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In the previous volume, a crucial methodological foundation was laid historical research on Jesus of Nazareth is not only legitimate, but it must be conducted with an open mind, free from the prejudice of philosophical naturalism that a priori dismisses evidence that does not fit its worldview. Having defended the potential reliability of our sources and earned the right to listen to them without censorship, this second volume delves into the significant part. The investigation will now focus on the content of those primary testimonies to answer the question that Jesus himself asked and that echoes through the centuries: "Who do you say that I am?" 

This volume aims to outline the identity of Jesus from three converging angles that, taken together, offer a coherent portrait deeply rooted in history. First, it will address the reliability of the witnesses who transmitted their memories to us. Second, it will analyze Jesus' own astonishing self-revelation. And third, it will explore his unique place as the fulfillment of Israel's salvation history.

The investigation will begin with a question fundamental to the credibility of all that follows: Are the Gospels reliable testimonies rooted in apostolic memory, or are they pious legends of later elaboration? This volume will directly challenge the dominant paradigm in modern academia: the Two-Source Hypothesis and the postulation of a phantom "Q Source," a hypothetical document of which not a single fragment or mention exists in antiquity. In contrast, it will argue because of the unanimous and early testimony of the Church Fathers—figures such as Papias, disciple of the apostle John, and Irenaeus, disciple of Polycarp—in favor of the traditional view of the authorship and order of the Gospels. It will also be demonstrated that the robust culture of Jewish oral tradition, with its sophisticated mechanisms for high-fidelity transmission, provided the context in which the stories about Jesus were born and carefully preserved. 

The core of this volume will be devoted to analyzing the overwhelming evidence that Jesus claimed to be divine. This conclusion is not based on isolated or ambiguous quotations, but on a consistent and multifaceted pattern that emerges from the sources. His words will be examined, from his use of transcendent titles such as "Son of God" and "Son of Man" to his bold "I am" statements, which evoke the divine name " " revealed to Moses. His actions will be analyzed, which presuppose exclusively divine prerogatives, such as the forgiveness of sins and sovereign authority over the Mosaic Law. And the unequivocal reaction of his contemporaries will be noted: the confession of faith by his followers, such as Peter in Caesarea Philippi, and, crucially, the accusation of blasphemy by his opponents, which led to his death. 

Finally, it will be demonstrated how the life, ministry, and passion of Jesus are presented by the evangelists as the Consummatum est ("It is finished") of the messianic prophecies of the Old Testament. A detailed analysis will be made of the convergence of prophecies about his Davidic lineage, his virgin birth in Bethlehem, his healing ministry, his vicarious suffering as the Servant of Isaiah, the details of his crucifixion, and his resurrection. This accumulation of fulfillments presents a pattern that defies mere coincidence and points to a providential design woven throughout the history of Israel. Jesus will be firmly situated in his world: first-century Judea, a hotbed of political tensions and diverse messianic expectations, and his miracles will be analyzed not as myths but as historically attested events that functioned as public credentials of his divine authority. 

This volume, therefore, will paint a portrait of Jesus that emerges directly from the earliest sources: not a mere moral teacher, a failed apocalyptic prophet, or a late construction of the community, but a figure who presents himself with unparalleled divine authority, as the fulfillment of Israel's history, acting powerfully in a specific time and place. The reader is invited to weigh the force of this cumulative testimony to his unique and transcendent identity.
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​Origin and Authorship of the Gospels. The Phantom Source "Q"
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​​The Synoptic Problem and the Search for the Origins of the Gospels

The first three Gospels of the New Testament—Matthew, Mark, and Luke—present a unique literary phenomenon. When compared, they reveal extensive similarities in narrative content, the wording of sayings and parables, and even in the sequential order of events. This remarkable affinity, which allows them to be arranged in parallel columns for a "joint view" (from the Greek syn-opsis), has earned them the name "Synoptic Gospels." However, alongside these similarities, there are also significant differences, both in the inclusion or omission of material and in theological details and emphases. This complex web of similarities and divergences constitutes the "Synoptic Problem," a fundamental issue in New Testament studies that requires research into the literary interrelationship and sources of these three crucial documents.

In contemporary academia, the predominant solution to this problem is the Two-Source Hypothesis (2SH). This theory posits that the Gospel of Mark was the first to be written (Marcan priority) and served as an independent source for the authors of Matthew and Luke. The similarities between Matthew and Luke that are not found in Mark (the "double tradition" material) are explained using a second common source, a hypothetical collection of Jesus' sayings called "Q" (from the German Quelle, "source"). This hypothesis is based primarily on internal literary analysis of the texts, observing patterns of concordance, stylistic differences, and supposed editorial improvements by Matthew and Luke over Mark.

Opposed to this modern critical paradigm is the traditional view, consistently held by the Christian Church since its earliest centuries. This perspective affirms the priority of Matthew's Gospel, often considered to have been originally written in a Hebrew or Aramaic dialect for a Jewish audience. It would be followed by Mark, whose Gospel is understood as a record of the preaching of the apostle Peter. Luke, a companion of the apostle Paul, would have composed his Gospel for the Gentiles. John, the beloved apostle, would write the last Gospel. This view is based primarily on the external testimony of the earliest Church Fathers, who were closest to the events and the apostolic tradition.

The persistence of the Synoptic Problem and the divergence between the proposed solutions reveal a fundamental methodological tension. The dominant hypothesis (H2F) tends to privilege internal literary analysis, interpreting textual features through a prism of direct literary dependence, often to the detriment of external historical testimony. In contrast, the traditional view gives considerable weight to patristic evidence. To dismiss a priori the consistent and early testimony of the early Church is a questionable methodological stance when dealing with historical documents. Therefore, this report will advocate for a reassessment that gives due weight to the oldest external witnesses, arguing that historical evidence, often marginalized in modern criticism, offers a more solid foundation for understanding the origins of the Gospels. The debate is not merely about textual data, but about the methodology employed and the relative weighting of different forms of historical and literary evidence.

​​The Weight of Early External Testimony: Papias and the Patristic Consensus

RESEARCH INTO THE ORIGINS of the Gospels cannot ignore the external evidence provided by Christian writers closest to the apostolic era. Their testimonies, though sometimes fragmentary or subject to interpretation, offer a crucial window into the early Church's understanding of the authorship and order of these fundamental texts.

Papias, bishop of Hierapolis in Asia Minor, is a significant figure in this discussion. Described by Irenaeus as an "ancient man" (archaios aner), "hearer of John," and "companion of Polycarp," Papias occupies a privileged position, connecting the apostolic generation with later ecclesiastical tradition. His lost five-volume work, entitled Explanation/Exposition of the Sayings/Oracle of the Lord (Logion Kyriakon Exegesis), composed around 130 AD, sought to preserve the oral teachings he had received from the "elders" (presbyters), who in turn had received them from the apostles. Although the complete work does not survive ( ), Eusebius of Caesarea preserved fragments in his Ecclesiastical History.

On Matthew: Eusebius quotes Papias as saying: "Matthew, then, arranged (or compiled) (συνετάξατο/συνεγράψατο) the sayings/oracles (τὰ λόγια) in the Hebrew dialect (Ἑβραΐδι διαλέκτῳ), and each interpreted/translated (ἡρμήνευσεν) as best he could." This testimony has generated considerable academic debate. Does logia refer to a complete Gospel or just a collection of sayings? Does "Hebrew dialect" mean the Hebrew language or Aramaic, the vernacular of Palestine in the first century? Does hermeneusen imply a formal translation into Greek or an interpretation of difficult sayings? Despite these ambiguities, the most natural and traditional interpretation suggests that Papias attests to the existence of an early work composed by the apostle Matthew in a Semitic language, which served as the basis for the canonical Greek Gospel we know. This statement firmly establishes the apostolic authorship and temporal priority of a form of Matthew's Gospel.

On Mark: Papias, quoting "the Elder" (John the Presbyter, or even the Apostle John), offers an equally significant testimony about Mark: "Mark, having become the interpreter (ἑρμηνευτής) of Peter, wrote accurately, though not in order (οὐ μέντοι τάξει), everything he remembered of what the Lord had said or done. For the [Mark] had not heard the Lord or followed him, but later, as I said, [followed] Peter, who adapted his teachings to the needs [of his listeners], but without making an orderly arrangement of the Lord's sayings. So, Mark made no mistake in writing some things as he remembered them. For he took care of one thing: not to omit anything he had heard and not to distort anything in it. This passage is crucial: it confirms Mark's authorship, his close connection with Peter as his source of information (Mark as "interpreter" or recorder of Peter's preaching), and explains the nature of his Gospel (accurate in content, but not necessarily chronological) by the fact that Mark was not a direct eyewitness, but dependent on Peter's episodic preaching.

Eusebius, in the fourth century, expressed an unfavorable opinion of Papias' intelligence, describing it as "very mediocre" (σφόδρα σμικρὸς ὢν τὸν νοῦν), and questioned whether he was a direct hearer of the Apostle John, suggesting that he may have been a hearer of John the Presbyter. However, Eusebius' criticisms must be weighed against his own theological inclinations, such as his vehement opposition to the millenarianism that Papias defended. Furthermore, the high esteem in which Irenaeus, a figure of great authority and closer in time to Papias, held the latter, counterbalances Eusebius' assessment. Papias' proximity to the apostolic era and his stated method of collecting traditions from the disciples of the apostles give him undeniable testimonial importance, despite the interpretive challenges of his fragments. His testimony represents the earliest external evidence regarding the authorship and nature of the Gospels of Matthew and Mark. The fact that Eusebius was not a "friend" of Papias reinforces his testimony about him.

​​The Consistent Voice of the Early Church (Late Second Century Onward)

THE TRADITION ATTESTED to by Papias was not an isolated opinion, but the beginning of a unanimous chorus in the early Church regarding the origins of the Gospels.

​Irenaeus of Lyon (c. 130-202 AD)

AS A DISCIPLE OF POLYCARP, who in turn was a disciple of the Apostle John, Irenaeus represents a vital link in the chain of apostolic tradition. 

In his monumental work Against Heresies (Adversus Haereses), written around 180 AD to refute Gnosticism, Irenaeus explicitly affirms the order and authorship of the four canonical Gospels: "Matthew published his Gospel among the Hebrews in their own dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching the Gospel in Rome and founding the Church. 

After their departure [exodus, death], Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, also transmitted to us in writing what Peter had preached. And Luke, Paul's companion, recorded in a book the Gospel preached by him. Later, John, the disciple of the Lord, the one who had leaned on his breast, published the Gospel while residing in Ephesus, in Asia" (Adv. Haer. 3.1.1). 

Irenaeus' defense of exactly four Gospels, although based on symbolic arguments, presupposes the universal acceptance of these four—and only these four—as authoritative in the Church of his time. His e y emphasis on apostolic succession and the tradition handed down in the churches founded by the apostles as the rule of faith (regula fidei) underscores the importance he attached to this historical testimony. 

The coinciding testimony of Papias and Polycarp, who were disciples of John the Evangelist (the Apostle John, beloved by Christ), is very consistent evidence as historical sources. For any other figure from antiquity, they would be considered irrefutable and sufficient.

​Clement of Alexandria (c. 150-215 AD) 

EUSEBIUS ALSO PRESERVES a fragment of Clement's Hypotyposeis, where he recounts a tradition received from the "presbyters from the beginning" (tōn anekathen presbyterōn). 

According to this tradition, the Gospels containing the genealogies (Matthew and Luke) were written first. Regarding Mark, Clement states that Peter preached publicly in Rome and that Mark, at the request of many attendees (including Roman equites) who wanted a record of Peter's teachings, wrote his Gospel. 

It is said that Peter, upon learning of this, "neither prevented nor encouraged it." 

Although this account differs from Irenaeus in the exact order (placing Matthew and Luke before Mark), it strongly corroborates the traditional authorship and Petrine connection of Mark.

​Tertullian (c. 160-225 AD) 

IN HIS WORK AGAINST Marcion, Tertullian, defending the canon of the Church against Marcion's mutilated version, reaffirms the apostolic authority of the Gospels. He distinguishes between the Gospels written by apostles (Matthew and John) and those written by "apostolic men" (Mark and Luke), whose authors derive their authority from the apostles with whom they were associated. 

Specifically, he states that "the Gospel published by Mark can be said to be that of Peter, whose interpreter was Mark," and that of Luke is attributed to Paul. Tertullian's central argument is that the validity of the Gospels lies in their apostolic origin, whether direct or indirect.

​Origen (c. 185-254 AD) 

EUSEBIUS QUOTES THE first book of Origen's Commentaries on the Gospel of Matthew, in which this Alexandrian scholar confirms the tradition regarding the four Gospels accepted by the Church: "According to what I have learned from tradition regarding the four Gospels, which are the only ones undisputed in the Church of God under heaven, the first to be written (πρῶτον μὲν γέγραπται) was that of Matthew, who was a publican but later became an apostle of Jesus Christ, who composed it in the Hebrew language (Ἑβραϊκοῖς γράμμασι συντεταγμένον) and published it for believers coming from Judaism. The second is that of Mark, who wrote it as Peter instructed him (ὡς Πέτρος ὑφηγήσατο αὐτῷ). The third is that of Luke, the Gospel praised by Paul, who composed it for those who came from the Gentiles. After all of them, that of John" (quoted in Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 6.25.3-6). Origen's testimony is explicit regarding the order (Matthew first) and traditional authorship.

​Augustine of Hippo (354-430 AD) 

IN HIS WORK ON THE Consensus of the Evangelists (De Consensu Evangelistarum), Augustine addressed the apparent discrepancies between the Gospels. He proposed the canonical order: Matthew, Mark, Luke, John. He considered that Mark had followed Matthew "as a companion and abridger" (tamquam pedissequus et breviator eius). While his characterization of Mark as a mere abridger is problematic and rejected today (Mark includes unique details and often longer narratives), his testimony is significant in reflecting and reinforcing the long tradition of Matthew's priority in the Western Church.

​Other Evidence 

THE MURATORIAN FRAGMENT, an early canon commonly dated to around 170 AD, although mutilated at the beginning (the initial references to Matthew and Mark are missing), lists Luke as the third Gospel, written by Luke the physician, companion of Paul, and John as the fourth, written by the apostle John. 

This confirms the traditional authorship and relative order of Luke and John at an early date. Furthermore, Justin Martyr (c. 150 AD) seems to refer to the Gospel of Mark as the "Memoirs of Peter," and the Anti-Marcionite Prologues (from the second or third century) also affirm Mark's connection to Peter.

​​Synthesis and Significance of External Evidence

WHAT FOLLOWS FROM THESE testimonies is a remarkable unanimity and antiquity in the ecclesiastical tradition regarding the origins of the Gospels. There is universal consensus in attributing the four canonical Gospels to Matthew the apostle, Mark the interpreter of Peter, Luke the companion of Paul, and John the apostle. Furthermore, a strong and early strand of this tradition (Papias, Irenaeus, Origen, Augustine) explicitly affirms the temporal priority of Matthew.

It is essential to contrast this wealth of external testimony with the absolute absence of any early external evidence supporting the priority of Mark or the existence of an independent Q document. No ancient writer suggests that Mark wrote first and was used by Matthew, nor does any mention a lost collection of sayings or s that served as a common source for Matthew and Luke apart from the Gospels themselves.

The convergence of testimonies from figures as geographically and theologically diverse as those from Asia Minor (Papias, Irenaeus) to North Africa (Clement, Tertullian, Augustine), Rome (Muratorian Fragment), and Caesarea (Origen, Eusebius) strongly suggests that this tradition was not a late invention or a local opinion. 

Rather, it seems to represent a deeply rooted and widely accepted historical memory dating back to the early Christian generations. 

Slight variations, such as the difference in the exact order proposed by Clement, far from weakening the consensus, reinforce it by indicating independent lines of transmission that nevertheless converge on the fundamental authors and their apostolic connections. 

If Mark's priority were historical reality, it is extremely difficult to explain how such a strong, early, and widespread tradition in favor of Matthew's priority could have arisen and completely supplanted the truth without leaving any trace of controversy or an alternative tradition in the patristic sources. 

The burden of proof therefore falls significantly on those hypotheses which, based on internal literary analysis, contradict this consistent and early external testimony.

​​Critical Examination of Markan Priority and the Two-Source Hypothesis

THE TWO-SOURCE HYPOTHESIS (TSH), with its central postulate of Mark's priority, has become the dominant explanation of the Synoptic Problem in much of modern biblical scholarship. Before evaluating its foundations, it is necessary to briefly summarize the arguments typically adduced in its favor:

Order Argument: It is observed that when the three synoptics narrate the same episodes (the "triple tradition"), Matthew and Luke follow Mark's order. However, when Matthew and Luke present material not found in Mark (the "double tradition"), their order often diverges significantly. This suggests that Matthew and Luke used Mark as a common structural framework.

Length Argument: Mark is shorter than Matthew and Luke. It is argued that it is more likely that Matthew and Luke expanded Mark's account by adding teachings and narratives (such as genealogies, the Sermon on the Mount/Plain, resurrection accounts) than that Mark drastically abridged Matthew or Luke, omitting such crucial material.

Linguistic Quality Argument: Mark's Greek is often described as rougher, more colloquial, and less polished than that of Matthew and Luke. In parallel passages, Matthew and Luke often seem to refine Mark's grammar, vocabulary, and style, which would suggest editorial revision.

Theological "Roughness" Argument: Some passages in Mark present Jesus as displaying intense human emotions (anger, anguish) or limitations (inability to perform miracles in Nazareth) or portray the disciples in a particularly negative light (incomprehension, fear). It is argued that Matthew and Luke tend to soften or modify these elements, which would indicate a dependence on Mark and a subsequent theological correction.

Argument from Editorial Patterns: Detailed analysis of how Matthew and Luke incorporate Mark's material suggests that both edited it independently, adding their own theological emphases and adapting it to their respective audiences. 

While these arguments based on internal literary analysis carry some weight, they must be weighed against other considerations, particularly those related to apostolic authority and historical plausibility, as well as logical and literary challenges inherent in the hypothesis itself.

​Criticism 1: The Argument of Apostolic Authority and the Status of Witnesses 

A FUNDAMENTAL CHALLENGE to Markan priority arises when considering the relative status of the traditionally accepted authors of Matthew and Mark.

Matthew the Apostle vs. Mark the Disciple: Unanimous tradition identifies Matthew as one of the Twelve Apostles, called directly by Jesus from his occupation as a tax collector (publican), and therefore a firsthand eyewitness to Christ's ministry, teachings, death, and resurrection. In contrast, Mark (John Mark) is consistently described as a second-generation figure, not an eyewitness to Jesus' earthly ministry, but a disciple and associate of the apostles, most prominently as Peter's "interpreter," whose preaching formed the basis of his Gospel. 

Although Mark may have been present at some later events, such as potentially the arrest in Gethsemane (if he is the young man who fled naked), his knowledge of Jesus' main ministry would be secondary, mediated by Peter.

The Improbability of Dependence: Given this difference in status, the central premise of H2F—that the apostle and eyewitness Matthew based his own account extensively on the Gospel of the non-eyewitness Mark—is historically implausible. Why would a direct witness to the events need to copy and rely so heavily on a secondhand account to narrate what he himself saw and heard repeatedly? From the perspective of testimonial authority, valued in antiquity, we would expect the eyewitness account (Matthew) to be the primary source, not the secondary one.

Matthew's Qualifications: Furthermore, Matthew's background as a tax collector suggests that he possessed a level of education, literacy, and administrative skills— , including familiarity with accounting and bilingualism (Aramaic and Greek)—that would have adequately equipped him to compose a detailed and orderly account. There is no reason to assume that he was any less capable than Mark of producing an original Gospel.

This consideration of authorial status and the primacy of eyewitness testimony challenges H2F not by denying the observed literary phenomena, but by questioning the interpretation of those phenomena. 

Matthew's dependence on Mark, although literarily possible, seems historically improbable and contrary to the logic of testimonial authority. Matthew, as one of the Twelve, would have had, from the outset, an extremely prominent status, like that of Peter or John, for the early disciples, many of whom were witnesses. 

It makes no historical sense to claim that Matthew copied a "minor" disciple, less educated than himself and not always well regarded, as can be seen in the episode in which he abandons his uncle Barnabas and Paul on their first missionary journey. Paul refused to let him accompany them on their second missionary journey, which led to his break with Barnabas. 

In the end, Mark is presented to us as Peter's secretary or assistant, and therefore a secondary figure compared to one of the Twelve. 

Why would Matthew copy Mark, if Mark had not been a qualified witness of Jesus like Matthew himself, nor did he have his culture, nor was he a prominent figure to follow? 

It makes no sense whatsoever. It is as if Einstein, to state his theory of relativity, had to turn to a first-year physics student. 

Furthermore, if Matthew includes more things, it is because he knew more. The most logical thing is for the one who knows less to copy the one who knows more, and not the other way around. 

Therefore, Mark based his gospel on the teachings of Peter. These teachings were a catechesis of the early Church that originated from the initial preaching of the Twelve in Jerusalem. Hence the coincidences. As for Luke, he himself reports that he obtained detailed information about the events from witnesses, which explains why he incorporates this catechesis of the early Church.

​Criticism 2: Logical and Literary Challenges

THE MARKAN PRIORITY hypothesis faces internal logical and literary difficulties.

The Problem of Omissions and Additions: If Matthew considered Mark's Gospel to be such a reliable and fundamental source that he copied it extensively, two uncomfortable questions arise:

- Why would Matthew omit certain vivid details and unique pericopes found only in Mark (such as the healing of the blind man at Bethsaida in stages, or the naked young man)? While some omissions can be explained by editorial reasons, the removal of interesting narrative material seems strange if one is following a primary source.

- More importantly, if Matthew depended on Mark, why did he add such a massive amount of crucial material that Mark does not have? This includes the infancy narrative, much of the Sermon on the Mount, numerous parables, instructions to the disciples, and detailed accounts of the post-resurrection appearances. If Matthew had access to all this additional and fundamental information (whether from the Q source or his own M source), it suggests that he considered Mark's account to be significantly incomplete. But if Mark was so incomplete, why rely so heavily on him in the first place, rather than writing a more independent account based on his own knowledge and superior sources? Matthew's need to add so much material undermines the logic of his dependence on Mark as his primary source.

Alternative Explanations for the Similarities

The similarities between the Synoptics do not necessarily require Mark's priority:

-Matthewan Priority: If Matthew wrote first, then Mark and Luke could have used his Gospel (along with other sources such as Peter's preaching for Mark, or Luke's research).

-Common Tradition: All three evangelists could have independently drawn on a common body of apostolic tradition, both oral and written in early form (including the Semitic logia of Matthew mentioned by Papias). This tradition, rooted in eyewitness testimony and repeated in the teaching and liturgy of the early Church, would have developed standardized ways of narrating key events and recording important sayings, thus explaining many of the verbal and structural similarities. This aligns with ancient historiographical practices that valued the faithful transmission of tradition received from authoritative witnesses.

In summary, the arguments in favor of Markan priority, while influential, are not incontrovertible. They face serious challenges based on the historical implausibility of an eyewitness apostle relying on a non-eyewitness, as well as logical difficulties in explaining patterns of omission and addition if such reliance existed. The existence of plausible alternative explanations, especially those that align better with external evidence and ancient practices, further weakens the case for Markan as the only solution to the Synoptic Problem. The modern preference for internal literary analysis may have led to an overestimation of the strength of the arguments in favor of Mark and an underestimation of the weight of historical tradition and testimonial logic.

​​Deconstructing the Q Hypothesis: The Case of the "Phantom Source"

THE SECOND FUNDAMENTAL pillar of the Two-Source Hypothesis is the postulated existence of "Q," a hypothetical written source that would contain material common to Matthew and Luke but absent from Mark. This "double tradition" is estimated to comprise between 200 and 230 verses, consisting of sayings, parables, and teachings of Jesus, such as the Beatitudes, the Lord's Prayer, instructions on discipleship, and eschatological warnings. The Q hypothesis is necessary within the framework of H2F to explain these extensive verbal and thematic concordances between Matthew and Luke, under the premise that Mark was written first and that Matthew and Luke worked independently of each other. However, the Q hypothesis faces significant criticism, centered on its lack of direct evidence and its purely speculative nature.

​Criticism 1: The Silence Argument – Lack of External Evidence 

THE MOST COMPELLING objection to the existence of Q is the total absence of external evidence to support it.

No Manuscript Evidence: Despite the discovery of thousands of manuscripts of the New Testament and other early Christian texts, not a single identifiable fragment of the postulated Q document has ever been found. This absence is striking, especially if Q was as fundamental and influential a document as H2F suggests, used by two of the four canonical evangelists. The contrast with the abundance of textual evidence for the canonical Gospels themselves is striking.
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