Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Bachelor of Divinity Concordia Seminary Scholarship
5-1-1947

The Position of Present Scholarship with Regard to the
Hypothetical Document Designated as Logia or "Q"

Arno E. Krentz
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, ir_krentza@csl.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv

b Part of the Biblical Studies Commons

Recommended Citation

Krentz, Arno E., "The Position of Present Scholarship with Regard to the Hypothetical Document
Designated as Logia or "Q™ (1947). Bachelor of Divinity. 245.
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/245

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Bachelor of Divinity by an authorized
administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.









]
-

41

Gospel,' which occurs in-the-Pauline Epistles %o refer
#0 fhe Gospel according *o S+. Luke, (Fuseb., Church
History, Bke 111, Chapke 4)." 2 T

Irenseus also gives en account (Against Heresies, Bk. i1i, chapt.

14) of +he contents of *his book which show +tha* he is referring
2 3
+0 *the book we now know as Iuke's Gospel.

We next ¢turn +o Tertulllan. He reports +hat his +eachar
Cerdon received only Luke's Gospel. He says, "The Gospel of
& E 7 4

Luke alone, and tha+ not entire, does he receive,."

_Another valusble pilece of evidence for Luke's Gospel is +he

Mura*orian fragment. I& reports of Luke,

= "The third -book of +he Gospel 1s #ha% agcording
*o Luke., Luke, the phyaician, when, af+er +he ascefi-
sion of Chris¥, Paul had taeken +o himself as one stu=
dious of right (or, probably, as travelling companion)
wrote in his own name wﬁat‘ﬁe had been %0ld (or in
order), although~he had~"not himself seen +he Lord in
+he fIesh, He set down the events as fdr as he could
agsoertain them, and began his story with the bir+h

of John," 5

All +ha* +his fragmen* tells us concerning luke's work coincides

with +he Gospel we havg before us today:

Maclean in his agticle on Dukg 1is+s the foregoing Father's
evidence for Iuke, but_he"alao genhiong a_rew more names, He

concludes with regerd +o the Fathers' testimony, E
-"of 2nd cén*, writers the following can without

ddub+ be sald o havd known *he Gospél or +o imply

1#s previous composition: Justin Mar+yr (c 150 A. D), -

who gives particulars found in Lk. only; Tatlan, his

pupil, who included i+ in his Harmony (The Diaktessaron);

2, George Salmon, op. cit., pps 99 & 100.
3e Cfe Re Co Hs Lens 1. OP« ciﬁ., P. 487,
4, Tertullian, Against Heresles, Chapt. 6.
5. Henry Benson, op. cit., pPs 40.



Celsus (c. A. D. 160 or c. 177), who refers +o *he gen-
eald of Jesus from Adam; +he Clementine Homillies ?2nd

cent.); +he GoApel or anudo-Pe*er, @ Doce+ic work (c.
A. D. 165? Swete); eatamnent: of ¢he Twelve Patrie
archs, "A Jewish Ghria*inn Work (baloPe | AJ D, 135, Sinker
In Smi+h's Dict. of Ghris* Blor«): +he Epis+le of +he
Ef: {om)y oraten, s

churoh of xpns and enne (

based h ospel upon n L. and abvrevia+ed 1% +he Val-
eﬁ*inéans, and Heracleon who wrote a commentary upon
iv."

The_cumulativa witggaa of +his impgsing group of wri*erg and
wrifings leaves lit+le or no room ﬁo_doub+ +he Pukan au*horship
of the Gospel bearing hils name. By *he end of +he 2nd cen*ury
Quke's Gospel was acknowledged and lmown quite universally in
the Church. His sources, however, do not seem o be given by
+he posﬁ:aposhqlig writers and wri+ings, ot 4
A sﬁrgng_*eshgmony fog Luke's Gospal *+ha+ dars not_be over=
lonked 1s that of_*he here+ical Harcign.__ﬁaregan aecepted_only
Luke's Gospel of +he four. He did not a*ttack the Lukan author-
ship of +hls Gospel.v He rggarded *his work gf Iuke's as &hg
only real Gospel. His tes+imony 1s important because it dates
from approximately +he year 139 when he began +0 make public hils
ﬁeaohingg.

In +aking all +he evidence for +he *hree Gospels found in

+he Church Fathers and +he contemporary writings of *he time we

glean +he followlng facts:

(a) The first Gospel was written by an Apostle and *he s=cond
and +hird by followers of the Apostles. 3 '

(b) The chronologlcal order of the ooyposi*ion of +hese Gospels

was Mat+hew, iark, and Luke.

6. A, J. Maclean, "Luke," op. 8ik., p. 557,
7. Cfs Re Co Ho Lenski, _2, oi¥., pp. 487 & 488,
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(e) Hnt*yew'u Gospsl i1s unanimously répor%ed as wri*sen orig-

inally in +he Hobrew (Aramalc) language s
(da) Ma*+hew'a Greak Gospaal is subatan+lally iden+ical wish +he
Hebrew (Aramaic) original,.

8. Cfs Charles J. Callan, op. clk., pe 56.
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CEAPZER VI

The_Oral Gogpel or ?radition Hypothesis
as +he Solution of +he Synoptic Problem

- - - -

!he sglution o{ +he Synbph!e problem on +he basis gf +he
oral_traditiog hypothesls has 1ts origin 1n_1818_when 1+ was
figst formulated by Gieslgr. O*her New fegtamenﬁ acholaga of
no+e who have been supporters of +his hypothesia_are Wgstoo;;,
Ebrard, Alfory gﬂsgen, Pressence, Guericke, Gode*, Nor+on,

We+zel, and Velt. 4

< These men and others_hold thgﬁ +he Apostlgs were not +he
type qr men who would write a history of chg1s+'u‘11fe in a
stric* chronologlical sequence. They had not led the lives of
literary men bafore-becoming Chris+'s disciples or believers.
Cone characterizes +these men by saying,
"The apostles, being m&n without oculture, could

only by necessity be moved~+o write, &nd no demands

could"have been made upon t+hem which +h8y were not

able +o meet by means_of ogal cgmmunication.: 1
Their mean way of pgrpghuatigg the s*ory of Ogrisﬁ was oral_ln_
his opinion, since that was the way in which +hey had perpetuated
events in their own lives and in their own #radition before they
had come into gontaet_with ghriatgantty. These fol}owers og
Ohrigt were not accustomed %o !riﬁigg blography. It was not
a natural thing for +hese apostles t? si+ down and write a bl
ography of cyrist's life as. soon as +hey had received the in=-

formation after being with Chris+ or being converted.

l. Orello Cone, <)+ clt., p. 138.
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@he_aévoeates of +his oral +#radition hypothesis furthgr B
gree tgat tge Jewish peoplg were a group who c}ung girmly to_
+heir tradihiogs and repgated thgm_rrom genarahign to genaration
Py'wogd of mogth. From +his rgch +hey conclude +hat an orgl
+radition on the life of cﬁrist could grow and develope_withln
a group which had a_waiah 5§okgrgund._ Goodspeed uses *yia aYe
gument in favor of the oral tradition theory when he writes,

- =~ "The earliest Gospel was unwrit*:en. It arose in

+ha+"Jewish atmosphere ifi Which +he plous course was

not *o0 write and read but %o composes and mémorize.

Jewish ways of tréating interpretation of +he lLaw af=

fected their first memories of .Jesus, whose sayings

early Jewish Christians naturally preserved as they

dia thoge of +heir gfeat rabhis, in.memggiﬁer rorg." 2_
He concedes +he probability_of such an unwrifﬁen oral +radition
developing. The hablts of the Jews would not 1n any way be
against the developmen® of *his tradition. _ P T,

The oral traditign.gypgﬁhegis agdu fur+her tbat *herg would
be a general gnifgrmity to the tradihgon bgcause the apostles
had all been hogehher_for quite some +ime in Jerusglem after
chfis;'s ascension 1§to_h§aven. ;t is claimed on the basis of
Acks 1. 1 - viii. 4 *hat the apostles. did their teaching and
preaching in Palestine a* fir;t, with thelr headquarters in X
ferusalem. _Thus their sermons and their *eaching covered about
Ehe_sgmh material. Thg upholgers og this theory algo argue
that this close connectlon between *he various aposfles made_
i1+ possible for a large amount of material on Chris+'s 1ife +o

be retained in +he minds of each of these men.

2, E. J. Goodspeed, The Formation of the New Testament, p. 33.
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wyen +hese men theg saatteged ouf into the world ﬁhey'had a
well-shoogeg memoxry of ﬁhg events in +the life of cgriat. They
spread out ﬁg work amgng_the non-Yewish peogle in @he Roman Eme
pire. Here they had +o tell much more abou* Chris+ each ;1ma
they_spoke! since their aud}ances were not feml}igr wi;h ;he
events in the life*of ghrist. Riddle ho}ds +hat this 1s ;he real
cause for a connected tradition of Christ's life, He says,

"?he most impor+ant-effect of proclaiming s+ofies
o’ Jésud ¥o Genktlles is +hat i was due o0 +his adtiv=-
i+y that the early messages grew info commé&cted s+ories
of Jesus?-1ife; Thia was +he ultimate lefgth in+o which
+he~primitive tradition--at first only s+ories of Jesus'
death and resurrection--grew." 3

- r - o

This oral Gospel tradition was ﬁhgn adapted by *he writers

of t?e first +hree Gospels for Eha par+icular group or 1gdlvid-
ual +hey were addressing 19 writing. The origingl Eradthion was
in Aramaic,_and only when the ggurch_axpgnded_iéﬁo tga Hel}enized
world, was there a need fog.putting *the tradition into writing.
The Hellenlzed minds were accus tomed +o havigg thelr sacred ma=-
+erlals se% down in written form. Cone substantiates +his,

- M"phis originally Aramald oral type of Gospel-tra-
di*+ion was carafully +ransléted into Greek, as cofisle
- derable numbers of Hellenists were recéived into the
Church. Finally, each of +he evangelists adapted hime
self in the nhoice arid use of #he historical material
of the *radition to the c¢ircle of r&adérs for whom *
his work was primarily inteded, so that Mat*hew wrote
a8 purely Palestinian Gospel, Mark a modified PaleB-
+inian ofe, and Luke a Pauline work from the point of
view Oof +he great apostle's interpretaticn of Chris-
+1anity." 4

By this process they would tend +o write up -similar events and

-~

use similar words in +heir accountse.

3« Donald W, Riddle’ offs cl%5, Do 29,

4. Orello Cone, op. ¢i%., olt., p. 140.
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This fact of each writing %o a different group or individ-
ual also accounts for the dissimilarities of +he Synoptic wri-
ters. Added to this fact 1s the one that each writer had an in-
dividual style of hls own. The needs of each group written to
also had +o be +aken into acoognﬁ. The interes+s of +he persons
- addressed were widely different. People of a Jewish background
qid not need the_exp}agatiou of Jaw%ah cus*oms, sO Matﬁhgw wro;e
*hem a Gospel yithguﬁ *these explana*ions while Luke, wgit!ng ;o
a QGentlle, went in*o a detalled explana*ion of Jewish customs in
order +o make *the life of Christ intelligible *o !heonyilus.

_ The soholgrg w@o gphold this oral Goapgl_or +radition hy-
gothegis assert +§at 1t_was necessary *o aeh_hhia orel Gospel or
+r§d1fion down into writing because the apostleu_scahterad.ou;
inﬁg +he yorld. The apostles might_eagily forget_some of +he
facts gf fhe Gospel. !he opportunity +o rgfresh +heir mings by
consulting rel}ow apos+tles was no lgnger_af hand. !he‘beat means
of preserving the Gospel facts was +o set them down 1n§o writing.
Salmon uses +his 8s a poin@ in favor of #he oral +radi+tion in the
words,

"A few defached aphorisms of & great teacher may
be carried by the memory for some *ime, and be passed
on from one +o0 another: but discourses of the length
we £ind in the Gospels could, "in the ordinary course
6f +hinga, have perish&d, if +hey had no+ been from
+hé"firs+ either commit+ted %o writing, or, if com=
mi++ed +o0 memory, kept &live by constant repet+ition.
I+ is surprising how li&+le of spoken words ordinary
memories are able +o retain." 5 :

5. Georwe A. Salmon, op. ci*., p. 183.



_Another giece_of evidegoe cl+ted by +this group of scholars
for the_ogal traditlon hypothesls 1s Luke's prera:_se.6 They ar=
gue that Ehis referegoe +o +he use ofﬂsourpeg on +he par; of
Luke poinks clearly to an oral fradition as the source of his
Goape}. Theg argue fugﬁher *hat by tmplicekion tge othor_;wo
Synophicvwrihers used +he same process in the writ+ing of *+heir
Gospeis.

b This_group gf scholars also poin@ +0 *he similarities of
rhe SYnop+ic writers as evidegcq for *he use of a common orgl
*radition. ?hey are reluctant +o agmih the possibllity of +he
Synoptic writers using *he same writ*en- source or sources for
* *heir common material becavse they say that the oral *radition
is sufficient *o account for ﬁhis.s

o Hany schglars rgject ﬂhgs hypothgsis of an oral +radition
as +he complete aglution of the Synop*ic problem because of
several considerations. Charles Callan and Floyd V. Filson
have summarized the reasons why this theory is unacceptable.
Iheg glve the followlng reasons why thin theory canno® be ace=
cepted: 4 % E _ 1

(a) Vhy have the Synoptics given us practically only the same
meager accounts out of the abundant material of our Lord's words
and deeds which oral +radition certainly preserved and handed

down?

6. Cfe Luke 1.71-4. + 3 = = =

7+ For-elucidation o? %aia poinﬁicf. B.aii Eggtgott, Intro-
duction o +he Study of the %gage S, PPe 12,

5- 5!. bm-' PPe 26: - 21 @ - < . -



