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A SURREJOINDER TO DOUGLAS J. MOO
Robert H. Gundry

The order of this surrejoinder will follow, for the most part, the order of Moo’s
“Rejoinder.” He starts by asking what makes my view preferable to others. My
answer: its adequacy and economy in explaining the textual data. But the answer
does not satisfy him, because I have not usually compared my view with other
views 80 as to show in detail how it surpasses them in adequacy and economy. He
chooses as his parade example the way I handle the interpretation of the parable
of the sower (Matt 13:18-23): “He [Gundry] assumes throughout that Matthew
had Mark's text before him as he wrote. . . . Yet not a single argument for the
priority of Mark in this passage is advanced. And this despite the fact that David
Wenham has made a strong case for the view that all three synoptics are using
pre-canonical tradition in this pericope and that, if anything, Mark uses Mat-
thew.”

Moo is criticizing me for failing to do what in my Commentary I invite readers
to do (“‘make critical comparisons of their own,” p. 1; ¢f. my ETS paper, pp. 1-3,
12). Yet a commentary the size of mine has too little room not only to present the
author’s own views fully but also to survey and criticize the views of others,
which, as Moo knows, are legion. Occasionally I do take up another view.! Frank-
ly, however, I did not think Wenham’s case strong enough to deserve special
treatment. Moo’s and my judgments obviously differ here. But if limited space
keeps him from detailing why Wenham thinks all three synoptics are using pre-
canonical tradition and Mark may be using Matthew, why he thinks Wenham’s
case is “strong,” and why he still holds to Mark’s priority (at least in general) de-
spite Wenham's “strong case,” the rug slips out from under his criticism that I
should have detailed why I think Wenham’s view is weak in comparison with
mine. Apparently Moo expects his readers to look up Wenham’s article, compare
his arguments with mine, and make their own judgments. Well, then, I can ex-
pect readers of my Commentary to follow the same practice.

More specifically, Moo is asking for the impossible: the kind of treatment for
each pericope in Matthew that one can find only in full-scale articles and mono-
graphs. Not even the bulky two- and three-volume commentaries (with 500-1000
pages in each volume) being published nowadays meet that demand. And despite
their apparent comprehensiveness they contain numerous gaps. Moo even wants
me to supply “‘reasons in particular texts” for my dependence on the Mark-Q hy-
pothesis—i.e., he wants me to argue, pericope by pericope, with Farmer, Lindsey,
Rist, and Léon-Dufour (whom he lists, and he might have added many others)
over “source assumptions.” We do not find such discussions in most of the stan-
dard commentaries (Allen, McNeile, Grundmann, Gaechter, Bonnard and Beare

1See, e.g., my comments on Matt 15:24 (Commentary 313).
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on Matthew; Taylor and Lane on Mark; Plummer, Creed and even Fitzmyer? on
Luke; Morris and Barrett on John; Bruce and Haenchen on Acts—toname only a
few of the larger ones). Perhaps Moo wants me to write a commentary like Mar-
shall’s on Luke, a students’ handbook that surveys and assesses the interpreta-
tive field. It has great value, but it has also received criticism for obscuring Mar-
shall’s own views and not allowing enough space for adequate support of them.
And Marshall himself writes regarding the Mark-Q hypothesis: “Although sever-
al alternative theories are being canvassed today, it would have been out of place
to discuss them in detail throughout the commentary.’’3

Apparently Moo does not appreciate the comment of J. M. Robinson: “The
success of Redaktionsgeschichte in clarifying the theologies of Matthew and Luke
on the assumption of dependence on Mark is perhaps the most important new ar-
gument for Marcan priority, just as perhaps the main ingredient lacking in Wil-
liam R. Farmer’s argument for Marcan dependence on the other written Gospels
is a convincing Redaktionsgeschichte of Mark based on that assumption.”* My
enlarging Q and seeing a secondary use of Matthew by Luke show that I do not
accept the Mark-Q hypothesis simplistically or uncritically. On the synoptic
question, then, I am unrepentant and confident that on the whole the world of
scholarship will see my Commentary as contributing to greater certainty about
Mark’s priority and Matthew’s and Luke’s use of Q. It is too early to predict the
effect of my enlarging Q and seeing a secondary use of Matthew by Luke (the lat-
ter not a new suggestion).

Yet more specifically, Moo says that I am “particularly struck by the fact that
Matthew twice ‘adds’ to the Markan original the theme of understanding (vv 19,
23 [of Matthew 13]).” He goes on to argue that since “the word syniémi (‘under-
stand’) stems from the Markan tradition and eventually, of course, from Isa 6:9,”
Matthew, in adding a quotation of Isa 6:9-10, “wanted to make more clear the OT
background” rather than to shift the focus from the original four distinctions be-
tween kinds of soil to the distinction between understanding and not understand-
ing (so my Commentary). I have no objection to Matthew’s wanting to clarify the
OT background. But Moo should not dismiss the possibility that Isa 6:9-10 at-
tracted Matthew because of its emphasis on understanding. Furthermore, Mat-
thew did not have to import syniémi twice from his quotation into the interpreta-
tion of the parable, where the synoptic parallels lack it. He also includes unique
material on understanding later in his parabolic chapter (vv 51-52), omits at
14:33 the statement in Mark 6:52 that the disciples did not understand concern-

Moo quotes against me J. A, Fitzmyer, who although an advocate of the Mark-Q hypothesis despairs of
“a definitive and certain solution to it, since the data for its solution are scarcely adequate or available to
us"’—but (I add from the same page cited by Moo) only in the sense that ‘‘we are forced to live with a hy-
pothesis or a theory,” which is exactly what Moo criticizes me for doing. In his massive Anchor Bible
commentary on Luke 1-9 Fitzmyer assumes Mark's priority, builds his comments on that assumption,
and does not evaluate any other source-critical view of the parable of the sower and its interpretation (to
take a typical example, and one that relates to Moo's criticism of me).

9. H. Marshall, The Gospel of Luke (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978) 30,
+J. M. Robinson, *“On the Gattung of Mark (and John),” Jesus and Man’s Hope (Pittsburgh: Pitts-

burgh Theological Seminary, 1970), 1. 101-102; similarly J. A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke
I-IX (AB 28; Garden City: Doubleday, 1981) 65. Cf. my Commentary xi, 3.






