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[bookmark: _dd08hkb57zpq]4. Synopsis of the five gospels

[bookmark: _4qn1h72o2j04]a) Five instead of four Gospels

The first – and as far as I can see (with the exception of Klinghardt) – last synoptic comparison, as it is made here, of the five closely related Gospels *Ev, Mk, Mt, Lk and Jn can be found in Irenaeus of Lyon.[footnoteRef:1] Probably not by chance, of all people Irenaeus is the Christian author not only is the master mind behind the broadening of Marcion’s "New Testament", but he is also the one through whom the older collection of Marcion was made forgotten and with it, *Ev be regarded as nothing other than a heretical reduction of a canonical Lk. In Book IV of Adversus haereses, Irenaeus gives us a synoptic reading of five Gospels, however, on Mt 11:27 (Lk 10:22; *Ev 10:22): [1:  See M. Vinzent, Marcion and the Dating of the Synoptic Gospels (2014), 87-88.] 


“1. For the Lord, revealing Himself to His disciples, that He Himself is the Word, who imparts knowledge of the Father, and reproving the Jews, who imagined that they, had [the knowledge of] God, while they nevertheless rejected His Word, through whom God is made known, declared, "No man knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, and he to whom the Son has willed to reveal [Him]." Thus hath Matthew set it down, and Luke in like manner, and Mark the very same; for John omits this passage. They, however, who wanted to be wiser than the apostles, write [the verse] in the following manner: "No man knew the Father, but the Son; nor the Son, but the Father, and he to whom the Son has willed to reveal [Him]; "and they explain it as if the true God were known to none prior to our Lord's advent; and that God who was announced by the prophets, they allege not to be the Father of Christ. 2. But if Christ did then [only] begin to have existence when He came [into the world] as man, and [if] the Father did remember [only] in the times of Tiberius Caesar to provide for [the wants of] men, and His Word was shown to have not always coexisted with His creatures; [it may be remarked that] neither then was it necessary that another God should be proclaimed, but [rather] that the reasons for so great carelessness and neglect on His part should be made the subject of investigation. For it is fitting that no such question should arise, and gather such strength, that it would indeed both change God, and destroy our faith in that Creator who supports us by means of His creation. For as we do direct our faith towards the Son, so also should we possess a firm and immoveable love towards the Father. In his book against Marcion, Justin does well say: "I would not have believed the Lord Himself, if He had announced any other than He who is our framer, maker, and nourisher. But because the only-begotten Son came to us from the one God, who both made this world and formed us, and contains and administers all things, summing up His own handiwork in Himself, my faith towards Him is steadfast, and my love to the Father immoveable, God bestowing both upon us."[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Iren., Adv. haer. IV 6,1-2.] 


This passage proves that Irenaeus's synoptic comparison includes, in principle, five Gospels, Mt and Lk, which offer the passage compared here, then Mk, which Irenaeus claims to have had such a passage - even though we do not have one in our manuscripts and editions - and Jn, which he says that the author had passed over the passage. As the fifth Gospel, Irenaeus compares *Ev, which he attributes to those who "wanted to be wiser than the apostles", by which, as he immediately adds, he means Marcion (and his disciples). That Irenaeus's comparison only serves to refute the wording and interpretation of the latter is shown by the detailed explanation of how Marcion understood this passage. According to Marcion, God was unknown before the appearance of Christ under Emperor Tiberius, which means that the god proclaimed by the Jewish Prophets is different from the God of Christ. Irenaeus sees in this the assertion of a mutability of God and the rejection of faith in the Creator. As support, Irenaeus additionally uses a writing that Justin had addressed to Marcion, in which he contradicts the distinction between the Creator and the saving God of Christ.
Irenaeus, through his apologetic writing, as we have seen, succeeded in laying the foundation for the broader and eventual canonical acceptance of his own, larger collection with the four sub-collections, from the little information he evidently had from Papias, and from the basic writings of the Gospels, which Marcion had already criticised in the preface to his "New Testament": (1) the four Gospels in conjunction with (2) the Praxapostolos, i.e. Acts and the Catholic Epistles, then (3) the Pauline (especially the Pseudo-Pauline) Epistles, and finally (4) the Revelation of John. Even if Irenaeus's collection did not immediately gain acceptance in the decades after him writing the “Adversus haereses”, and was even debated for centuries as far as its margins were concerned, it gradually succeeded in becoming the norm, first among teachers and finally in the 4th century through imperial policy. It gained canonical status under the title "New Testament" coined by Marcion, which Irenaeus and also Tertullian had still avoided for this collection. The result of this success story of Irenaeus's collection, however, was that Marcion's "New Testament" as the initial collection and the version of the writings it contained were largely lost, and we now only have access to them through Tertullian's early commentary at the beginning of the 3rd century and the later one by Epiphanius in the 4th century, as well as through other witnesses who were mostly critical of it.
As Klinghardt has worked out, and as has already been mentioned here in individual passages, and as will continue to be discussed in detail in future research, it seems that when the Gospels, but also the other writings, were included in the collection of Irenaeus, a thorough editing of the Gospels was carried out. In my opinion, not only Mk, Mt and Jn, but also Lk, just like the Pauline letters were thoroughly edited. This editing was not only oriented towards compiling the four Gospels, which were based on *Ev and therefore, as we have seen, deeply influenced by Marcion, it was especially in order to remove those Marcionite ideas that were rejected by the redactors. Although at the same time critical of Marcion, much of the Vorlage entered Irenaeus’s collection. Mutual adjustments and harmonisations were made throughout, albeit cautiously. Since Klinghardt was able to show a "Lucan" redaction, which can be seen by comparing Lk’s revised text of *Ev with the Book of Acts, yet, Marcion does not seem to have known Acts, but refers to Lk in the preface to his "New Testament", it is probable that Lk, as we possess it today with its preface, underwent a revision at the time of it being inserted together with Acts in the collection of Irenaeus. This would explain why the oldest commentary on the Lk, which we know on the basis of a fragment handed down by Clement of Alexandria and which originates from Heracleon[footnoteRef:3] - a commentary on Jn handed down in several fragments also survives from Heracleon - does not comment on the version of today's Lk, but on a version that corresponds much more closely to *Ev.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Heracleon, Frg., in Clem. Alex., Strom. IV 9.]  [4:  M. Vinzent, Did the Valentinian Heracleon write a Commentary on Luke or on Marcion's Gospel? (2015).] 

Today the text critical edition of the canonical New Testament, the Nestle-Aland's Greek New Testament (from 26th ed. 1979, now 28th ed. 2012; the same applies for GNT) makes the reader puzzle. In many places, where manuscripts (especially the so-called Western types) – in particular of the four Gospels – provide harmonized readings which smoothen the differences between individual texts, the editors of Nestle-Aland usually reject those and opt for special readings that separate these writings. Hence, they treat these texts, as if they were not part of a collection, but stand alone writings. In fact, we are presented with New Testament writings that mirror their status prior to having been integrated and, therefore, to some extant harmonized, when brought together as a collection. Klinghardt notes about this conundrum:

"On the one hand, ‘Western’ readings are relics of the older, pre-canonical Gospel, which had not been consistently deleted from manuscripts of canonical Luke. They present the comparatively older and in this sense ‘original’ text. On the other hand, while the readings of the majority text are secondary, they are indeed ‘original’ within the framework of the canonical edition. They are an original ingredient of the canonical New Testament. Since critical editions claim to reconstruct this canonical text, these ‘secondary’ readings rightfully belong to the text."[footnoteRef:5] [5:  M. Klinghardt, The Oldest Gospel and the Formation of the Canonical Gospels (2021), 112.] 


Klinghardt brings as examples:

"(πῆχυν) ἕ ν α in Luke 12,25 is probably a secondary addition of the Lukan redaction (see there). This reading is represented by a majority of manuscripts (א1 A L Q W Θ Ψ 070 f 1.13 33 a aur b c e f q r1 sy M) while a few other witnesses (P45.75 א *B D d ff 2 i l) have the less specific text (without ἕνα). NA27 and GNT4 follow this reading with a high ‘textual value’ of these witnesses, although they likely do not represent the canonical, but the pre-canonical text. 

ἐγρηγόρησεν ἂν καί in Luke 12,39 is missing in P75 א *D it sy, but otherwise it is attested by the entire tradition. Since the short reading is attested for *Ev through Tertullian and Epiphanius, it is indeed older than the majority text and belongs rather to the pre-canonical and not to the canonical text. Probably owed to the ‘textual value’ ascribed to P75 and א *is the fact that NA27/GNT4 adopted the shorter – but presumably pre-canonical – version into the text with the explanation that the majority text is a Matthean parallel influence. 

Luke 20,23 τί με πειράζετε, ὑποκριταί is attested by a majority of manuscripts. The reading without the phrase – attested less often by א B L e etc. – was adopted into the text by NA27/ GNT4 . The longer reading is easily understood as a redaction of the shorter one, but hardly vice versa. It is based on an adjustment of the Synoptic parallels (Matt 22,18 || Mark 12,15), thereby showing the ‘Synoptic conformation’ – a phenomenon otherwise indicated by the abbreviation p) – not attributed to arbitrary acts by individual copyists but to the Lukan redaction of the canonical edition. 

Luke 22,31 v. l. represents the reverse example. The introduction of announcing Peter’s betrayal contains in a majority of manuscripts the phrase εἶπεν δὲ ὁ κύριος (א A D W Θ Ψ f 1.13 lat sy(c.p).h bomss M). NA27/GNT4 , however, did not include this variant in the text but follow rather the text of P75 B L T 1241 2542c sys co without this introduction. The authorial usage of ὁ κύριος makes it quite likely that this phrase goes back to the Lukan redaction and therefore, should be part of the canonical edition.”[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Ibid. 112-113.] 


Klinghardt sums up:

"A cursory perusal of the apparatus of NA27 will expose a great number of corresponding evidence. The editors’ meticulous appreciation of the respective minority readings (primarily of P75, Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, and others) is apparent. In most cases, the text-critical assessment for deciding the allegedly older text is readily transparent. The text created in this manner does not agree with that of the Gospel of Luke as part of the canonical edition of the New Testament, but to that of pre-canonical *Ev. Presuming that the canonical text was based on the pre-canonical edition which left its traces in the canonical textual tradition, the Textus Receptus (Oxford 1873) with its numerous majority readings is altogether closer to the oldest canonical text than the text of the critical editions. The designation ‘majority text’ used here (as well as the siglum M in the reconstruction and in the list of variants) remains purposely blurry. Neither the exact profile of its body of texts nor the most important manuscripts representing it can be unambiguously determined. Only approximations are possible for either aspect, and even they require a certain amount of preliminary analytical work to be carried out."[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Ibid. 113.] 

Consequently, it would be more consistent to distinguish between these text versions of New Testament writings and to present two different versions in the future, on the one hand the writings, especially the Gospels of Mk, Mt, Lk and Jn, in non-harmonised versions (largely corresponding to Nestle-Aland or GNT), but also all other texts of the New Testament as stand alone texts, and a second version as texts, integrated into the New Testament collection within its sub-collections. Here, the Tetraevangelium would have its place with the harmonised readings that we know from witnesses such as papyri, codices, lectionaries etc. It would be interesting to follow up, which of the two versions is predominantly present in Irenaeus and in writers of his time. For such kind of research could yield new insights, as these two editions of the Gospel texts (and of the other writings of Irenaeus’s collection), which differ from each other, could then form the basis for a scholarly investigation to compare these harmonisations and also the text corpora, which only came into being with or for the collections. This type of future investigation could prove or disprove the hypothesis presented here of Irenaeus's involvement in, and possibly main responsibility for, the redaction of texts that came to form the collection, later known as the canonical New Testament.
In any case, this New Testament collection should also be put together in a synopsis with the initial New Testament collection of Marcion in order to be able to better grasp overlaps and differences, as was done here.
As noted above with regard to the *Ev, a similar distinction between a stand alone text and a text as part of a collection also applies to *Ev. Here, too, there is evidence that the version of the Gospel that Marcion included in his "New Testament" differed in some details from the older version on which the other four Gospels were based.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  See a few indications in M. Vinzent, Methodological Assumptions in the Reconstruction of Marcion’s Gospel (Mcn). The Example of the Lord’s Prayer (2018), 207-215.] 

[bookmark: _s1a8xvlv7aa7]b) John the Baptist and Jesus

"With John the Baptist we enter the soil of Christianity", Joachim Gnilka formulates in his history of early Christianity[footnoteRef:9] - and he adds by way of clarification: "At any rate, this is the view of the New Testament and of the Church."[footnoteRef:10] This statement is based on the canonical New Testament, because, as he further correctly notes: "In all four Gospels the work of the Baptist is placed prior to Jesus in time and he is understood as the forerunner of Jesus."[footnoteRef:11] By this, Gnilka summarizes well the position and response that the editors of this collection formulated in creating a rival and to some extant counter-collection to the New Testament of Marcion. Whereas *Ev introduces the reader straight into an encounter with Christ who is set in antithesis to the Messiah of the Jewish tradition, the readers of the canonical New Testament first meet the Baptist, bridging the Jewish Law, the Jewish Prophets and their reading by Jesus Christ. [9:   J. Gnilka, Die frühen Christen. Ursprünge und Anfang der Kirche (1999), 129. A few pages later, he acknowledges the differences between Mt and Lk (ibid. 138-139).]  [10:  Ibid.]  [11:  Ibid.] 

If we look at the treatment of the antithesis John - Jesus from *Ev to Jn, a reaction of all later canonical gospels to *Ev can be clearly seen, whereby Mk, with its narrative elaboration, continues the presentation of the Baptist on the basis of the existing narrative in *Ev and, more decisively than Mk, the further narrative elaborations stylise him as the one who baptizes Jesus. Mt adopts this, while Lk takes the shaping of the Baptist figure considerably further and even establishes a family relationship between the Baptist and Jesus through the parents of both. Jn develops a different constellation, which does not forge any family ties, but instead promotes John to a certain extent as Jesus's helper to find disciples and who remain closely connected to him and his group, even though the hierarchy between the forerunner and witness on the one side and the rabbi and teaching master on the other is emphasised.
The extent to which the narrative material on John, which appears in rudimentary form in *Ev and in ever greater detail in the other Gospels, can be traced back to historical facts seems to be rather questionable in view of the legendary formulations.[footnoteRef:12] Since the note in Josephus could also possibly be a later insertion,[footnoteRef:13] the figure of the Baptist and his sojourn in the desert is anything but "historically reliable",[footnoteRef:14] perhaps not even "historically probable".[footnoteRef:15] And yet his existence does not seem to me to be owed solely to the narrative response to Marcion's antithesis. Would Marcion have referred to the Baptist as the last of the Jewish prophets, if he had not believed that his audience could resonate with this figure?[footnoteRef:16] Perhaps, Marcion had some form of knowledge about the Baptist, as he had of the historical person of Jesus. He may even have known of attempts at reducing Jesus and his message to that John and his preaching, or to interpret Jesus in the sense of John. However, it speaks against a greater significance of the Baptist that the letters of Paul (no matter whether in the form of Marcion’s collection or that of Irenaeus) do not reveal any knowledge of a Baptist John at all. Could it be that the Baptist became only known around the time and in the context of the so-called Bar Kokhba revolt? This is all the more plausible since Paul and John were placed in the same vicinity of the Zealots.[footnoteRef:17] Already Acts, and thus the collection of Irenaeus, attempted to fill this gap by creating a scene (Acts 18-19), especially with Apollos known to Paul (1 Cor 1:10-17; 3:4-10), in which Paul is linked to the Baptist tradition.[footnoteRef:18] What rudimentary knowledge Marcion possessed concerning the Baptist and what weight the Baptist actually once had remains largely hidden in the current state of the sources. In contrast, that Marcion’s criticism of the Baptist and placing him on one side together with the Jewish Torah and the Jewish Prophets as a border post between Judaism and Christianity, made the Baptist a key figure in the construction of Christian identity. Instead of the Baptist being a marker of difference between these two religious entities, as in Marcion, and as a warning against anti-Roman zealotry and Jewish sedition, he became subsequently transformed by the canonical redaction to the prophetic, eschatological and genealogical bridge between Jews and Christians. [12:  At least, I do not understand how one can first say: "According to the legendarily coloured Lucan infancy story, Zacharias and Elisabeth, both of priestly lineage, were the parents of John (Lk 1:5)" and immediately qualify what has just been called "legendarily coloured" material as "news" that "deserves trust", so, however, J. Gnilka, Die frühen Christen. Ursprünge und Anfang der Kirche (1999), 129. He then also historicises the information that the canonical writings have preserved about the Baptist and largely anticipates what will eventually be developed in a similarly historicising manner, as for example (disregarding Gnilka's monograph), in E.-M. Becker, Der früheste Evangelist. Studien zum Markusevangelium (2017), 309-325.]  [13:  See above p. xxx.]  [14:  Pace E.-M. Becker, Der früheste Evangelist. Studien zum Markusevangelium (2017), 319.]  [15:  So ibid. 324. When it is said here that John the Baptist in the wilderness and his baptism are "attested by pre-Markan tradition, by Q, by special Lucan material and by pre-Johannine traditions", attestation is used in a too broad sense. The entire basis – pre-Markan tradition, Q, special Lucan material, pre/Johannine traditions – are all hypothetical, products of scholarship. How can these be taken as attestations? Even, when taken together, they provide at best potential hints, but cannot serve as proofs.]  [16:  So, I am not arguing against the possibility of the Baptist being as historical figure as suggested Ibid. 320-321; J. Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus Teilband 1 Mk 1 - 8,26 (1998), 41; D. Lührmann, Das Markusevangelium (1987), 32-33; R. Pesch, Anfang des Evangeliums Jesu Christi. Eine Studie zum Prolog des Markusevangeliums (Mk 1,1-5) (1970).]  [17:  So J.E. Taylor, The immerser. John the Baptist within Second Temple Judaism (1997), 237-238.]  [18:  Read in a historisizing way ibid. 72-76.] 
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