ne res Ltthon of Tatian's work involves the general framework and order of
peri F{ind while there remain a number of difficulties and debatable polnte
much " rLss has been made.Some s:alient variantg readtggs have also been
isol~ t¥d es »aecially in c:ses where the harmonist seems to have haid under
ocontribution non-canonical passages, The specific wording within pericopae,
however,has proved less amenable for analysis. It is with this aspect of the r
nroblem that the work of the seminar has been particularly concermed,

The re~sons for thie difficulty lie in the related facts that,in the first
place,we have Little trzce of Greek amongst the many witnesses to the various
harmontes current within the church,and that,in the seocond nlace,it is highly

orobable = or at le st a number of Diatessaroinforscher have nractised in this

way- that traces of the wording of the original are to be discerned in
the ancient versions,e arc cencerally working then at one remove a2t least
from the original:which raises neculiar difficulties,

This introductory paner will no doubt apneir to say much that is obvious and
on the other hand to adduce a great deal of minute detail by way of iliustiat-
-ing eseneral points from particular traditions.Yet both these features are
deliter-te,and are intended to highlight the pitfalls which await the
researcher in this field,If any prozress is to be made such guidelines are
necescary, We shall attempt to sece what problems faced any harmonist in the
pericope under consideration,and on the other hand what problems face the
researcher today as he attempts to supniement the information of the harmonies
from related versional traditions.This might,in {ts turn,help us to reassess
the value and likelihood of success ofattempts to find harmonistic traces
in the Greek tradition.

The pericope with which the seminar has dealt for <ceveral ye:rs is that of
the Temptation of Jesus,There is no major problem of order connected with this;
it must stand,and always does,at the beginning of the ministry of Jesus,There
is no Johannine material for the harmonist to consider and no traee.so far as
I know,of any Johannine influence in the traditions we are considering,Within
the nericope,however,there is a clear difference of order which must be
resolved,namely that of the latter two of the three temptations.Matthew
without vatintion gives the temptation to cast nimself down in second place

and that to worship Satan last, In Luke however,the majority of witnesses
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give the temptation to worship tefore that to cast one's self down., The
IL2tin t;ﬁdttion (in mes,b ¢ f g L gr - but not in e 9 and in the work of
Ambrose) has the Lucan order accommodated to the Matthaean., The order of
Ephraem's commentary sugcests that the Matthaean order wasgs followed in the
Diatessaron,but the Lucan order is referred to by Ephraem in close oroximity
to his extended comments on the temntations,and in another work, €A~””““”J
The Marcan reference to the temntation is brief and distinct from the other
Synontics in lacking the det=siled accounts of the specific temptationsgbut it
contzins a reference to the »resence of the wild beasts and the ministry of
angels,Here thqopttons precent themcelves either to nlace the wild beast
clause before the temptations as part of the ceneral privation and defenceless
-neéss of Jesus,or to link it with the angel claume ,nerhans as a sign of
[ cdaen ettt 53] R A Y 15_;,‘—,“_(

Paradice rcstored! Both altern:tives are known within the harmony tradition.

Further ontions facing the would-be harmonist ar. the cholces between
anecific differences of the evangelists Matthew and Luke.Thesefcan be readily
traced in a synon<is.,They concern the form of the citations of scwrnture made
by Jesus in his reply to the tempter,and some other matters, The stagpent of
the t empter in his offer of the kingdoms of the world secms to have been
open té a number of variations,but csince thesce are knovn to us in the 0ld
Syriac tradition and the commentary of Ephraem they may be due to Tatian;
neverthelecs.analooous varirtion is known in the Bseudo-Clementines which are
more likely to be contemnorary with Titian's activity than dependent upon it.
Ac well as additional material the harmonict is faced with the choice of
historic presents,as in much of the Matthaean zccunt 2g7inst the preterites
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of Puke's story.In some traditione,the S~tan is substituted for the Devil,
This may be due to the influence of Matt,4.10 where no variation is found in
thiz #hode of 2ddrecse to the ftemnter, it s most widespeead in the related eps
ariental &w= versions,but has Greek and Latin supoort sporadically,Direct
evidence however that it was influential upon the harmony tradi.ions ccems
to be lacking,

Quotations from scrinture are another point 2t which there were onrobable dif<

.ferencec amonc the svange icts.Thece too nrecent options but are more likely

to be siven in the fulleet form = 2 harmonization which can take pnlace throus:
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scribal nrocesses which have no immnedizte relation to bspmontzatton, but
cstem from a desire to give scriptural references in their fullest form,Such

development may be seen in Mark 10,17 and Ephesians 5.31:in these cases the

I

history of the LXX text itcelf may have prayed a part.

A more subtle matter wase reised in thocse cases where there are close
verbal ecuivalences,whether with the same vocabulary or with differing wordse.
The most striking instance in the first category is in the word lithos (vs 3
of both Matthew and Luke) ,its number and its construction within the whole
cent- nce, the original text scems to be have plural number in Matthew,singula
in Luke,and to give the noun within the final clause iﬁzfsubgect of the wverb
in Matthew,but a2s the indirect object of the imperative gipe in Luke,We find
permutations of thece possibilities in the text trodition of botih gospels,
The putative Lukan form has encroazched on M tthew in the Syriac,Vld Armenian
and Georgian versions:the Matthaean form has been substituted in D,some three
lectionaries,and in three Old L=tin mss, (including d) in Luke,while the nlur:
dative is found in one Yld Lﬂtinfkwo Bohairic msseln the Old Georgian version
in two citations by Augustine,and in the commenkary of Enhraem (extant here
only in Armenian), It is no doubt enigmatie,in the light of the usze made of

the Oriental versions in Dintessaronforschung by some scholars that harmoniz-

-ation chould reveal itcelf in both directions here in both the Old Armenian
and the Georgian fields,
More complexities still are found where the evangelists uce differing

bulry;the most striking cases are Matt.4.1 anéchthe =2nd its parallels

VvOoca
ekballe§ and esceto ,and Matt,4.3 = Lk.4.5 (Matt, paralambanei,Lk,amzgagon).

I have drawn upon the Armenian and Georgian traditions to illustrate this
cince the Old Armenian has been used by Lyonnet to demonstr=te the hypothestis
of a Piatesscaron traditbon in that stage of the version,while Molitor in

his Synopsis Latina and in his later s tudy based on Ortiz de Urbina's
repertorium of Diatessaric matecrials in Syriac (Oriens Christiznus Bd,.53)

has imnlied that the Old Georgian stands in a direct Line of descent from
Tatian's work ( a position alrcady taken by Baumstark and.in & modified form,
by Voobus ). g Mt ol e pametiel

In the recorded harmony tradittoni&the Western reprecentatives give
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a pasceive form of verbs meaning to Lead,with the exeeption of the Pepysian
H~rmony with the ctive "ledd hym",On the contrary,the Eistern harmonies sive
Active verbs:only one adantation &1 Ephraem (not in his conmentary) gives a
passive form,

For the Armenian.we have nassive forms in Lk and Mt:;but in snite of the

varem

difTesences in the Greek,the same verb?is used.A distinct verb is used in Mk.and
in the active., This follows the Greek syntax:but the picture is complicated

whenve look at the other verses,for the same verb hanem "to pull/to draw".which

rendcrs ekballei in Mk.1,12,renders paralambanei in Mt.4,8 {in the Old Armenian)

3 . [ - R -
and anagagon in Lk,4.5.in the so-called Armenian vulg:te,''e have only Armenian
vulesate data for the other verses and their verbs,The two occurrences of para-
lambanein in Mt.,4.5 & 8 are both rendered by the asyndetic coblocation of the

verbs arnum adzem (= in the third person, "he took,he led").adzem renders égagen

at Lk.4,9. R€ndering of the single Greek verb by a double verb is known in the
Oold Syriac (Lk.4.1 led him out and drove him out;Ss: Mt.4.5 took him and brought

c: Lk.4,5 took and brought htm;§§),ThQasyndeton is an Armenian fe' ture

him;Ss Sc
however, It is not known in any extant Syriac of Eshraem however (the commentary
on the concordant gosnedb is not extant in Syriac at this noint):but the &fmenian
version of the commentary on which we must rely has in the three res.ective

adz han
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places vareac han ("he led, he drew'")or han vareac("he drew he led")

("he took,he drew");adz han. An element of paraphrase scems to characterize much
of these data,The influence of a Syriac original seems clear in the case of the
Armenian version of Ephraem;:;but is hy no means evident in the A menian separated
gospels, W€ have to exercize great caution in utilizing these for Diatessaric
evidences,

The same is true of the Georgian.Molitor has stressed.by the italicization of
the verbe in his Latin synonsis of translated Georgian separated gosoels,the
nointe where he believes that harmonized renderinos show themselves and vrovide
therby evidence of the originally harmonistic origin of the Georgian gospels,
In the nerallel n=ssnges Mt,4,1/Mk,1,12/Lk,4,1 he has used this device:the
data howeer =are that three compounds of the same r.ot carvre uced to render the

three distinct Greek verhs there:but exch zogpel has a compound with a distinct

nrefix.Moreover,each pnresents a distinct construction,and atloving for the
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fact tiat the Georeian verb is even more complex than the Greek verb,and is cuite
unrelated in stucbw , we w nevertheless say that the constructions used correspond

very closely,to the active construction of Mark,and the passive constructions of

Matthew and Luke in the Greek,ilolitor himself exhibits these facts by his

translations adductus-est (Mt.) eduxit illum (Mk) =nd conducebﬁt[ui] (Lk, )When
we look these Latin ecuivalents up in his Glossarium latinum-ibericum-griecum,
we fidd that the Ge@rqtan\/crbs so rendered by him,are uced as transltations fér
a2 variety of Greek verbsg,usually of the comnounds of phero and ago.There seems
in fact Little evidence for harmony influence here,2nd,incidentally,little for
derivation from any Armenian known to us,2t this point at lezst,

Verbs of the same root are used to render paralambanel and anagacon at HMt.,4.8

and Lk.4,5.In the whole ms,tradition for Luke,the same form is found as in the
Adi¥ ms.in Matthew,This micht sugoecst a prima fiaclie case for harmonization
b tween the gosnels a2t this point,but the rendering of the same verbs 2t Mt,vs.5
~nd Lk.,vs,9 by differeat comnournds ofthe same root weakens such an impression
almost to the point of disannearaace,

Of the other inctances where M,suvomsts harmonization,four may be exnlained as
v.llo.already to be found in the model of the version.Two only =are renderings
which may noint to a common tradition underlying the translations of Matthew

and Luke.Thece are the rendering of ntervgion of Mt.vs.5,Lk,vs,9 by "tower" in

the ALY ms, ;and in the same ms,bale in the same incident as "fall",The former
rendeting ic shared by the Armentan (we have no data for the Old Armenian):while

the latter is known in the “inattic Syriac of Matthew,and in Ephraem (only bne
instance beiing auoted).
These cHneiderations suggect to me that to cuote versional sunport for harmony

il
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readines as if it were additional evidence of harmony origin for such rezdings

as moet Biatessaronforscher since Baumstark tend to do is a very dubious

arocedure and demande very close scrutiny in the light of the history of both
the Greek text,and of the known and hypthetical history of each ver sion,To
transform thi® imprecsion into a rule or axiom recuires of cource the study of
far more than one nericope,l have done no more than examine in addition to thece
drnta heeqﬁtscuSFed the readinss mentioned by Baumetark in his article "HzZum

seoroischen Evancelientext" which are from Mk.1,the majority of which,cited as
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"harmonisii?’,(ﬂs they may very well be),have much Greek mes,supvort and thus may

not derive,directly or indirectly,from = harmony,but simply be the result of
rlrrmonization.

In textunl criticism of the Greek text,we can draw upon a numb r of criteria
established by our »redecessors,as we use rational criticism to supplement the
knowledse of the history of the transmission of the text (ae most of us feel
imnelled to do 2t precent),In the study of the versions .however, nerhaps becmuse
this is not so far advanced as the study of the original text,or nerhaps because
the data are not in most cascs so manifold and complex as those of the Greek,we
tend to rely more upon the evidence of manuscripts and the datings which we find
probable through dated manuscripts and dateable cuotations,than upon r-tional
criticism (=lthoush this plays a part when,for instonce,the derivation of one
version from ~nother is argued on the basis of mistranslations and the Like).I
consi’er that the study of the harmony traditions must follow this pattern,and
that even Lf we find Greek evidence,argument from internal considerations will
have little contribution to make.We shall trice how the pats~oe under considerat..
-ton was in fact harmonized.and whether direct tinks may bte found with the
a%Certainable work of Tatian in each instance, Discussion of the corruption of
the ~ospel text from Tatian,or by Tatian,and even of the vreservation of early
text in "Tatian",must be relesgated until thece primary facts ha e been ascert:in-
-ed:as must the derivation of versions,or at £e:ct of the secondary and tertisry

vercions ,from the Tatianic harmony tradition,



