f εἰς ἣν εἰσπορεύεται, 
22:12a (κἀκεῖνος) ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον· 

22:16b (ὅτι) οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτὸ ἕως ὅτου πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. 
22:31b ὁ σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον· 
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22:32a ἐγὼ (δὲ)  ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ 
22:34a ὁ (δὲ)  εἶπεν 

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.1  

 

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. 

                                           
1 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) σατανᾶς (2x; 22:3, 31 [ὁ 

σατανᾶς]), (2) ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων (22:7), (3) οἱ (22:9 [cf. 22:8; Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην]), 

(4) ὁ (22:10; Jesus), (5) ἡ ὥρα (22:14a), (6) οἱ ἀπόστολοι (22:14b), (7) ἐγὼ (22:32; Jesus), 

(8) ὁ (22:33; Peter), and (9) ὁ (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 UBS5. 

The paragraph division of UBS5 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 UBS5 and suggest an alternative paragraph division. 

The overlapping part between the first paragraph suggested by UBS5 and the 

designated text is 22:3–6. There are one thematic unit (22:3–6) and one thematic 

participant (σατανᾶς; 22:3). This part has no temporal deixis, but it could be connected 

with the temporal deixis of 22:1 (Ἤγγιζεν δὲ ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ἀζύμων ἡ λεγομένη πάσχα). 

However, considering the introduction of a new participant, Satan, and the appearance of 

adversative conjunction δέ 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 NA28 and several 

Bible translations.4 Based on these points, this study regards 22:3–6 as a paragraph.  

The second paragraph divided by UBS5 is 22:7–13. It contains three thematic units 

(22:7–8; 22:9; 22:10–13) and three thematic participants (ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων; 22:7; οἱ; 

22:9 [cf. 22:8; Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην]; ὁ; 22:10 [Jesus]). This paragraph includes a 

temporal deixis (Ἦλθεν δὲ ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων) 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 UBS5 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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ἑτοιμάζω) and 51 (3x; πάσχα; cf. ἄζυμος [domain 5]) cohesively tie this paragraph. 

Considering these aspects, the paragraph division of UBS5 seems appropriate.  

The third paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 22:14–23. There are two thematic units 

(22:14a; 22:14b–23) and two thematic participants (ἡ ὥρα; 22:14a; οἱ ἀπόστολοι; 

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 (ὅτε 

ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα; 22:14) as a boundary marker. Also, this paragraph has three lexemes, 

ποτήριον (“cup”; 22:17, 20 [2x]), ἄρτος (“bread”; 22:19), τράπεζα (“table”; 22:21), which 

are semantically tied around the context of Passover meal;5 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 

(φιλονεικία; 22:24; ὁ [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 

(ὁ διακονῶν; 22:26, 27 [2x]).  

The fourth paragraph suggested by UBS5 is 22:31–34. It has four thematic units 

(22:31; 22:32; 22:33; 22:34) and three thematic participants (ὁ σατανᾶς; 22:31; ὁ Ἰησοῦς 

                                           
5 For the detailed semantic-lexical analysis, see the lexical cohesion analysis of the third paragraph.  
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[ἐγὼ; 22:32, ὁ; 22:34]; ὁ Πέτρος; 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, ἐπιστρέφω (“to return”), ἐκλείπω (“to 

depart/fail”), πορεύομαι (“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 UBS5 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. 

 



196 

 

   

Paragraph Thematic 

Unit 
Verse Thematic 

Participant 
Major Process 

1 1 3–6 Satan entered into Judas 

2 2 7–8 the day of Unleavened 

Bread 

came 

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–

23 

the apostles (were) with him (Jesus) 

Omitted 

Part 

a 24 a dispute arose among them (apostles) 

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 UBS5, are summarized in the 

following figure. 

Paragraph Division & Topics of UBS5 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 UBS5 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 Εἰσῆλθεν δὲ σατανᾶς εἰς Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον 
Ἰσκαριώτην, ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα·  
4 καὶ ἀπελθὼν συνελάλησεν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ 
στρατηγοῖς τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς παραδῷ αὐτόν. 
5 καὶ ἐχάρησαν καὶ συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι.  
6 καὶ ἐξωμολόγησεν, καὶ ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν τοῦ  

παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν ἄτερ ὄχλου αὐτοῖς. 

22:7–13 7 Ἦλθεν δὲ ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων, [ἐν]  

ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα· 8 καὶ ἀπέστειλεν 
Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην εἰπών· 

                                                        Ø πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν τὸ πάσχα ἵνα 
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                                                        φάγωμεν.  
9 οἱ δὲ εἶπαν αὐτῷ· 

                                                        Ø ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν; 
10 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· 
                                                        Ø ἰδοὺ Ø εἰσελθόντων ὑμῶν εἰς τὴν πόλιν 
                                                        συναντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος 
                                                        βαστάζων· Ø ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ εἰς τὴν 

                                                        οἰκίαν εἰς ἣν εἰσπορεύεται, 11 καὶ ἐρεῖτε τῷ 
                                                        οἰκοδεσπότῃ τῆς οἰκίας·  
                                                           Ø λέγει σοι ὁ διδάσκαλος·  
                                                              Ø ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμα ὅπου 

                                                              τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 

                                                              12 Ø κἀκεῖνος ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα 
                                                        ἐστρωμένον· ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε.  
13 ἀπελθόντες δὲ εὗρον καθὼς εἰρήκει 
αὐτοῖς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα.  

22:14–23 14 Καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα, ἀνέπεσεν καὶ 
οἱ ἀπόστολοι σὺν αὐτῷ. 15 καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς· 
                                                        Ø ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα 

                                                        φαγεῖν μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν πρὸ τοῦ με παθεῖν· 16 λέγω 
                                                        γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτὸ ἕως ὅτου 
                                                        πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ.  
17 καὶ δεξάμενος ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας εἶπεν·  

                                                        Ø λάβετε τοῦτο καὶ διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς· 

                                                              18 λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν, [ὅτι] οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ τοῦ 
                                                        νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως οὗ 
                                                        ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ἔλθῃ.  
19 Καὶ λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσας 
ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· 

                                                        Ø τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν 
                                                        διδόμενον· Ø τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν 
                                                        ἀνάμνησιν.  
20 καὶ τὸ ποτήριον ὡσαύτως μετὰ τὸ 
δειπνῆσαι, λέγων·  

                                                        Ø τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ 
                                                        αἵματί μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυννόμενον. 

                                                        21 Πλὴν ἰδοὺ Ø ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ παραδιδόντος με 
                                                        μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης. 22 ὅτι ὁ υἱὸς μὲν 

                                                        τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τὸ ὡρισμένον πορεύεται,  
                                                        πλὴν οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ 
                                                        παραδίδοται.  
23 καὶ αὐτοὶ ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν πρὸς  
ἑαυτοὺς τὸ τίς ἄρα εἴη ἐξ αὐτῶν ὁ τοῦτο 

μέλλων πράσσειν.  

22:31–34                                                         31 Ø Σίμων Ø Σίμων, Ø ἰδοὺ Ø ὁ σατανᾶς 
                                                        ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον·  
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                                                        32 ἐγὼ δὲ ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ 
                                                        πίστις σου· καὶ σύ ποτε ἐπιστρέψας στήρισον 
                                                        τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου.  
33 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῷ·  

                                                        Ø κύριε, Ø μετὰ σοῦ ἕτοιμός εἰμι καὶ εἰς 
                                                        φυλακὴν καὶ εἰς θάνατον πορεύεσθαι.  
34 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν·  

                                                        Ø λέγω σοι, Ø Πέτρε, Ø οὐ φωνήσει σήμερον 
                                                        ἀλέκτωρ ἕως τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ εἰδέναι.                                                               

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) καί (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) δέ (8x; 22:3, 7, 9, 

10, 13, 32, 33, 34); (3) γάρ (2x; 22:16, 18); (4) ἵνα (22:8, 32); (5) πλήν (22:21, 22); (6) 

ὅτι (22:16, 22); (7) ὅπου (22:11); (8) καθώς (22:13); (9) ὅτε (22:14); (10) μέν (22:22); 

(11) ὡς (22:31); (12) ἕως (22:34).6 There is a synthetic form of conjunction and another 

lexeme: κἀκεῖνος (καί + ἐκεῖνος), 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 δέ. 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 

                                           
6 The conjunction ἕως also appears in Matthew (26:29) and Mark (14:25), but here it functions as a 

preposition. In Luke, ἕως 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 δέ 

seems to be appropriately used as adversative conjunction. Subsequently, καί, 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 καί in 22:4 reveals unmarked continuity to 

connect dative nouns as two objects that Judas visits (ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ στρατηγοῖς). The 

last clause of 22:4 is accusative, requiring no conjunction (τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς παραδῷ αὐτόν), 

and reveals the purpose of Judas’s visit. Καί, 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, καί 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 καί, 

which reveals an unmarked continuity. After their agreement, Judas’s consent is linked 

by καί with causal continuity, which can be translated as “so.” After this agreement, 

Judas seeks to hand over “him” to them, also led by καί, containing an unmarked 

continuity. In the first paragraph, which is purely narrative, all conjunctions are καί 

except for one case of δέ, which appears at the beginning. Asyndeton is not found here, 

and the conjunctive ties are formed by the appearances of δέ and καί, 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 δέ, forming a transitive and adversative 

connection from the previous topic of Judas’s betrayal to a new topic. When the day of 
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Unleavened Bread comes (22:7), Jesus sends Peter and John, which are connected by a 

connective conjunction καί, 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 καί, which reveals unmarked continuity. After the narrative part, asyndeton 

appears at the beginning of the direct speech (Ø πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν τὸ πάσχα); 

thus, this asyndeton is explicable. The following conjunction ἵνα leads the primary 

purpose of preparation for the Passover: “to eat” (ἵνα φάγωμεν). In 22:9, a narrative 

speech margin of Peter and John’s question starts with δέ. Jesus’ words may have been 

abstract (22:8), so 22:9 is connected by the adversative/connective δέ 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 (Ø ποῦ 

θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν;); 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 δέ. After ἰδού, the expression of attention,7 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 (ἀκολουθήσατε). 22:11 contains the 

                                           
7 The beginning of the speech in 22:10 is ἰδού, an aorist middle imperative verb form of εἶδον. This 

expression, ἰδού, 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 ἰδού 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 καί for an unmarked continuity, which links 

his words to the previous imperative. The remainder of 22:11 includes two instances of 

asyndeton (Ø λέγει σοι ὁ διδάσκαλος; Ø ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμα); 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 ὅπου 

follows to reveal the purpose of his order: to prepare the place for the Passover meal. In 

22:12, καί is used as a connective conjunction for the following Jesus’ words. More 

specifically, καί is combined with ἐκεῖνος (κἀκεῖνος). When the disciples do what Jesus 

commands, then that person (κἀκεῖνος) will show where to prepare the Passover meal. 

After that, asyndeton appears in the last clause of 22:12 (Ø ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε), 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 δέ. It can be understood as 

“so,” basically containing causal connective meaning.8 The two conjunctions of the 

remaining clauses in 22:13 are καθώς and καί. Here, καθώς is used as comparative 

conjunction to reveal that “as Jesus said, it had been done,” and καί 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 δέ, 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 καί. Here, it is used with ὅτε 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 καί 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 καί 

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 

λέγω ὑμῖν of 22:16 is connected with a causal conjunction γάρ, which can be translated 

into “for.” In 22:16, along with γάρ, a content conveying conjunction ὅτι that leads to the 

main content of Jesus’ words appears. After, a temporal conjunction ἕως appears, which 

marks the time when he will eat the fulfilled (πληρωθῇ) Passover. After these Passover-

related passages, an unmarked continuity of καί follows where Jesus takes a cup and 

gives thanks to God (22:17a), and asyndeton appears at the first part of his following 

words: Ø λάβετε τοῦτο καὶ διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς (22:17b). Here, two aorist-imperative 

verbs (λάβετε, διαμερίσατε), meaning “take this” and “divide it among yourselves,” are 

connected by καί, revealing an unmarked continuity. 22:18 shares a similar structure 

with 22:16 (λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν, [ὅτι] οὐ μὴ … ἕως … βασιλεία τοῦ θεου). Here, γάρ 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 καί. The following καί, conveying unmarked 

continuity, connects Jesus’ two actions on bread (ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν). 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 καί, 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 

πλήν, the adversative conjunction containing strong contrast. In 22:20, Jesus spoke of his 

blood (death) for “you,” that is, for the disciples, but (πλήν) in 22:21, what follows is 

Jesus’ utterance about a person who will betray him.9 In 22:22, an explanation of the 

future situation appears with the subordinating conjunction ὅτι. Then, πλήν 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 καί 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 καί 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 

                                           
9 The following ἰδού 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, δέ 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).10 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, ἰδού, 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 ὡς, 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 δέ. In 22:32, δέ is used to connect 

Satan’s request with Jesus’ words, “I pray for you.” In 22:33, δέ 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, δέ 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 ἵνα and causal-connective conjunction καί 

                                           
10 This message is also introduced and proceeded by the adversative conjunction δέ (22:25). 
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are used. In 22:33, there are two appearances of καί, revealing unmarked continuity. In 

22:34, the temporal conjunction ἕως 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. 

3 Εἰσῆλθεν δὲ σατανᾶς εἰς Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον Ἰσκαριώτην, ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα· 

4 καὶ ἀπελθὼν συνελάλησεν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ στρατηγοῖς τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς παραδῷ αὐτόν. 

5 καὶ ἐχάρησαν καὶ συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 

6 καὶ ἐξωμολόγησεν, καὶ ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν τοῦ παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν ἄτερ ὄχλου αὐτοῖς. 

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.11 

The participant-referent chains of Luke 22:7–13 are as follows. 

7 Ἦλθεν δὲ ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων, [ἐν] ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα· 

8 καὶ ἀπέστειλεν Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην εἰπών· πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν τὸ πάσχα ἵνα φάγωμεν. 

9 οἱ δὲ εἶπαν αὐτῷ· ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν; 

10 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· ἰδοὺ εἰσελθόντων ὑμῶν εἰς τὴν πόλιν συναντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον 

ὕδατος βαστάζων· ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν εἰς ἣν εἰσπορεύεται, 

11 καὶ ἐρεῖτε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ τῆς οἰκίας· λέγει σοι ὁ διδάσκαλος· ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμα ὅπου τὸ 

πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 

12 κἀκεῖνος ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον· ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε. 

13 ἀπελθόντες δὲ εὗρον καθὼς εἰρήκει αὐτοῖς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

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 ὁ διδάσκαλος (22:11). After Peter and John first appear as 

reduced references (proper noun; 22:8), they form implied references (implied subjects 

                                           
11 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 φάγωμεν. 

“The day of Unleavened bread” in 22:7 is referenced once by ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα. 

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 Καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα, ἀνέπεσεν καὶ οἱ ἀπόστολοι σὺν αὐτῷ. 

15 καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς· ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν πρὸ τοῦ με 

παθεῖν· 

16 λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτὸ ἕως ὅτου πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. 

17 καὶ δεξάμενος ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας εἶπεν· λάβετε τοῦτο καὶ διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς· 

18 λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν, [ὅτι] οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως οὗ ἡ βασιλεία 

τοῦ θεοῦ ἔλθῃ. 

19 Καὶ λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου 

τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν. 

20 καὶ τὸ ποτήριον ὡσαύτως μετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι, λέγων· τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ 

αἵματί μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυννόμενον. 

21 Πλὴν ἰδοὺ ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ παραδιδόντος με μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης. 

22 ὅτι ὁ υἱὸς μὲν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τὸ ὡρισμένον πορεύεται, πλὴν οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ  

δι᾽ οὗ παραδίδοται. 

23 καὶ αὐτοὶ ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν πρὸς ἑαυτοὺς τὸ τίς ἄρα εἴη ἐξ αὐτῶν ὁ τοῦτο μέλλων πράσσειν. 

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 ὁ υἱὸς 

μὲν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου in 22:22. The case of “disciples” is similar to the pattern of Jesus, but 

it is unique that their first reference is οἱ ἀπόστολοι, 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.12 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 τὸ ποτήριον, which appears to be here again holding the cup that Jesus took, 

compared to the previous one (ποτήριον), which appears without an article in 22:17. 
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31 Σίμων Σίμων, ἰδοὺ ὁ σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον· 

32 ἐγὼ δὲ ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου·  

καὶ σύ ποτε ἐπιστρέψας στήρισον τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου. 

33 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῷ· κύριε, μετὰ σοῦ ἕτοιμός εἰμι καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν καὶ εἰς θάνατον πορεύεσθαι. 

34 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν· λέγω σοι, Πέτρε, οὐ φωνήσει σήμερον ἀλέκτωρ ἕως τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ εἰδέναι. 

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 (ὑμᾶς; 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” 

(ὑμᾶς) 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 τὸν καλούμενον Ἰσκαριώτην and ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα in 22:3, 

which function as added information on Ιούδαν. The third case appears to be ᾗ ἔδει 

θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα in 22:7, which is considered a substitution of ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων. The 

fourth case appears to be ἀνάγαιον in 22:12, which is read as a substitution of κατάλυμα 

in the immediately preceding verse, as in the case of Mark. The fifth case can be seen as 

οἱ ἀπόστολοι 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 τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου in 22:18, which seems to function as a 

substitution of ποτήριον in the previous verse, just like Matthew and Mark. A seventh 

case, like Matthew and Mark, is τὸ σῶμά μου, which appears to be used as a substitution 

of ἄρτον in 22:19. The eighth case is ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου, which appears to 

be a substitution of τὸ ποτήριον in 22:20. It seems to be different from Matthew and 

Mark, taking as τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης a substitution of τὸ ποτήριον. The ninth 

example would be τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ in 22:22, referring τοῦ παραδιδόντος με μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ 

in 22:21. The tenth case is ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου in 22:22, referring Jesus himself. The 

eleventh case would be κύριε which appears to be a substitution of Jesus at 22:33. The 

twelfth case seems to be Πέτρε in 22:34, a substitution of Σίμων repeated twice by Jesus 



214 

 

   

in 22:31. 

The ellipsis in Luke 22:3–23, 31–34 is found in 22:20b (τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ 

διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυννόμενον), where the verb ἐστιν connecting 

token and value is omitted. Subsequently, in 22:21b (ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ παραδιδόντος με μετ᾽ 

ἐμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης), ἐστιν 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 

δίδωμι 

παραδίδωμι 

v. 5 

vv. 4, 6 

57.71 

57.77/37.111 

ἀριθμός 

δώδεκα 

v. 3 

v. 3 

60.1 

60.21 

καλέω 

συλλαλέω 

ἐξομολογέω 

v. 3 

v. 4 

v. 6 

33.131 

33.157 

33.278 

εἰσέρχομαι 

ἀπέρχομαι 

v. 3 

v. 4 

15.93 

15.37 

Table 5.5. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:3–6 

The lexeme δίδωμι (“to give”) and the lexical item παραδίδωμι (“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 (ἀριθμός [“number”], 

δώδεκα [“twelve”]), and these lexemes are tied around Judas, who was one (“number”) 

of the “twelve”; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes καλέω (“to call”), 

συλλαλέω (“to talk with”), and ἐξομολογέω (“agree”) belong to domain 33. Συλλαλέω 

and ἐξομολογέω 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 καλέω and these lexemes. The two lexemes (εἰσέρχομαι [“to go 

in”], ἀπέρχομαι [“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 

ἑτοιμάζω vv. 8, 9, 12, 13 77.3 

πάσχα 

cf. ἄζυμος 

vv. 7, 11, 13 

v. 7 

51.7 

5.13 

ἔρχομαι 

ἀποστέλλω 

πορεύομαι 

εἰσέρχομαι 

βαστάζω 

ἀκολουθέω 

εἰσπορεύομαι 

ἀπέρχομαι 

v. 7 

v. 8 

v. 8 

v. 10 

v. 10 

v. 10 

v. 10 

v. 13 

15.81 

15.66 

15.10 

15.93 

15.188 

15.144 

15.93 

15.37 

ἐσθίω vv. 8, 11 23.1 

οἰκία 

κατάλυμα 

ἀνάγαιον 

vv. 10, 11 

v. 11 

v. 12 

7.3 

7.30 

7.27 

Table 5.6. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:7–13 

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

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

πάσχα (“Passover”; domain 51) is reiterated four times and ἄζυμος (“unleavened bread”; 

domain 5) can be semantically tied with πάσχα due to the close connection between the 

Passover and the feast of Unleavened Bread; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Eight 

lexemes (ἔρχομαι [“to go”], ἀποστέλλω [“to send”], πορεύομαι [“to go”], εἰσέρχομαι [“go 

into”], βαστάζω [“to carry”], ἀκολουθέω [“to follow”], εἰσπορεύομαι [“to enter”], 

ἀπέρχομαι [“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 ἐσθίω (“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 οἰκία 

(2x; “house”), κατάλυμα (“guest room”), and ἀνάγαιον (“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 

ἐσθίω 

πίνω 

δειπνέω 

vv. 15, 16 

v. 18 

v. 20 

23.1 

23.34 

23.20 

λαμβάνω vv. 17, 19 18.1 

εὐχαριστέω 

συζητέω 

vv. 17, 19 

v. 23 

33.349 

33.440 

διαμερίζω 

δίδωμι 

v. 17 

v. 19 (2x) 

57.89 

57.71 

σῶμα 

αἷμα 

χείρ 

v. 19 

v. 20 

v. 21 

8.1 

8.64 

8.30 

ὥρα 

νῦν 

v. 14 

v. 18 

67.1 

67.38 

ποτήριον 

τράπεζα 

cf. ἄρτος 

vv. 17, 20 (2x) 

v. 21 

v. 19 

6.121 

6.113 

5.8 

ἐπιθυμίᾳ 

ἐπιθυμέω 

v. 15 

v. 15 

25.12 

25.12 
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βασιλεία vv. 16, 18 37.64/1.8213 

οὐ 

μή 

vv. 16, 18 

vv. 16, 18 

69.3 

69.3 

παραδίδωμι vv. 21, 22 37.111 

υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

ἄνθρωπος 

v. 22 

v. 22  

9.3 

9.1 

Table 5.7. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:14–23 

The lexical item ἐσθίω (2x; “to eat”) and the lexemes πίνω (“to drink”) and δειπνέω (to 

eat) belong to domain 23, revealing the actions regarding the Passover and Eucharist; 

thus, they form semantic-lexical ties. The lexical item λαμβάνω (“to take”; domain 18) is 

reiterated two times, which is tied around Jesus’ actions on a cup and bread; thus, the 

cases of λαμβάνω form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item εὐχαριστέω (“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 εὐχαριστέω form a semantic-lexical 

tie. Συζητέω (“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 εὐχαριστέω. The lexical item δίδωμι (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 δίδωμι are semantically linked. Διαμερίζω (“to divide/distribute”) also belongs to 

domain 57, and it can be semantically linked with δίδωμι 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 σῶμα (“body”) and αἷμα (“blood”) belong to domain 

                                           
13 Βασιλεία 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);14 thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. Even though χείρ (“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 (ὥρα [“hour”], νῦν [“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 (ποτήριον [“cup”], τράπεζα [“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 (ποτήριον in the Eucharist and τράπεζα 

in the betrayal) within the same context. Thus, we can find a semantic-lexical tie 

between them. Furthermore, ποτήριον can also be semantically tied with ἄρτος since what 

was in the “cup” was probably οἶνος (“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 (ἐπιθυμίᾳ [“deep desire”], ἐπιθυμέω [“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 βασιλεία 

(“reign/kingdom”; domain 37/1) appears two times and form collocation with τοῦ θεοῦ. 

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 God15; thus, the two 

cases form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes οὐ and μή (domain 69; negation) are used 

for Jesus’ declarations above; thus, they form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexical item 

                                           
14 It 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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παραδίδωμι (“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 ἄνθρωπος (“man”; domain 9) 

is reiterated two times; one of them forms collocation with υἱός (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου), 

which refer to Jesus, and the other one (τῷ ἀνθρώπω) 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 

ἐξαιτέω 

δέομαι 

λέγω 

φωνέω 

ἀπαρνέομαι 

v. 31 

v. 32 

v. 34 

v. 34 

v. 34 

33.166 

33.170 

33.69 

33.77 

33.70 

ἐπιστρέφω 

ἐκλείπω 

πορεύομαι 

v. 32 

v. 32 

v. 33 

15.90 

15.58/57.46 

15.10 

ποτε 

σήμερον 

v. 32 

v. 34 

67.30 

67.205 

Table 5.8. Semantic Domains of the Lexemes in Luke 22:31–34 

The lexemes (ἐξαιτέω [“to ask”], δέομαι [“to plead/pray”], λέγω [“to say”], φωνέω [“to 

cry out”], ἀπαρνέομαι [“to deny”]) belong to domain 33. Among these, the lexeme 
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ἐξαιτέω conveys Satan’s ask to tempt (sift) Peter, and δέομαι conveys Jesus’ prayer for 

Peter, thus they are semantically connected and form a semantic-lexical tie. The lexemes 

φωνέω and ἀπαρνέομαι are tied around Peter’s denial; thus, they form a semantic-lexical 

tie.16 The three lexemes (ἐπιστρέφω [“to return”], ἐκλείπω [“to depart/fail”], πορεύομαι 

[“to go”]) 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 ποτε (“at 

some time”) and σήμερον (“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. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                           
16 The lexeme λέγω appears in Jesus’ intro; it is not included in the previous two semantic-lexical 

ties.  
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3 Εἰσῆλθεν δὲ σατανᾶς εἰς Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον Ἰσκαριώτην, ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα· 
4 καὶ ἀπελθὼν συνελάλησεν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ στρατηγοῖς τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς παραδῷ αὐτόν. 5 καὶ 
ἐχάρησαν καὶ συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 6 καὶ ἐξωμολόγησεν, καὶ ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν τοῦ 

παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν ἄτερ ὄχλου αὐτοῖς. 7 Ἦλθεν δὲ ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων, [ἐν] ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ 

πάσχα· 8 καὶ ἀπέστειλεν Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην εἰπών· πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν τὸ πάσχα ἵνα 

φάγωμεν. 9 οἱ δὲ εἶπαν αὐτῷ· ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν; 10 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· ἰδοὺ εἰσελθόντων 

ὑμῶν εἰς τὴν πόλιν συναντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ 

εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν εἰς ἣν εἰσπορεύεται, 11 καὶ ἐρεῖτε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ τῆς οἰκίας· λέγει σοι ὁ 

διδάσκαλος· ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμα ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 12 κἀκεῖνος 
ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον· ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε. 13 ἀπελθόντες δὲ εὗρον καθὼς εἰρήκει 
αὐτοῖς καὶ ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 14 Καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα, ἀνέπεσεν καὶ οἱ ἀπόστολοι σὺν αὐτῷ. 
15 καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς· ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν πρὸ τοῦ με 

παθεῖν· 16 λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτὸ ἕως ὅτου πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. 17 καὶ 
δεξάμενος ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας εἶπεν· λάβετε τοῦτο καὶ διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς· 18 λέγω γὰρ 

ὑμῖν, [ὅτι] οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως οὗ ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ 

ἔλθῃ. 19 Καὶ λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά 

μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν. 20 καὶ τὸ ποτήριον ὡσαύτως 

μετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι, λέγων· τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν 

ἐκχυννόμενον. 21 Πλὴν ἰδοὺ ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ παραδιδόντος με μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης. 22 ὅτι ὁ υἱὸς 
μὲν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τὸ ὡρισμένον πορεύεται, πλὴν οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ 

παραδίδοται. 23 καὶ αὐτοὶ ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν πρὸς ἑαυτοὺς τὸ τίς ἄρα εἴη ἐξ αὐτῶν ὁ τοῦτο μέλλων 

πράσσειν … 31 Σίμων Σίμων, ἰδοὺ ὁ σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον· 32 ἐγὼ δὲ 

ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου· καὶ σύ ποτε ἐπιστρέψας στήρισον τοὺς ἀδελφούς 

σου. 33 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῷ· κύριε, μετὰ σοῦ ἕτοιμός εἰμι καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν καὶ εἰς θάνατον πορεύεσθαι. 
34 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν· λέγω σοι, Πέτρε, οὐ φωνήσει σήμερον ἀλέκτωρ ἕως τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ εἰδέναι. 

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 τὸ σῶμά 

μου (“my body”), τῷ αἵματί μου (“my blood”), and πορεύεται (“to go away”; domain 

15.34)––a synonym of ὑπάγει (to depart; domain 15.35). His death is carried out by the 

act of handing over (betrayal; παραδίδωμι) of one of the disciples, Judas. After Jesus’ 

arrest as a result of Judas’s betrayal, Peter’s denial (ἀπαρνέομαι) 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” (σκανδαλίζω), in Luke, it 

appears as Satan’s act (σινιάσαι; “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 (θύω [“to sacrifice/slaughter”; 22:7]; πάσχω [“to suffer”; 22:15]; θάνατος 

[“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 

Non-embedded Clause 

3 2.9 3.0 

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, 15c, 16, 17a, 

18a, 19, 20, 21a, 22a, 23a, 25a, 25c, 26a, 27a, 30, 31a, 33a, 34a, 35a, 35c) 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 

Non-embedded Clause 

3.172 2.682 

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 (ἀκριβῶς) 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.17 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 

                                           
17 In particular, the unnatural flow of speech part in 22:31–32 (e.g., inconsistency in number to the 

object in Jesus’ words [Σίμων; ὑμᾶς; σοῦ]) may have come from the process of obtaining and organizing 

data from various sources. 



226 

 

   

never appears as a proper noun can be another reason for this tendency.18 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 

per Clause Complex 

2.75 2.222 3.0 

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,19 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.20 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 

Aspect 

Future 

εἰσῆλθεν (3), ἀπελθὼν (4), 

συνελάλησεν (4), παραδῷ (4), 

ἐχάρησαν (5), συνέθεντο (5), δοῦναι 

(5), ἐξωμολόγησεν (6), παραδοῦναι 

(6), ἦλθεν (7), ἀπέστειλεν (8), εἰπών 

(8),  πορευθέντες (8), ἑτοιμάσατε (8), 

φάγωμεν (8), εἶπαν (9), ἑτοιμάσωμεν 

(9), εἶπεν (10), εἰσελθόντων (10), 

ἀκολουθήσατε (10), φάγω (11), 

Present Perfect συναντήσει 

(10),  

ἐρεῖτε (11), 

δείξει (12), 

φωνήσει (34) 

καλούμενον (3), ὄντα (3), 

θύεσθαι (7), θέλεις (9), 

βαστάζων (10), εἰσπορεύεται 

(10), λέγει (11), ἐστιν (11), 

λέγω (16), λέγω (18), λέγων 

(19), ἐστιν (19), διδόμενον 

(19), ποιεῖτε (19), λέγων 

(20), ἐκχυννόμενον (20), 

ἐστρωμένον (12), 

ὡρισμένον (22), 

εἰδέναι (34) 

                                           

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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ἑτοιμάσατε (12), ἀπελθόντες (13),  

εὗρον (13), ἡτοίμασαν (13), ἐγένετο 

(14), ἀνέπεσεν (14), εἶπεν (15), 

ἐπεθύμησα (15), φαγεῖν (15), παθεῖν 

(15), φάγω (16), πληρωθῇ (16), 

δεξάμενος (17), εὐχαριστήσας (17), 

εἶπεν (17), λάβετε (17), διαμερίσατε 

(17), πίω (18), ἔλθῃ (18), λαβών 

(19), εὐχαριστήσας (19), ἔκλασεν 

(19), ἔδωκεν (19), δειπνῆσαι (20), 

ἤρξαντο  (23), … ἐξῃτήσατο (31), 

σινιάσαι (31), ἐδεήθην (32), ἐκλίπῃ 

(32), πιστρέψας (32), στήρισον (32), 

εἶπεν (33), εἶπεν (34), ἀπαρνήσῃ 

(34) 

παραδιδόντος (21), 

πορεύεται(22), παραδίδοται 

(22), συζητεῖν (23), εἴη (23), 

μέλλων (23), πράσσειν 

(23), ... εἰμι (33), 

πορεύεσθαι (33), λέγω (34) 

Imperfective Pluperfect 

ἐζήτει (6), ἔδει (7)  εἰρήκει (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 (εἰρήκει, ὡρισμένον, εἰδέναι), and it 

shares one stative aspect with Mark (ἐστρωμένον). 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 



229 

 

   

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 (ἐστρωμένον [22:12]; εἰρήκει [22:13]; ὡρισμένον [22:22]; εἰδέναι 

[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 [Ἰησοῦς]). 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 λέγει/ἔφη + grammatical 

subject), which frequently appears in Matthew.1 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 καί, Mark has the highest 

frequency (29x). In Mark, this conjunction appears extensively, which could be 

considered a characteristic of oral language.2 This may have come from the primary 

                                           
1 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, καί 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 καί. 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 καί 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 καί––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 Ἰησοῦς 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 (Ἰησοῦ [26:17]; 

Ἰησοῦς [26:19, 26, 31, 

34]) 

3x (Ἰησοῦς [14:18, 27, 

30]) 

- 

Common Noun 6x (κύριε [26:22]; 

διδάσκαλος [3x; 26:18, 

24*]; ῥαββί [26:25]; 

ποιμένα [26:31]) 

2x (διδάσκαλος 

[14:14]); ποιμένα 

[14:27]) 

2x (διδάσκαλος 

[22:11]; κύριε [22:33]) 

Pronoun 20x (αὐτόν; [3x; 26:15, 

16, 25]; σοι [2x; 26:17, 

33, 35]; μου [4x; 

26:18*, 28, 29]; με [4x; 

26:21, 23, 32, 34]; 

αὐτῷ [3x; 26:22, 33, 

35]; ἐμοῦ [26:23]; 

αὐτοῦ [26:24]; ἐμοί 

[26:31]; σε [26:35]) 

19x (αὐτόν; [2x; 14:10, 

11]; αὐτῷ [3x; 14:12, 

19, 29]; αὐτοῦ [3x; 

14:12, 13, 21]; μου [4x; 

14:14*, 22, 24]; με [3x; 

14:18, 28, 30]; ἐμοῦ 

[2x; 14:18, 20]; σοι 

[14:31]; σε [14:31]) 

16x (αὐτόν; [2x; 22:4, 

6]; αὐτῷ [3x; 22:9, 14, 

33]; μου [2x; 22:11, 

19, 20]; με [3x; 22:15, 

21, 34]; ἑαυτούς 

[22:17]; ἐμήν [22:19]; 

ἐμοῦ [22:21]; ἐγὼ 

[22:32]; σοῦ [22:33]) 

Implied Subject 

in Verbs 

15x (θέλεις [26:17]; 

ἀνέκειτο [26:20]; εἶπεν 

[2x; 26:21, 26]; λέγω 

[3x; 26:21, 29, 34]; 

λέγει [26:25]; λαβών 

[2x; 26:26, 27]; 

εὐλογήσας [26:26]; δοὺς 

[26:26]; εὐχαριστήσας 

[26:27]; ἔδωκεν 

[26:27]; λέγων [26:27]; 

πίω [26:29]; πίνω 

[26:29]; προάξω 

[26:32]) 

22x (θέλεις [14:12]; 

φάγῃς [14:12]; 

ἀποστέλλει [14:13]; 

λέγει [14:13]; φάγω 

[14:14]; εἶπεν [3x; 

14:16, 22, 24]; ἔρχεται 

[14:17]; λέγω [3x; 

14:18, 25, 30]; λαβών 

[2x; 14:22, 23]; 

εὐλογήσας [14:22]; 

ἔκλασεν [14:22]; 

ἔδωκεν [2x; 14:22, 

23]); λάβετε [14:22]; 

εὐχαριστήσας [14:23]; 

πίω [14:25]; πίνω 

[14:25]) 

22x (ἀπέστειλεν 

[22:8]; εἰπών [22:8]; 

θέλεις [22:9]; φάγω 

[2x; 22:11, 16]; 

εἰρήκει [22:13]; 

ἀνέπεσεν [22:14], 

εἶπεν [2x; 22:15, 17], 

ἐπεθύμησα [22:15]; 

λέγω [3x; 22:16, 18, 

34]; δεξάμενος 

[22:17]; εὐχαριστήσας 

[2x; 22:17, 19]; πίω 

[22:18]; λαβών 

[22:19]; ἔκλασεν 

[22:19]; ἔδωκεν 

[22:19]; λέγων [2x; 

22:19, 20]) 

Simplified Form 2x (ὁ [26:18, 23]) 1x (ὁ [14:20]) 2x (ὁ [22:10, 34]) 

Compound 

Noun 

2x (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

[26:24*]) 

2x (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

[14:21*]) 

1x (ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ 

ἀνθρώπου [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 (Ἰησοῦς [5x; 26:17, 19, 26, 31, 34]), in Mark’s case, 

three of forty-nine (Ἰησοῦς; [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 (αὐτόν; [3x; 26:15, 16, 25]; ὁ [2x; 26:18, 23]; ἀνέκειτο [26:20]; 

εἶπεν [2x; 26:21, 26]; αὐτῷ [3x; 26:22, 33, 35]; λέγει [26:25]; ἔδωκεν [26:27]), sixteen 

cases in Mark (αὐτόν; [2x; 14:10, 11]; αὐτῷ [3x; 14:12, 19, 29]; αὐτοῦ [14:12, 13]; 

ἀποστέλλει [14:13]; λέγει [14:13]; εἶπεν [3x; 14:16, 22, 24]; ἔρχεται [14:17]; ὁ [14:20]; 

ἔκλασεν [14:22]; ἔδωκεν [2x; 14:22, 23]), and fourteen cases in Luke (αὐτόν; [2x; 22:4, 

6]; ἀπέστειλεν [22:8]; αὐτῷ [3x; 22:9, 14, 33]; ὁ [2x; 22:10, 34]; εἰρήκει [22:13]; 

ἀνέπεσεν [22:14], εἶπεν [2x; 22:15, 17], ἔκλασεν [22:19]; ἔδωκεν [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 (Ἰησοῦς) 
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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 (τῷ Ἰησοῦ). 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 (αὐτόν [22:4]; ἀπέστειλεν [22:8]; ἀνέπεσεν [22:14]; αὐτῷ [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” (παρηκολουθηκότι) “all things” 

(πᾶσιν)––about Jesus––“carefully” (ἀκριβῶς) 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,3 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.4 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. 
4 Botha, Orality and Literacy, 74–75. 
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with Acts, which is also known as a book written by Luke.5 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, Σαῦλος, 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 Ἰησοῦς in the designated text 

of Matthew. Ἰησοῦς 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 

                                           
5 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.6 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 (αὐτόν) could be explained as an 

original form of Judas’s wording with the intention to hand over Jesus to the high priest 

secretly. However, αὐτόν 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 Ἰησοῦς 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 (αὐτόν) in 26:16 can 

be seen as a trace of his attempt to preserve a tradition formed by other eyewitness(es) as 

it is.7 

                                           
6 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, Ἰησοῦς, 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 (αὐτόν) 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 (αὐτῷ [14:12]), whereas the third and fourth paragraphs 

include the proper noun Ἰησοῦς (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 οἱ μαθηταί (26:17) 

ὁ διδάσκαλος (26:18) 

κύριε (26:22) 

ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

(26:24) 

ῥαββί (26:25) 

τὸ σῶμά μου (26:26) 

τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς 
διαθήκης (26:28) 

τοῦ γενήματος τῆς 
ἀμπέλου (26:29) 

τὸν ποιμένα (26:31) 

τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης 
(26:31) 

ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα (14:10) 

οἱ μαθηταί (14:12) 

ἀνάγαιον μέγα (14:15) 

ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ 

(14:19) 

εἷς τῶν δώδεκα (14:20) 

ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ 
ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον 

(14:20) 

ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

(14:21) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ 

ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ 

ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται 
(14:21) 

τὸ σῶμά μου (14:22) 

τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης 
(14:24) 

τοῦ γενήματος τῆς 
ἀμπέλου (14:25)  

τὸν ποιμένα (14:27)  

τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης 
(14:27) 

τὸν καλούμενον 

Ἰσκαριώτην (22:3) 

ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν 

δώδεκα (22:3)  
ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα 

(22:7)  

ἀνάγαιον (22:12) 

οἱ ἀπόστολοι (22:14)  

τοῦ γενήματος τῆς 

ἀμπέλου (22:18) 

τὸ σῶμά μου (22:19)  

ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ 

αἵματί μου (22:20)  

τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ 

(22:22)  

ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

(22:22) 

κύριε (22:33)  

Πέτρε (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, 31–348 

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: μαθηταί and ἀπόστολοι. These lexemes seem to 

reflect the constructors’ understanding of the group. In the designated texts, only Luke 

has the lexeme ἀπόστολοι. There is a total of six plural references to ἀπόστολος 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 ἀπόστολος surely is Luke’s characteristic substitution in 

Luke-Acts.9 This probably reflects the common term for Jesus’ twelve disciples, used by 

the early church when Luke constructed the third Gospel. In Matthew, ἀπόστολος 

appears only once in the genitive plural form (ἀποστόλων; 10:2). Here, ἀποστόλων 

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 

(ἀποστέλλω) 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 ἀπόστολος 

appears only twice (3:14 [ἀποστόλους], 6:30 [ἀπόστολοι]).10 These two cases in Mark, as 

in the cases of Matthew, are used when the disciples were sent by Jesus and in the 

                                           
9 Luke’s understanding of the group of disciples is confirmed by the use of ἀπόστολος, 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 ἀπόστολος 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, ἀπόστολος 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 μαθηταί 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]).11 As we can see here, considering the length of 

each Gospel, the number of appearances of μαθηταί 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).12 

                                           
11 Although the use of the nominative singular of μαθητής 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 μαθητής appears as follows: Matt: 3x; Mark: 8x, and Luke: 7x. 

Besides, the use of the plural accusative of μαθητής 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 καθεξῆς (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 

tradition with Paul (1 Cor 11:25; ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ ἐμῷ αἵματι) 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       τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης 

Mark 14:24       τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης 

Luke 22:20       ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου 

1 Cor 11:25       ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ ἐμῷ αἵματι 

Table 6.4. Comparison between Four Texts on the Substitution of ποτήριον 

Unlike Matthew and Mark, Luke refers to Jesus’ cup as “the new covenant,” not 

“blood.” However, the latter part of Luke (ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου) is different from that of 1 

Corinthians (ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ ἐμῷ αἵματι). Moreover, it takes μου as a modifier for blood, 

which follows Matthew and Mark rather than 1 Corinthians’ ἐμῷ. 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 

Eucharistic words that he “received” (παρέλαβον)13 were from the Lord (ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου). 

                                           
13 Louw and Nida explain that παραλαμβάνω has the nuance of “receiving” tradition in particular. 

Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon, 327. 
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Considering that παραλαμβάνω was a “technical term” for carrying the meaning of 

“handing over” a tradition, custom, or teaching in Jewish culture at the time,14 we could 

understand it as Paul declaring that he received Jesus’ Eucharistic words from an oral 

tradition.15 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: ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου. 

 

Lexical Cohesion 

The comparative-analytic results for lexical cohesion are shown in the following table.16  

Semantic 

Domain 

Matt 26:14–35 Mark 14:10–31 Luke 22:3–23, 31–34 

57 δίδωμι; παραδίδωμι δίδωμι (3x); 

παραδίδωμι 
δίδωμι (3x); παραδίδωμι 

(4x); διαμερίζω 
60 εἷς; δώδεκα; τριάκοντα εἷς; δώδεκα ἀριθμός; δώδεκα 

67 τότε (2x); εὐκαιρία; 

καιρός; ἐγγύς; ἄρτι; 
ἡμέρα; νύξ; οὐδέποτε; 

πρίν 

οὐκέτι; ἡμέρα; 

σήμερον; 
νύξ; πρίν 

ὥρα; ἕως; νῦν; μέλλω 

77 ἑτοιμάζω (2x) ἑτοιμάζω (2x); ἕτοιμος ἑτοιμάζω (4x) 

36 μαθητής (3x) μαθητής (4x)  
51 πάσχα (3x) πάσχα (4x) πάσχα (3x) 

90 ποιέω (2x) - - 

33 λέγω (21x); 

διδάσκαλος; 
συντάσσω; γράφω 

(2x); ἀποκρίνομαι; 
ῥαββί; εὐλογέω; 

ἀκούω; ἐπαγγέλλομαι 
(2x); λέγω (15x); 

γράφω; εὐλογέω; 

εὐχαριστέω; ὑμνέω; 

φημί; ἀπαρνέομαι; 

συλλαλέω; ἐξομολογέω; 

ἐξαιτέω; δέομαι; λέγω 

(14x); ἀπαρνέομαι; 

φωνέω εὐχαριστέω; 

συζητέω;  

                                           
14 See Barrett, Corinthians, 238–40; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 195; Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 160. 
15 Barrett, Corinthians, 239–40. 
16 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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εὐχαριστέω; ὑμνέω; 

φημί; ἀπαρνέομαι 
λαλέω 

37 παραδίδωμι (4x); 

ἄφεσις; σκανδαλίζω 

(2x) 

παραδίδωμι (2x); 

σκανδαλίζω (2x) 

παραδίδωμι (2x) 

9 υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
(2x) 

ἄνθρωπος (2x) 

υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου (2x) 
ἄνθρωπος (2x) 

υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

ἄνθρωπος 

69 μήτι (2x); οὐ (2x); μή 

(2x) 
μήτι; οὐ (3x); μή (2x); 

οὐκ 

οὐ (3x); μή (3x) 

23 ἐσθίω; πίνω; ἐγείρω; 

ἀποθνήσκω 
ἐσθίω (3x); πίνω (3x); 

ἐγείρω; συναποθνῄσκω 

ἐσθίω (2x); πίνω; 

δειπνέω 

8 χεὶρ; σῶμα; αἷμα σῶμα; αἷμα σῶμα; αἷμα; χεὶρ 

3 ἄμπελος; ἐλαία ἄμπελος; ἐλαία ἄμπελος 
15 διασκορπίζω; προάγω ἀπέρχομαι; ὑπάγω; 

ἀπαντάω; βαστάζω; 

ἀκολουθέω; 

εἰσέρχομαι; ἐξέρχομαι; 

ἔρχομαι; διασκορπίζω; 

προάγω 

ἔρχομαι; ἀποστέλλω; 

πορεύομαι (2x); 

εἰσέρχομαι; βαστάζω; 

ἀκολουθέω; 

εἰσπορεύομαι; 
ἀπέρχομαι; ἐπιστρέφω 

4 πρόβατον; ποίμνη; 

ἀλέκτωρ 
πρόβατον; ἀλέκτωρ - 

7 - κατάλυμα; ἀνάγαιον οἰκία (3x); κατάλυμα; 

ἀνάγαιον 

18 λαμβάνω (2x) λαμβάνω (3x) λαμβάνω (2x) 

6 τρύβλιο τρύβλιον; ποτήριον ποτήριον (2x); τράπεζα 

25 - - ἐπιθυμίᾳ; ἐπιθυμέω 
1/37 βασιλεία βασιλεία βασιλεία (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 

Intricacy 

2.789 (53/19) 2.5 (55/22) 2.55 (51/20) 

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.17 

The comparison table of the lexical density analysis of the designated texts can be 

classified into two categories of direct speech and narrative parts. 

 

 

                                           
17 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 (ἀκριβῶς) 

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 

γέγραπται (24),  

γέγραπται (31) 

ἐστρωμένον (15), γέγραπται 
(21), γέγραπται (27) 

ἐστρωμένον (12), ὡρισμένον 
(22), εἰδέναι (34), εἰρήκει (13) 

Table 6.8. Stative Aspects in the Designated Texts 

As shown in this table, these stative aspect verbs overlap each other as follows: (1) 

Matthew and Mark’s common stative aspect verb: γέγραπται (Matt 26:24, 31; Mark 

14:21, 27); (2) Stative aspect verb common to Mark and Luke: ἐστρωμένον (Mark 14:15; 

Luke 22:12). The stative aspect verbs that appear only in Luke are as follows: εἰρήκει 

(22:13), ὡρισμένον (22:22), and εἰδέναι (22:34). Based on these observations, we can 

deduce the following. 
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First, γέγραπται in Matthew 26:31 and Mark 14:27 shows that Matthew and Mark 

share the same prominence.18 Similarly, ἐστρωμένον in Mark and Luke (Mark 14:15; 

Luke 22:12) reveals that Mark and Luke share the same prominence.19 These aspects 

may have come from the shared oral tradition/written source or the process of literary 

dependence. 

Second, εἰρήκει (22:13; stative aspect), which appears in Luke, has a distinct 

difference in terms of verbal aspect when compared to εἶπεν (perfective aspect), which 

appears in Mark 14:16. Furthermore, εἰδέναι (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, γέγραπται in Matthew 26:24 and Mark 14:21 does not appear in Luke, but 

in Luke 22:22, the corresponding word appears as ὡρισμένον in the same context. From 

the perspective of literary dependence, Luke may have chosen ὡρισμένον after looking at 

γέγραπται in Mark or Matthew. To be more specific, in this perspective, Luke may have 

changed γέγραπται, the word which implies the “fulfilment” of the OT, into ὡρισμένον, 

which has the meaning of “determined.”20 However, given that, throughout the third 

Gospel, γέγραπται 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 γέγραπται. 
19 ἐστρωμένον 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),21 it seems that Luke also shared the perspective of  

“fulfilment.”22 Also, considering the case where γέγραπται 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 ὡρισμένον 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 καί (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, γέγραπται 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 

Ἰησοῦς 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 μαθηταί and ἀπόστολοι 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 ὡρισμένον in Luke 22:22, the corresponding word of 

γέγραπται 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 καί 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 μαθηταί and ἀπόστολοι 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 ὡρισμένον in Luke 

22:22, the corresponding word of γέγραπται 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, (c) 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 καί; (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–

15a 

c26_41 Τότε πορευθεὶς εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας 

Ἰσκαριώτης, πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς εἶπεν· 

26:15b c26_44 τί θέλετέ μοι δοῦναι, 

26:15c c26_46 κἀγὼ ὑμῖν παραδώσω αὐτόν; 

26:15d c26_47 οἱ (δὲ) ἔστησαν αὐτῷ τριάκοντα ἀργύρια. 

26:16a c26_48 (καὶ) ἀπὸ τότε ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν 

26:16b c26_49 ἵνα αὐτὸν παραδῷ. 
26:17a c26_50 Τῇ (δὲ) πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων προσῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ τῷ Ἰησοῦ λέγοντες· 

 26:17b c26_52 ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα; 

26:18a c26_55 ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν· 
26:18b c26_56 ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα 
26:18c c26_57 (καὶ) εἴπατε αὐτῷ· 

26:18d c26_58 ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· 
26:18e c26_59 ὁ καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἐστιν, 
26:18f c26_60 πρὸς σὲ ποιῶ τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου. 

26:19a c26_61 (καὶ) ἐποίησαν  οἱ μαθηταὶ 
26:19b c26_62 (ὡς) συνέταξεν  αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
26:19c c26_63 (καὶ) ἡτοίμασαν  τὸ πάσχα. 

26:20a c26_64 Ὀψίας (δὲ)  γενομένης 
26:20b c26_65 ἀνέκειτο  μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. 
26:21a c26_66 (καὶ) ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν 

26:21b c26_67 εἶπεν·  

26:21c c26_68 ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν 
26:21d c26_69 (ὅτι) εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με. 

26:22a c26_70 (καὶ) λυπούμενοι σφόδρα ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος· 
26:22b c26_73 μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, κύριε; 
26:23a c26_74 ὁ (δὲ) ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· 

26:23b c26_76 ὁ ἐμβάψας μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ 
26:23c c26_78 οὗτός με παραδώσει. 
26:24a c26_79 ὁ (μὲν) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει 

26:24b c26_80 (καθὼς) γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, 
26:24c c26_81 οὐαὶ (δὲ) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ 

ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· 
26:24d c26_83 καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ 
26:24e c26_84 (εἰ) οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 
26:25a c26_85 ἀποκριθεὶς (δὲ) Ἰούδας ὁ παραδιδοὺς αὐτὸν εἶπεν· 
26:25b c26_88 μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, ῥαββί; 
26:25c c26_89 λέγει αὐτῷ· 
26:25d c26_90 σὺ εἶπας. 
26:26a c26_91 Ἐσθιόντων (δὲ) αὐτῶν 
26:26b c26_92 λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν 
26:26c c26_95 (καὶ) δοὺς τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν· 
26:26d c26_97 λάβετε  

26:26e c26_98 φάγετε,  

26:26f c26_99 τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 
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26:27a c26_100 (καὶ) λαβὼν ποτήριον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς 

λέγων· 
26:27b c26_104 πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες, 
26:28 c26_105 τοῦτο (γάρ) ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ περὶ 

πολλῶν ἐκχυννόμενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. 
26:29a c26_107 λέγω (δὲ) ὑμῖν, 

26:29b c26_108 οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γενήματος τῆς 

ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης 
26:29c c26_109 (ὅταν) αὐτὸ πίνω μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ 

πατρός μου. 

26:30 c26_110 (Καὶ) ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 
26:31a c26_112 Τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· 
26:31b c26_113 πάντες ὑμεῖς σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, 

26:31c c26_114 γέγραπται (γάρ)·  

26:31d c26_115 πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, 
26:31e c26_116 (καὶ) διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης. 

26:32 c26_117 μετὰ (δὲ) τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 
26:33a c26_119 ἀποκριθεὶς (δὲ) ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ· 
26:33b c26_121 (εἰ) πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται ἐν σοί, 

26:33c c26_122 ἐγὼ οὐδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαι. 
26:34a c26_123 ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· 
26:34b c26_124 ἀμὴν λέγω σοι 

26:34c c26_125 (ὅτι) ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρὶς ἀπαρνήσῃ με. 
26:35a c26_127 λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος· 
26:35b c26_128 (κἂν) δέῃ με σὺν σοὶ ἀποθανεῖν, 

26:35c c26_130 οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. 
26:35d c26_131 ὁμοίως (καὶ) πάντες οἱ μαθηταὶ εἶπαν. 

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 (Καὶ) Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα ἀπῆλθεν πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς 
14:10b c14_39 (ἵνα) αὐτὸν παραδοῖ αὐτοῖς. 
14:11a c14_40 οἱ (δὲ) ἀκούσαντες ἐχάρησαν 

14:11b c14_42 (καὶ) ἐπηγγείλαντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 
14:11c c14_44 (καὶ) ἐζήτει  

14:11d c14_45 πῶς αὐτὸν εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ. 
14:12a c14_46 (Καὶ) τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν 

ἀζύμων,  

ὅτε τὸ πάσχα ἔθυον, λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ 

αὐτοῦ· 

14:12b c14_48 ποῦ θέλεις ἀπελθόντες ἑτοιμάσωμεν 

14:12c c14_51 (ἵνα) φάγῃς τὸ πάσχα; 
14:13a c14_52 (καὶ) ἀποστέλλει δύο τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ 
14:13b c14_53 (καὶ) λέγει αὐτοῖς· 

14:13c c14_54 ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν, 
14:13d c14_55 (καὶ) ἀπαντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· 
14:13e c14_57 ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ 

14:14a c14_58 (καὶ) ὅπου ἐὰν εἰσέλθῃ 
14:14b c14_59 εἴπατε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ 
14:14c c14_60 (ὅτι) ὁ  ιδάσκαλος λέγει· 

14:14d c14_61 ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμά μου 
14:14e c14_62 ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 
14:15a c14_63 (καὶ) αὐτὸς· ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον ἕτοιμον 

14:15b c14_65 (καὶ) ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν. 
14:16a c14_66 (καὶ) ἐξῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ 
14:16b c14_67 (καὶ) ἦλθον εἰς τὴν πόλιν 

14:16c c14_68 (καὶ) εὗρον   
14:16d c14_69 (καθὼς) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς 
14:16e c14_70 (καὶ) ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

14:17a c14_71 (Καὶ) ὀψίας γενομένης 
14:17b c14_72 ἔρχεται μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. 
14:18a c14_73 (καὶ) ἀνακειμένων αὐτῶν 

14:18b c14_74 (καὶ) ἐσθιόντων  

14:18c c14_75 ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν· 
14:18d c14_76 ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν 

14:18e c14_77 (ὅτι) εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με 
14:18f c14_78 ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ. 
14:19a c14_80 ἤρξαντο λυπεῖσθαι καὶ λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς κατὰ εἷς· 

14:19b c14_83 μήτι ἐγώ; 
14:20a c14_84 ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· 
14:20b c14_85 εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον. 

14:21a c14_87 (ὅτι) ὁ (μὲν) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει 
14:21b c14_88 (καθὼς) γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, 
14:21c c14_89 οὐαὶ (δὲ)  τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ 

14:21d c14_90 δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· 
14:21e c14_91 καλὸν αὐτῷ 
14:21f c14_92 (εἰ) οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 
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14:22a c14_93 (Καὶ) ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν 
14:22b c14_94 λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν 

14:22e c14_97 (καὶ) ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς 
14:22f c14_98 (καὶ) εἶπεν·  

14:22g c14_99 λάβετε,  

14:22h c14_100 τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 
14:23a c14_101 (καὶ) λαβὼν ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς, 
14:23d c14_104 (καὶ) ἔπιον ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες. 

14:24a c14_105 (καὶ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· 
14:24b c14_106 τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ 

ἐκχυννόμενον ὑπὲρ πολλῶν. 
14:25a c14_108 ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν 
14:25b c14_109 (ὅτι) οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἐκ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως 

τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης 
14:25c c14_110 (ὅταν) αὐτὸ πίνω καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. 

14:26a c14_111 (Καὶ) ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 
14:27a c14_113 (καὶ) λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
14:27b c14_114 (ὅτι) πάντες σκανδαλισθήσεσθε, 

14:27c c14_115 (ὅτι) γέγραπται·  

14:27d c14_116 πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, 
14:27e c14_117 (καὶ) τὰ πρόβατα διασκορπισθήσονται. 

14:28 c14_118 (ἀλλὰ) μετὰ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 
14:29a c14_120 ὁ (δὲ) Πέτρος ἔφη αὐτῷ· 
14:29b c14_121 (εἰ καὶ) πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται, 

14:29c c14_122 (ἀλλ᾽) οὐκ ἐγώ. 
14:30a c14_123 (καὶ) λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· 
14:30b c14_124 ἀμὴν λέγω σοι 

14:30c c14_125 (ὅτι) σὺ σήμερον ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἢ δὶς ἀλέκτορα 

φωνῆσαι τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ. 
14:31a c14_127 ὁ (δὲ) ἐκπερισσῶς ἐλάλει· 
14:31b c14_128 (ἐὰν) δέῃ με συναποθανεῖν σοι, 
14:31c c14_130 οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. 
14:31d c14_131 ὡσαύτως (δὲ) (καὶ) πάντες ἔλεγον. 

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 Εἰσῆλθεν (δὲ) σατανᾶς εἰς Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον 

Ἰσκαριώτην, ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα· 

22:4 c22_9 (καὶ) ἀπελθὼν συνελάλησεν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ στρατηγοῖς 

τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς παραδῷ αὐτόν. 

22:5a c22_12 (καὶ) ἐχάρησαν  

22:5b c22_13 (καὶ) συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 
22:6a c22_15 (καὶ) ἐξωμολόγησεν,  

22:6b c22_16 (καὶ) ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν τοῦ παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν ἄτερ ὄχλου 

αὐτοῖς. 
22:7a c22_18 Ἦλθεν (δὲ) ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων, 

22:7b c22_19 [ἐν] ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα· 
22:8a c22_21 (καὶ) ἀπέστειλεν Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην εἰπών· 
22:8b c22_23 πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν τὸ πάσχα 

22:8c c22_25 (ἵνα) φάγωμεν.  

22:9a c22_26 οἱ (δὲ) εἶπαν αὐτῷ· 
22:9b c22_27 ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν; 

22:10a c22_29 ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· 
22:10b c22_30 ἰδοὺ  

22:10c c22_31 εἰσελθόντων ὑμῶν εἰς τὴν πόλιν 

22:10d c22_32 συναντήσει ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· 
22:10e c22_34 ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν 
22:10f c22_35 εἰς ἣν εἰσπορεύεται, 

22:11a c22_36 (καὶ) ἐρεῖτε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ τῆς οἰκίας· 
22:11b c22_37 λέγει σοι ὁ διδάσκαλος· 
22:11c c22_38 ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμα 

22:11d c22_39 ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 
22:12a c22_40 (κἀκεῖνος) ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον· 
22:12b c22_42 ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε. 

22:13a c22_43 ἀπελθόντες (δὲ) εὗρον 
22:13b c22_45 (καθὼς) εἰρήκει αὐτοῖς 
22:13c c22_46 (καὶ) ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

22:14a c22_47 (Καὶ) (ὅτε) ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα, 
22:14b c22_48 ἀνέπεσεν  

22:14c c22_49 (καὶ)23 οἱ ἀπόστολοι σὺν αὐτῷ. 

22:15a c22_50 (καὶ) εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς· 
22:15b c22_51 ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν 

πρὸ τοῦ με παθεῖν· 
22:16a c22_54 λέγω (γὰρ) ὑμῖν 
22:16b c22_55 (ὅτι) οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτὸ ἕως ὅτου πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ 

τοῦ θεοῦ. 
22:17a c22_57 (καὶ) δεξάμενος· ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας εἶπεν 

22:17b c22_60 λάβετε τοῦτο 

                                           
23 Here, a verb, ἀνέπεσαν, is omitted, but it functions in this clause, so I only included “(καί)” here 

in the prime section. 
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22:17c c22_61 (καὶ) διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς· 
22:18a c22_62 λέγω (γὰρ) ὑμῖν, 

22:18b c22_63 [ὅτι] οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς 

ἀμπέλου ἕως οὗ ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ἔλθῃ. 
22:19a c22_65 (Καὶ) λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν 
22:19b c22_68 (καὶ) ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· 
22:19c c22_70 τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον· 
22:19d c22_72 τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν. 
22:20a c22_73 (καὶ) τὸ ποτήριον ὡσαύτως μετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι, λέγων· 
22:20b c22_76 τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου 

τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυννόμενον. 
22:21a c22_78 (Πλὴν) ἰδοὺ  

22:21b c22_79 ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ παραδιδόντος με μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης. 
22:22a c22_81 (ὅτι) ὁ υἱὸς (μὲν) τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τὸ ὡρισμένον πορεύεται, 
22:22b c22_83 (πλὴν) οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ 

22:22c c22_84 δι᾽ οὗ παραδίδοται. 
22:23 c22_85 (καὶ) αὐτοὶ ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν πρὸς ἑαυτοὺς τὸ τίς ἄρα εἴη 

ἐξ αὐτῶν ὁ τοῦτο μέλλων πράσσειν. 
…  … … 

22:31a c22_118 Σίμων Σίμων, ἰδοὺ 
22:31b c22_119 ὁ σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον· 
22:32a c22_121 ἐγὼ (δὲ) ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ 
22:32b c22_122 (ἵνα) μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου· 
22:32c c22_123 (καὶ) σύ ποτε ἐπιστρέψας στήρισον τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου. 
22:33a c22_125 ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτῷ· 
22:33b c22_126 κύριε, μετὰ σοῦ ἕτοιμός εἰμι καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν καὶ εἰς 

θάνατον πορεύεσθαι. 
22:34a c22_128 ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν· 
22:34b c22_129 λέγω σοι, Πέτρε, 

22:34c c22_130 οὐ φωνήσει σήμερον ἀλέκτωρ 
22:34d c22_131 ἕως τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ εἰδέναι. 

Total Clauses: 63 
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APPENDIX 4. Prime and Subsequent Analysis of Luke 22:24–30 

Verse Clause Prime Subsequent 
22:24 c22_90 Ἐγένετο (δὲ καὶ)  φιλονεικία ἐν αὐτοῖς, τὸ τίς αὐτῶν δοκεῖ εἶναι 

μείζων. 

22:25a c22_93 ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· 

22:25b c22_94 οἱ βασιλεῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν κυριεύουσιν αὐτῶν 

22:25c c22_95 καὶ οἱ ἐξουσιάζοντες αὐτῶν εὐεργέται καλοῦνται. 
22:26a c22_97 ὑμεῖς δὲ οὐχ οὕτως, 

22:26b c22_98 ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μείζων ἐν ὑμῖν γινέσθω ὡς ὁ νεώτερος 
22:26c c22_99 καὶ ὁ ἡγούμενος ὡς ὁ διακονῶν. 
22:27a c22_102 τίς γὰρ μείζων, 

22:27b c22_103 ὁ ἀνακείμενος  ἢ ὁ διακονῶν; 
22:27c c22_106 οὐχὶ  ὁ ἀνακείμενος; 
22:27d c22_108 ἐγὼ δὲ ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν εἰμι ὡς ὁ διακονῶν. 

22:28 c22_110 Ὑμεῖς δέ ἐστε οἱ διαμεμενηκότες μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐν τοῖς 

πειρασμοῖς μου· 
22:29a c22_112 κἀγὼ διατίθεμαι ὑμῖν 
22:29b c22_113 καθὼς διέθετό μοι ὁ πατήρ μου βασιλείαν, 
22:30a c22_114 ἵνα ἔσθητε  
22:30b c22_115 καὶ πίνητε ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης μου ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ μου, 
22:30c c22_116 καὶ καθήσεσθε ἐπὶ θρόνων τὰς δώδεκα φυλὰς κρίνοντες τοῦ 

Ἰσραήλ. 

Total Clauses: 17
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APPENDIX 5. Theme and Rheme Analysis of Matthew 26:14–35 

 

Thematic Unit1  

 

Rheme1                                                                     

τί θέλετέ μοι δοῦναι, κἀγὼ ὑμῖν παραδώσω αὐτόν; 

Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

 

 

Thematic Unit2  

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit3     

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit4     

 

 

Thematic 

Unit5   

   

 

Rheme1                         Theme1                                                                Rheme1                        

Τότε πορευθεὶς εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ λεγόμενος Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριώτης, πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς εἶπεν· 
Primea Subsequenta 

Theme2      Rheme2                                                                                                        

οἱ (δὲ) ἔστησαν αὐτῷ τριάκοντα ἀργύρια. (καὶ) ἀπὸ τότε ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme2                                                                    

(ἵνα) αὐτὸν παραδῷ. 

Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme3                                                           Theme3                                                          

Τῇ (δὲ) πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων προσῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ τῷ Ἰησοῦ λέγοντες· 
Primea Subsequenta 

Rheme3                                                                    

ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα; 

Primec Subsequentc 

Theme4       Rheme4                                                                                                                   

ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν· ὑπάγετε εἰς τὴν πόλιν πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα (καὶ) εἴπατε αὐτῷ· 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme4                                                                 

ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· ὁ καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἐστιν, πρὸς σὲ ποιῶ τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου. 
Primed  Subsequentd Primee Subsequente Primef Subsequentf 

Rheme5                       Theme5               Rheme5                                                                                                             

(καὶ) ἐποίησαν οἱ μαθηταὶ (ὡς) συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς (καὶ) ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 
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Thematic Unit6   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit7   

 

Rheme7                                                                      

λέγει αὐτῷ· σὺ εἶπας. 

Primec Subsequentc Primed Subsequentd 

Rheme6                        

Ὀψίας (δὲ) γενομένης ἀνέκειτο μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα. (καὶ) ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme6                                                                 

εἶπεν· ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν (ὅτι) εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με. 
Primed  Primee Subsequente Primef Subsequentf 

Rheme6                                                               

(καὶ) λυπούμενοι σφόδρα ἤρξαντο λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς ἕκαστος· μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, κύριε; 
Primeg  Subsequentg Primeh Subsequenth 

Theme6     Rheme6                                                        

ὁ (δὲ) ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν· ὁ ἐμβάψας μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυβλίῳ οὗτός με παραδώσει. 
Primei  Subsequenti Primej Subsequentj Primek Subsequentk 

Rheme6                                                                 

ὁ (μὲν) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει (καθὼς) γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, 
Primel  Subsequentl Primem Subsequentm 

Rheme6                                                            

οὐαὶ (δὲ) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· 
Primen Subsequentn 

Rheme6                                                                 

ὁ (μὲν) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει (καθὼς) γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, 
Primeo  Subsequento Primep Subsequentp 

Rheme6                                                                 

οὐαὶ (δὲ) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· καλὸν ἦν αὐτῷ 
Primeq  Subsequentq Primer Subsequentr 

Rheme6                                                            

(εἰ) οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. 

Primes  Subsequents 

Rheme7                  Theme7                                                        Rheme7 

ἀποκριθεὶς (δὲ) Ἰούδας ὁ παραδιδοὺς αὐτὸν εἶπεν· μήτι ἐγώ εἰμι, ῥαββί; 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 
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Thematic Unit8   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit9        

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rheme8                                                             Theme8                                                         

Ἐσθιόντων (δὲ) αὐτῶν λαβὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἄρτον καὶ εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme8                                                        

(καὶ) δοὺς τοῖς μαθηταῖς εἶπεν· λάβετε φάγετε, τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. 
Primec  Subsequentc Primed Primee Primef Subsequentf 

Rheme8                                                      

(καὶ) λαβὼν ποτήριον καὶ εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· πίετε ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες, 
Primeg Subsequentg Primeh Subsequenth 

Rheme8                                                 

τοῦτο (γάρ) ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχυννόμενον εἰς ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. 

Primei Subsequenti 

Rheme8                                                      

λέγω (δὲ) ὑμῖν, οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπ᾽ ἄρτι ἐκ τούτου τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης 
Primej Subsequentj Primek Subsequentk 

Rheme8                                                      

(ὅταν) αὐτὸ πίνω εθ᾽ ὑμῶν καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ πατρός μου. (Καὶ) ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 
Primel Subsequentl Primem Subsequentm 

Rheme9                                                      

Τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς· πάντες ὑμεῖς σκανδαλισθήσεσθε ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme9                                                       

γέγραπται (γάρ)· πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, (καὶ) διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα τῆς ποίμνης. 
Primec Primed Subsequentd Primee Subsequente 

Rheme9                                                 Theme9 

μετὰ (δὲ) τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. ἀποκριθεὶς (δὲ) ὁ Πέτρος εἶπεν αὐτῷ· 
Primef Primef Subsequentg Primeg 

Rheme9                                                      

(εἰ) πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται ἐν σοί, ἐγὼ οὐδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαι. 
Primeh Subsequenth Primei  Subsequenti 
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Thematic Unit10        

 

 

Thematic Unit11        

 

 

Thematic Unit12             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rheme10                  Theme10     Rheme10                                                                              

ἔφη αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· ἀμὴν λέγω σοι ἐγὼ οὐδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαι. 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme11                  Theme11       Rheme11                                                                              

λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Πέτρος· (κἂν) δέῃ με σὺν σοὶ ἀποθανεῖν, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme12                                   Theme11                                                                    

ὁμοίως (καὶ) πάντες οἱ μαθηταὶ εἶπαν. 
Primea Subsequenta 
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APPENDIX 6. Theme and Rheme Analysis of Mark 14:10–31 

 

Thematic 

Unit1  

 

 

Thematic Unit2  

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit3    

 

 

 

 

 

 

          Theme1                    Rheme1                                                                              

(Καὶ) Ἰούδας Ἰσκαριὼθ ὁ εἷς τῶν δώδεκα ἀπῆλθεν πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς (ἵνα) αὐτὸν παραδοῖ αὐτοῖς. 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Theme2     Rheme2                                                                              

οἱ (δὲ) ἀκούσαντες ἐχάρησαν (καὶ) ἐπηγγείλαντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme2                                                 

(καὶ) ἐζήτει πῶς αὐτὸν εὐκαίρως παραδοῖ. 
Primec Primed Subsequentd 

Rheme3                                                                                                                                                    Theme3    Rheme3                

(Καὶ) τῇ πρώτῃ ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων,  (ὅτε) τὸ πάσχα ἔθυον, λέγουσιν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ· 
Primea Subsequenta 

Rheme3                                                        

ποῦ θέλεις ἀπελθόντες ἑτοιμάσωμεν (ἵνα) φάγῃς τὸ πάσχα; (καὶ) ἀποστέλλει δύο τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ 
Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc Primed Subsequentd 

Rheme3                                                        

(καὶ) λέγει αὐτοῖς· ὑπάγετε  εἰς τὴν πόλιν, (καὶ) ἀπαντήσει  ὑμῖν ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· 
Primee Subsequente Primef Subsequentf Primeg Subsequentg 

Rheme3                                                          

(καὶ) ὅπου ἐὰν εἰσέλθῃ εἴπατε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ (ὅτι) ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει· ποῦ ἐστιντὸ κατάλυμά μου 
Primeh Subsequenth Primei Subsequenti Primej Subsequentj Primek Subsequentk 

Rheme3                                                      

ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; (καὶ) αὐτὸς· ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον ἕτοιμον 
Primel Subsequentl Primem Subsequentm 

Rheme3                                                         

(καὶ) ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν. (καὶ) ἐξῆλθον οἱ μαθηταὶ (καὶ) ἦλθον εἰς τὴν πόλιν (καὶ) εὗρον 
Primen Subsequentn Primeo Subsequento Primep Subsequentp Primeq 
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Rheme3                                                                      

(καθὼς) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς (καὶ) ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

Primer Subsequentr Primes Subsequents 

 

Thematic Unit4   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rheme4                                                                                 

(Καὶ) ὀψίας γενομένης ἔρχεται μετὰ τῶν δώδεκα.  
Primea Subsequenta 

Rheme4                                                                                            Theme4 

(καὶ) ἀνακειμένων αὐτῶν (καὶ) ἐσθιόντων ὁ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν· 
Primeb Subsequentb Primec Primed Subsequentd 

Rheme4                                                                        

ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν (ὅτι) εἷς ἐξ ὑμῶν παραδώσει με ὁ ἐσθίων μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ. 
Primee Subsequente Primef Subsequentf Primeg Subsequentg 

Rheme4                                                                        

ἤρξαντο λυπεῖσθαι καὶ λέγειν αὐτῷ εἷς κατὰ εἷς· μήτι ἐγώ; ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· 

Primeh Subsequenth Primei Subsequenti Primej Subsequentj 

Rheme4                                                                      

εἷς τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρύβλιον. (ὅτι) ὁ (μὲν) υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει 
Primek Subsequentk Primel Subsequentl 

Rheme4                                                                        

(καθὼς) γέγραπται περὶ αὐτοῦ, οὐαὶ (δὲ) τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται· 
Primem Subsequentm Primen Subsequentn Primeo Subsequento 

Rheme4                                                                        

καλὸν αὐτῷ (εἰ) οὐκ ἐγεννήθη ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἐκεῖνος. (Καὶ) ἐσθιόντων αὐτῶν 
Primep Subsequentp Primeq Subsequentq Primer Subsequentr 

Rheme4                                                                        

λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐλογήσας ἔκλασεν (καὶ) ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς (καὶ) εἶπεν· λάβετε, 
Primes Subsequents Primet Subsequentt Primeu Primev 

Rheme4                                                                        

τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου. (καὶ) λαβὼν ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς, (καὶ) ἔπιον ἐξ αὐτοῦ πάντες. 
Primew Subsequentw Primex Subsequentx Primey Subsequenty 
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Thematic Unit5   

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit6 

 

 

 

Thematic 

Unit7 

 

 

Thematic Unit8 

  

Rheme4                                                                      

(καὶ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά μου τῆς διαθήκης τὸ ἐκχυννόμενον ὑπὲρ πολλῶν. 

Primez Subsequentz Prime a` Subsequenta` 

Rheme4                                                                      

ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν (ὅτι) οὐκέτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἐκ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἐκείνης 
Primeb` Subsequent b` Primec` Subsequentc` 

Rheme4                                                                      

(ὅταν) αὐτὸ πίνω καινὸν ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. (Καὶ) ὑμνήσαντες ἐξῆλθον εἰς τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν. 

Primed` Subsequentd` Primee` Subsequente` 

Rheme5                                                                                             

(καὶ) λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς (ὅτι) πάντες σκανδαλισθήσεσθε, (ὅτι) γέγραπται· 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec 

Rheme5                                                                        

πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα, (καὶ) τὰ πρόβατα διασκορπισθήσονται. (ἀλλὰ) μετὰ τὸ ἐγερθῆναί με προάξω ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν. 
Primed Subsequentd Primee Subsequente Primef Subsequentf 

Theme5                        Rheme5                                                                                                

ὁ (δὲ) Πέτρος ἔφη αὐτῷ· εἰ καὶ πάντες σκανδαλισθήσονται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐγώ. 
Primeg Subsequentg Primeh Subsequenth Primei Subsequenti 

Rheme6                Theme6            Rheme6                                                                           

(καὶ) λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· ἀμὴν λέγω σοι 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme6                                                                      

(ὅτι) σὺ σήμερον ταύτῃ τῇ νυκτὶ πρὶν ἢ δὶς ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ. 

Primec Subsequentc 

Theme7      Rheme7                                                                                                  

ὁ (δὲ) ἐκπερισσῶς ἐλάλει (ἐὰν) δέῃ με συναποθανεῖν σοι, οὐ μή σε ἀπαρνήσομαι. 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme8                              Theme8   Rheme8                                                                     

ὡσαύτως (δὲ) (καὶ) πάντες ἔλεγον. 

Primea Subsequenta 
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APPENDIX 7. Theme and Rheme Analysis of Luke 22:3–23, 31–34 

 

Thematic Unit1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thematic Unit2  

 

 

 

Thematic Unit3  

 

 

Thematic Unit4  

 

 

 

Rheme1                 Theme1  Rheme1                                                                           

Εἰσῆλθεν (δὲ) σατανᾶς εἰς Ἰούδαν τὸν καλούμενον Ἰσκαριώτην, ὄντα ἐκ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ τῶν δώδεκα· 

Primea Subsequenta 

Rheme1                                                                      

(καὶ) ἀπελθὼν συνελάλησεν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ στρατηγοῖς τὸ πῶς αὐτοῖς παραδῷ αὐτόν. 

Primeb Subsequentb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme1                                                                       

(καὶ) ἐχάρησαν (καὶ) συνέθεντο αὐτῷ ἀργύριον δοῦναι. (καὶ) ἐξωμολόγησεν, 

Primed Primee Subsequente Primef 

Rheme1                                                                       

(καὶ) ἐζήτει εὐκαιρίαν τοῦ παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν ἄτερ ὄχλου αὐτοῖς. 

Primeg Subsequentg 

Rheme2                     Theme2                          Rheme2                                                                           

Ἦλθεν (δὲ) ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν ἀζύμων, [ἐν] ᾗ ἔδει θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα· 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme2                                                                      

(καὶ) ἀπέστειλεν Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην εἰπών· πορευθέντες ἑτοιμάσατε ἡμῖν τὸ πάσχα ἵνα φάγωμεν. 

Primec Subsequentc Primed Subsequentd 

Theme3    Rheme3                                    

οἱ (δὲ) εἶπαν αὐτῷ· ποῦ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμεν; 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Theme4    Rheme4                                                                                                                

ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· ἰδοὺ εἰσελθόντων ὑμῶν εἰς τὴν πόλιν συναντήσει ὑμῖν 

ἄνθρωπος κεράμιον ὕδατος βαστάζων· 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme4                                                                      

ἀκολουθήσατε αὐτῷ εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν εἰς ἣν εἰσπορεύεται, (καὶ) ἐρεῖτε τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ τῆς οἰκίας· 

Primed Subsequentd Primee Subsequente 
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Thematic Unit5  

 

 

Thematic Unit6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rheme4                                                                      

λέγει σοι ὁ διδάσκαλος· ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμα ὅπου τὸ πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου φάγω; 

Primef Subsequentf Primeg Subsequentg 

Rheme4                                                                      

κἀκεῖνος ὑμῖν δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον· ἐκεῖ ἑτοιμάσατε. 

Primeh Subsequenth Primei Subsequenti 

Rheme4                                                                      

ἀπελθόντες (δὲ) εὗρον καθὼς εἰρήκει αὐτοῖς (καὶ) ἡτοίμασαν τὸ πάσχα. 

Primej Subsequentj Primek Subsequentk 

Rheme5                              Theme5                                    

(Καὶ) ὅτε ἐγένετο ἡ ὥρα, 

Primea Subsequenta 

Rheme6                             Theme6             Rheme6     

ἀνέπεσεν (καὶ) οἱ ἀπόστολοι σὺν αὐτῷ. (καὶ) εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς· 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme6                                                                      

ἐπιθυμίᾳ ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν πρὸ τοῦ με παθεῖν· 

Primec Subsequentc 

Rheme6                                                                      

λέγω (γὰρ) ὑμῖν (ὅτι) οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτὸ ἕως ὅτου πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. 

Primed Subsequentd Primee Subsequente 

Rheme6                                                                        

(καὶ) δεξάμενος ποτήριον εὐχαριστήσας εἶπεν· λάβετε τοῦτο 

Primef Subsequentf Primeg Subsequentg Primeh Subsequenth 

Rheme6                                                                      

(καὶ) διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς· λέγω (γὰρ) ὑμῖν, 

Primei Subsequenti Primej Subsequentj 

Rheme6                                                                      

[ὅτι] οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γενήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως οὗ ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ἔλθῃ. 

Primek Subsequentk 
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Thematic Unit7 

 

 

Thematic Unit8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thematic 

Unit9 

 

Rheme6                                                                      

(Καὶ) λαβὼν ἄρτον εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασεν (καὶ) ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων· 

Primel Subsequentl Primem Subsequentm 

Rheme6                                                                      

τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ σῶμά μου τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον· τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν. 

Primen Subsequentn Primeo Subsequento 

Rheme6                                                                      

(καὶ) τὸ ποτήριον ὡσαύτως μετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι, 

λέγων· 

τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου τὸ 

ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυννόμενον. 

Primen Subsequentn Primeo Subsequento 

Rheme6                                                                      

Πλὴν ἰδοὺ ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ παραδιδόντος με μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης. 

Primen Subsequentn Primeo Subsequento 

Rheme6                                                                      

(ὅτι) ὁ υἱὸς μὲν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τὸ ὡρισμένον πορεύεται, πλὴν οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκείνῳ δι᾽ οὗ παραδίδοται. 

Primen Subsequentn Primeo Subsequento 

Rheme6                                                                      

(καὶ) αὐτοὶ ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν πρὸς ἑαυτοὺς τὸ τίς ἄρα εἴη ἐξ αὐτῶν ὁ τοῦτο μέλλων πράσσειν. 

Primep Subsequentp 

Rheme7                                                 Theme7       Rheme7     

Σίμων Σίμων, ἰδοὺ ὁ σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον· 

Primea Primeb Subsequentb 

Theme8           Rheme8     

ἐγὼ (δὲ) ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου· 

Primea Subsequenta 

Rheme8                                                                      

(καὶ) σύ ποτε ἐπιστρέψας στήρισον τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου. 

Primeb Subsequentb 

Theme9      Rheme9   

ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτῷ· κύριε, μετὰ σοῦ ἕτοιμός εἰμι καὶ εἰς φυλακὴν καὶ εἰς θάνατον πορεύεσθαι. 
Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 
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Thematic Unit10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme10     Rheme10     

ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν· λέγω σοι, 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme10                                                                     

Πέτρε, οὐ φωνήσει σήμερον ἀλέκτωρ ἕως τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ εἰδέναι. 

Primec Subsequentc 
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APPENDIX 8. Theme and Rheme Analysis of Luke 22:24–30 

 

Thematic Unit1  

 

 

Thematic Unit2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rheme1                               Theme1    Rheme1                                                                           

Ἐγένετο (δὲ καὶ) φιλονεικία ἐν αὐτοῖς, τὸ τίς αὐτῶν δοκεῖ εἶναι μείζων. 

Primea Subsequenta 

Theme2     Rheme2    

ὁ (δὲ) εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· οἱ βασιλεῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν κυριεύουσιν αὐτῶν 

Primea Subsequenta Primeb Subsequentb 

Rheme2                                                               

καὶ οἱ ἐξουσιάζοντες 

αὐτῶν 

εὐεργέται 

καλοῦνται. 

ὑμεῖς δὲ οὐχ οὕτως, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μείζων ἐν ὑμῖν γινέσθω ὡς ὁ νεώτερος 

Primec Subsequentc Primed Subsequentd Primee Subsequente 

Rheme2                                                                 

καὶ ὁ ἡγούμενος ὡς ὁ διακονῶν. τίς γὰρ μείζων, ὁ ἀνακείμενος ἢ ὁ διακονῶν; οὐχὶ ὁ ἀνακείμενος; 

Primef Subsequentf Primeg Subsequentg Primeh Subsequenth Primei Subsequenti 

Rheme2                                                                      

ἐγὼ δὲ ἐν μέσῳ ὑμῶν εἰμι ὡς ὁ διακονῶν. Ὑμεῖς δέ ἐστε οἱ διαμεμενηκότες μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐν τοῖς πειρασμοῖς μου· 

Primej Subsequentj Primek Subsequentk 

Rheme2                                                                       

κἀγὼ διατίθεμαι ὑμῖν καθὼς διέθετό μοι ὁ πατήρ μου βασιλείαν, ἵνα ἔσθητε 

Primel Subsequentl Primem Subsequentm Primen 

Rheme2                                                                      

καὶ πίνητε ἐπὶ τῆς τραπέζης μου ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ μου, καὶ καθήσεσθε ἐπὶ θρόνων τὰς δώδεκα φυλὰς 

κρίνοντες τοῦ Ἰσραήλ. 

Primeo Subsequento Primep Subsequentp 
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APPENDIX 9. Translation of Matthew 26:14–35 Based on  

Conjunction and Verbal Aspect Analysis1 

14 At that time, one of the twelve, who is called (λεγόμενος) Judas Iscariot, goes to the chief 

priests,  
15 (and) says,  

     “What are you willing (θέλετε) to give me, if I hand him over to you?”  

Then they weigh out to him thirty pieces of silver. 16 So, from that moment, he seeks (ἐζήτει) 

an opportunity to hand him over.   
 

17 On the first day of Unleavened Bread, the disciples come to Jesus, saying (λέγοντες),  

     “Where do you want (θέλεις) us to prepare for you to eat the Passover?”  
18 Then he says,  

     “Go (ὑπάγετε) into the city to a certain one, and say to him,  

          ‘The teacher says (λέγει),  

               “My time is (ἐστιν) at hand; I will keep (ποιῶ) the Passover at your house2 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 (ἀνέκειτο)3 at the table with the twelve disciples.21 

And as they are eating (ἐσθιόντων), he says,  

     “Truly, I say (λέγω) to you,4 one of you will hand over me.” 
22 So  they become deeply grieved (λυπούμενοι) and begin to say (λέγειν) to him one by one,  

     “Surely not am (εἰμι) I, Lord?” 
23 Then he answers,  

     “He, who dips his hand in this vessel with me, will hand me over. 24 “the son of man 

departs  

     (ὑπάγει) as it is written (γέγραπται) 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 (παραδιδοὺς) him, says,  

     “Surely not am (εἰμι) I, Rabbi?” 

                                           
1 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. 
2 It is a non-literary translation of πρὸς σὲ, considering its context. Literally translated, it could be 

“with you/to you.” 
3 ’Ανάκειμαι, which appears here, is an indicative imperfect middle third-person singular form of 

ἀνάκειμαι, and it is a vocabulary that reflects the culture of lying down and eating at an angle. 
4 This phrase (ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν) appears thirty-one times in Matthew (in 5:26 and 26:34, it appears 

as ἀμὴν λέγω σοι; in 18:19, ἀμήν 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 ἀμὴν ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν). 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 (λέγει) to him,  

     “You speak.” 

 
26 Now while they were eating (ἐσθιόντων), taking a bread,5 praising,6 Jesus breaks it, and 

distributing it to the disciples, he says, 

     “Receive, eat; this is (ἐστιν) my body.” 
27 And taking a cup, giving thanks, he gives it to them, saying,  

     “Drink from it, all of you,28 for this is (ἐστιν) my blood of the covenant, which is poured 

out  

     (ἐκχυννόμενον) for many for the liberation7 from sins. 29 But I say (λέγω) to you, I will 

never drink 

     from the fruit of the vine until the day I drink (πίνω) new one with you in the kingdom8 of 

my 

     father.” 
30 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 (γέγραπται),  

          ‘I will strike the shepherd, and the flock will be scattered.’9 

     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 (λέγει) to you, this night, before the rooster crows, you will deny me three 

times.” 
35 Peter says (λέγει) to him,  

     “Even if I have to (δέῃ) 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. 
6 The basic meaning of εὐλογέω seems twofold: 1. Bless; 2. Praise. See Louw and Nida, Greek-

English Lexicon, 429–30, 442; Thyer, Greek-English Lexicon, 259. 
7 The lexeme ἄφεσις 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. 
9 Zech 13:7.  
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APPENDIX 10. Translation of Mark 14:10–3 Based on  

Conjunction and Verbal Aspect Analysis 

10 Now, Judas Iscariot, who is one of the twelve, departs to the chief priests in order to hand 

him over to them. 11 Then, when hearing it, they are glad and promise to give him silver. So, 

he seeks (ἐζήτει) an opportunity to hand him over to them. 

 
12 Now, on the first day of Unleavened bread, when they sacrifice (ἔθυον) the Passover lamb, 

his disciples say (λέγουσιν) to him,  

     “Where do you want (θέλεις) us go and prepare for you to eat the Passover?”  
13 So he sends (ἀποστέλλει) two of his disciples, and says (λέγει) to them:  

     “Go (ὑπάγετε) into the city, and a man carrying (βαστάζων) a jar of water will meet you; 

follow him. 

     14 And wherever he enters, say to the householder,  

          ‘The teacher says (λέγει), 

               “Where is (ἐστιν) my guest room, where I may eat the Passover with my disciples?’’  

     15 and he will show you a large upper room furnished (ἐστρωμένον) 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 (ἔρχεται) with the twelve. 18 As they are reclining 

(νακειμένων) at the table and eating (ἐσθιόντων), Jesus says,  

     “Truly, I say (λέγω) to you, one of you will hand me over, one who is eating (ἐσθίων) with 

me.”  
19 They become to be grieved (λυπεῖσθαι), and to say (λέγειν) to him one by one,  

     “Not I?”  
20 Then he says to them,   

     “One of the twelve, one who is dipping (ἐμβαπτόμενος) with me into the bowl. 21 For the 

son of 

     man departs (ὑπάγει) as it is written (γέγραπται) of him, but woe to that man by whom the 

son of 

     man is handed over (παραδίδοται)! It would have been better for that man if he had not 

been born.” 
22 As they are eating (ἐσθιόντων), taking a bread, blessing (it), he breaks it and gives it to 

them. And he says, 

     “Receive, this is (ἐστιν) my body.”  
23 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 (ἐστιν) my blood of the covenant, which is poured out (ἐκχυννόμενον) for many. 25 

Truly, I  
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     say (λέγω) to you, I will never drink from the fruit of the vine until the day I drink (πίνω) 

new one in 

     the kingdom of God.” 
26 Then while singing a hymn, they go out to the Mount of Olives.  

 
27 Now, he says (λέγει) to his disciples,  

     “All of you will stumble, for it is written (γέγραπται),  

          ‘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.”  
29 But Peter says to him,  

     “Even if everyone stumbles, but I do not.”  
30 And Jesus says (λέγει) to him,  

     “Truly, I say (λέγω) to you, this night, before a cock crows twice, you will deny me three 

times.”  
31 But he says (ἐλάλει) insistently,  

     “Even if I have to die with you, I will not deny you.”  

And they say (ἔλεγον) 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 (καλούμενον) Iscariot, who is one of the twelve; 4 

then he departs and discusses with the chief priests and the officers how he may hand him 

over to them. 5 So they rejoice and agree to give him silver. 6 Then he consents and seeks 

(ἐζήτει) an opportunity to hand him over to them apart from the multitude.  

 
7 Then the day of Unleavened Bread, on which the Passover lamb has to be sacrificed (ἔδει 

θύεσθαι), comes. 8 And/so he sends Peter and John, saying,  

     “Go and prepare the Passover for us so that we may eat.”  
9 Then they say to him, 

     “Where do you want (θέλεις) us to prepare?”  
10 And then he says to them,  

     “Behold, when you have entered the city, a man carrying (βαστάζων) a jar of water will 

meet you; 

     follow him into the house that he enters (εἰσπορεύεται). 11 And tell the householder,  

          ‘The teacher says (λέγει) to you,  

               “Where is (ἐστιν) the guest room in which I may eat the Passover with my 

disciples?”  

     12 and he will show you a large upper room furnished (ἐστρωμένον); there, prepare.” 
13 So they depart and find (it) as he told (εἰρήκει) them; and they prepare the Passover. 

 
14 And when the hour has come, he is reclining at the table, and the apostles with him. 15 And 

he says to them,  

     “I have eagerly desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer; 16 for I say (λέγω) 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; 18 for I say (λέγω) to you that from now 

on I 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 (λέγων),  

     “This is (ἐστιν) my body, which is given (διδόμενον) for you. Do (ποιεῖτε) this in 

remembrance of  

     me.”  
20 And likewise, (he takes) the cup after supper, saying (λέγων),  

     “This cup (is)10 the new covenant in my blood, which is poured out (ἐκχυννόμενον) for you.  

                                           
10 Here, ἐστιν is omitted.  
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     21 “But behold the hand of the one who hands me over (παραδιδόντος) (is)11 with me on the 

table.  

     22 For the son of man goes (πορεύεται) as it has been determined (ὡρισμένον); but woe to 

that man  

     by whom he is handed over (παραδίδοται).”  
23 Then they begin to discuss (συζητεῖν) among themselves, which one of them is (εἴη) that is 

going to do (μέλλων πράσσειν) this. 

-------------------------------- Luke 22:24–30 (omitted) -------------------------------- 

     31 “Simon, Simon, behold, Satan demands to sift you (ὑμᾶς) like wheat; 32 but I pray for 

you (σοῦ)  

     that your faith (ἡ πίστις σου) may not fail; and when you turn again, strengthen your 

brothers.”  
33 Then he says to him,  

     “Lord, I am (εἰμι) ready to go (πορεύεσθαι) with you to prison and to death.” 
34 Then he says,  

     “I say (λέγω) to you, Peter, the cock will not crow today, until you deny three times that 

you know 

     (εἰδέναι) me.” 

 

                                           
11 Here, ἐστιν is omitted.  
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