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€ events now to be portrayed. They fall into two
main groups:

(1) The prayer of Jesus and the sleep of the disciples.
(2) (@) Betrayal ang arrest;

(8) the attack on the High Priest’s slave;

() protest of Jesus and flight of the disciples;
(d) escape of 2 young man,

The last episode is peculiar to Mark and has left no trace elsewhere. For
the rest, Matthew follows Mark closely, as a rule with far-reaching verbal
agreement, inserting a fey significant additions without disturbing the
Marcan scheme. Literary dependence is certain.

Not so with Luke. His divergences from Mark are considerable and
raise acutely once again the question of a second source. In this respect,
however, there is a marked difference between parts (1) and (2). In
Luke xxii. 406, which covers the same ground as Mark xiv. 32—42, though
much more briefly, verbal agreements are few." The expression TPOCEU-
XeoPe fva ) (elo)éndne eis TEPXOUSY is common to both. In Luke it
closes the whole scene, but it also occurs in a slightly different form at the
beginning: mpooelyeate i cloerdeiv els meipaoudy. This at once gives a
somewhat different emphasis: the scene s from the first a Tepoopds for
the disciples; in fact it is the ‘sifting” of which they have been warned a
few verses back, in Luke xxii. 31. As there Jesus prayed for Peter under
trial, so now he urges them all to pray, and himself sets the example. The

* Comparison is complicated by the presence of vari

43—4, though attested by DO and others, are absent from many authorities, while
others insert them in the parallel passage of Matthew. If these verses are included in
the text, the divergence from Mark is emphasized. But even if they are omitted, the
Proportion of words common to both is not great. Out of 171 significant words in
Mark xiv. 32-42, Luke has only 18 (as compared with 123 in Matthew). The 18 may
be increased to 23 if we count the repeated mpooeUyeoBe Y eloeAdery els Tepaopdy,
Even so they do not amount to more than 32 per cent of Luke’s shorter text, 23.g
per cent of his longer text; while of Matthew’s 195 words 63 per cent are Marcan,
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THE NARRATIVE
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odpé dodevls, fits well this paraenetic character of the pericopé.* ¢
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:E;:Zi;:;%ti::g;nthf;r the striking additions which Luke, in his highly
; . ) nevertheless made to the material which he has
in common with Mark, namely (a) the question, Kipie el orré€opev &v
paxadpn ; (6) the stroke on the right ear, the rebuke, #&re £ ToUTOU, and
the healing of the wound; (c) the pregnant saying, aUrn éoTiv Up6V 1
dpax kad 1y E§ovaia ToU ordTous.

We now turn to the Fourth Gospel. The transitional sentence (xviii. 1)
which brings Jesus and his disciples to the scene of the arrest differs from
Mark significantly. Mark (having earlier recorded that after supper they
made for the Mount of Olives) now records their arrival at ‘a plot of
ground called Gethsemane’. John says nothing about the Mount of
Olives and does not mention the name Gethsemane. Instead, he says that
Jesus went with his disciples Tépav Tol yedppou TV Kédpuv' &mrov fiv
kfiros, which they entered; adding that it was a place to which he often
resorted with his disciples (cf. Luke’s koré 16 #0s, of the retirement tO the
Mount of Olives—which however perhaps does not mean exactly the
same).? There is no contradiction between the two statements: a party 0n
the way from Jerusalem to the Mount of Olives would certainly cross the
Kidron. Butequally certainly John could not have learnt this from Mark.
If he had before him the name Tefonuavei, there seems no good reason
why (with his penchant for local names) he should not have copied it,?
even if he felt obliged to add that the plot so named was in fact not an
oliveyard (as the name might seem to suggest, if it represents Teg N,
‘oil-press’), but a garden!* If we regard the description as the result of

t <O yelpappos TéY KéSpwv, ‘Wady of Cedars’, is obviously a popular attempt
(based on the sound) to give an intelligible meaning in Greek to the name 2713
1R (much as the Welsh mountain Yr Eifl has been given the English name The
Rivals, suggested by the sound of the name in Welsh). It occurs sometimes in MSS.
of the LXX, which elsewhere have xelpoppos Kedpav. Josephus has xeipappos
Kedpésvos (Ant. vur. 17). The name occurs nowhere else in the New Testament.

* Luke xxii. 39 probably refers back to xxi. 37 where the proceedings of the period
immediately preceding the fatal Passover are summarized: fiv 8¢ T&s fjuépas &v T
lep) 51540KwWY TS SEVUKTAS &Eepy Opevos NUAi3eTO els TO Spos T KaAoUpevov "EAaicov.
John xviii. 2, ToAAGkis ouvixOn ’Inools éxel pETX TGV podnTédv atol, would
suggest that the garden was used as a rendezvous.

3 Luke also has omitted the name Gethsemane. Luke had no liking for these
uncouth Semitic names; he has omitted FoAyo& also; but Joha is fond of using
them.

4 Whether xfjtros could be used in a broad sense to cover an oliveyard I do not
know. Normally it seems to mean a plot where herbs, vegetables and flowers are
grown, as distinct from a shrubbery or plantation (Trap&Seicos), as well as from the
specialized &uTreAddv, CUKGOV, B\audov (cf. Amos iv. 9). Yet the mapd@eicos in which
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n::teiscs:lry to trace .the idea of “drinking the cup’ in John xviii. 11 to any
p s :rcﬁiisizge 1r} the other gospels; i.t is intrinsic to the total tradition.
3 erations go far to qualify the prima facie case for the
ependence of John on the Synoptics at this point. They gain weight
whe.n.we observe that there is evidence that John was not ignorant of the
tradition of the.prayer of Jesus, but knew it in a non-synoptic form.

The passage in question is xii. 27-8, which has been widely recognized
asin some sort an equivalent for the Gethsemane pericopé in the Synoptics.”
The core of it is a prayer which passes through two stages closely parallel
to the two stages of the prayer in Gethsemane. The Lucan form lends itself
best to comparison:

Luke xxii. 42 John xii. 27-8
ﬂcrrep.’. .,'n'apéveylce TOUTO TS TOTH- TMérep oddody pe &k Tiis Gpas TaUTNS
prov &’ Epol (cf. Mark xiv. 35 : mpooeUyeTo . . -

TrapéAdn &’ aTol 1) Gdpx)
Hh TS BEANUS pou GANK TO odv yivéaBe TTérep §6Eaxaéy oo TO Svopa

The language has a Johannine stamp; dpa;, Sogé&zew, dvoua, though none
of them is peculiar to this gospel, are favourite expressions. But the under-
lying conception is the same as in the Synoptics.* So far, the phenomena
might be explained by a Johannine re-writing of the Synoptic account.
But there are further facts to be taken into account.

In John xii the passage opens with an allusion to Ps. xli. 7, 1 Yuxn Hov
¢tapdydn (in John, viv ) uxn pou TeTdpoxTal, cf. xiii. 21, ’InooUs
tTapéyBn ¢ Tvedpam). In Mark it opens with an allusion to the preceding
verse of the same psalm: fva i TepiAuTos €, 1) yuxA (in Mark, epiAutrds
tomv 1) wuyr pou (xiv. 34)).3 The coincidence proves that in both gospels
Jesus is conceived as speaking in the character of the Righteous Sufferer of
the psalm. Both therefore give expression to the same conception of the

' Some critics, strangely, have treated it as a parallel to the Transfiguration. The
only point in common is the dath gol, which however has a different content in each
case. Otherwise in form and content there is no resemblance, except in so far as the
concept of the 86€a of Christ comes into both. But see next note.

* Christ glorifies the Father by completing His work (xvii. 4), and the work is
completed in his passion and death (xix. 30), for the &vToAf) of the Father, which the
Son obeys, is to ‘lay down his life’ (x. 17-18). This is the 6éAnpa of the Father which
the Son seeks (v. 30), which he came to do (vi. 38), and which, while he is on earth,
is his Ppéspa (iv. 34). Itis thus that the sacrificial death of Christ (his self-dedication,
xvii. 19) is his glory, because in it (in his full acceptance of the Father’s 6éAnpa) the
Father is glorified. Thus, in the context of Johannine thought, there is no substantial
difference between 8éAnua T, odv yvéobw and 86§acdév gou T dvopa..

3 See pp. 38, 42-3.
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language are slight. In Hebrews Christ offers supplications mpds 7oy
Suvduevov oczew oToV éK BaviTou. For Suvéuevov compare Mark xiv. 36
éwra Suvor& ool (contrasted with the hypothetical & Suvardv éom,
Matt. xxvi. 39; € oU Suvorran TOUTO TopeNBeiv, Matt. xxvi. 42; Luke has
nothing of the kind); and for ocogev compare John xii. 27, GG00V e 2l
Tiis dpass Taurms: the verb oddzel does not occur in the Synoptic context
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jmportant Passion psalm (xxi. 25) the Sufferer proclaims, év 16 kexporyévon
e PSS avrov elotikouoév pov, and similarly in Heb. v. 7 Christ offers
prayers peT& Kpavyfis, and is heard—elookouabels. These psalms, we recall,
were accepted in the primitive Church as a prophetic picture of the
sufferings of Christ. Their language entered into the story of his
Passion, probably at the earliest stage of oral tradition, and it can still be
recognized in the gospels. Ps. xli, in particular, underlies the three
accounts of the prayer of Jesus which we are examining, in Mark, John
and the epistle to the Hebrews, although no two of these have the same
phrases.

There are thus strong grounds for believing that an account of the
prayer of Jesus before his Passion formed part of the central and primitive
tradition, and was preserved in as many as four variant forms, which have
entered into the canonical writings of the New Testament. It is therefore
one of the most strongly attested elements in the gospel story. Each
writer has in greater or less measure remoulded the tradition as it reached
him, in accordance with his own style and aim: Mark has developed it in
the direction of paraenesis; Luke (or a supplementer of Luke) has
heightened the emotional colouring; the author to the Hebrews has
adorned it in his own rhetorical manner; and John has clothed it in the
language of his distinctive theology.

Whether this incident formed part of the general scheme of Passion
narrative from the first is another question. The use made of it in Hebrews
shows how readily it might have been handed down as an independent
unit, and the strongly didactic element in the Marcan version suggests that
it had a history in Christian didaché apart from its connection with the
Passion story. Conceivably therefore John may have taken over a form
of Passion tradition which lacked this feature. Yet its connection with the
Passion is so intimate that even where it was repeated in isolation the
hearers must have been aware that it took its place in the sequence of
incidents leading to the cross. It would be in no way surprising if John
deliberately moved it from its original setting, preferring to give it a place
in a passage where he is preparing his readers for the Passion narrative by
exhibiting its meaning in various aspects."
this psalm, it becomes difficult to resist the conclusion that the psalm as a whole has
played a part in the shaping of the tradition: verse 4, 8&kpua, Heb.; verse 6, epi-
Avmos | yuxd), Mark; verse 6, cwThpiov & 8eds pov, John, Hebrews; verse 7, 1
Yuxn ETapdydn, John; verse 9, Tpogeuy T Bedd Tiis 30ofis pov, the general idea

common to all, the verb in the Synoptics.
' See Interpretation, pp. 373-9.
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sleep of the disciples, but he has preferred to transfer its essential elements
10 other contexts, leaving the scene of the arrest to be presented in terms
of a highly dramatic confrontation between Jesus, now completely
isolated, and his adversaries; a confrontation conceived wholly in the
spirit of that acceptance of the will of God which is the motive both of the
prayer of John xii. 27-8 and of the moment of resolve in xiv. 30-1. That
John had a source other than the Synoptics for the prayer of Jesus we have
seen to be highly probable, and it is likely enough that the watchword
ysipeote &rycopev was not confined to any one form of tradition.”

With. the appearance of Judas and the posse John falls into Jine with the
gynopthS, and xviii. 3-13 corresponds with Mark xiv. 43759 and the

ynoptic parallels, but there are substantial differences in the way the story
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is told. The common nucleus tells how Judas arrived with a body of
armed men to make the arrest, how Jesus confronted them, how one blow
was struck in his defence, and how he was taken into custody. The order
of events differs slightly, Luke and John agreeing in placing the actual
arrest at the end, while in Mark (followed by Matthew) Jesus is already
in custody before the blow is struck and before he makes his protest.
This is a minor difference; in the main the story is the same. Verbally, the
closest resemblances are in the episode of the attack on the High Priest’s
slave: I will discuss this presently.” There is partial agreement between
John and Mark also in the description of the party sent to make the arrest.
According to Mark it was an &yAos? map TévV dpyiepbwv kal TEWV
ypauuaTéwy Kad TV peoBuTépwv (scil. the Sanhedrin, consisting of these
three ‘estates’). According to John it contained  Tév &pyiepéoov Kal &
6 papioadwy Utmpétas. Allowing for John’s (apparently mistaken)
view that the Pharisees were a constitutional body parallel with the priest-
hood, this does not differ from Mark. Luke, on the other hand, brings the
&pxepeis on the scene in person, accompanied by the oTparnyol Tol
iepol, whom we might regard as officers commanding John’s imrnpéren, if
these are to be understood as the temple police. According to Mark (and
Luke) the party was armed with swords and truncheons (ueTé poyoup&v
kod §UAwv), according to John, more vaguely, with weapons (6mAx). He
adds that they bore lights (beTd pavédv kal Aapddwv). This feature might
equally well be a piece of independent information or an intelligent
inference. That it corresponds with the facts need not be doubted.3
There is, however, one really significant difference. John says that the

party included a omeipa under the command of a yiAiapyos. Normally
this should mean a cohort (at this time usually 6oo men) under a zribunus
militum. Zmeipa, however, is also used for the maniple, a subdivision of
the cohort. If a whole battalion under its commanding officer was turned
out to effect the arrest, the authorities must have gravely overestimated the

* See pp. 77-80.

* In Mark &yAos does not appear to convey the meaning of a disorderly mob,
which it often (though by no means always) bears in classical Greek. He seems to
mean by it no more than a considerable, but indefinite, number of people gathered
together. There is therefore no necessary contrast between a disorderly mob in
Mark and a disciplined cohort in John.

3 The objection that lights would be unnecessary on a night of full moon (which
is urged against the credit of the Johannine version of the story) is captious. We do
not know that it was not a cloudy night, and in any case, if you are searching for a
person supposed to be hiding in a garden it would be a wise precaution to be provided
with lights,
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that question. All we can say 18 th.at thel.:e does nOt. APPEA 10 be gy cc}n::-onft
recognizable theological or apologetic motive for '.che introduction of t}Ye oh s t:
Romans at this point. That in general this evangelist is much more ays, ¢ m:)ct-
than the others of the imperial authorities as a factor in the Sit“ation:s c::: ; e
certainly trué but at this stage': we have no rr.leans of }mow’mg Whether =
this represents 3 tendency of his own, of had its roots in the tradition | ®
was following. This matter had better be left for discussion at a later il
point.” o

After the introduction of Judas and the posse the Johannine narrative forn
temporarily loses contact with the Synoptic. There is no betrayal witha G
kiss, and no word is spoken either by Judas to Jesus, as in Mark, or by isi
Jesus to Judas, as in Matthew and Luke. Judas does not in any way G
identify Jesus as the person to be arrested (as he does pointedly in Mark). ac
His function is, to all appearance, solely to direct the party to the place ke

e

where he knew Jesus was to be found (xviii. 2). Similarly in Actsi. 16he
is described as 8ny0s TOiS cuN\aBoliow *Inoolv. The context in Acts is
deeply penetrated with ‘testimony’ material,? and seems t0 belong to the

! Mark brings on the omeipa at a later stage. After Pilate had pronounced
sentence the soldiers (scil.: the small detachment which had been engaged in guarding
thf: Prisoner during the trial) called together OANV v oTEipav into the Praetoriun.
Did Mark seriously mean that the entire battalion of 6oo men was assembled for this
scene of brutal buffoonery? Or did he think only of a considerable body of troops?
H(’)W large a force did the author of Judith (xiv. 11) envisage when the men of Torae
EEnNBooav kard omelpag?

‘3 SAee PP 112-15, 118-20.
unlessc‘;: :S:c; cntée;:;. Ixviii. 26, cv\iii. 8, The latter psalm is not a source of
e s,Ks 7:z'ucrcw K.apa)\as aUTév, be supposed to be echoed in Mark x. ;\9’
yielded seVerzl P QAN W}.‘lch however is closer to Ps. xxi. 8. But Ps. bl "

assion testimonies: verse 4is cited in John xv. 25, Verse ik ghei®

test'\mon'\es,
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THE NARRATIVE

esus gives himself up to save -his.disciples: the Gooq S
he wolf coming lays r'iown his life for the sheep (. | epherd)
ly called attention to the fulfilment of Chrigy o) He
; UK GTWAETT 2€ otrréov oUdEvax (xviii. ), i eln Words’
e is not open to the suspicion of having hee, ;jwhere'
a redactor who misunderstood th'e meaning <13f xvil. 12. It js entif;d [?}'
this evangelist’s manner to s€€, 10 aPPafeme ma.tter-oﬁfact incidey In
i’ of deeper realities. The self-sgrre.nder of Christ to saye his dig e,
sign rernitatis, no other than the Sacriﬁmpleg
ce by

olice is, sub specie ae!
from the p r,1kind from darkness and death. Both are the on
SSIOn

ich he saves md
;h;}cle lcfve with which God loved the world.

It seems clear, therefore, that mogyes a'rising out. of the J ohanpjp,
theology have influenced this part of the Passion narratlve..This, howeye,
< not foreclose the question, whether or not the evangelist wag Work
from tradition. If so, it must have been indepenq

ion.

shown that this not:

ng

doe
ent

upon material derived

of the Synoptic tradit ' | :
I have already noted, as regards points (i) and (i), that all forms o

tradition are unanimous in representing J es‘fs as aware of his approaching
fate, and as meeting it voluntarily in a spirit of self-sacrifice. So far, the
theological colouring amounts to no more than added emphasis. The y,
of the expression, gy elp, although it is patient of a profound theologic|
purport, is not necessarily a product of the evangelist’s theology, any
more than it is in vi. 20, where it occurs also in the Marcan parallel. John
delights in such double meanings. The test-passage is that which describes
the recoil of the assailants before the presence of Jesus. But it is just here
that apparent reminiscences of passages in the Old Testament suggest
that the evangelist is working on traditional material. When Jesus made
himself known, we are told, &mrfjAbow &i T& dmiow kai Emeoav xapal
(xviii. 6). Now in Psalm xxxiv. 4—a psalm which has yielded several
testimonia,® including one cited by John in xv. 25—the Righteous
Sufferer prays, &mooTpageinoav els T& omiow Ka koranouvleinoay of

Aoyizépevol por kowd.’ Again, in Ps. xxvi. 2, another Passion’

' See Interpretation, pp. 423-33.

’, Ps. xxxiv. 11, dvaotévTes péptupes &bixot, cf. Mark xiv. §
oTévTes fyeuBopapTUpouy Ko’ aTol; Ps. xxxiv. 16, 2EEMUKTAPIOGY HE UUKTNPIC
cf.jLuke xxiii. 35, é§epuTripizov ol &pyovTes.
eé}\ovCTf‘. also Ps, 'xxxix.' 15, &mooTpageinoav els T& omiow KX :
- % por kaxd. This Psalm has yielded the important testimontum

eb. x. 5-9.

7, Kad TIVES &vo-
o,

| tvrpomreino le
cited in
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psalm,’ the Sufferer declares, according to the LXX, ol &xfpol pou arirrol
fodévnoav kai Eeoav. The Hebrew runs, 1901903, ‘they stumbled and
fell’, which is somewhat closer to the Fourth Gospel.* It seems, therefore,
that the Johannine description has behind it those psalms which played so
large a part in the formation of the Passion tradition, and whose language
colours so much of that of the Passion narrative in this and other gospels.
That is to say, behind the Johannine theology of this passage we can
discern once again the more primitive conception of Christ as the
Righteous Sufferer of prophecy. If so, then there is strong ground for
believing that John is drawing upon tradition, as he is in other places
where the primitive stock of * testimony’ scriptures is laid under contribu-
tion. In that case, we are justified in concluding that the picture of the
assailants recoiling before their intended victim, though it is here made to
serve a theological purpose, was an integral part of one form of tradition.

In all our gospels the account of the arrest includes an attack on the
posse, in which a slave of the High Priest is injured. The setting of the
episode varies. In Mark, followed by Matthew, it follows the apprehen-
sion of the Prisoner, and has the aspect of an attempted rescue.3 In Luke
and John it precedes the arrest, and looks like an attempt to prevent it.
In the description of the blow, and there alone, there is some measure of
verbal agreement among the four. For the purpose of comparison we may

place Mark and John side by side.

Mark xiv. 47 John xviii. 10
els TGV TapeoTnKdTWY Zipwv TTéTpos
oTac&uevos THY udyaipav Exwv payaipav eilkuoey alThy
émaioey TOV SolAov Kal ETaioey TOV TOU
ToU &py1epéwds dpx1epéws Soliov
Kol &peidev aTol Ko &méxoyey aUTolU
T WTépIov (v.[. wTiov) T6 dTdprov (.l wyTiov)t

! Ps. xxvi. 12, émavéoTnodv por pépTupes &Sikol, cf. Mark xiv. 57. For John,
the repeated use of the verb Uyolv with reference to the vindication of the Sufferer
(verses 5, 6) would be significant.

* If the attractive, though poorly attested, reading &mfjAev. . .Emeoev should be
adopted, the allusion to the psalms would still be pertinent; the whole body of the
Sufferer’s adversaries (ol Aoy13épevol, BéhovTés, pot kak&) would then be incor-
porate in the person of the traitor.

3 But perhaps it was an act of defiance rather than defence. An injury is inflicted
upon the servant, as surrogate for his master, which would have disqualified the
latter from performing his sacred office (D. Daube, in _Journal of Theological Studies,
vol. x1, part 1 (1960), pp. §9—61).

# It is not certain whether Mark and John agree in the word for ‘ear’, or whether
@T&piov is to be read in the one and &Tiov in the other. Itis possible that in both
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v from Mal’k and ]Ohn in using lhe vEil
erh 1,

Luke diffe : g ek
Mﬂll] w an i I\/Iatthew agrees Wltll Marl.«i in using the verh ; QTQ%E
instead © A AKUEW, a0 Luke says nothing about the ¢ draw%%%g
where Jo has | three Synoptics use the somewhat og L
Where all © " hn has tl d ex the to sheathe t
weap© 1 of the ear, JO 1n has the more nat Pregg :
for th emoV? . ¢ the others that it ural g in terms wk
QeineY rees Wi Luke against ol was the rigy, :(’“‘W. Masthaean,
But John 45 her, whereas the Synoptics do not name the gqq,, A g, et
flered- Eurec resent, or one of the adh ailan, o "
suffef®™ . merely 38 one P ’ erents of 7 W ypagal.
describe pat it W3S Simon Peter; a5 he also knows the ngp, leSus)l Briefly,
]ohn knows tMa : © of the sions w&y
oS- . .
injured man: X 1’ of the ear, Mark has nothing further to and .L.uk
After the yemo® used the somewhat eni Sy of t, avoiding
isode According € Like, Jesus 0 i enigmatic y, de words 1
ety —ro\'rroufmeani g proba Jy; tLet them nave their way o s S though
éor're’ecosd n any Case implying disapproval of the attack—and 1 thas represe
thxs1 ,da?he injured ears Of the healing the others know nothing, but;\ Matthe
heale b disapproval is more clear and emphatic in Matthey, a“i\ eix;;:es
expres heath h but in di onhn
to sheathe tne weapon, but in diff
John. Both report an order ’ erent terny, word
Matt. xxvi. 52 John xviii. 11 T
&TT(')O'TPE\VOV 'rhv udxmpé(v ooV ?J&?\E T‘I)]V U&XG‘PQV assa
elg ov TéTOV QUTHS elg THY OnKny e
: i &utes Y&p of AaPo : ' imy
Matthew then g1Ves an a.phorlsm, TQVTES Y f; i PovTes udyoupow iy 1
peryedpn &rohoUvTa, which betrays the use Of The story for purposes of -
ethical instruction.” He adds a saying about legions of angels withou o
parallel elsewhere, and concludes with a dogmatic statement about the 5
3 Ofall this John has nothing. After the command 1

fulfilment of prophecy-

&riov is due to assimilation to Matthew, where all MSS. give this reading. Luke las

oUs.
! Mark’s elg TGV TOPETTN e; it might mean ‘a bystander’;

that Mark conceived others to have been present beside the Twelve and the posse, s
clear from the episode of the veaviokos. Matthew has interpreted itas meaning one
of those who accompanied Jesus, €ls T&V uete: *Inool. Luke similarly speaks of ol
Tepl a6y, one of whom uses his sword.

* The epigrammatic generalization is compara
M‘ark ,has ir}troduced into the Gethsemane pericopé, TS WEV Trvedpe TPOBVHY 1\.6&
;JOpr dodevis (Mark xiv. 38). Both are probable evidence that the form of traditon
z:;%/be},‘l‘f}‘ld each of these gospels had had a prior history in the context of Christia®t

. {,;;e diff:fjrled:cc:cb ;Ttl:/zve ;I)\erists in what follows in Matthew.
Mack's e mhopositin en Mark a,nd Matthew here should not D¢ 7 e diret
expression of a perso ‘1\) = Ypagal, ‘Let the scriptures be fulfilled’, 18 ¢ = ° 4
el o s 8{13 arlld ethical resolve. Matthew’s &S olv TANP e

s €l yevéoBal (xxvi. 54), followed by ToUTO 5t Shov YEYOH

k&Twy is indeterminat

ble in form with the aphorism which‘
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to sheathe dTe sword, Jesus expresses his acceptance of the Father’s will,
in terms which (as we have seen)" recall the Marcan, and still more the
Matthaean, rendering of the prayer in Gethsemane, while in substance
they are the equivalent of the concluding words in Mark: fvc TAnpwiGaI
of ypagad.

Briefly, then, John agrees with all the Synoptics in the use of the expres-
sions uéxaipa; and Tév Soliov Toit dpyiepbas, with Mark against Matthew
and Luke in the verb madew, with Matthew and Mark against Luke in
avoiding the term oUs, and with Luke against Matthew and Mark in the
words 70 8e§iév. That is the extent of verbal agreement. In substance,
though not in words, the Johannine account agrees with the Lucan in
representing the attack as an attempt at defence, not rescue, and with the
Matthaean in giving a direct order to sheathe the weapon. In the final
expression of acceptance of the will of God (as declared in the Scriptures)
John goes with Mark (rather than Matthew), in spirit though not in
words, while Luke has nothing to correspond.

There is here no sufficient ground for inferring that the story of the
assault on the slave was derived from the Synoptic Gospels, in spite of the
striking verbal resemblance in the clause describing the actual blow. It is
impossible to treat any one of the Synoptics as the primary source of the
Johannine version of the narrative, since he is sometimes closer to one and
sometimes to another of the three. Once again, the hypothesis of literary
conflation of documentary sources seems less probable than that of
variation within an oral tradition. It does not appear that theological
motives have been at work. The one original contribution which John
makes to the narrative is the naming of the assailant and his victim. It is
customary at the present time to regard the insertion of names into a
narrative in which the persons are elsewhere anonymous as a symptom of
‘legendary development’. That story-tellers do delight in individualizing
their characters by supplying them with names is certainly true; but it is
not true that the line of development is always in that direction, nor are
the names supplied always fictitious. In the Gospels, Mark’s Jairus has
lost his name in Matthew, his Bartimaeus in Matthew and Luke, and his
Alexander and Rufus have vanished from both. On the other hand, in
introducing Caiaphas for Mark’s vague ¢ &pyepeus Matthew has certainly
not invented a fictitious name. It is therefore not legitimate to assume

TANPwdRoW of ypagal TEY mTpopnT&Y (xxvi. 56), is conceived in the form of
dogmatic instruction. John is more akin to Mark than to Matthew here.
* See above, pp. 68—9.
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identification of the assailant
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To sum up:
f the Passion drama in John begins with a to
po-

1. The second act 0
graphical note which would be pointless as a correction of Mark, ang
I , an

indicates with fair certainty the use of a different strain of traditio
. n.

2 Alt};ough there is here no account of the prayer of Jesus

ariso ii i i
SV ritinn 0 ]Ic;hn xil. 27-9 with relevant passages in other New T;:stament

S . :

7 gf akes it probable in the highest degree that John had a disti

rm of tradition about the prayer, and s
S iyer, an reasonably probable that it was

radition as it reached him. Its displacement could be

: :
nderstood on the basis of his known practice

1
As we noted above, Peter’s action i
on in the Garden is consistent with his offer t0
k xiv. 35

die for his Ma :

Matt. xxvi, ”SfeLrlEiil:xJi;)h“ X1 3.7), rather than to die with him (as in Mar

direction. If John chos X 3f3) . This evidence might be interpreted in more than oné

Chf‘mPEOH of his Master eh( or some reason not obvious to us) to make Peter the

adjustment in the form Zf l(;n he’was in danger, he would naturally make the necessary

least, to suppose that the o profession of loyalty. But it is equally plausible,
tradition which John followed was itself consistent in this

respect, and differen
tfr
om that followed by the Synoptics. See below, PP 86-3.
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3. The introduction of Roman troops into the scene of the arrest has
no obvious theological or apologetic motive, and may or may not be
derived from a special strain of tradition.

4. The account of the assault on the High Priest’s servant resembles
Mark so closely that we could well believe it to be derived from Mark,
but that the immediate context contains features resembling at one point
Matthew and at another Luke, as well as other passages in Mark. These
phenomena seem to point to the kind of variation that arises within an
oral tradition, rather than conflation of documentary sources.
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