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Introduction

In an often-quoted comment, Vincent Taylor wrote that, ‘[i]f the Form-
Critics are right, the disciples must have been translated to heaven immedi-
ately after the Resurrection’.' He went on to point out that many eyewitness
participants in the events of the Gospel narratives ‘did not go into perma-
nent retreat; for at least a generation they moved among the young Pales-
tinian communities, and through preaching and fellowship their recol-
lections were at the disposal of those who sought information'.” More
recently Martin Hengel has insisted, against the form-critical approach, that
the ‘personal link of the Jesus tradition with particular tradents, or more
precisely their memory and missionary preaching...is historically undeni-
able’, but was completely neglected by the form-critical notion that *the
tradition “circulated” quite anonymously...in the communities, which are
viewed as pure collectives’.’ Gospel scholars have worked with several
models of oral tradition, such as the oral traditional literature studied by
A.B. Lord* or Kenneth Bailey's account of the operation of oral transmis-
sion in modern Middle Eastern villages,’ but only Birger Gerhardsson’s usc
of rabbinic tradition as an analogy accommodates in some form the role of

I. V. Taylor. The Formation of the Gospel Tradition {London: Macmillan. 2nd
cdn. 1935). p. 41.

2. Taylor, Formation, p. 42.

3. M. Hengel. The Four Gospels and the One Gospel of Jesus Christ (trans.
1. Bowden: London: SCM Press, 2000). p. 143.

4. See. e.g.. A.B. Lord, ‘The Gospels as Oral Traditional Literature’. in W.0.
Walker (ed.). The Relationships among the Gospels (Trinity University Monograph
Series in Religion. 5. San Antonio: Trinity University Press. 1978), pp. 33-9!.

5. K. Bailey. ‘Informal Controlled Oral Tradition and the Synoptic Gospels'.
Themelios 20.2 (1995), pp. 4-11; ¢f. N.T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Lon-
don: SPCK. 1996), pp. 133-36.
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the eyewitnesses in the first generation of early Christian history. But, apart
from the fact that Gerhardsson’s approach has been dismissed—not entire-
ly fairly*—as anachronistic and as offering too rigid an account of the trad-
ition, even Gerhardsson does not allow for the role of a wide range of
individual eyewitnesses, but envisages only ‘the circle of Jesus’ closest
disciples® acting corporately as a body of trained and authoritative tradi-
tioners.’

An important contribution to putting the eyewitnesses back into our
understanding of the transmission of Gospel traditions in the early Christian
movement has recently been made by Samue! Byrskog’s book, Story as His-
tory—Historv as Story: The Gospel Tradition in the Context of Ancient
Oral History. He compares the practice of Greco-Roman historians with
that of modern ‘oral history’, and finds the role of eyewitness-informants
very similar in both. The historians, convinced that true history could be
written only while events were still within living memory, valued as their
sources the oral reports of direct experience of the events by involved parti-
cipants in them. The eyewitness experience should be either the historian’s
own or that of eyewitnesses whose living voices they could hear and whom
they could question themselves: ‘Autopsy was the essential means to
reach back into the past’.” The ideal eyewitness was not the dispassionate
observer, but the person who, as a participant, had been closest to the
events and whose direct experience enabled them to understand and inter-
pret the significance of what they had seen. The historians ‘preferred the
eyewitness who was socially involved or, even better, had been actively
participating in the events’.'” Eyewitnesses were ‘as much interpreters as
observers’.'" Their accounts became essential parts of the historians’
writings. "

Byrskog argues that a similar role must have been played in the form-
ation of the Gospel traditions and the Gospels themselves by individuals
who were qualified to be both eyewitnesses and informants about the his-
tory of Jesus. He attempts to identify such eyewitnesses and to find the
traces of their testimony in the Gospels, stressing that they, like the histor-
ians and their informants, would have been involved participants who not

6. Cf. D.A. Hagner, ‘Foreword’, in B. Gerhardsson, The Reliability of the Gospel
Tradition (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2001). pp. xi-xii.

7.  Gerhardsson, Reliability of the Gospel Tradition, pp. 84-85.

8.  Byrskog, Story as Historv—History as Story: The Gospel Tradition in the Con-
text of Ancient Oral History (WUNT, 123: Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).

9.  Byrskog, Story as History, p. 64.

10. Byrskog, Story us Historv, p. 167,

11. Byrskog, Story as Historv, p. 149.

12.  Byrskog, Story as History, p. 64.
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only remembered facts but naturally also interpreted in the process of
experiencing and remembering. ‘The gospel narratives...are thus syntheses
of history and story, of the oral history of an eyewitness and the interpre-
tative and narrativizing procedures of an author’.'* In Byrskog's account
the eyewitnesses do not disappear behind the long process of anonymous
transmission and formation of traditions by communities, but remain an
influential presence in the communities, people who could be consulted,
who told their stories and whose oral accounts lay at no great distance from
the textualized form the Gospels gave them.

Byrskog’s work is a major contribution with which all Gospel scholars
should feel obliged to come to terms. Some criticisms have already been
voiced. It has been charged that Byrskog assumes, rather than demon-
strates, that the Gospels are comparable with the practice of oral history in
ancient Greek and Roman historiography.'* Another reviewer is disap-
pointed that Byrskog provides little in the way of criteria cither to identify
eyewitnesses or to identify eyewitness testimony in the tradition.'* These
are important observations and show at least that Byrskog’s work, impres-
sive as it is, cannot stand as a completed case, but requires further testing
and development.

The present article is a modest contribution to this latter task. Its two
parts have different starting-points but converging conclusions. The first
examines a passage from Papias to which Byrskog, like most scholars, gives
comparatively little attention'® (treating much more fully the more famous
statements of Papias about the origins of the Gospels of Mark and Mat-
thew), but which I hope to show can make a significant contribution to our
understanding of the Gospel tradition and the Gospels. The second part
examines the phenomenon of personal names in the Gospels. In both parts
we shall find important evidence—-additional to Byrskog's—-that the eyec-
witnesses were well-known figures in the Christian movement. Traditions
derived from them did not develop independently of them; rather they
remained throughout their lifetimes living and authoritative sources of the
traditions that were associated with them as individuals, not just as a group.
We shall also find some further evidence to strengthen Byrskog’s claim that
the practicc of oral history by the Greek and Roman historians is relevant to
our understanding of the Gospels. In the second part some criteria for

13. Byrskog, Story as History, pp. 304-305.

14. C.R. Matthews, review in JBL 121 (2002), pp. 175-77: ¢t. P.M. Head, “The
Role of Eyewitnesses in the Formation of the Gospel Tradition’, TvaBul 52.2 {2001).
pp. 275-94 (294), who thinks Byrskog should have taken more seriously the distinc-
tion between ancient historiography and ancient biography.

15. W. Carter. review in CBQ 63 12001), pp. 545-46.

16. Byrskog. Storv as Histary, pp. 244-45,
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identifying eyewitnesses and their testimony within the Gospel traditions
will be broached.

Papias on the Eyewitnesses

In a passage quoted by Eusebius from the Prologue to Papias’ lost work on
the deeds and sayings of Jesus, Papias reveals a great deal about how, in a
period towards the end of the first century, the period in which the Gospels
of Matthew, Luke and John were being written, the relationship of eyewit-
nesses to traditions about Jesus was understood:

ovx Oxvijom 8¢ ool xai doa moté mapd v tpecPurépov xaidg Epabov
xoi xakdg éuvipdvevoa. ouykararalar taig épuvnveiaig, Siapefar-
ovpevog Imép avtidy GAnderav. oY yap Ttoig 1G mOAAG Adéyouoiv E€xaipov
donep ol moAdoi, dAAd 1oig TGANGRH S1ddoxovoiv, oVdE tolg Tdg dAAoT-
piag &vioAdg pvnuovevovoly, GAld 1oig tag xapa tob kupiov i xicter
dedopévag kal G’ adtig mapayivopévag tig GAnbeiac: ei 8¢ mov xai
napaxoAovdnkdc Tig 10ig mpecPuréporg €ABoL, Todg 1BV RpECPUTEpOV
avékpivov Adyoug, ti 'Avdpéag f i [étpog elmev i ti Pilnmog § i
Bepds i laxopog fi i Todvvng §i MatBalog fi Tig £1epog TV 10U KUpiov
pabntiv @ te "Aprotiav xai 6 npesfutepog Todvvng, 100 xvpiou pabn-
tai, Aéyouctv. o0 yap ta éx t@v PiPriov tocobTév pe déerelv VmeAdp-
Ppavov doov 1a mapd Leong ¢wviig xai pevovorg.

I will not hesitate to set down for you (sing.).” along with my interpretations,
everything I carefully leammed then from the elders and carefully remembered,
guaranteeing their truth.'® For unlike most people I did not enjoy those who
have a great deal to say, but those who teach the truth. Nor did I enjoy those
who recall someone else’s commandments, but those who remember the com-
mandments given by the Lord to the faith and proceeding from the truth itself.
And if by chance someone who had been a follower of the elders should come
my way, I inquired about the words of the elders—[that is,] what [according to
the elders] Andrew or Peter said (elxev), or Philip, or Thomas or James, or
John or Matthew or any other of the Lord's disciples, and whatever Aristion
and the elder John, the Lord’s disciples, were saying (Aéyovoiv). For I did not
think that information from books would profit me as much as information
from a living and surviving voice (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.39.3-4).'9

17. Like Luke’s Gospel, Papias’ work was dedicated to a named individual (the
name has not survived). Papias’ words co1...cvyxatard&al are comparable with
Luke’s xaBekfig oor ypayar (Lk. 1.3).

18. An alternative translation of this first sentence is suggested below, following
Kiirzinger.

19. Translation from J.B. Lightfoot, J.R. Harmer and M.W. Holmes (ed. and
trans.), The Apostolic Fathers (Leicester: Apollos. 1990), p. 314, with the words in
square brackets added.
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For proper understanding of this passage. it is essential to identify correctly
the four categories of people Papias mentions: (1) followers of the elders:
(2) the elders themselves: (3) the Lord™s disciples. consisting of Andrew.
Peter. Philip. Thomas, James. John, Matthew and others; (4) Aristion and
John the Elder. who are also called the Lord’s discipies. Some, including
apparently Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.39.7), have understood Papias to be iden-
tifying categories (2) and (3), but in that case it is hard to understand why
Papias uses the word ‘elders’ (rpeofitepor) so emphatically and does not
simply label this group ‘the Lord’s disciples’ (ol toU xupiov paBntai). It
is much more satisfactory to read the text in the sense indicated by the
words added in square brackets in the translation just given.”' The elders
are the senior Christian teachers in various cities of Asia at the time to
which Papias refers in this passage. This is the sense in which Irenaeus.
who knew Papias’ work well and several times quoted traditions of ‘the
elders’,” probably from Papias, understood the term.” Papias, living in Hier-
apolis, did not normally have the opportunity to hear these Asiatic elders
himself, but when any of their followers visited Hierapolis he enquired what
they were saying. In particular, of course, he wanted to hear of any tradi-
tions that the elders had from the Lord’s disciples: Andrew, Peter and the
others. The apparent ambiguity in Papias’ words really derives from the fact
that he takes it for granted that the words of the elders in which he would
be interested are those which transmit traditions from Andrew. Peter and
other disciples of the Lord.

As well as the debatable relationship between categories (2) and (3),
interpreters have puzzled over category (4). Why are these two named dis-
ciples. called ‘the Lord's disciples’ just as those in category (3) arc.
separated from the others? As many scholars have recognized. the key to
Papias’ distinction between categories (3) and (4) lies in the distinction
between the aorist einev and the present Aéyouoiv. At the time of which
Papias is speaking, those in category (3) were already dead and Papias
could learn only what they had said. reported by the eclders. whereas Aris-

20. E.g. B. Orchard in B. Orchard and H. Riley, The Order of the Svnoptics: Why
Three Synoptic Gospels? (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1987), p. [76.

21. The interpretation of Papias” statement argued by J. Chapman. John the Pres-
byter and the Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1911). pp. 9-27. is in this
respect convincing. Others who accept this interpretation include U.H.J. Kértner, Pap-
ias von Hierapolis (FRLANT, 133: Gottingen: Vandenhveck & Ruprecht, 1983), pp.
114-22 (but his view that the elders were itinerant teachers is much more questionable):
B. Reicke, The Ruots of the Synoptic Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986).
p. 155: M. Hengel, Die johanneische Frage (Tubingen: Mohr Sicbeck. 1993). p. 79.

22, Adv. Haer. 2.22.5; 4.28.1; 5.5.1: 5§30.1; 5.36.1. 2: 6.33.2,

23,  Chapman. John the Preshvter, pp. 13-16.
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tion and John the Elder were still teaching—somewhere other than Hier-
apolis—and Papias could learn from their followers what they were (still)
saying. These two had been personal disciples of Jesus but at the time of
which Papias speaks were prominent Christian teachers in the province of
Asia, and so deserved, as none of those in the other categories did, both
the epithet ‘elder’ and the epithet ‘disciple of the Lord’. Papias calls the
second of them ‘John the Elder® to distinguish him from the John he
includes in category (3). Both Johns were ‘disciples of the Lord’ but only
*John the Elder’ was also a prominent teacher in the churches of Asia.*
Since Aristion and John the Elder were disciples of the Lord who were
still alive at the time about which Papias is writing, as well as relatively close
to him geographically (probably in Smyma®® and Ephesus respectively), he
was able to collect their sayings mediated by only one transmitter—any of
their followers who visited Hierapolis. So it is not surprising that he valued
their traditions especially and quoted them often in his work (Eusebius,
Hist. Eccl. 3.39.7). Sayings from the other disciples of the Lord he lists were
at least one more link in the chain of tradition removed from him. Eusebius
understood Papias to have actually himself heard Aristion and John the
Elder (Hist. Eccl. 3.39.7), and Irenaeus says the same of Papias’ relation to
John (Adv. Haer. 5.33.4; and quoted by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.39.1). It is
conceivable that Papias went on, following the words Eusebius quoted from
the Prologue, to say that at a later date he was able to travel and to hear
Aristion and John the Elder for himself. (If Papias had heard them himself,
he could hardly have failed to say so in his Prologue, where he is explaining
the source of the traditions he reports and interprets in the rest of his work.)
But it is also possible that both Eusebius and Irenaeus supposed the first
sentence of Eusebius’s extract from the prologue (‘everything I carefully
learned from the elders’) to mean that Papias had personally heard Aristion
and John the Elder teaching. It is more likely that this sentence actually
means that he learned from the elders in the way in which he goes on to
explain, that is, by inquiring of any of their followers he met.?® In that case

24. Chapman. John the Presbyvier, made the best case for identifying the two Johns
in this passage of Papias, but it is hard to believe that Papias would have included the
same John in both categories (3) and (4).

25. Aristion is probably the same person as Ariston, whom the Aposiolic Consti-
tutions (7.46) considers first bishop of Smyrna. For the historical value of this connec-
tion of Aristion with Smyma, see B.H. Streeter, The Primitive Church (London: Mac-
millan, 1929), pp. 92-97.

26. This seems more likely than the view of Chapman, John the Presbyter, pp.
30-31, that Papias first gives his principal source (he learned directly from the elders)
and then his secondary sources (he asked disciples of the elders when they visited
Hierapolis).
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we must assume that, at the time of his life when Aristion and John the
Elder were still living, Papias was not in a position to travel to hear them®’
but relied on visitors to Hierapolis to report what they were saying. This
relationship would sufficiently account for the high value he set on tradi-
tions from these two disciples of the Lord elsewhere in his work.

It is important to realize that the time of which Papias speaks in this pas-
sage of his Prologue is not the time at which he was writing. The time when
he collected oral traditions deriving from disciples of Jesus was in the past.
The date at which Papias wrote his book is very uncertain.”* Eusebius puts
him with Ignatius and Clement in the period of the first successors to the
apostles (cf. Hist. Eccl. 3.37.4), but he may have had no better indication of
this than the passage in the Prologue that we have been examining. Philip of
Side’s claim that Papias said that those who were raised from the dead by
Jesus survived to the reign of Hadrian™ should probably not be trusted,™
since Eusebius attributes a statement of this kind to Quadratus (Hist. Ecc!.
4.3.2-3) and Philip’s statement may be no more than a mistaken reminiscence
of this. Termini a quo are provided by the fact that Papias quoted 1 Peter
and 1 John (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.39.17) and, as 1"’ and some other
scholars have argued, knew the Gospel of John. Papias could have been
writing as early as c. 100. But we can be more confident about the time at
which he was collecting oral traditions. As we have seen. this was a time at
which most of the disciples of Jesus had died, but at which two such
disciples, Aristion and John the Elder, were still alive. This must be during
or close to the decade 80-90 CE. According to most scholars, this is the

27. Chapman, John the Presbyter. p. 31, says: "Unless they lived at an extra-
ordinary distance, it would be inexplicable that he should not have taken the trouble to
make their personal acquaintance. It appears that John lived at Ephesus, Aristion at
Smyma, great cities to which Hierapolis was linked by an important road.” But we do
not know what particular personal circumstances might have prevented Papias from
travelling, and the period in which he was collecting traditions and they were still alive
may not have been long.

28. For a survey of views, see Kortner, Papius, pp. 89-94.

29. Frag. 16 in J. Kiirzinger, Papias von Hierapolis und die Evangelien des Neuen
Testamenis (Regensburg: F. Pustet, 1983), pp. 116-17 = frag. 5 in Lightfoot er «/. (ed.
and trans.), Apostolic Fathers, pp. 317-18.

30. Hengel, Dic johanneische Frage, p. 77, is one who thinks it can be trusted. and
therefore dates Papias™ work between 120 and 135.

31. R. Bauckhuam, ‘Papias and Polycrates on the Origin of the Fourth Gospel'. /T8
44 (1993), pp. 44-63.

32. Reicke, Roots of the Synoptic Gospels, pp. 154-55, fails to recognize that two
personal disciples of the Lord were still alive at this time. and so concludes that Papias
was collecting traditions from around 100 CE onwards

" The Continuum Publishing Group Lid 2003,



Bauckham The Eyewitnesses and the Gospel Traditions 35

time at which the Gospels of Matthew®® and Luke were written, and a little
earlier than the time at which the Fourth Gospel was written. What Papias
says in this passage can be placed alongside Luke’s reference to the eye-
witnesses (1.2) as evidence for the way the relationship of the eyewitnesses
to Gospel traditions was understood at the time when the Gospels were
being written.

There is no reason at all to regard Papias’ claims in this passage as apol-
ogetic exaggeration, for they are strikingly modest. To traditions from mem-
bers of the Twelve he claims at best to have had access only at second-
hand, while, as we have seen, he probably did not even claim to have heard
Aristion and John the Elder himself, but only to have received their teach-
ing, during their lifetimes, from those who had heard them. We may there-
fore trust the most significant implication of what Papias says: that oral
traditions of the words and deeds of Jesus were attached to specific named
eyewitnesses. This speaks decisively against the old form-critical assump-
tion that sight of the eyewitness origins of the Gospel traditions would, by
the time the Gospels were written, have long been lost in the anonymity of
collective transmission. Not only from Lk. 1.2, but also, even more clearly,
from Papias we can see that this was not the case. Papias expected to hear
specifically what Andrew or Peter or another named disciple had said or
specifically what Aristion or John the Elder was still saying.** We can prob-
ably deduce that, just as these last two, long-surviving disciples continued
to repeat their oral witness in their teaching as long as they lived, so the
other disciples had been, not just originators of oral traditions in the earliest
period, but authoritative living sources of the traditions up to their deaths.
The oral traditions had not evolved away from them but continued to be
attached to them, so that people like Papias wanted to hear specifically what
any one of them said.

Not too much weight should be placed on the particular names in Pap-
ias’ list of seven disciples. Like other Jewish and early Christian writers, he
doubtless uses the number seven as indicating completeness, so that a list
of seven can stand representatively for all (cf. the seven disciples in Jn
21.2). As has often been noticed. the order of the list is strikingly Johan-

33. If Papias’ statement about Matthew's Gospel comes, like the statement about
Mark’s Gospel, from ‘the Elder" (i.e.. probably John the Elder), then he would have
known (or come to know) Matthew's Gospel in the period when he was collecting
traditions, but it is not clear from Eusebius whether Papias’ comment on Matthew did
come from the Elder.

34, This point is made by B. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript: Oral Tradi-
tion and Written Transmission in Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity (Acta Sem-
inarii Neotestamentici Upsaliensis. 22: Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksells, 1961). pp. 206~
207.
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nine, reflecting the order in Jn 1.40-44 and 21.2. From these Johannine lists
Papias has omitted the peculiarly Johannine discipic Nathanicl, no doubt
because he wished to add instead the non-Johannine Matthew, important
to Papias as a well-known source of Gospel traditions." This dependence
on the Fourth Gospel doubtless belongs to Papias' composition of the pas-
sage, not to his thinking at the time about which he is writing. There is a
somewhat Johannine flavour to the whole passage. The usc of “disciples’
rather than ‘apostles’ recalls the Fourth Gospel, but may also be a usage
designed to emphasize eyewitness testimony to the words and deeds of
Jesus in a way that ‘apostle’, a term applied to Paul in Asia in Papias’ time.
need not. But the references to ‘the truth® in the second sentence of the
passage, including the apparent reference to Jesus himself as “the truth’ (cf.
Jn 14.6). have Johannine resonances, while a further possible Johanninism
occurs in the final phrase of the passage: ‘a living and surviving voice’
(Cdong doviis xai pevovong). Is Papias recalling the Fourth Gospel’s
concluding discussion of how long the beloved disciple would ‘remain’ or
*survive’ (névewrv; cf. also | Cor. 15.6)?

Papias” preference for the ‘living voice’ over written sources was an
ancient topos. Loveday Alexander has pointed out the close parallel in the
prologue to one of Galen’s medical works, where he quotes a ‘saying cur-
rent among most craftsmen’ to the effect that ‘gathering information out ot’
a book is not the same thing, nor even comparable to learning from the liv-
ing voice'." The phrase rapa {wong ¢mviic here is precisely that used by
Papias, though Papias adds xai pevovomng. Two other sources refer to the
assertion that ‘the living voice’ (in these Latin texts: viva vox) is preferable
to writing as a common saying (Quintilian, Znsz, 2.2.8: Pliny. Ep. 2.3).” and
so it seems certain that Papias alludes to a proverb. In the context of scien-
tific and technical treatises, such as Galen’s. this proverb expresses the
easily understandable attitude that learning a craft by oral instruction from a

35. Papias’ list would be cven more Johannine if we supposed that he identitied
Matthew with Nathanael (the two names have a similar meaning) and that he took the
two anonymous disciples in Jn 21.2 to be Aristion and John the Elder: cf. Hengel. Dic
johanneische Frage, pp. 80-83.

36. Galen, De comp. med. sec. loc. 6 pref. (Kiihn XI1.894.1-4). quoted in L.A.
Alexander, ‘The Living Voice: Scepticism towards the Written Word in Early Christian
and in Graeco-Roman Texts'. in D.J.A. Clines, S.E. Fowl and S.E. Porter (eds.). The
Bible in Three Dimensions (JSOTSup, 87: Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press. 1990),
pp- 224-25; L.A. Alexander, The Preface to Luke s Gospel (SNTSMS, 78: Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. 1993). p. 83. (The translation given is Alexander’s in the
latter place.)

17.  Alexander. ‘Living Voice'. p. 227,
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practitioner was preferable to learning from a book.™ But, even if it origi-
nated in the craft traditions, the saying was certainly not confined to them.
Seneca applied it to philosophy, meaning that personal experience of a
teacher made for much more effective teaching than writing: ‘you will gain
more from the living voice (viva vox) and sharing someone’s daily life than
from any treatise’ (Ep. 6.5).” In all such cases, what is preferable to writing
is not a lengthy chain of oral tradition, but direct personal experience of a
teacher. In discussion of rhetoric, the phrase was used by Quintilian (/nsz.
2.2.8) and Pliny (Ep. 2.3) to express a preference for the communicative pow-
er of oral performance by an orator, which cannot be adequately conveyed
in written texts.*
Alexander sums up her study of this phrase:

We have seen that the ‘living voice’ had a wide currency as a proverb of gener-
al import, but also that it is possible to identify three cultural worlds in which it
has a more specific application. In rhetoric, it reinforces the centrality of live
performance. Among craftsmen, it expresses the widely-felt difficulty of learn-
ing practical skills without live demonstration. And in the schools generally it
scrves as a reminder of the primacy of person-to-person oral instruction over
the study (or the production) of manuals and handbooks.*'

In all these cases, the proverb refers to firsthand experience of a speaker,
whether an instructor or an orator. not to the transmission of tradition
through a chain of traditioners across generations. In the context of the
schools, it seems sometimes to have been brought into connection with oral
tradition,” but even in this usage the ‘living voice' of the proverb does not
refer to oral tradition, but to the actual voice of the teacher from whose oral
instruction one learns directly.

Alexander does not mention historiography, and the saying about the
living voice itself does not seem to appear in the extant works of the his-
torians. There is, however, an equivalent proverb, also cited by Galen, who
says it is *better to be an eyewitness (a0téntng) by the side of the master
himself and not to be like those who navigate out of books".* This proverb,
which Galen applies, like the saying about the living voice, to learning a
craft directly from an instructor rather than from a book, was cited by the

38. Alexander, Preface to Luke's Gospel, p. 83.

39, Alexander, 'Living Voice', p. 232.

40. Alexander, “Living Voice®, pp. 226-27. Byrskog, Story as History, pp. 106-
107.

41. Alexander, ‘Living Voice’, p. 242.

42. Alexander, ‘Living Voice', pp. 232-33.

43. Galen. Temp. med. 6 pref. (Kithn X1.796-797), also cited in Galen, De libr.
propr. 5 (Kihn XIX.33). both quoted in translation in Alexander, ‘Living Voice".
p. 228; cf. Alexander. Prefuce to Luke's Gospel, p. 83.
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