HUMA 4655 The Synoptic Gospels

Nov. 9 The Oxford Hypothesis

Read for today’s class: Stein ch. 5-6; Goodacre ch. 6-7. Farrer, Austin M. “On Dispensing With Q.”; M. Goulder, “The Order of a Crank” (PDF)

On-Line Resources: for a concise discussion of the “Case Against Q” see Mark Goodacre’s  “Ten Reasons to Question Q”: http://www.markgoodacre.org/Q/ten.htm
1. Major Works
· other names for the theory: Farrer-Goulder Hypothesis, Goulder-Drury Hypothesis, Mark-without-Q Hypothesis (MwQH)
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2. Mark Goodacre’s Responses to the Arguments for Q

[John Kloppenborg’s response: “On Dispensing with Q?: Goodacre on the Relation of Luke to Matthew,” New Testament Studies 49 (2003): 210-236]

Argument 1: Luke’s Order 

· the problem according to 2DH: “Why does Luke, on the whole, place non-Markan material from Matthew in non-Markan contexts?”

· Luke shows a preference for Mark’s sequence (perhaps he knew it longer) and places the Double Tradition elsewhere according to his own preference

· Luke’s preference shows a concern for “proper order”

· Luke’s use of the Sermon on the Mount:

· (i) Matt’s Sermon is a miscellany or “ragbag” that Luke thought prudent to alter

· Kloppenborg: more probable that Matt collected related sayings for the SoM than Luke pulled it apart; e.g., Matt 6:24 (On Serving Two Masters, p. 55) cf. Luke 16:13

· (ii) Luke dislikes long speeches—but Luke has a 52-verse speech in Acts 7, and see Luke 12:1-13:9  (69 verses) and 14:7-17:11 (112 verses) 
Argument 2: Luke’s Ignorance of Matthew’s Additions to Mark

· usually noted are Matt 3:15; 12:5-7; 13:14-17; 14:28-31; 16:16-19; 19:9, 19b; 27:19, 24; Luke lacks all of these

· but Matt 14:28-31 and 19:9 are additions to Markan pericopae that Luke lacks entirely

· Goodacre cites the Mark-Q Overlaps as examples of Luke adopting Matt’s “additions”

· in The Case Against Q Goodacre looks only at Matt 3:14-15 (The Baptism of Jesus, p. 16) and 16:16-19 (Peter’s Confession, p. 150)
· Is Luke “not as positive about Peter overall as Matthew”? see e.g., Luke 5:1-11(The Miraculous Catch of Fish, p. 37)

· On “Luke-pleasing” material: an excursus on redaction and circular argumentation

· Sample pericopae: Matt 12:5-7 (Plucking Grain on the Sabbath, p. 102) cf. Luke 14:4-6 (p. 191); Matt 13:16-17 (The Reason for Speaking in Parables, p. 116) cf. Luke 10:23-24; Matt 27:24-26 (Pilate Delivers Jesus to be Crucified, p. 314) cf. Luke 23:22, 47
Argument 3: Luke’s Lack of M Material

· Why does Luke omit such rich material as Matthew’s Infancy Narrative?

· there are agreements in the Infancy Narrative (birth in Bethlehem, name of Jesus’ father, virginal conception), and some agreement in wording (Matt 1:21/Luke 1:31 but cf. Gen 16:11; Isa. 7:14, 8:3; Hos 1:1-4, 1:6 etc.)

· reasons for omitting other IN material: Magi story has “direct contact” between Jesus and Gentiles (which Luke avoids) (Goodacre) or because “he does not believe in astrology and magic” (! Goulder)

Argument 4: Alternating Primitivity

· Luke simply removes the Matthean language thus making it look more primitive
· Luke may have preserved elements from other versions of the stories he knew from oral tradition

· but (for example) Luke looks more primitive in 11:20 (see p. 173) 

Argument 5: The Distinctiveness of Q

Argument 6: The Success of Redaction-Criticism

[note these two arguments are not strong to begin with, so we will not discuss them in detail]

3. Goodacre’s Evidence of Luke’s use of Matthew

· the Minor Agreements

· passages in which Mark is not the middle term (Mark-Q overlaps)

· the narrative element in Q
· editorial fatigue

4. The Sermon on the Mount in Film (a discussion of Mark Goodacre’s, “The Synoptic Jesus and the Celluloid Christ: Solving the Synoptic Problem Through Film”, Journal for the Study of the New Testament 80 [2000]: 31-43)
