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people to write or speak with genius and power, but they did teach
a very clear insight into the meaning, nature, and function of language.
Perhaps their work may best be seen in two products of these centuries,
which have had at any rate a very remarkable permanence—the Roman
Codes and the Creeds of the Christian Church.’

Writing now ten years later I might wish to add to or modify these
words, but I should still maintain their substantial truth.

F. H. Cotson.

P.S.—Bwrwpds. Since writing the above I have noticed: that
Irenaeus (v 30) speaks of those who éopdAnaar éraxorovbicavres Bwriopd
by which 616 was substituted for 666 in the number of the Beast. The
Latin translator keeps sequentes idiotismum, but as below where the
Greek is not extant it is explained as peccatum scriptorum (Spdprypa
ypadéwv ?) by which « was substituted for ¢, I infer that Irenaeus uses
the word for ‘error’ much as Dionysius uses it.

The thought which this suggests is * how imperfect is our lexicography
of this sort of Greek’. These two examples of Bwwriouds are ignored not
only in Liddell and Scott, a work, so far as my experience goes, of little
use for later Greek, but also in Stephanus. Yet both come from well-
known passages in Greek Fathers and certainly vouch for a shade of
meaning different from any there recorded.

MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL.

DR Horr, in the great Jafroduction to his edition of the Greek Testa-
ment, lays down as fundamental the principle that ‘ Knowledge of docu-
ments should precede final judgement upon readings’ (§ 38), using
capitals in the text and italics in the table of contents to call special
attention to the importance of the words. I want to enter a similar
plea for what I conceive to be an even more important principle, namely
that * Knowledge of an author’s usage should precede final judgement’

" alike as to readings, as to exegesis, and—in this case—as to the mutual
relations of the Synoptic Gospels. The studies that follow are intended
to be a contribution to the textual criticism and the exegesis of St Mark,

and also to the better understanding of that department of the Synoptic.

problem which is concerned with the agreements of Matthew and Luke
against Mark. So long as it is supposed that there is a residuum of
agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark in matter taken
from Mark—apart, that is, from passages found also in Q—which
cannot be explained without assuming literary contact either of Matthew
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and Luke with one another or of both with some other document than
our extant Mark, so long will research into the Synoptic question be
hampered and final solution delayed. We can only see things in their
true proportions if we consider the evidence over a wide field, and
note not only the agreements but the disagreements of the two later
Synoptists in the handling of their common material. “ Use large maps’
is a piece of advice that applies to other people besides politicians.

I propose therefore to treat in succession various characteristic Marcan
usages, isolating each usage and examining it over the whole field of the
Gospel.  So and so only shall we be able to establish our inductions on
a secure basis. And I cannot help thinking that the method proves
itself to be unexpectedly fruitful in results.

I
The Impersonal Plural.

By the impersonal plural is here meant the use of a plural verb with
no subject expressed, and no subject imphed other than the quite
general one ‘people’. This form of phrase, common in Aramaic as
a substitute for the passive, is very characteristic of St Mark’s narra-
tive, and is generally altered in the other Synoptists either by the
insertion of a definite subject or (and this especially in St Luke) by
the substitution of the passive voice for the impersonal active. With
the exception of two passages which present rather more difficulty than
the rest and are therefore reserved for the end, the order of the Gospel
is followed.

L i 21,22 kal edbis Tois ocdfBacw 8Backey els Ty cuvaywyjr kal
eerhijoaovro érl ) didayi) adrod, v yap Siddokwy adrols ds éfovolav Exwy.

There is no’subject to éferhjoaovro, though we can of course supply
‘the congregation’; but I think what Mark meant was simply ‘ people
were astonished’. TLuke eases the construction by transferring 7w
diddokwy adrovs from the second part of the sentence to the first, so
that alrovs explains éferMsjocovro. Matthew characteristically inserts
oi 6xMoy, ‘the multitudes were astonished’.

2. 129, 30 xal edfls éx Ths cvvaywyns éehdvres Afov els T olkiav
Sipwves xai *Avpéov perd ‘TakdBov xal Twdwvov.- % 8¢ wevbeps Sipwvos
karékerro mvpéacovaa: kal ebfds Aéyovow aird mepl abrijs.

St Mark means, I think, ‘immediately He is told about her’: he does
not mean that ‘Simon and Andrew with James and John' told Him, to
the exclusion of the family in the house. Matthew, with his usual
tendency to compress a story, omits the detail, Luke retains, only
changing present to past tense and substituting a more definite word
ypdryaar, ¢ consulted Him’, for Mark’s recurring and colourless Aéyovow.
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3. 1 32 dYlas 8¢ yevopdrys . . . Epepov mpds adrév mdvras Tovs Kkakds
éxovras.

Matthew retains, with the past tense =pooijveyxav. Luke inserts
a nominative wdvres oot elyov dofevoivras véoois wokiAats.

4. 1 45 o & ¢pijpois Témows v kai fpxovro wpds atrov wdvroley.

Matthew, omitting the whole verse, offers no parallel. Luke inserts
SxAot ToAlol.

5. il 2, 3 xal gurfxOnoav woAdoi . . . kai ékdAet adrols Tov Adyov. kal
épxovrar Pépovres wpos avToVY TapalvTikoy.

Obviously a new nominative must be supphed with &yxovrai—*there

arrive people bringing a paralytic . . .” So in terms Luke, kai i§ov

dvdpes ¢épovres . . .: Matthew is content with xai i8od mpocéepor, but

then, having omitted the previous verse of Mark, he has at least had no
rival nominative in his preceding words.

6. 11 18 «xal fjoav o pabyral Twdvvov kal of ®apioalor vorelorres. kal
épxovtar kai Aéyovow abrg: Awri of pabyral Todvvov xai of pabyrai Tév
Dapioalvy vnoredovow, oi 8¢ oot pabyral od vyoTelovow;

A singularly instructive example. 1t does not seem to me doubtful
that St Mark means, neither that John’s disciples came to put the
question, nor that the Pharisees came, but simply that the question was
put. Some of the people of the place noticed that there was a remark-
able difference of religious observance at the moment bétween two
sections of ‘disciples’ and a third: and they apply to the head of the
section which was in a tinority for an explanation of its difference from
the others. But neither Matthew nor Luke Iikes to leave the matter so.
They interpret Mark, and both of them interpret him to mean that it
was one of the two opposing sections which put the question: Matthew
places it in the mouth of the disciples of John, inserting of wafyrai
Todvvov, Luke with of 8¢ elmav treats the interlocutors as those of the
preceding verses ot ®apioaior kai ol ypappaTess adTov.

7. 1i1 1, 2 kai elofAev wdlw els owaywyiy, kai fiv éket dvbporos . . .
kal Taperpowy adTov €l Tois odfBBacw . . .

Mark’s els cwaywydr is I think almost exactly ‘ He went to church’.
There is therefore no nominative to wapemjpovy, and the equivalent
English is ‘watch was kept on Him to see if . . .’ Matthew having
written els gwaywyyw adrév has an implied nominative ready for his
verb émypdmoar, Luke inserts of ypapparess kai oi Papioaiot.

8. iil 31, 32 kal &pxerar ) wiryp adrod kai oi ddehdol airod kal éfw
arijkovTes dméoTelhay mpos abTov kalotvres avTév: kal éxdfnro wepi alrov
dxAos, kai Aéyovow adrd 180V # pjrnp oov . .

Clearly 1t is not the crowd who give the message. The porter or
some one of that sort is charged to convey to Jesus the news that His
mother wants to see Him: the inserted words xai éxdfnro mepi abrov
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oxMos logically belong to 2. 34; but Peter visualizes the scene as he
remembers it. Luke excellently represents the impersonal plural by

the passive dmyyyés. Matthew’s text, xii 47, offers a problem of

some difficulty. It seems preposterous at first sight to suppose that
words can be genuine which are absent from NBL, the African
Latin (%), the Old Syriac, and the Sahidic. But a sound instinct led
Westcott and Hort to admit the words at least to their margin. For in
the first place they are necessary to the sense: and in the second place
experience of manuscripts establishes no rule on a more certain basis
than that, where Aomoiotelenton will account for omission, the omitted
words are probably genuine. It is therefore possible to say with some
confidence that Mf. xii 47 is genuine, and that Matthew represented
Mark’s Aéyovow by elwrev 8¢ mis. But even if they are not genuine,
Matthew’s 73 Aéyovre in the next verse shews that he avoided the
impersonal plural.

9. V 14 xal of Béorovres abrovs Epvyov kal dmifyyelav els Ty woAw kal
els Tovs dypovs.  xai HAov ety T{ éoriv 7O yeyovds.

What St Mark of course means is that the inhabitants of the town
and the villages came to see what had happened: Luke too thought
that the words els mjv wéAw «xai els Tovs dypovs sufficiently prepared for

the change of subject, and retained Mark’s language practically un--

altered. Matthew on the other hand inserted waoa % méMs as nominative.

10. V 35 &1 abrol AaMobvros &épxovrar dwd Tol dpyiouvaydyov Aéyortes
ot ‘H Bvydryp oov drébaver.

‘ Messengers come from the ruler of the synagogue’s house with the
news that . . .’ Matthew's form of this story is an extreme instance of
his tendency to compression : three successive verses in Mark, v 35-37,
are entirely unrepresented, so we can only say ‘no parallel’. Luke’s
épxeral s . . . AMéywv reminds us of Matthew’s rév 75 in no. 8. Nothing
is clearer throughout the series of these passages than the independence
of Matthew and Luke in their treatment of the Marcan material. For
the solitary coincidence between them see no. 12.

IL Vi 14 kal fkovoev 6 Laciheds Hpgdys, pavepov yap éyévero 76 dvoua

abrod, kai EAeyov 6r¢ Tudviys 6 Bamrifwv épjyeprar . . . Ao 8¢ Eleyor . . .
dAMot 8¢ EXeyov . . . drotoas 8¢ & “Hpydnys eyer . .

An interesting instance, because of the doubt as to the reading in the
case of the first deyov. Most authorities give &\eyev, ‘ Herod said’.
The authorities which give the plural are few but good: B D, now
reinforced by W, and some Old Latins. And the plural is absolutely
certain, for it is guaranteed by the parallel in Mark viii 28 (riva pe
Aéyovow ol dvBpumor elvai; of 8¢ elmav adrd Aéyovres 8ri lwdwmy 7ov
Barrioriv, kai dAhot "HAelav, dAdor 8¢ §re Els 16v mpodyriv), and it is
implied by the reproduction of the passage in Luke ix 7, 8ia 76 Aéyebar
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w6 rwwv Sre Todwms dyépbn . .. Matthew omits all reference to the
divergent contemporary views about Jesus, and therefore offers no real
parallel. St Mark assuredly meant ¢ His reputation was now consider-
able, and different ideas were held about Him in different circles by His
contemporaries : people were saying, Why, it’s John the Baptizer
redivivus, others No, it’s Elijah, and others again A new prophet, just
as there have been prophets from time to time before’.

12. Vi 33 kai eldov adrovs mdyovras kai éyvwoar moAdol- xai melf dmd
Taody 7oV wérewy auvédpapov éxel kai wponAfov alrois.

Obviously' the many who recognized them were not the same
necessarily as the people who rap on foot from all the cities. Rather
the many who recognized the intention of Jesus and His disciples spread
the news, and with many to circulate the report a large concourse of
people from different directions could collect, all heading, for the place
of landing on the other side. I am not even sure that we should not
put a comma after dmdyovras, and translate ‘And they were seen going,
and many recognized them, and people ran on foot to the common
meeting-point and anticipated their arrival’. All these details seemed
to the later Evangelists superfluous, and they pruned them remorselessly.
Both reduce Mark’s four verbs to the single word—the only single word
which would express the complete idea—sxoAovfnoav: both supply oi
éx\o as again the only single noun which would cover those who saw,
those who recognized, and those whose concourse was directed to the
landing-place.

It should be noted that this is the solitary occasion on our list where
Matthew and Luke make the same rectification of Mark’s impersonal
plural. But it has just been shewn what an obvious change it is: and
Matthew inserts the same noun dylo. on two other occasions in our list
(1 and 15), Luke on one (4).

13. Vi 42, 43 kal épayov wdvres kal éxoprdobncay xai fpav kKhdopara
Sdexa kopivuv TAnpwpara.

It was not the 5,000 who ate and were filled who picked up the frag-
ments. Luke correctly interprets Mark when he substitutes 7pfy for
fpav. So still more expressly the Fourth Evangelist—who in the story
of this miracle follows in Mark’s footsteps—Aéyer Tois pabyrais adrod
Svvaydyere T0 mepwooescarta kAdopara (Jo. vi 12). Matthew alone
retains Mark’s phrase unaltered.

14. Vi 53, 54 kai Swamepdaavres éml Ty yiv HAov eis Tavyoapir . . .
xkai ééeNfovrwv alrdv éx Tob mholov ebfbs émyvivres adrov mepiédpayov . . .

We have now arrived at the long lacuna in Luke’s copying of Mark:

1 J think it quite obvious : but I have to admit that Swete 1 loc. appears to take
moAAoi as subject to all the three verbs,
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for our three instances 14, 15, and 16 there are no p;arallels in the third
Synoptist.

Mark meant that the people of the district where Jesus landed
recognized Him : Matthew states that expressly, értyvévres atrov of dvdpes
ToV Témov éxelvov.

15. vii 31, 32 xal wdhw . . . FAOev". . . els T Gdhacoav Tis Takilalas

. kal $pépovay aldrd kwPdv kai poyihdov.

Matthew generalizes from Mark’s single instance, inserting G&y\oc
mwolhol as the subject, kal mpogfirbov adrd Syhou wollol, &xovres pef’
éavTdv Xwlols Tuglovs kwdovs kuAlovs.

16. viii 22 kai épyovrar els ByfoaiSdy kai pépovow adrd TudAdy.

Those who came to Bethsaida were our Lord and His disciples.
Those who brought the blind man to Him were people of the place : our
English equiivalent would probably be ‘and a blind man was brought to
Him’. The whole passage 1s absent from Matthew (though it presumably
contributed the Tvgrovs to Matthew’s generalization in xv 3o, see just
above under 15) as well as from Luke.

17. X 1, 2 xai cuvwopevorTar wdAw SxAow mpds adrdv, kal Gs elbfe TaAw
e88aokey adrovs. kal rppdrov adrov € Eearw dvdpl yuvaika droddoad.

The passage is included here with a little hesitation: but I believe
both that this is the true reading, and that émypdrwv airdv is the
impersonal plural—not ‘the multitudes askedsHim’ but ‘the question
was asked of Him’. It would not be reasonable to suppose that the
question of divorce was the dominant one 1n the minds of the crowds:
Peter simply remembered the question being raised at that time.
There is no parallel in Luke: Matthew supplies mpociiAfov adrd of
dapirator, from which many authorities have borrowed mporer@évres
ot ®. for the text of Mark.

18. X 13 kai mpocéhepov adrd madla va avrdv dymral.

Luke retains the impersonal plural : Matthew substitutes the passive,
TéTE wp;weve'x@r;o’av adTd Tadia.

19. X 49 «ai elrer Puvjoare abrév.  kal éhpdimoay TOv TUPAdY.

This passage is again included doubtfully, since it is possible to
understand St Mark as meaning that our Lord addressed the command
*Call him’ to definite persons who obeyed the command. I should
rather understand the Evangelist to mean that our Lord ordered
generally that Bartimaeus should be called, and that the order was
carried out by somebody or other. In any case the detail was omitted
by Matthew and only indicated by Luke.

20. xiil 9—11 BAémere 8¢ dueis éavrovs: mapadwgovow dpds els auvédpa
xai €ls guvaywyas dapioecbe . . . kai frav dywow Duds wapadidovres, pi)
mwpopepypvire T{ Aaljonre.

- Both Matthew and Luke retain the impersonal plural here—it is the
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solitary instance in our series in which both do so, but then 1t is
also the solitary instance in our series in which the idiom is employed
in.the record of our Lord’s words '—but in an earlier place in Matthew
(x 17, where the substance of the Marcan passage is much more closely
reproduced than it is at xxiv g) we have, instead of BAémere éavrois,
mpogéyere amd 1dv dvbpdrer, and in that way a subject is supplied.

21. Xiv 12 kal 1) wpury Juépa TV dlipwy STe 7O wdoxa Efvor.

Matthew, either because he thought the information superfluous or
perhaps because he thought it absolutely misleading, omitted the clause
ore 70 wdoxa &Buov. Luke transposed the impefsonal active, as in 8, 11,
13, into a passive, év 3} ée Oveobar 16 wdoya.

Of these twenty-one passages there are three for which there is no
Matthaean parallel, 4, 10, 16, and four for which there is no Lucan,
parallel, 14, 15,16,17. Again, the actual phrase in which the impersonal
plural occurs is dropped on four occasions by Matthew, 2, 11, 19, 2I,
and on one by Luke, 19. There remain fourteen passages in Matthew,
sixteen in Luke, to consider.

The most common expedient in both Matthew and Luke is the
insertion of a nominative as subject for the verb, which thus ceases to
be impersonal. The expedient is adopted eight times by Matthew,
1, 6, 8, 9, I2, 14, 15, 17, seven times by Luke, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, i2.
Each of them uses 7is once, Matthew 8, Luke 10 : for the rest they used
plural nouns or nouns of multitude. Only once do they agree on the
nominative inserted, 12, where of dylot is common to both. Since
the particular word éxAos was one of the most obvious nouns, if not the
most obvious, to insert, the single coincidence is nothing unnatural,

Besides this, there was the possibility of using what we should feel
in English the most idiomatic method of rendering St Mark’s usage,
and substituting a passive. Matthew does this once, 18, Luke four
times, 8, 11, 13, 21.

These two expedients reduce the series to five passages apiece in
Matthew and Luke, where the impersonal plural is retained. The
evidence shews conclusively that the idiom is a regular and common
one in Mark’s narrative, and that on two occasions on an average out of
three it is in some way got rid of by the other Synoptists.

With these results before us, let us now consider the two reserved
passages, Mark iii 21 (22), xiv 1 (23).

22. 1il 21 kal dkodeavres of rap’ alrod é&jAbov kpatioar abrdy: Eleyov
vap 81 "Edéor.

1 Matthew and Luke shew a fair number of 1nstances of the idiom in the record
of Christ’s teaching. What is remarkable 1s Mark’s fondness for 1t, and their dishke

of it, in narrative. No doubt they allowed themselves far larger latitude in recast-
ing Mark’s own story than in recasting the record of the Aéyo: of Christ.
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The impression ordinarily and naturally caused by these words is that
our Lord’s family left home to get hold of Him, because they thought
He was out of His senses. But in the light of what we now know of
Mark’s fondness for the impersonal plural, an alternative rendering
becomes at once possible, ¢ for it was reported that He was out of His
senses’. And the possible rendering becomes 1 think probable, or
more than probable, if we consider the weakness of the reason given, on
the ordinary view, for the action of Christ’s family. They said He was
mad: on what grounds? On the rather inadequate ground that the
crowd was so great that'nobody had room to eat. But on the view now
proposed, St Mark has rounded off his story of the Call of the Twelve
by the summary statement that the call was followed by a resumption
of the work at Capernaum. Then begins a new paragraph, verses 21—
35, dealing with two alternative explanations offered by those who
criticized the new teacher’s work: &\eyov 67 'E¢éor, Ereyov 671 Beehlefov
éxer.  The former was a local criticism, which reached the ears of His
family at Nazareth, and they left home to see what restraining influence
they could exert over Him : the latter was the suggestion of emissaries
from Jerusalem. This is dealt with first: it is the sin against the Holy
Ghost, the refusal to recognize that good deeds must come from the
good God. The story then returns to the former. It is over-subtle to
regard the intercalation of verses 22-30 as intended to allow time for
the journey from Nazareth to Capernaum. It is rather that the mention
of the earlier and more naive criticism of people at Capernaum suggests
at once to the writer the other more evil-minded but more logical theory
of people from Jerusalem, and being reminded of it he deals with it first.!

23. XIv I v 8¢ 76 #doxa xai 7& dlvpa perd 8vo fuépas, xai éljrouv ol
dpxuepels kai oi ypapparels mhs adrov & 80he rparioavres dmoxkTelvwow:
éheyov yap My &v ) éopr, pwj more Eorar GdpuBos Tod Aaob.

¢ Next day was the Passover: and the chief-priests were on the look
out for some underhand way of arresting Him: for it had been urged
that an (open) arrest at the feast might lead to a riot.” That is I think
what St Mark means. The emphasis in the second clause is, as the
position of the'word indicates, on 86Ay : and what reason would there be
for any emphasis on 86Ae, if the point were that they were going to make
no arrest during the festival? But if the conditions were (1) that the
chief-priests were determined to arrest Jesus before He left Jerusalem,
(2) that some of the Sanhedrists, to whom they felt bound to defer in

1 I think myself that by the éxeyov of verse 30, 7t Exeyov Iveipa drdbaprov Exet,
St Mark means again the impersonal plural ‘ because it was said’, though it is of
course possible that he 1s harking back to ¢ the scribes’ of verse 22.

The view here taken of éAeyov §7¢ 'Eféorn was originally suggested to me, at the

close of a discussion about impersonal plurals in St Mark, by the Rev. R. H. Light-
foot of New College. It is, I understand, accepted by Sir John Hawkins.
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order to secure unanimity, made a timid caveat against any action which
might involve the chance of a riot at the moment of arrest, then the
need for 8dMos explains itself. An arrest effected by 8éAos would avoid
the chance of a riot, whether it was effected during the festival or no.
Hence the value to them of Judas, and of the information which enabled
them to carry out their coup in the late evening and at a retired spot.

It has been suggested that the mysterious directions given by our
Lord to disciples in xi 2 and xiv 13, where no names are named, were
intended to prevent Judas from obtaining previous knowledge of our
Lord’s movements which he could convey to the Jewish authorities.
However that may be, it seems clear that 86Aos meant just the securing
of a time and place for the arrest where popular support for Jesus would
have no opportunity of asserting itself. It is difficult to suppose that
it is intended to imply a contrast between an arrest on Thursday and an
arrest on Friday. And the solitary change which Matthew makes
in copying Mark is in this respect very instructive: for, understanding
éxeyov to refer back to the chief priests, he alters éxeyov ydp into éAeyov
8¢ The chief priests, that is to say, determined to arrest Jesus, but
determined at the same time that an arrest during the feast must be
avoided. Later exegesis has, as in so many other passages, interpreted
Mark by Matthew. But if Mark’s account is taken as the primary one,
é\eyov ydp gives the reason for 8éhes. On the ordinary view, St Mark
ought to have written ‘ Next day being passover, the authorities deter-
mined to effect the arrest of Jesus before passover began: for they said,
Not during the feast .. .’ But that is not what St Mark says. He says,
¢ The feast being now imminent, the authorities determined to avoid
a direct and open arrest, for the objection had been taken that such
methods were too dangerous at such a time: they had to have recourse
therefore to some secret coup’.

I add, by way of appendix, yet one more passage, where, if we may
assume the use of the impersonal plural, the reading which is perhaps
the more probable would receive its explanation and justification :

24. xv 10 (8-11) xkai dvaBis 6 dxAos vpfaro aireicfar kabvs émole
adrots. & 8¢ Iledros dmexpilfly abrois Aéywv @élere dmodvow Juiv Tov
Baoihéa Tov Tovdaluy; éylvwokey yap &7 da $pOSvov mapadedikeioay adriv.
oi 8¢ dpxuepels dvécegav Tov SxAov va pdMlov Tov BapeBBav dmoliey
avTols.

The above reading, mapadedixeicar atrév without of dpyiepets to follow,
is that of Br4 and the Sinai Syriac, and is supported by Matt.
xxvii 18 7der yap 6t Sia Ppfovov mwapédwxav adrdv: and since it was
certainly not the multitude who had handed Jesus over to the governor,
we must take mapadedwxeiorar as impersonal plural, and translate ‘it was

VOL. XXV. Ccc
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for envy’s sake that Jesus had been brought before him’. The alterna-
tive reading supplies a nominative to 7apadeddxeirar: but it would be
awkward even for Mark to end one sentence with oi dpyepeis and
begin the next sentence with of 8¢ dpxtepeis, and I incline to think that
the first of dpytepeis is just an early scribal insertion, or more probably
gloss, intended to make the sense of wapadedwkeigay clear to the reader.

I should like it to be understood that, while the idea and for the most
part the material of this and the following papers are my own, the final
form owes much to the help and criticism of the members of my Seminar.

{Zv be continued.)
C. H. TURNER.

THE CLEANSING OF THE TEMPLE.

Havine read with great interest Dr Caldecott’s article on Dr Robert
Eisler’s views about the Cleansing of the Temple (/. 7..S. xxiv, p. 382),
together with Mr Cheetham’s paper on ¢ Destroy this temple’ (/. 7. S.
xxiv, p. 315), I feel impelled to make some remarks of my own.

I.

First of all, Dr Caldecott did very well in calling attention to Eisler’s
view. Dr Eisler is an astonishingly learned man, as his Weltenmantel
und Himmelszelt proves, not to speak of his many other works. And
further, the Cleansing of the Temple is an incident of extraordinary
interest to Christians—or it should be. As a rule it is taken as a matter
of course, a thing that needs no explanation. I feel that too often this
is the case only because no satisfactory explanation is forthcoming.

The particular interest and importance to us of the Cleansing of the
Temple, so it seems to me, is that it is almost the only spontaneous
action of our Lord. If He healed the lepers it was because He had
met them, if He fed the multitudes it was because they had followed
Him. He was crucified, because the authorities arrested and condemned
Him. But He went out of His way, so to speak, to ‘ cleanse’ the Temple
—He need not have done it if He had not thought proper. Therefore
it ought to be for us a very significant index of His mind and purpose :
we Christians ought to have very clear ideas about it.

Let us first take Dr Eisler's point about the ‘den of robbers’.
Dr Eisler is certainly night in saying that the words of Jesus are a quo-
tation or allusion to the Old Testament. It is certain that ‘a House of
Prayer for all the nations’ is a reference to Isa. lvi 7, and that ‘den
of robbers’ is a reference to Jer. vii 11, and that the meaning of these
phrases in our Lord’s mouth is what they mean in the original, not what
they happen to sound like in the Greek of the Gospels or the English
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Judaism. The Apocalypse, by its omission of all reference to the
Incarnation, and by its use of the Jewish Wisdom-Logos theme, may
have been regarded by the orthodox as lending support to this heresy.
It is not to be wondered at, that this part of the Church questioned and
rejected for so long this Book. ‘

But time passed, and with it the peculiarly Jewish elements which
remained in the doctrines of the Christian Church. We have learnt
to read the Apocalypse anew in the light of the rest of the New Testa-
ment teaching. The Jewish elements in it have been sublimated as to
their original meaning ; but they remain to indicate the essential unity
in the revelation that God, who spake in times past by the prophets
through His Spirit concerning His Son, gave at last in that Son, His

Word Incarnate. The seer read that revelation aright when ne.

declared, ‘ The testimony of Jesus is the Spirit of prophecy’.
G. H. Dix.

E

* MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
‘GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL
(continued)

II.
Pépew in St Mark

®épew is one of the words specially characteristic of the Second
Gospel, and Sir John Hawkins rightly includes it in his_list Horae
Synoptica¢® p. 13. If we make abstraction of the technical usage of
¢dépew ‘to bear fruit’, the figures for the four Gospels are Mark 14,
Matthew 4, Luke 4, John 8. Sir John Hawkins leaves the matter
there: but examination of the passages concerned reveals the secret
of the disproportionate occurrence of the word in Mark. The other
three Evangelists, in fact, limit the meaning of ¢épew, speaking generally,
to the sense of ‘carry’: Mark, on the other hand, uses it also, and more
frequently, in the sense of ‘bring’. The difference is therefore a lexical
one. It is well illustrated in the treatment of Mark 2 (ii 3) by Luke,
and of Mark 7 (xi 2, 7) by both Matthew and Luke.

1. Mark 1 32 épepov mpods adrov wdvras Tovs kaxds &ovras. Here
édepov, as in the parallel cases 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, means certainly ‘ brought’,
not ‘carried’: and therefore Matthew substitutes wpooijveyxav and Luke
ﬁ‘yayov.

2. 1i 3 kai épxovrar Pépovres mpos avTév Tapalvrikdy alpduevov Vmd
reogdpov. So far is Mark from implying the sense of ‘carry’ in
¢épovres that he finds it necessary to add aipduevov to convey the further
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idea: ‘they bring to him a paralytic, carried by four men’. Matthew

again substitutes mpoodéperv: Luke transfers ¢épovres to take the place

of aipdp.evov ‘men (come) carrying on a bed a man who was paralysed .
3a. vi27 kai e98ds drooreilas 6 Bacihels arexovAdropa émérafer Evéyrat

v kepalyy adrot.

7/ b. vi 28 kai qreykev Ty kepadiy abrod éxi wivaxt.

Here the natural rendering in verse 27 would be ‘bring’, but in
verse 28 we could no doubt say either ¢ he brought his head on a dish’
or ‘he bore his head on a dish’. The episode is absent from Luke:
Matthew’s abbreviated narrative dispenses with the é&véyxa of verse 27,
but retains the jveyxev of verse 28 in the passive form #réxfy  his head
was borne on a dish’.

4. vii 32 kal Ppépovow adTd xwddv xal poyhdlov. Obviously they
‘bring’ the man, not ‘carry’ him. So Matthew (Luke again has no
parallel) paraphrases with mpogfiAfov . . . éovres ped éavrdv, once more
refusing Mark’s usage of ¢épew. .

5. viil 22 «kal &pyovrar els Byfoaddv. ral ¢épovow adrd TupAdv.
Neither Matthew nor Luke retains the episode : if they had retained it,
we may presume that they would have done as they regularly do else-
where and have avoided the word ¢épew.

6a. ix 17 diddokake, Jveyka ToV VGV pov wpds aé.

b. 19 épere atTov Tpds pe.
c. 20 kal Yreykav adTov wpos abTov.

Luke reduces the triple use of the word to a single occasion, and
there substitutes mpoodyaye. Matthew mserts mpooijveyxa at one point,
drops the fveyka, fveyxav, of verses 17 and zo, but retains the ¢pépere of
verse 19. Here (Matt. xvii 17) we have the solitary instance in which
Mark’s ¢épew =  bring’ retains its place in either of the other Synoptists.
Probably the use was felt to be more tolerable in the imperative !: possibly
1t is eased by Matthew’s addition of &8 So Matt. aiv 18 of the loaves
and fishes ¢péperé pow B8e adrovs.

7a. Xi 2 ebpijoere mdAov Sedepévor . . . Aoare adrov kal pépere.

b. 7 kai pépovory Tov mhAov mpos Tov Inaoiv.

Both Matthew and Luke substitute dydyere in a, fyayov in 6. Luke
therewith makes his regular alteration: Matthew for once deserts
mpoggépw for dyw, presumably because ‘leading’ is a natural word to
employ of an animal.

8 a. xil 15 ¢éperé pot dyvdpiov va dw.

b. 16 of 8¢ fveyxav.

Matthew émdelfaré poc . . . oi 8¢ mpooijveyxav. Luke 8elfare, omitting

the addition that a Syvdpiov was then brought. Neither would talk of

! See for the imperative also Luke xv 23 (quoted 1n the next note), and Jo.xx 27

¢épe TOV SaxTuloy.
.
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¢épew in connexion with a coin: but Luke’s normal substitution of dyew
was inappropriate here, and he had to find another word. That he and
Matthew should -have found the same substitute for ¢épere in Selfare
(émdelfare) naturally challenges our attention. . But coincidences will
happen: they have no significance unless they bear an undue pro-
portion to the total number of cases in which they could happen. And
if the chances were—as presumably they were—that one or other of the
group of Pharisees-and Herodians had a denarius on his person, then
‘shew me one’ was an even more natural phrase than ¢ bring me one’.

9. xv 22 (dyyapedovow . . . Sluova . . . va dpy Tov oTavpdy alrob) kal
pépovaw atrov émi Tov Todyobav Témov . . . (kai oravpoiow alrdv).

Mark uses alpw, as in ii 3, for ‘carrying’ the cross: Luke, as there,
substitutes ¢épev. Mark’s ¢épew for ‘bring’ him to Golgotha is of
course rejected by both Matthew and Luke, who agree in simplifying
the sentence into the form ‘on their arrival (éA@dvres, Gre dmfirfor) at
Golgotha . . . they crucified him’. Again a coincidence, but surely
a very obvious one, once it is postulated that the word ¢épew had
somehow to be got rid of, and that the four verbs connected by xaf
in Mark xv 22—24 offered an irresistible temptation to revision.

In the result, out of fourteen instances of ¢épew in Mark, the word
is never retained by Luke,’ once only by Matthew ; though Luke twice
(v 18, xxni 26) transfers it to the immediate context, displacing Mark’s
aipewv to make room for it. For ¢éperv Luke’s favourite alternative is
dyew (three times) or mposdyew (once). Mark only once has dyew in
the ordinary transitive use: Matthew, save in the episode of the
‘bringing’ of the colt to Jesus, shares Mark’s avoidance of dyew, and
replaces ¢épew by wpoogpépew (four times), a word which he employs
nearly twice as often as the other three Evangelists put together.

I1I.
els and év in St Mark

[On es (eis and &) in the New Testament see Winer-Moulton
Grammar of New Testament Greek® pp. 514, 516—518, who give the older
view that there is no, or next to no, real confusion between the two
prepositions: on the other side J. H. Moulton Prolegomena to a Grammar
of New Testament Greek (19o6) pp. 6263, and especially 234 ; Fr. Blass
Grammaltik des Neutestamentlichen Grieckisch (1896) § 39. 3 (4, 5)
pp- t19-121; L. Radermacher Neufestamentlicke Grammatik: Das
Griechisch des Neuen Testaments im Zusammenhang mit der Volksspracke

1 Yet compare Luke xv 23 ¢pépere 0v péoxov 7év eirevrév (again however in the
imperative, as Matt. xiv 18, xvii 1}, see above under 6 ), Acts v 16 pépovres dobeveis.
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(1911) pp. 16, 10: and for eis in modern Greek A. Thumb Handbuct
der neugrieckischen Volkssprache (18935) § 202, p. 120.]

The following list of passages is intended to justify the conclusion
that in Mark’s usage «is is frequently used in the place of év, év perhaps
occasionally where we should rather expect eis (see 2, 10): that the
other two Synoptists, and Matthew more consistently than Luke, dislike
the confusion of the two prepositions and generally alter Mark’s
phraseology : and that the volume of evidence for eis = év as a favourite
usage of Mark is sufficient to turn the scale where the witnesses
happen to be divided, some giving an els = év reading and others either
having év in place of eis (6, 15) or more often introducing into the text
a verb of motion (3, 4, 14).

I 1 g éBarriochy eis rov Topddvyv. It is quite impossible, in my
judgement, to suppose that by this phrase Mark means anything at all
different from i 5 éBamriovro év 1% Topddvy : the phrases were to him
synonymous. Matthew retains éBamrifovro év 76 ‘Topddvy of the multi-
tudes, and for the baptism of Jesus alters the construction to wapayiverar
... émi 7ov Topddwvyy . . . rod ﬂan"n.a'eﬁ’vat. Luke omits both év 76 "Topddvy
and eis Tov "Topddvyv.

[2. 1 16 dudpBdArovras év 3 faddooy. Matthew more correctly
BdXrovras dupiBrnarpov eis Ty Oiladoav: Luke has no parallel. Most
MSS of Mark insert a noun (some dudp{BAinarpov from Matthew, others,
possibly rightly, r& 8lkrva) to give ducpiBdAlovras an object: but the
insertion only makes the use of év odder still.]

3. i 21 &ackey els Ty gwaywyiw. So WCL A 28 33 Ferrar group
syrsi» Origen : eloedfov els Ty cuvaywyiy éidaockev ABD W @ latt. The
latter group is in itself the stronger, and I cannot regard X Origen as
more than a single witness. But Westcott-Hort give the shorter
reading a place in their margin, and the close parallels of 4 and 14
suggest that the scholar who produced the B text, whenever he found
eis without any idea of motion expressed, systematically put matters
right from a grammatical point of view by the insertion of the verb
épxopar (eloépyopar). Still in view of the Latin evidence, and of the
Greek support for the same reading, the decision is perhaps less easy
than in any other instince of reading on our list. Neither of the other
Synoptists has a parallel text here.

4, 5. 1 39 kal fv kypiocwy els Tis cuvaywyds abrér es OAqy T
Talidafav. So ACD WA latt syrsin: fafer NBL ©. With regard to
the prepositions, Matthew changes eis both times into &, év Sy =3
Talain 8i8dokwy év Tals cuvaywyals adrdv : Luke retains eis on the first
occasion, but by combining the two phrases into eis ras cwaywyds is
TaMralas [Tovdulas] avords the second. With regard to the verb,
Matthew changes to wepujyev ‘ went about’, Luke has . It is much
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more likely that Luke repeated v kypiocowr els from Mark than that he
altered fAfev eis into fv els. It is further much more likely that scribes
or editors of Mark should have substituted fAfBev eis for #v eis than
vice persa. 1 cannot doubt that N B represent here an intentional
correction of a non-literary ﬁsage of St Mark.

6. ii 1 jkovoly ér els olkév éorw. So ACA and the margin of
Westcott-Hort: é&v oixg éoriv RBD W ® 33. Versions hardly count;
but authority, it is clear, is preponderant for év oike: it is only the con-
sideration that the temptation to alter eis olkov to é&v oiky was infinitely
greater than thé converse which makes it likely that the inferior witnesses
are right. There is no parallel in either Matthew or Luke.

7a. W 7 émeaev els Tas dxdvBas.

b. 18 oi els Tas dkdvbas omepdpevor.

Both Matthew and Luke alter Mark on the first occasion, the former
to émwi 7as drdvfas, the latter to év péow Tév dxarvfdy: both, on the other
hand, retain Mark’s €is on the second occasion. There is indeed some
authority for émi rds dxdvfas both times in Mark, CD 33 in verse 7,
R CA in verse 18: the former is doubtless borrowed from the parallel
in Matthew. And the parallel in Jeremiah 1v 3 must not be overlooked,
vewoare éavrols vedpoTa, kol pi) omelpyTe én ddvBass.

8. iv 8 érevev els Ty iy TV kalijy.

cf. verse 20 ol éni v yijy Ty kol orapévres.

Here Matthew changes eis to ér( in verse 8,' thus giving ér{ in both
places. Luke, more tolerant than Matthew of the Marcan use of eis,
retains it? in Mark’s verse 8, while he changes éxi mjv to év 73 in Mark’s
verse 20.

9. 1v 8 s Tpudkovra xal es éfjkovra kal eis Ekordy (With variant ev).

cf. verse 20 ev Tpudkovra kal ev éffrovra kal ev éxatdy.

By a curious freak of the Greek language eis ev can mean, according
as breathing and accent differ, either the two correlated prepositions eis
év, or the masculine and neuter of the cardinal number one, €is &. And
since breathings and accents were not part of the usage of MSS at the
time when our Gospels were written, we are thrown back on internal
evidence to decide between possible interpretations. Matthew on each
occasion substitutes & pév . . . & 8¢ ... & 8: he would therefore seem to

1 ¢is tends to take the place of éri (wpis) as well as of & in Mark. i 10 karaBaivey
els adrév is changed by both Matthew and Luke to éni: xin 3 xafpuévov adrod eis
76 dpos 7@y éAardv, Matthew writes éml Tob Gpous (See no. 19 below) : and the very
odd xabfjobac & 7§ fardoop of v 1, where Matthew omits év 75 fardooy (Luke again
gives no parallel), would at least be lesg odd if Mark had written énl 7#js fardoons.
But eis 70 wépav (iv 35, V I, 21, vi 45, vin 13) and eis 70v odpaviv (vi 41, vi1 34) are
freely reproduced by Matthew and Luke, and have precedent in classical usage.

2 If D here, Luke viii 8, has ¢ni, acd ‘super’, the variant is probably due to
a simple assimilation to Matthew. ‘

\
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have read &, and certainly to have understood Mark to mean ‘one. ..
another . .. another’. Luke, with the dislike of an educated Greek
for the Jewish use of symbolic numbers, omits the details on both
occasions,

els in verse 8 would be ungrammatical after dA\\a, and iIf we translate
with Matthew ‘one . . . another . .. another’ we must read the neuter
& throughout, against the testimony of X BC*LA. The Latins
followed Matthew’s interpretation, and rendered wzzum: and so among
moderns Blass dp. cit. § 46. 2 p. 142. But in view of the Semitic idiom,
which uses the preposition ‘in’ to mean ‘at the rate of’, T suspect that
Mark had in his mind here the preposition and not the numeral.
Further, if the mass of evidence adduced in these notes convinces us
that the evangelist used the two prepositions & and eis almost inter-
changeably, it becomes simple enough to suppose that he had the same
idiom in his mind whether he expressed it by &, as certainly in verse
20, or by €ls, as perhaps in verse 8. Nay, it becomes even possible that
cod. B is right in interchanging the two in a single verse: in verse 8 if
B’s els Tpudkovta xai év éErjkovra kal év éxatdv is the true text, we can the
better understand why X should have eis . .. eis. . . elsand AD & .
&v...én

[10. iv 36 mapadapBdvovow adrév Gs v & 16 mholy. As in [2]
above, this is an instance not of els where we expect é&v, but of év where
we expect els. Luke omits the detail: Matthew restores the more
correct use, éuBdvre adrd els mAolov.!]

1. V 14 dmijyyethav els T)v méAw kai els Tovs dypovs. An instance on
the border-line, where els might just be rendered ‘announced it to the
city’, though it is hardly doubtful that the real meaning is ‘in the aity
and in the country’. So, while Luke retains the Marcan phrase
unaltered, Matthew, with his more rigid canon of exactness in respect of
this preposition, inserts éreAfovres before els riy moAw dmijyyeikav.

12, v 34 vmraye els eippry. Once more Matthew omits the phrase,
and Luke, with the change of ¥maye into wopevov, retains it,  While per’
eipipvys and év elprvy are common in the LXX, els elpyvyv is the charac-
teristic use, following the Semitic idiom, with wopedov and BdSile.
Mark’s phrase is therefore not destitute of precedent, though it is more
likely that Luke consciously sheltered himself under this than that
Mark did.

13. vi 8 bva pndev alpwow els 63ov . . . uy) mipav, wiy eis ™Y Lwvyy
xaixév. Here the usual conditions are reversed, and it is Luke who
omits, Matthiew who retains, eis 7yv {wvpv. It is of course just possible

..

1 It was suggested at our Seminar that & 7§ mAoly might be taken not with
naparapBdvovow but with &s #v, ‘just as he was, i.e. in the boat’. But Matthew
obviously took the phrase with napakauBdvovaw.

VOL. XXVI. C
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to say ‘take no money for your purse’, though the more natural phrase
is undoubtedly *in your purse’.

14. viii 26 pund¢vi] eis v kdpny efrps.  There are no parallels from
the other Synoptists : but the instance is a most significant one, and the
case for the reading adopted above is in my judgement unanswerable.
Westcott and Hort Jntroduction § 140 cite this verse with good cause as
a typical ‘ conflate’ reading of the received text: it is demonstrable that
behind the form punde els Ty kdpny eloéhdys pnde eimys Twi & 7 kduy lie
two earlier readings, (1) uyde els my «xopqy eoérbys, and (2) pnde elmys
Twi év 1y sopy, which the Antiochene text has combined. Westcott-
Hort treat the two briefer readings as rivals, and decide for the former,
which is given by I8 BL W 1syrsit. But what if we repeat the process
of analysis, and ask whether both (1) and (2) cannot be explained as
developements of a reading that lay further back than either of them?

If we bear in‘mind (a) the accumulation of evidence in favour of the.

Marcan use of eis for é&: () the tendency of codex B to get rid of this
unclassical idiom, on the more startling occasions of its employment, by
the introduction of &pxopar Or eloépxopo—see 3, 4 above: (y) the
actual presence of the phrase undevi elmps els ™ xopnv as part of the
reading in D, and of ‘ne cui diceret in castellum’ as the whole reading
in the Old Latin MS ¢: (8) the ease with which the other early readings
can be explained if we postulate pndeni] els Ty xdpy eimys as the
original source of the different developements : then I do not think it
too much to say that the problem has solved itself.!

15. X 10 «ai els Tv oixiay wdAw of pabyral wept Tovrov émnpoTwy adTdv.
Luke is no longer parallel to Mark : Matthew drops the whole phrase.
But the reading is that of N BD LA ¥, and it must not be assumed
that because the Latins give the ablative they found év 13 oixiq in their
Greek exemplars. It cannot be too often repeated that a large element
in our critical apparatus is vitiated because it is forgotten that the
earliest translators translated by the sense and not by the letter, and
followed the idiom of their own language. It is only the late pedantry
of the Greek O. T. of Aquila, or the Harclean Syriac, or the English
Revised Version of N.T., which so translates as to enable one to
reconstruct. the exact phraseology and order of their original.® So we
are free to follow the reading of our best Greek MSS without reference
on this occasion to the versions. The temptation to scribes to substitute
év 71} oixlg in so palpable a case of eis = év was obvious: it is rather

1 When 1 first published my Inaugural Lecture, The Study of the New Testament :
1883 and 1920 (1920), I had not grasped the evidence for St Mark’s usage of ¢is = &,
and thought that the original text must have run undd els T3 xdugy, without any
verb: but my friend the Rev. H. N, Bate had already divined the true reading, as
I have there recorded (p. 59 ad fin.).

2 The Vulgate was saved from this pitfall of revision because Jerome was not
only a good Greek scholar, but a great Latin stylist. T
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matter for wonder that the few MSS escaped it than that the many fell
victims to it.

16. xi 8 woM\ol 7& ipdria adrév orpucar es mpy 606v. The verb ‘to
strew’ might be conceived of as implying motion, ‘strewed their
garments on to the road’: and if Mark never used eis for év, some such
explanation would be feasible. But in view of the evidence here
accumulated, it is by far the simpler view that he meant ‘on the road’.
So certainly Matthew and Luke understood it, since both substitute é&
77 68@. This is the first occasion on which we find them agreeing on
év for eis; but see also below, no. 20.

{17. xiil 3 kafpuévov adrob els 6 Spos Tdv é\acdv, ‘as he was sitting on
the Mount of Olives'. In English we can only render by ‘on’. But

that does not mean that the proper Greek word was necessarily é&:

Matthew’s éri Tob dpovs (Luke omits the whole detail) is doubtless more
idiomatic. It remains, however, that it is a real example of the encroach-
ments in vulgar use of els upon other prepositions.]

18. xili 9 mapaddoovow Tuds els cwwédpua xal eis ovwaywyss Saproeobe
Kkai éxl fyepdvov kai Pacdéov otabijoecfe. How is the sentence to be
punctuated? Luke, omitting Sapjoecfe entirely, is able to construct
a simple sentence with two pairs of parallel nouns, rapadibdvres els Tas
cvvaywyds kol dpulaxds, drayopévovs el Bacihels Kai fyeuovas. Matthew
(x 17) sacrificed the connexion of owédpia and cwvaywyds, constructing
the former with the verb that precedes it and the latter with the verb
that follows it, wapaddoovow ygp Spds eis ovvédpia, kai év Tals cwvaywyals
altév peoTiydoovow Suds, sal éml fryepdvas 8¢ xai Pacilels dybrijoeabe.
I cannot doubt that Matthew is so far right that eis owoywyas Sapj-
geafe was intended by Mark to be taken together, and that therefore
els ovvaywyds means nothing more nor less than ‘in synagogues’. But
I am also inclined to believe that Luke interprets correctly when he
joins gvvaywyds kal ¢pvAakds—i. e. ovvédpia and cvvaywyds—in one con-
struction : for it seems as odd to think that Mark meant to contrast
the usage to be experienced in sanhedrins and in synagogues respec-
tively,! as that he should have contrasted governors and kings. If
I am right, Mark’s thought implies a comma after $uds, and another
after dapijoecfe: ‘they shall give you in charge, in sanhedrins and
synagogues shall you be beaten, and before governors and kings shall
you be made to stand’. The absolute use of wapadiddva. is found in
i 14 perd 76 mapadobivar Tov 'lwudwyy, and in frequent references to
Judas and the Betrayal of Christ.

1 The suggestion was made in our Seminar that ovvébpia are the courts which
pronounce the sentence, and gvvaywyai the scene of 1ts execution That appears
to me a rather artificial contrast : but in any case if eis 1s to be taken in two different

senses, ‘to’ and ‘in’, in the same line, the process of the suppression of & in
favour of ¢ls must have gone already a long way.

C2
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Anyhow a clear case is established of eic = & : Mark, we may be
quite sure, had no thought of ‘the simplest rendering “Ye shall be
scourged into the synagogues”’, even though it ¢ presents no archaeo-
logical difficulty’ (Winer-Moulton® p. 518).

1. xiii 10 kai els wdvra T& vy wpbrov Sl kypuxbivar TO edayyéAiov.
“Preached to all nations’ would be a possible rendering: but when
Matthew xxiv 14 wrote xnpux@ijoerar . . . é&v Xy 7 oixovpéry (Luke has
no parallel), he must have taken Mark to be once more using eis for év.

20. xiii 15, 16 & érl 10D ddparos pi karafidre [els Tiv oixiav] pndé
eloerfdro T dpar ék s oixlas adrob, kal & els TOV dypov i) émoTpeadTw els
T& Smiow dpat 76 ipdriov adrod. Both the other Synoptists recognize the
clear implication of 6 els Tov dypdv ‘the man in the field’ ; Matthew
writes & & T &ypd, Luke of év rals ydpas. For the second time (see
16 above) they agree in the very obvious substitution of é for eis.

2L Xiv 20 § duBamrduevos per éuod els 70 [&v] 7pvBhwov. As in 16, it
is possible to argue that éuSdnresfao. implies motion, so that ¢ dips into
-the dish’ could stand. But Matthew at any rate ( Luke omts the whole
phrase) interpreted Mark’s eis as equivalent to &, 6 éufBayas per éuod
v xeipa év 76 TpufBAip. I think it not unlikely that the & of B in Mark
does not really mean ‘the one dish’ (there seems no trace in Marcan
usage of 76 & = ‘the same’) but is the descendant of a marginal gloss
suggesting the substitution of & for els.

These instances, taken together—even after allowance is made for
the two, 2 and 10, where év appears instead of efs, and another 17,
where eis has ousted éx{ rather than é—do seem to establish a definite
tendency in Marcan usage for els to encroach on é. That encroach-
ment is not peculiar to Mark, though among New Testament writings
there is none where the encroachment is so marked as in his Gospel.
The process which was commencing in the common speech of our Lord’s
time has ended in the complete supersession of é& in modern Greek.
But it was still resented by scribes and scholars, or at any rate by
some of them, in the first and second centuries A.D. If Matthew
regularly, and Luke frequently, are found to desert Mark’s use in this
respect, it is reasonable to expect that the same tendency will have
influenced scribes, and not least the more skilled among them. The
evidence of undoubted cases like 1, 15, 18, 20, may fairly be used to

turn the scale where the evidence is divided, and justifies the con-

clusion that the scribe of codex B or its ancestor, admirable as is his
general fidelity, did not rise superior to the temptation of altering an
incorrect idiom into accordance with the traditions of literary Greek.

(70 be continued)
C. H. TURNER.
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* MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
-GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued).

IV. Parenthetical clauses in Mark.

ANCIENT manuscripts were written without signs of punctuation or
even of interrogation. In the hands of a master of the Greek language
its highly developed structure and its numerous particles made punc-
tuation to a large extent superfluous, and enabled any intelligent reader
to punctuate for himself as he read. But St Mark was not a master of
the Greek language : and his fondness for brief co-ordinate clauses, not
helped out by approprlate particles, often”leaves us in doubt whether,
for instance, we should read a clause interrogatively or not. Take
a simple case, where both Matthew and Luke already felt the difficuity,
and took care to insert words to shew which interpretation they adopted
—and, in fact, one interpreted one way, and one the other: xvi 6 uy
éxbopBeicde | Inooty {yreire Tov Nalapipov tov éoravpwpévov | fyépby
| otk érrwv &8e. Here the second clause can be punctuated either as
a statement of fact (with Vulgate, A.V., R.V., and Westcott-Hort) ‘Ye
seek Jesus the Nazarene the Crucified’, or as a question ‘Are you
seeking Jesus the Nazarene the Crucified ?’: and Matthew by prefixing
the words ol8a yap &r shews that he takes the former view, while Luke,
writing 7{ {nreire, shews us as clearly that he takes the latter.!

The present note envisages a special group of cases where St Mark
employs parenthetical clauses, and a modern writer or printer would
place these within dashes or brackets. In some cases the parenthesis
is so brief and so obvious that no real difficulty arises. Ifin vii 2 Mark
writes xowais xepoiy, Tobr’ éorw dvimros, éobfiovow Tobs dprovs, ‘they eat
their bread with defiled, i.e. unwashed, hands’, we understand of course
that the Pharisees used the Aramaic equivalent of xowds *defiled’ and
that the Evangelist explains to his Gentile readers in what the defilement
consisted. But in many more cases, as I think, Mark has made use of
this expedient in a way which has misled scribes or commentators or
both. The process of my argument would be more cogent and mor€
logical if the clearer cases were cited first, and advance was then"made
from the more to the less certain. "But convenience of reference
appears to dictate the 51mpler course of takmg the passages in- the order
of the Gospel.

! For a similar dnﬁiculty as zo the secohd of three clauses see Mark i 24.
VOL. XXVI. L
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1. Mark i 14 ’Apx7) 700 edayyeriov ‘Incov Xpiorod vied Beot (xabis
véyparrar év 78 "Hoaly 73 mpodajry "18ev . . . Tas TplBovs adrod) dyévero
Todviys & Barriluwy év 1 éprjpw kypioowy Bdrropa peravolas els dperv.
dpapriov. .

Here the Zext of Westcott-Hort (apart from the insertion of the words
viot feod, which do not concern the problem before us) is followed, but
not their punctuation. Westcott-Hort place a full stop before xabis
véypamrar, and a comma after adrol : Swete prints a full-stop in both
places; Tischendorf a comma before xafds, a full-stop after airod.
Wellhausen wants to remove the whole of the quotation (verses z and
3) as not genuine, but retains the full-stop after verse 1. And in general
modern exegetes are more or Jess agreed in segregating verse 1 as a sort
of title,! though it is hard to see what real meaning dpy» has on this
supposition.

But ancient exegetes had at least this advantage over modern, that
they were accustomed to read unpunctuated Greek MSS, and therefore
n problems of this sort especial weight attaches to their interpretation.
We have only to remember how the true meaning of Mark vii 19
(no. 10 below) was rescued by Field from Origen and Chrysostom (to
whom Burgon added Gregory Thaumaturgus) where modern interpreters
had been baffled, and we shall be prepared on the present problem to
listen respectfully to Origen, Basil, and Victor of Antioch. The two
latter are quoted by Swete: Basil c. Eunomium ii 15 6 8¢ Mapkos dpxqv
Tob edayyeriov 70 Twdwov memolyre kijpuypa, Victor Twdvvyy odv relevralor
TOv wpopyréy dpxyv elvar Tob edayyehiov ¢yoiv. And Origen should,
I believe, be cited on the same side : % Jo. i 13 % dpxy 700 ebayyehiov

. JroL waod éoTw 1) madaw Swbikn, Térov adris dvros 'lwdwvov, 7 .

78 TéAy Tis madaids Sid Twdvvov mapiordpeva, and a few lines further on
38ev Oavpdfew pow Eregt wis dvoi Geols wpoodrrovow dudorépas Tas Sua-
Orikas ol érepddofor, odx Elarrov xai éx TovTOV TOD pyTol éAeyxdpevon mhs
vip Stvarar dpxn elvar Tob ebayyehiov (bs abrol olovrar érépov Tvyxdvey Geot)
"Twdvys, & Tob Sypeovpyod dvfpumos; (Brookei 17. 26, 18. 2).  Place then
verses 2 and 3 within brackets as a parenthesis, and construct dpxs with
éyévero.  “ The beginning of the proclamation of good news about Jesus
as Messiah and Son of God, was John the Baptizer’s preaching in the
wilderness of a baptlsm of repentance for remission of sins.’

2. il 10, 11 va 8¢ €ibijre d7 éfovaiay e 6 vids Tob dvbpdmov ad)l.tvac
dpaprias éxl Tis yqs (Aéye 70 wapa)\vnxm) 3ol Méyw, Eyepe.

The parenthesis is so obvious that it is retained with practlcally no
change by both Matthew and Luke. We could " éxpress it in English
¢ (be turns to the paralytic)’.

1 Lagrange Evangile selon Saint Marc ad loc. cxtes Zahn, Nestle, J. Weiss, on
this side.
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3. ii 15, 16 xai woAlol TeAdvar kai dpapredol cvvavéxewro 79 Inood xai
7005 pabyrals adroi—7ijoav yap moddof, kai fxolovfovy abrg—rkai ol ypap-
parels 70y Papioaivy Bovres ot éoble perd THV dpapreddv Kol TEAWYOY . . .

The words within dashes are, I am sure, to be taken as strictly
parenthetical : if they were removed altogether the main emphasis would
remain unaltered—* Many “ publicans and sinners”! sat at table with
Jesus and his disciples, and the Pharisee scribes seeing that Jesus was
eating with them . . ’, or, as in the logical order we might put it, * And
the Pharisee scribes, seeing that many * publicans and sinners ” were at
the dinner with Jesus and his disciples, and that he ate freely with them
.. The parenthesis has nothing to do with the reA@va: al dpaprwdol.
We have no reason to suppose that large numbers of revenue collectors
deserted their employment to follow our Lord, nor is there anything in
the rest of the Gospel to suggest it. What St Mark really does here is
to.lay stress on the mention, for the first time, of the word ‘disciples’.
Before this we have only heard from him of the call of .Peter and
Andrew, James and John, and perhaps of a growing company in the
‘Simon and his friends’ of i 36. Now in ii r5 he reminds us by the
way that already a considerable body of followers had gathered round
Jesus and accompanied him wherever he went : pafyral is the noun to
be supplied with jjoav yip woAdel. Weiss and Loisy interpret correctly :
Lagrange and Swete are on the other side. Wellhausen gives two
alternative explanations, but misses the true one.

4. ii 22 xai oddeis BdAlet olvov véov els dorods makaovs—el 8¢ pif, priée
6 olvos 1'01‘:9 daxovs, kat 6 olvos drdAAvrar kal of dokoi—dAANG oivoy véov els
(l.l)'KO'Ug KCLLVO'U?

The arrangement above given (which is that adopted by Swete) is the
only possible one if the last six words are genuine. They are omitted
by D and many Old Latin MSS (not ¢, which borrows the full form of
the verse from Matthew), but the agreement of Matthew and Luke in
giving exactly these six words in common, while they provide different
forms of BdAAw to complete the construction, is a strong argument for
their genuineness in Mark. NB, therefore, should be followed against

-the rest: and if e 8 pj . . . o dokol is printed as a parenthesis,
there is no real difficulty about the construction. But Matthew and
Luke, not recognizing or not liking the parenthesis, give the final
clause a construction of its own with Bd\le (Matthew) or Blyréov
(Luke)

5. it 26& kai Tods dprovs 'n;s 7rp00£o'ews‘ t¢a‘ycv (ots odx éfeatwv ¢a.7uv
€l ;L’)] TOUS LEpGLG) KG.L €8(DK€V KCI.L TOIS O'UV av‘rm O'UO'LV

The case for parenthesis is less certain here, but I believe that the

1 1 do not enter here into the meaning of duaprwhol, which requires treatment by
itself : I hope later on to devote a section of these Notes to lexical usage.,

L2
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words ¢ which only the priests are allowed to eat’ is an addition by
Peter or Mark to make it clear to Gentile hearers or readers in what
way the instance of David and his company aﬁgrded parallel and justifi-
cation for the action of Jesus and his disciples. It looks, at any rate,
as if Luke felt that there was something wrong with the Marcan
passage, for he transposes the words treated above as parenthetical
to the end of the sentence. If they were not parenthetical, that was
the natural thing to do.

Commentators have perhaps not sufficiently realized Mark’s habit of
introducing explanations for those unfamiliar with the details of Jewish
customs, see vii 2 ; vil 3, 4; vil 26 @; xiv 36 : compare the note intro-
duced by him in xiii 14.

.6. 1ii 22-30. .

It would be misleading to print so long a passage as parenthetical :
yet we lose something if the direct connexion of verse 21 with verse 31
escapes our notice. It would seem as though the Evangelist, after he
has begun to tell us of the charge about our Lord that he was out of
his senses, diverged to put on record the much graver charge that he
was possessed by Beelzebub, and then, having deait with that, recurs to
the story he was beginning to tell and goes on to finish it. A similar
case is that of the two verses viii 14, 16, which are directly connected
with one another, though there it is only a single verse which intervenes.
And possibly the same sort of consideration will help to unravel the
complicated connexions of ix 33-50, where verses 37 and 42 are
the necessary complement to one another.

7. Vi 14, 15 kai jroveer 6 Baciheds Hpgdys (anvep(‘w yap éyévero 1o
dvopa alrob, kal ékeyov 8 lwdvims 6 Bamrilov épjyeprow éx vexplv .
@Adot 8¢ éheyov 67t "HAelas éoriv, dANow 8¢ ENeyov ST mpodofrys bs els TGy
npodryriv) drovoas 8¢ & Hpydns eleyer “Ov éyd dmexedpdhira Tudnyy,
obros Jyépbn.

Here dxovoas & “Hpgdys is simply resumptive of Jjxovoer & Baciheds
‘Hpudys, ¢ Herod then, on hearing about Jesus, said’. The parenthetical
arrangement assumes that é\eyov is the right reading in verse 14, not
é\eyev,' for the parenthesis gives the vivid popular interest in the
personality of Jesus of Nazareth as the reason for his fame coming to
Herod’s ears.

The whole passage vi 17-29 is parenthetical in the sense that the
story of the martyrdom of John the Baptist is inserted here out of its
historical place. All that belongs to the period at which St Mark’s
narrative has arrived .is just Herod’s knowledge about Jesus. And
perhaps it is one of the curious links that connect the Fourth Gospel
with the Second, that we learn in John vi 15 (cf. Mark vi 314, 33) that

1.See J. T.S. July 1924 pp. 380, 381.
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there was at this time a movement, such as might naturally attract
‘ King’ Herod’s attention, to make Jesus king

8. vii 2 dvres Twis Thv ,ua@m-wv avTod 4T Kowal.s‘ Xepaiv (‘rov‘r oty
U.VLW‘TOIS) €T 0wvmv TO'US Clp? ovs .

xowds in the sense of unclean does not occur elsewhere in the
Gospels : but it is used throughout the story of St Peter and Cornelius
in Acts x-xi, being there combined with dxdfapros. The usage is

technical and Jewish, and Mark explains to his Gentile readers that it

means in this case ‘unwashed’. Presumably St Peter in relating the
story had employed the word and intended to represent by it the actual
phraseology in Aramaic employed by the Pharisees. The interpretation
being editorial would best be put within brackets: cf. nos. 5 (ii 264),
9 (vil 3, 4), 11 (vii 26 @), 16 (xiii 14) and probably 17 (xiv 36).

From 8 to 12 inclusive there are no parallels in Luke.

9. vil 3, 4 of yap Papwoior . . . feordr xal xahkiov [koi kKAwdv].

The editors rightly print these verses within dashes: the Evangelist
remembers that his readers would hardly understand the religious value
set by the Pharisees on such an observance as washing the hands before
meals, unless he correlated it with their general attitude to other similar
purifications. Matthew discards the explanation: what was necessary
for Gentile readers in Rome was unnecessary in Palestinian circles.

10. vii 18, 19 kai Aéyet adrols Ovrws kai duels dodverol éore; ol voeite
ot wiv 10 éwlev . . . ékmopeterar ; kabapilov wdvra Td Bpapara.

A very interesting example, for it shews how the Greek fathers may
be better guides to the intelligent reading of the Gospels than the
best equipped modern critics.  Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and
Chrysostom saw that xaflapiwv (the reading is quite certain, though later
scribes attempted to make it more grammatical, as they thought, by
changing it to the neuter) goes back to the beginning of the sentence,
and means that Christ when he said this ‘ cleansed all meats’: and we
owe to Dr Field Otium Norvicense i (= Notes on the Translation of the
New Testament p. 31) and to Dean Burgon (Last Twelve Verses of
St Mark p. 179 note u) the recovery of the true exegesis .from the
patristic comments. Wellhausen ad /oc. still takes xa0apz{wv with rév
dpedpova! Loisy (Les Evangrle: Synoptigues p. 96 5) is acquainted
with the recovered mterpretatlon but thinks that if it is correct it can
only be treated as a gloss, seeing that it ‘interrupts the thread of the
argument too unskilfully to be original’. But I do not think that
any one who studies the series here enumerated of parentheses in the
Second Gospel will accept the suggestion that unskilful interruption of
the context is decisive against genuineness. If the parentheses were
wholly normal and intelligible, the other Synoptists would not have got
rid of them so consistently.
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1L il 235, 26 @ dkovgasa ywy) wept adrod, s elxev 16 Ouydrpov adriis
nveipa drdfaprov, éNGoloa mpooéreoer wpos Tovs wddas adrod (7 8¢ yuvy v
‘EXAqvis, Svpodowikiooa 16 yéver) xul fpdra adrov . . .

Mark reflects as he writes that the sequel of the story will be unin-
telligible if he does not explain that the woman was not a Jewess either
by race or religion, but on the contrary a Syrophenician in the one
respect, a heathen in the other.! .Matthew reduces the statement to the
single word ‘a Canaanite’—which by itself implied both things to those
for whom he wrote—and put it at its logical place in the forefront of the
story.

12. Viii 14-17 kai émeddfovro Aafelv dprovs, xkal € uy éva dprov olk
exov pel éavrdv év 79 wholp. (kal BiecTéMero alrois Aéywv ‘Opire,
BNémere dmo Tiis Lpns Tov Papralvv xal s {Hpms Hpgdov).  kai Sredoyi-
Lovro wpos dAM)Aovs 8Te dprovs obk Exovoty.  kai yvous Aéyer adrols TV Sua-
Moyileofe ri dprovs otk Exere ; ovmw voetre ovde Tuviere ;

If the bracketed words are omitted from the sequence of the argu-
ment, everything seems plain sailing: and whatever explanation we give
of the words in question, it can hardly be doubtful that our Lord’s
meaning, as reported in this Gospel, is that his disciples shewed grievous
want of perception in not recognizing, after the miracles of the multipli-
cation of the loaves, that their Master had at command a power from
God to provide, if need were, their necessary food. This straightforward
sequence of thought is broken by one intrusive verse. It is not an
interpolation : the substance of it is present in the Matthaean parallel,
and Sworéopar is a characteristically Marcan word, never found in
the other Gospels apart from a single passage, and that a doubtful one,
in Matthew (xvi 20); Marcan, too, is the combination ¢ Pharisees and
Herod’. The parallels give us no help: Matthew follows Mark closely.
Luke omits the whole passage. But Luke, though he omits the passage,
does give in quite another context (xii 1) the single verse ¢ Beware for
yourselves of the leaven of the Pharisees, which ishypocrisy’. He may
of course have borrowed it from this passage : it is more likely that it
was in Q. Anyhow it seems that the context of ‘bread’ must have
reminded St Mark of the saying about the leaven of the Pharisees and
Herod, and he inserted it here, though strictly speaking it was foreign
to the context. In other words, it must be regarded as a parenthesis,
an extreme example of Mark’s naive and non-logical construction of his
narrative. A modern writer would have put it in a note at the foot of

1 ] feel sure that St Mark means by ‘EAAqris not ¢ Greek-speaking’ (as Swete)

but ¢ heathen’, and I think that Matthew so understood him when he substituted -

for ‘EAAnvls Zvupogowinidoa 7¢ yéve the single word Xavavaia. If Mark had meant
‘Greek by language, Phoenician by race’, he must have added something like
77l ¥Adoop. The normal meaning of "EAA7w in N.T. is ‘ pagan’, and that is precisely
the sense needed to lead up to the contrast between ¢ children’ and ¢ dogs’.

-
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the page, and introduced it with the phrase ‘compare...” Theancients,

lacking such devices, were shut up within the alfernatives of intercala-
tion into the body of the text and omission. The modern editor of an
ancient ‘text, in which such intercalations occur, can only guide his
readers by the typographical expedients of the dash and the bracket. -

13. ix 36-42 (38-41) kai AaBov madiov éomyoey adrd dv péow adrov,
xai évaykahwdpevos abrod elrev adrots “Os dv & rGv Towobrey maldley dééyrar
émi 18 Svdpari pov, éut déyerarr kai bs &v épué déxyrar, obk éué Séxerar
A& Tov dmogreldavrd pe.  ("Edy atrd 6 Todvims Addoxale, eldapéy rwva

. 8 yap odx &otw kal fHudv, Swep Guav doriv. Ss yap v morlon Spds
morfiptov Vdaros év dvépart 6T Xpiorot éoré, duiy Aéyw Gpiv dre ob pi) dwo-
Aéoy Tov puuofov adrov.)  kai bs dv okavdadioy dva TdV pikpdv TobTev THV
ToTevdrTRY, KaAdy doTww atrd paAlov el wepiketrar pddos dvikds mepl TOV
TpdxnAov adrod xai BéBAyrar els Ty Gdhacoav. kal éav oxavdalion oe
7 Xeip oov . ..

In the ninth chapter of his Gospel St Mark devotes a larger propor-
tion than hitherto to the Sayings of Christ. There are indeed in the
earlier chapters episodes introduced which lead up to Sayings, and
without the Sayings the episode would have no special point. Such
would be, for instance, the plucking of the ears of corn, ii 23~-28. But
in the second half of the Gospel the training of the disciples gives more
occasion to direct and systematic teaching, either not dependent upon
special episodes at all, or at any rate more loosely connected with them
than before. And the verses cited at the head of the paragraph
exemplify this new feature of his story. It is hardly possible to suppose
either that verses 35-50 are all continuous and belong to a single
occasion, or that verses 35~37 record one conversation introduced by
the episode of the child placed in the midst, 38-50 another conversation
introduced by the remark of John. What we have is something more
complex than that, and less easy to disentangle.

As in the last passage treated, no. 12, it seems likely that the
Evangelist has interwoven with one another Sayings originally inde-
pendent, though very probably belonging to the same cycle of teaching.
And the method of combination seems to be on the same lines as
before : a word or phrase brings to the writer’s mind another Saying on
a similar topic and he sets it down, returning later on to the original
topic. The intervening words may once more be treated as an
example of Mark’s fondness for parenthesis.

If we read verses 37 and 42 consecutively, it is difficult not to think
that they are connected with one another. ¢ Whosoever shall receive
one of such children as this, receiveth me . . . and whosoever shall
offend one of these little ones that believe, it were better for him .. .
St Mark will have inserted the episode of John’s remark and the Lord’s
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answer, because it seemed to him to illustrate’ the same general idea ;

but having so inserted”it, he returns to the topic from which he started -

and completes the saying which the parenthesis had interrupted.

Wellhausen, too, points out the connexion of verses 37 and 42. But
he brings an arbitrary element into his exégesis of the passage by
making a contrast between verses 43 and following, which he regards as
genuine words of Christ, and verses 42 and preceding which appear to
him to imply 'the period of the Apostolic age and not the period of the
Ministry. He follows D in verse 40, reading $uav for judv, ¢ Whosoever
is not against you is with you’, and supposes that the Evangelist or his
authority has in his mind attempts in the primitive community to
dispense with the leadership of the Twelve. Even if he is right in the
reading he adopts, there is an obvious objection to his interpretation
which he has not attempted to meet. The Gospel according to Mark
puts in the foreground the selection of the Twelve and their subsequent
training, and not less the prominence of Peter as spokesman of the
inner company of the disciples. If there was in the early Church any
tendency to minimize the one or the other, it certainly could not be
proved from our Second Gospel. Except on the postulate that Jesus
cannot have contemplated the continued existence of preaching in his
name after his death, it is surely far simpler and more reasonable
to suppose that the Saying or Sayings which inculcate the principle laid
down in these verses came from no other lips than his.

14. xil 124 «kai e’{n’fovv aiTov kparioat (va épofibyaav Tov GxAov),
éyvwoav yap 8T mpos adrovs v wapafolyy elmrev.

Obviously the recognition on the part of the Jewish authormes that the
Parable of the Vineyard and the Husbandmen had been directed against
them, was the reason not for their fear of the multitude but for their
desire to arrest Jesus. The words ‘and they feared the multitude’
interrupt the connexion, and it is from that point of view necessary to
bracket them. The Evangelist ought logically to have put first the reason
for the desire before mentioning the obstacle which interfered with its
fulfilment.

The sense is clear enough, and Luke (xx 19) left Mark’s order of the
clauses unaltered. Matthew (xxi 46) felt a difficulty in the sentence as
it stood, and substitutes a reason for their fearing the people in place
of Mark’s reason for their desire to arrest Jesus: ‘they feared the
multitudes because they [the multitudes] held him for a prophet.’

15. xiii 9—11 wopaddoovow Juds els cuwédpa xai els ovvaywyds Sapi-
oeale, kai éri fyeudvey kal Bac\éwy orabhrecte, dvexer épuod els papripiov
adrois—«kai eis wdvra 16 é0vy wphrov el knpuxBivar 76 ebayyélov—rxai Sray,
dywow duds Tapadiddvres, puy wpopepyuvire ( AaXfayre . . .

The connexion of verses g and 11 is obvious: it is broken by verse
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16 which -Luke in his paralle] passage (xxi 13, 14) and Matthew in an
earlier parallel (x 18, 19) entirely omit, while Matthew at this point
(xxiv g) transfers the verse to the end of the section.(after Mark xiii 13)
kal knpuxbhicerar Todro 76 ebayyéhov Tiis Bagikelas év GAy T olkovuévy els
papripov maow Tois éfveaw, kai réTe fjfe 7o Téhos. This Matthaean para-
phrase ‘does probably supply the answer to the two questions which
suggest themselves about the Marcan parenthesis. In the first place it
is the words eis papripiov adrols which give the cue for the parenthetic
reference to the preaching of the Gospel to all nations: in the second
place mpdrov is correctly interpreted by Matthew to mean ¢ before the
end come’.

16. xiii 14 6rav 8¢ Idyre 76 BOévypa Tiis éppudoews éoTykdTa Gmov ob el
(6 dvaywdoxwy voeirw), Tére of &v 74 Tovdaly . . .

An obvious and acknowledged parenthesis, copied by Matthew,
omitted by Luke. Whether Matthew retained it because he understood
what it meant, whether Luke omitted it because he saw that it was no
longer necessary, I am not sure: but I am quite sure what Mark
meant by it.

In the first place 6 dvaywdoxkev has nothing to do with the Reader,
or with any reading of the Gospel in the Christian congregation. It
would be an anachronism to suppose that the Evangelist contemplated
the use of his Gospel in public worship: and it is a pure misunder-
standing of the meaning of dvaywdokew to suppose that it excludes
private reading. It was the custom of the ancients to read aloud to
themselves: | St Augustine relates it of St Ambrose as something
unusual that he read to himself, as we do, without using his voice.!
Mark simply means ‘my readers’.

In the second place voeiv, as in Apoc. xill 18 6 éxwv voiv Yndirdre,
means ‘to read between the lines’, ‘to penetrate below the surface’.
Evangelist and Apocalyptist alike mean something that neither can
afford to put down in black and white. In both cases there is veiled

1 Aug Confess. vi 3 (ed. Ben. i 121) ‘ Sed cum legebat, oculi ducebantur per
paginas, et cor mtellectum rimabatur, uox autem et lingua quiescebant. saepe
cum adessemus (non enim uetabatur quisquam ingredi aut ei uenientem nuntiari mos
erat), sic eum legentem vidimus tacite, et aliter numquam ; sedentesque in diuturno
silentio—quis enim tam intento esse oneri auderet *—discedebamus, et coniectaba-
mus eum, paruo ipso tempore quod reparandae menti suae nanciscebatur, feriatum
ab strepitu causarum alienarum nolle in aliud auocari et cauere fortasse ne, auditore
suspenso et intento, si qua obscurius posuisset ille quem legeret etiam exponere
necesse esset aut de aliquibus difficilionbus disceptare quaestionibus, atque huic
operi temporibus impensis minus quam uellet uoluminum euolueret : quamquam et
causa seruandae uocis, quae illi facillime obtundebatur, poterat esse iustior tacite
legendi. quolibet tamen animo id ageret, bono utique ille uir agebat.” 1 owe this
reference to my colleague, Prof. J. A. Smith. ’
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reference to the Roman power, and just as St Paul conceals allusion to
empire and ‘emperor by employing both masculine and neuter, & xar
éxwv and 16 karéxov, in 2 Thess. ii 6, 7, so St Mark with a bold disregard
of grammar writes 76 38éAvypa éomyxdéra because he wants to indicate
that Daniel’s ‘abomination of desolation’ has a human reference.
Matthew, seeing in the capture of the Temple the fulfilment of the pre-
diction, paraphrases ‘standing in the holy place’: Mark, writing with
the prediction still unfulfilled—though it is possible that the Jewish war
had already broken out—reproduces, we may well believe, the very phrase
employed by Jesus, and adds to it parenthetically his own comment.

Wellhausen ad loc. goes preposterously wrong.- ‘ The warning to the
reader to take note’, he says, ‘fits only with the context of Matthew,
where express reference is made to Daniel—the reader of Daniel, that
is, is to note how his prophecy is fulfilled—and has therefore been
inserted in Mark out of Matthew’. If critics would take a little more.
trouble to master the meaning of the words before them, counsel would
less often be darkened, and textual problem and Synoptic problem
would arrive more speedily and surely at solution. Wellhausen’s work
is full of acute exegesis : but this comment is perverse.

17. xiv 36 "ABRa (6 wamip).

So St Paul in Gal. iv 6, Rom. viii 15. The early Church as we
know it was, as were all the Jews of the Dispersion from Alexandria
round to Rome, Greek-speaking. But just as Greek survived in the
Roman church and other Western churches for purposes of worship
after it had ceased to be the language of ordinary speech—witness the
Agios agios agios of Saturus’s vision in the Acts of Perpetua—just as
Latin has remained the liturgical language of south-western Europe,
or Old Slavonic of Slav Churches, or Coptic of the Monophysite
church of Egypt, so Aramaic phrases survived in the Greek-speaking
churches founded by St Paul. The 4BB8d of the Christians of Galatia
and Rome, the papav ¢0d of the Christians of Corinth, are like the
Kyrie eledson in the Latin liturgy of to-day.’

What then of é marijp? It is the Greek equivalent inserted to explain
the &BBd for those of the congregation who were ignorant of Aramaic,
I cannot think (with Sanday and Headlam on Rom. viii 15) that we are
to suppose that our Lord used both words in his prayer—any more
than he used Greek as well as Aramaic on the other occasions on which
St Mark records the actual Aramaic (or Hebrew*) words employed by

1 I do not mean to assert that the Kyrie in the Mass goes back to the second or
third century, though I am not convinced to the contrary. But there is at any rate
some probability that the Agios agios agios of Mozarabic and Gallican books is
a survival rather than a later introduction.

? In Mark xv 34 I believe the true text to be that of D % (with some support from
other Old Latins and B) jAel #iAel Aepd (apbdver (*ININM); that is to say, that the
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him. ‘O wamjp, then, is one more of St Mark’s parentheses. But
it differs from his other parentheses in being provided for him, so to
say, ready made. It was in familiar use—possibly in connexion with
the Lord’s Prayer—in the church of the Apostolic age. But St Mark’s
testimony is the last that we have for it. After the destruction of Jeru-
salem the Aramaic element in Greek-speaking Christianity disappeared.
Matthew and Luke agree in substituting Ildrep for the earlier "ABB& 6
warip. !

18. xVi 3, 4 xai \eyov wpos éavrds Tis droxvhize fpiv Tov AMbov & T9s
Ovpas Tob uvmpeiov; (xai dvaBréfacar Gewpoiow o dvakekiharar & Afos)
v yap péyas odédpa.

I'cannot doubt that St Mark’s motive in the words “for it was very
great’ was to account for the anxiety of the women to find help in the
rolling away of the stone. 1If it had been a small one, they could have
rolled it away unaided : as it is, they doubt their own capacity to do so
without assistance. The parenthesis explains that after all their anxiety
was unnecessary : the stone had been, not indeed rolled away, but
shifted, ‘rolled a little’ (kvhiofels émexdpnoe waps pépos, L. Petri),
sufficiently to permit of their entrance. The structure of the sentence
closely resembles that of xii 12, no. 14 supra.

The detail is so unimportant that it can only have come from the
artless narrative of one who was relating individual experience. Fortu-
nately perhaps for us, the Evangelist was no more given to distinguishing
the essential and the unessential features of a story than was his
informant, and it re-appeared untrimmed in his record. Matthew, true
to his methods of condensation, omits the whole episode of the two
verses, though he has transferred to his account of the entombment, a few
verses higher ‘up, the detail that the stone was ‘great’: Luke simply
states that the women found °the stone ’ rolled away from the sepulchre,
but he had said nothing of the closing of the tomb and no doubt
simply means his readers to understand that the normal proceeding had
been adopted, and the tomb closed with a slab which was now found
‘rolled away’.

19. xvi 7 elmare Tots pabnyrais adrod kai 6 Mérpw dre podye Spas eis
v Dalidalov—ékel atmov Seolle— kabos elmev vuiv.

The natural exegesis of these words, if printed without punctuation

Evangelist reports our Lord’s cry according to the Hebrew of the Psalm and not in
Aramaic (’?FI_D.W'): Matthew substituted the Aramaic, and the Matthaean reading,

as so often elsewhere, has ousted the original reading in St Mark. On our Lord’s
knowledge of the Hebrew Scriptures see Dr Headlam’s Life and Teaching of Jesus
the Christ p. 107f. That he should have used the Hebrew of a familiar Scripture
in a dying ejaculation is just as natural as it would be for a Roman Catholic to use

the Latin of the Vulgate.
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or brackets, is that our Lord had told the disciples that they would see
him in Galilee. But the Gospel contains no record of any such Saying.
Matthew, therefore, by substituting the first person for the third, elmov
for elrev, changes the sense from a prediction of our Lord’s to a state-
ment by the angel, ‘ You will see him in Galilee: I tell you so cate-
gorically’.!  Luke retains the third person ; but as his Gospel records
appearances of the Risen Christ in Jerusalem and its neighbourhood
only, he has to connect Galilee not with the appearances but with the
prediction, ‘ He spake yet being in Galilee’. But St Mark had recorded
one prediction by Jesus, uttered as recently as the Last Supper (xiv 28),
TR TO e’);epﬂﬁva[ pe wpodéw Tpds els Ty Taldalar, in language of which
the angel’s words seem an obvious echo, xvi 6, 7, fyépfly . . . wpodyet
Spads els Ty Talihalay . . . kabos lrev Sutv.  Apart from the three intrusive
words, ¢kel adrdv Syeabe, the correspondence is exact. Treat them as
a. parenthesis after the Marcan manner, place them between dashes,
and all difficulty disappears. ’
C. H. TURNER,

SOME TENDENCIES IN: OLD TESTAMENT
CRITICISM.

For some time past there have been striking developements in Old
Testament Criticism. Even fifteen years ago Dr Skinner could remark
that ¢O.T. scholars have a good many new eras dawning on them just
now’, although, as he immediately added, ¢ whether any of them will
shine unto the perfect day, time will show’? And, in fact, no new era
has as yet appeared, although it can justly be said that tendencies to
pass beyond or away from the current ¢ Wellhausen’ position are con-
siderably stronger and more significant than they were in rgr0. Much
could be said upon the nature and value of these tendencies, but it will
be convenient for the present to confine our remarks to a couple of
books which can be regarded as symptomatic of the conviction that
some new stage in O.T. criticism is necessary. In one of them a
German writer, Martin Kegel, Ph.D. (Eng trans., Away from Well-
hausen, Murray), offers what the sub-title describes-as ‘a contribution to
the new orientation in O.T. study’. In the other (Z%e Code of Deute-
ronomy, James Clarke) Prof. Adam C. Welch of Edinburgh publishes
what the ‘jacket’ styles ‘a singularly courageous book’, and not

*1 Hort ad loc. proposes to restore eimev in the text of Matthew. But I think
Matthew was puzzled by Mark’s statement as he understood it, and deliberately
altered it: unless indeed he read eimov in hus copy of Mark. In either case,

809 appears to me to exclude elmev. It introduces a new speaker.
2 Commentary on Genesis (1910) p. xlii ; cf. J. 7. S. xii (1911) p. 467.
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NOTES AND STUDIES

MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued).

V. The movements of Jesus and lis disciples and the crowd.

THE present instalment of these Notes on Marcan Usage deals with
what seems to me a singularly interesting feature of the Second Gospel
in comparison and contrast with the other two Synoptic Gospels, namely
the position and relative prominence which in the structure of the
narrative attaches to the disciples or the Twelve. This prominence is
not to all appearance the result of a conscious attempt on the evangelist’s
part to emphasize it or in any way to advertise it: you might read the
Gospel superficially without noticing it: but when once attention is
drawn to it, it is seen to be there, and the natural and obvious explana-
tion is that we have before us the expetience of a disciple and apostle
who tells the story from the point of view of an eyewitness and com-
panion, who puts himself in the same group as the Master, who
distinguishes the group of companions from the crowd at large.
Matthew and Luke are Christian historians who stand away from the
events, and concentrate their narrative on the central figure : in contrast
with it other contrasts lose something of their importance, and on
occasion the disciples and the crowd almost melt—as they never do in
Mark—into one.

The first and perhaps of ail the most significant distinction between
the three Synoptists in this sphere is the distinction between the use of
the plural and of the singular in the narrative of the movements of Jesus
and his disciples. Twenty-one instances are enumerated in § 1 of these
notes, in which the plural is used by Mark, denoting the coming and
going of Jesus and his disciples—in fifteen of them the word is &pyeafac
or one of its compounds—followed at once by the singular in reference
to Jesus alone. Obviously if was simpler and saved space to construct

VOL. XXVLI Q
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the whole sentence in the singular, and this is what the other Synoptists,
concentrating attention on the Master, tend to do: on five occasions
both substitute the singular for the plural, and on three more occasions
Luke does so, while Luke five times and Matthew three times omit the
whole clause containing the plural verb. The net result is that the

¢retention of Mark’s plural is rare in Matthew, rarer still in Luke. And
the scribes of Mark, whether affected by the presence of the singular in
the Synoptic parallels, or influenced independently by the same motives
as influenced Matthew and Luke, tend themselves too to get rid of the
plural: and in one or two cases it is not unreasonable to allow  Marcan
usage’ a decisive voice and to accept the plural on what is apparently
the weaker body of witness.

Why then did our earliest Evangelist tell his story in the plural, not
being himself one of the company who went about with Jesus, save
because he is repeating the story of one to whom the plural came
natural as being himself an actor in the events he relates? ‘We went
across, and as he left the boat there met him ...’ ‘Next morning
after we had left Bethany he was hungry...’ ‘We come again to
Jerusalem: and as he was walking up and down in the Temple ...’
The mixture of nominatives is less glaring between the first person and
the third—‘we’ and ‘he’, instead of ‘they’ and ‘he’: and that may
perhaps be the reason why St Mark so rarely writes ‘ Jesus’. Peter
would be content with ‘He’: there could be no question who was
meant.!

In one passage in particular, i 29, ‘they left the synagogue and came
into the house of Simon and Andrew with James and John’. the hypo-
thesis that the third person plural of Mark represents a first person
plural of Peter makes what as it stands is a curiously awkward phrase
into a phrase which is quite easy and coherent. ‘We left the synagogue
and came into our house with our fellow-disciples James and John.
My mother-in-law was in bed with fever, and he is told about her . . .’?
So too, 1 16, ‘ He saw me and Andrew my brother’.

The usages of which details are given in the other sections of this
paper are all intended to re-inforce the conclusion that Mark’s story is

told as from a disciple and companion, while Matthew and Luke are

less directly interested in that particular point of view.

1 Mark very rarely writes ¢ "Ingoiis in narrative, not infrequently in the give and
take of question and answer: though scribes have tried to insert it, e. g. xii 41.
Matthew adds ¢ "Inootis not less than some forty times, especially at the beginning
of a paragraph, Luke is even more sparing than Mark with ¢ 'Inoeds, and hke
Mark, but oftener, makes use of ad7és, ‘ He himself’, ‘The Master’, or better still
a stressed ‘He’: it is almost equivalent to our use of the capital H.

2 My colleague Mr Brightman points out to me that this suggestion was anti-
cipated by Godet: see his Biblical Studses: New Testasnent ch. i § 2, p. 24,
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In §ii nine passages are enumerated where the sentence begins with
a singular verb in reference to our Lord and goes on to mention the
disciples : and more often than not this mention of the disciples falls
out in one or both of the derivative accounts.

The passages collected in the following section (§ 3) differ only from
these by the additional mention of the crowd. They witness to the
more articulated conceptions of the Second Gospel: in later Gospels
the lines become a little blurred and indistinct. Qut of eleven passages
there is practically none where something of the Marcan distinction of
elements is not lost by both the other two evangelists.

This definite articulation, characteristic of Mark, is further brought
out with regard to ‘the crowd’, dxos, in § v. Alone among the three
Synoptists he uses the word only in the singular—the one exception in
x 1 refers to the gathering together of crowds from different quarters—
because he or his informant visualizes as a single whole the body of
people who came together to hear Jesus, and according to their numbers
on each occasion describes them as ‘a crowd’ or ‘a big crowd’ or
‘a considerable crowd’ or ‘a very big crowd’. Mark never uses the
definite article in the nominative, 6 éxhos, was 6 dxhos (at any rate till
the scene shifts to Jerusalem), except in relation to an indefinite ¢crowd’
mentioned just previously.! They are not a fixed quantity, so to say,
not & dxhos but dyMos, a necessary element in the picture but a variable
and varying one. To the other evangelists, or at any rate to Matthew,
they are a stereotyped but vague generality, ¢ the multitudes ’.

A similar conclusion results from the study of the word dxoAovfetv in
§ vi. In Mark this verb has ordinarily something still about it to
suggest the literal sense: it is never used of the crowds—as it is in the
other Synoptists—but only of the call to ‘leave all and follow’ Jesus.
And more significant still are the changes which the two later Synoptists
make by introducing dxohovfeiv of the disciples ¢ following’ Jesus, where
Mark had spoken of Jesus and the disciples as a single group ; see iv 36,
ix 382

Finally, as to the terms used of the disciples themselves, St Mark’s
Gospel reveals its archaic and primitive character by its predominant

1 6 6xAos in in 20 (but note SxAes R*C with W-H margin) would refer to the
wAfjfos wohv of i1 8: in ix 25 (but again GxAos X° B D 4) to the xAov moAdv of 1x 142
_mis & 8xAos (6xhos D*) 11 13 to the moAAoi of ii 2 and the &d 1ov GxAov of ii 4: nds &
dxAos of iv 1 b to SxAos mAeigros earlier in the same verse, and in ix 15 to SyAoy
moAvv of ix 14. In xv 8 Dak give, for ‘the crowd’, ‘the whole crowd’. In
oblique cases the article is of course essential, and implies nothing as between xAos
and 6 GxAos: e.g. inii 4 84 70v SxAov was the only possible phrase, just like ¢ because
of the crowd’ in Enghsh. You could not say &' §xAov, ‘ because of a crowd’.

2 Of the crowd Matt. iv 23, viii 1, xii 15, xiv 13, xi% 2, xx 29; Lk wvii g, ix 11
and of the disciples Matt. viii 23, Lk, ix ‘49, xxii 39.

Q2
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use of the phrase *his disciples’ (§ iv below); whereas the other Gospels
tend to introduce the absolute statement ‘the disciples’, a usage which
doubtless goes back to a very early stage in the separate history of the
Christian Society but does not go back to the time of the Ministry
itself. And St Mark’s Gospel is distinguished again from the other two
by its fondness, especially in the later chapters, for the phrase of 8¢8exa,
which comes to all appearance to be practically a synonym, during the
last journey to Jerusalem and at Jerusalem, for ‘the disciples’.!

i. T%e impersonal plural, followed by the singular.

1.1 21 kal eimropet;owa.L eis Kagapraoip. «ai ebbis rois odfBaow
GSLSG("KW €L§ TT]V O"UVG.‘)’(DWV

The plural is found in all authorities save fam. 1 Orxgen and a very
few others (om. syr-sin). Matthew omits the notice entirely : Luke gives
the singular ; but as the call of the first disciples comes at a later point
in his story, he was naturally bound to do so.

2. 129, 30 kai ebfis ék Tijs owaywyijs ééehbdvres fiAbov eis Ty oixiav

Sipovos . . . kal ebfts AMéyovow adTdh . . .

ééeMfovres . . . HAbov WACLA Vulg. with W-H text: BDW®
fam. 1, fam. 13 and the Old Latins and Armenian ¢eAfov . . . HAev -
syr-sin combines the two readings ‘and he went forth . . . and they

came’, and so | ‘et protinus egrediens de synagoga uenerunt’: a and
the Sahidic are defective. Matthew and Luke both have the singular.
It is so much more probable that the singular would have been substi-
tuted for the plural by scribes of Mark than wice versa, that, in spite of
the strong authority for éedfov . . . JA0ev, I can feel little doubt that
W-H are right in putting the plural in their text.?

3. V1, 2 xai Moy els 10 wépav . . . kai éfelBovTos avTob éx Tob TAolov
bbvs Impyryoe abrd . . .

by C L W A etc. syr-sin.  Matthew omits the first clause altogether :
Luke has the plural with Mark. External authority and intrinsic pro-
bability combined are decisive for Afov.

4. v 38 kal &pxovrar eis TOv olkov TOD dpxtovvaywyov kai- Qewpel
8épvfov .

éoxovrar WA BC D 1 33, the better half of Old Latin MSS (bei)
Vulg. and Sahidic: épxerar LW @acffarm: def. syrsin. Matthew
and Luke both substitute the singular. There is no doubt about the

1 T hope to recur in another number of the Jour~saL to this subject, and to
examme the theory urged by Eduard Meyer in his important work Ursprung und
Anfange des Chnstentumns, that ol pafnyrai (ad700) and ol 8ddexa indicate two separate
sources employed by St Mark. As far as I can see at present, this theory has no
adequate basis at all.

? In Mk, ii 13 R* gives frbov for ¥fAfev : but though it may conceivably be
right, the authority is too slight to justify the inclusion of the passage in this hst.
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reading in Mark: exactly the same instinct which actuated the other
two Synoptists accounts for the reading of the minority.

5. Vi 53, 54 xai damepdoavres éri Ty yiv FAbov eis Tewnoapir xkai
mpocwppictnaar, «kai éeNfdvrov abrdv ek Tod mholov ebbis émyvivres
avrov .. . .

Luke is now defective : Matthew retains the first plurals, Scarepdoavres
#bov, but drops the other two as superfluous detail.?

6. viii 22 xai &pxovrar eis Byfoaildy. kai dpépovow alrd . . .

épxovrar WeBC D LW A @ fam. 13 Latins Sahidic Armenian: pyerar
N* A syr-sin etc.” Again no doubt at all: but again we note the per-
sistent inclination by some or other witnesses to substitute the singular.
There are no Synoptic parallels.

7. I 14, 15 xal ENBSvres mpds Tovs palbyras eldoy SxAov woAlv . . . kal
ebbis was 6 syhos iddvres avrov éfebdpfnaav.

\Bovres . . . ldov NBL WALk sah arm: é\fow ... v ACDO
and all latins except k, etc.: syr-sin, as in no. 2, gives a conflate reading
‘when he came to his disciples, they saw by them a great multitude’.
Both Matthew and Luke keep the plural of Mark, though Matthew, as
on some other occasions, omits all mention of the multitude. There
are only eight witnesses (or nine, if we count syr-sin) for the plural in
Mark, but their quality makes up for their quantity. Note that k is the
only MS of the Westerns (in the literal sense) in the group : it preserves
on not a few occasions a purer text than D.

8. 1ix 30 kaxetdev erldvres mapemopedovro S riis TaXihalas, xai odx
7lerev a Tis yvol.

This time there is no variation in our witnesses, and Matthew, too,
retains the plural: Luke omits the whole clause, perhaps because he is
going a few verses later to introduce his special story of the ascent to
Jerusalem. ;

9. ix 33 xal HA0év eis Kapapraodp: kai & 1§ olkin yevépevos émppdra
adTovs . . .

oy R B D W fam. 1 the best Old Latins (a b i k) with Vulgate and
Sahidic: #A0ev ACLA® etc. Matthew and Luke both omit the
details of the arrival at Capernaum and entry into the house. Once
more there is no doubt about the reading.

10. x 32 foav 8 & 1§j 68 dvafaivovres eis ‘Tepoodhupa, xaifv mpodywy
adrods 6 Inoods . . . xal wapadefiw wdAw Tols Sdbexa . . .

The form of the sentence precluded any temptation to scribes of Mark
to evade the plural: but Matthew changes dveBaivorres to dvafaivur
and goes straight on with mapéhafBev Tobs dwdexa, while Luke omits

! From vii 24 to wvii 37—the visit to Tyre, and return from Tyre to the sea of
Galilee—the story is told throughout in the singular. May not our Lord have
made this excursion alone and unaccompanied?
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everything which precedes maparafBér. Thus in both of them the plural
entirely disappears.

I, x 46 kai &pxovrar els ‘lepeyw. xal éxmopevouévov adrov dm
Teperyd . - .

doxerae D with most of the Old Latins (but not ck) syrsin and
Origen. Matthew keeps the plural: Luke replaces the plural by the
singular.

12, xi I kai Gre éyyllovow els Tepoodlupa . . . dmogré\he 8do 7év
pabdyrdv adrod. h

A very limited group, D and the Old Latins (with the exception of a},
substitutes the singular, at the same time changing the present to a past
tense : k, for the first time since it has come to our assistance (from
no. 7 onwards), deserts the plural. As in no. 11, Matthew retaifls the
plural, while Luke gives yyywev.

13. Xi 11 xai elogABov els Tepooihvpa eis 76 lepov.  kal weptBAedpevos
VTR . .

Here I read the plural with a very small group, ®1 (cum introissent)
k (et introiuerunt): syr-sin as in nos. 2 and 7, combines plural and
singular ‘and they entered Jerusalem, and he entered the Temple’.
All our other authorities, with Matthew and Luke, have the singular.
But, on the strength of ‘Marcan usage’, I venture to believe that the
three authorities which give the plural are right.

14. Xl 12 kai 9 éradpov éfefovrov adrév dro Bybavias érelvacer.

The only recalcitrant witnesses here are D bcff—not however
adik. Thus the older Old Latins go with our Greek authorities:
the ungrammatical é£eA@évra of D, where d has cum exissent, may
safely be neglected. Matthew has the singular: Luke has no parallel.

15. xi 15 kai épxovrar els Tepoodhvpa.  ral eloed@ov eis 10 iepov fpéato
ékfBddew . . .

The singular is only offered by D (again against its Latin column
intrauerunt) bi and syrsin. Matthew and Luke both omit the first
clause, and therewith the plural, entirely.

16. xi 19, 20, 21 éemopedovto {fw THs Tohews: Kal Taparopevoperor Tpwl
€ldov T qukiy . . . kal dvapvnabeis 6 Tlérpos Aéye abré . . .

éemopedovro ABW AW 124 565 cd arm W-H text: éeropevero the
rest (with ® k sah syr-sin). There is no parallel in the other Synoptists
to account for the singular : and as maparopedopevor eldov is quite certain,
it is just possible that éfemopevovro is a scribal assimilation to this
following plural, and that éemopevero is original here. Decision is
therefore less easy than usual.

I7. Xi 27 kai épxovtar wdhw els ‘lepooddvpa. xai év T8 lep® mwepima-
TOUVTOS QUTOV . .« .

épxerar only D with all the older Old Latins (beffik) except a:

’
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compare no. 12 above. Matthew has the'singular: Luke omits the first
phrase, and so retains only the singular.

18. xiv 18 xai dvakeypévwy adTiv xai éebivrov & Tyoovs! emev . . .

Matthew retains (omitting dvaxeypévov xaf), Luke puts dvémeoer
(singular) into a previous verse, and thus gets rid again of the plural.

19. x1v 22 xkal éobidvrav adriv Aafov dprov . . .

Matthew retains plural and singular: Luke again omits the phrase
containing the plural.

20. Xiv 26, 27 xai duvjoavres épAfov . . . xkal Aéyer abdrovs &
Tyoobs . . . .

Matthew again retains unchanged : Luke again omits Suvijearres and,
instead of ¢ they went out’, writes ‘he went out and they followed .

21. Xiv 32 xai épxovrar els 70 )kwp[ov ol 76 dvopa Tefonpavel: kai Aéye
Tois pabyrats adrod . . .

No variation in the text of Mark: but both Matthew and Luke
change plural into singular.

Of the fourteen passages where our authorities differ, B is right in 12,
Nin11, Win 10, @ in g, sah in 11,2 in 8, d in 8: k in six out of nine
where it is extant. D and syr.sin have the worst record: on three
occasions running, 14 15 16, d is right where D is wrong.

. The singular followed by mention of the disciples (or the Twelve).

L 135, 36 xai mpot &vvxa Mav dvacras éEfller . . . kai katediwev abrov
Sipwv kai ol per’ adrot. They are not yet ‘ the disciples’, still less *the
Twelve’, but ¢ Simon and his companions’. Peter takes the first place—
or it was Peter who told the story, ‘I and my companions’. There is
no parallel in Matthew, while in Luke (iv 42) ol dxAo: take the place of
Sluwv xai of per avrod)

2. 1 15 kai ylverar katakelofur atrov év T oixig airod, xal wollol
TeAdva kai duaprodoi cvvavékewro 18 “Inootb kal tois pabyrals adrod.

Matthew repeats Mark’s statement : Luke omits the mention of the
disciples.

3. ii 23 kai éyévero abrov . . . mapamopedeafar Sia TGV amopipwr, Kal of
pabyral adrov fpéavro . . .

The mention of the disciples at this point is necessary to the story,
and is repeated by both the other Synoptists.

4. iii 7 xal & "Inoots perd tov pabyrdv adrod dvexdpnoer . . .

It is Matthew on this occasion who omits mention of the disciples,
while Luke follows Mark by retaining it.

1 ¢ 'Ingobs is omitted by a e ff syr-sin, and the place of the words varies in our
other authorities : see p. 2 note 1 above.
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5. Vi 1 kai ééfAbev ikeilflev kai épyerar els Ty maTpida adrob kai dxolov-
fodow adrd oi palyral airod.

Matthew is wholly silent about the disciples heré, because they play
no part in the episode. Luke, too, omits them, and necessarily, for he
transfers this visit to Nazareth to a point in his history (iv 16) before
the call of any of the disciples.

6. vill 27 xai éA0ev 6 ‘Inoovs wai oi pabyrai adrob els Tas xdpas
Kawapias 175 Sihirmov.

 The question to the disciples ¢ Whom do men say that I am?’ is of
course an integral part of this story, and all three Evangelists mention
them in that connexion: but in the introductory phrase Matthew drops
the allusion to them.

7. X 13 kal wpocépepov abrd wadlo . . . oi 8¢ palbyrai émeripnoav
atrols . .

The rebuke by the disciples being necessary to the episode, it is
retained by both the derivative accounts.

8. xiv 12, 13 kai T TpdTYy Hulpg TOV d{ﬁpwv -« « Aéyovow abrd of
pabpral adrot: IIov Oéress dreAOdvres éropdowper . . .

Strictly speaking, this passage does not fulfil the requlrement of
singular before plural : but I include it here for purposes of comparison
with St Luke, for it illustrates again the underlying principle that Mark
tells the story from the point of view of the disciples. While Matthew
exactly reproduces, Luke omits the 1nitiative of the disciples, and writes
(xxii 7, 8) HAOev 8¢ 4 Huépa TGV Alipwv . . . kai dréoTeley . . .

9. Xiv 17 xai dlas yevouévns épxerar perd Tov Svdexa . . .

The other two Synoptists agree, save that for ‘the Twelve’ Matthew
substitutes ‘the twelve disciples’, Luke *the apostles’.

These variations are instructive. Mark uses ol 8wdexa ten times:
iii 14, 16 érolyoev [rovs] dbdexa, iV 10 oi wept abrdv odv Tols Sdidexa, Vi 7 wpo-
axaletrar Tovs dwdexu, ix 35 kabiras épwvnoer Tovs 8ddexa, X 32 mapakaSBiv
wdAw Tovs dwdexa, Xi 11 éEfAOev eis Bybaviav perd 7év 8vdexa, Xiv 10 "Lovdas
Toxapiol & els 7ov Sbdexa, xiv 17 (the passage under discussion), xiv zo
els 70V dwdexa 6 éuPamripevos per’ épuob, Xiv 43 mapayiverar 6 “Tovdas, €is
70v Swdeka—and only once® of dmdororoy, and that on the special
occasion when they returned from the Missionary Journey, vi 30, where
the noun corresponds to the fparo adrovs dwooréAAew 8do 8o of vi 7
(cf. iii 15, of the purpose of the call of the Twelve, va drooréAAy adrovs
knpvocew . . .): neither ol 8ddexa palbyral nOr of 8é:dexa dwéorolor occurs
in his Gospel. In other words éméorolos has not lost with him its

1 In Mk, iii 14 the words ods xal dmosrédovs dvépacer, in spite of the strong
authority for them (X B A ® 28 Ferrar group sah), are in my judgement nothing
but an insertion borrowed from_Lk. vi 13. They are omitted by Tischendorf with
A DLW g 33 all latins (O,L. and Vulg ) syr-sin arm.
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original sense of ‘ missionary’, and there were other qualified ‘ mission-
arnies’ in the early Church besides the Twelve, while oi:8ddexa ©the
Twelve’ is the special phrase which in the latter part of his Gospel
(side by side with oi pafyrai adrov) denotes the small company of those
whom the Master had singled out for closest intimacy and training as
his representatives. Here the Pauline epistles are the best commentary
on Marcan usage. St Paul does not use oi dbdexa himself : but we find
the phrase in the Creed-summary of 1 Cor. xv 5, which he had ‘received ’
from, and shared with, those who were in Christ before him. Similarly
St Paul recognizes the original sense of dwéorolos,as a ‘ missionary’
¢ one formally sent’ (2 Cor. viil 23, Phil. ii 25), and can even write, in
the additions which he makes in 1 Cor. xv 6-8 to the inherited Creed-
form, 7ois dwooTélois waocw (verse 7) in contrast to rois dddexa of
verse s. '

On the other hand Matthew never uses the phrase oi 8wdexa (save in
the phrase eis rov 8ddexa xxvi 14 = Mk. xiv 1o, and xxvi 47 = Mk.
xiv 43), but always ol 8ddexa pafyral, Matt. x 1, Xi 1, xx 17, xxV1 20, Or
oi 8uideka dméaroro, Matt. x 2: in Matt. X § rodrovs Tols 8bbexa may
seem an exception, but it takes up of dudexa dwéororor of verse 2. That
is to say, though Matthew can say els 7&v ddeka or olror of 3cidexa, he
never says oi 8ddexa simpliciter. Like Mark, he only uses dmdorolos
once, but it is significant that on that one occasion (x 2) it is in refer-
ence to the call of ‘the twelve apostles’: cf. Apoc. xxi 14 ‘the twelve
apostles of the Lamb".

Luke does not share Matthew’s avoidance of the phrase ¢ the Twelve’:
Lk, viii 1, ix 1% ix 12, xviil 31, xxii 3, xxii 47. But he is the first
evangelist to introduce, as an alternative to ‘the disciples’ or ‘the
Twelve’ the additional phrase ‘the Apostles’—which in the Acts he
uses of course quite regularly and consistently—Lk. ix 10 [ = Mk. vi 30],
xvil 5, xxii 14, xxiv 10. Like Matthew, but unlike Mark, he uses the
noun ‘apostles’ in connexion with the Calling of the Twelve, vi 3.

Our passage, Mk. xiv 17 = Matt. xxvi 20 = Lk. xxii 14, 1s therefore
of special interest as indicating characteristic usages of the three
Synoptists, o 8wdexa, of dwdeka pabyral, oi dmwdéarolor.

1 7oUs 8&dexa pabnrdas BC W 28 33 Ferrar group latins (O.L. and Vulg.) sah and
W-H margin. The authority would be preponderant, even without the argument
from Matthaean usage. Omission of uafyrds is due to the influence of the parallel
texts in Luke and Mark.

2 There is good, and perhaps sufficient, authority for adding dwooréAovs,
N CL® 33 Ferrar group ace Vulg.
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il. Z%e Lovd, the disciples, and the multitude.

1. iii g kai elmev Tois pabfyrals atrod iva wAoudpiov TpoTkapTepn ATTS
Suix Tov dxAov, va ) ONBuwow airiv. -

Mention of the disciples at this moment disappears entirely from
Matthew and Luke. It had, in fact, no point save as a personal
reminiscence.

2. iV 1, 2, IO kai gurdyerar mpos avrov Sxhos mwAetoros . . . Kkal was &
dxAos wpos Ty Odhagaay émt Tis yis foav. «kal édidackev abrovs év wapa-
Bolais ToAAd . . . kai OTe éyévero kata pdvas, jpurwy abTov oi wepl avrov
oiv Tols dadexa Tias wapaBolds. .

‘Here in Mark we have four elements, the Lord, the Twelve, the
disciples outside the Twelve, and lastly the multitude. The inter-
mediate elements distinguished by Mark—the Twelve are now a group
by themselves among the disciples, but they are not yet isolated into
a separate company—are massed together both by Matthew (‘the
disciples’) and Luke (¢ his disciples’). All three share mention of the
¢ crowd’, but Luke suppresses all details, and even in Matthew the detail
disappears that the crowd was unusually big, mAeioros. "Oxlotwolofis
a sort of standing phrase with him (Matt. iv 25, viii 1, xiii 2 [our
passage], xv 3o, xix 2), though he does employ & mAeioros Gxlos in
xxi 8.

3. 1v 34 ywpis 8¢ mapafolijs otk é\dler adrois, xar idlav 8¢ Tols i8lows
pabnrals érélver mdvra. ‘

Luke is not parallel here: Matthew retains the first or negative part
of the sentence and caps it with a prophecy (Ps. Ixxviii [Ixxvii] 2), but
says nothing of the interpretation to the disciples.

4. iv 35, 36 «ai Aéye avrois . . . AéNBoper els 70 mépav. xai dpévres
7ov SxAov rapalapSdvovew adTov bs Gv év 76 wAoly,

Both Matthew and Luke are silent as to the action of the disciples ;
dpévres and maparapfBdvovew alike disappear. In Luke the ‘crowd’
drops out as well. .

5. Vil 17 xai ore eloiMev eis [Tov] olxov dmd Tob SxAov, émypuiTwy atrdv ol
pabyrat alrod T wapaBoliv.

We have reached the long lacuna in Luke: Matthew, who has
inserted additional matter since the mention of the summoning of the
crowd (Mk. vii 14 = Matt. xv 10) has no place here for the crowd, and
loses the characteristic Marcan contrast of dx\os and pafyral.

6. viii 1 wdAw moAdob dxhov Gvros kal uy éxdvrwv 1 dywow, mwpoo-
kaheadpevos Tovs pabyras Aéye airols . . .

There is, as before, no Luke : Matthew retains the substance, but by
compressing misses Mark’s juxtaposition of ‘crowd’ and ‘disciples .
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7. Viil 9, 10 fjoav 8¢ bs Terpaxioxidior kai dmélvoer alrovs. kal ebbis
¢ufis [atros] els 70 mAolov pera Tav pabyrdv alrod HAbev . . .

Matthew for the rest copies Mark meticulously, but he omits the
disciples altogether and emphasizes his concentration on the Lord and
the multitude by repeating the noun éxAos (rods SxAovs for atrovs).

8. viil 34 xai wpookalerdpevos Tov SxAor avv Tols palyrals adrod elmer
abdrols . . .

Mark’s characteristic combination of the crowd and the disciples fails
as usual to find full echo in the other two Synoptists : for Matthew here
omits the crowd, and Luke groups both elements together under the
common heading wdvras. .

9. ix 14 xai éNOdvres mwpos Tovs pabhyras eldor SxAov moAdv Tepl alrovs . . .

Mark is careful to note that Jesus, who had selected three of the
disciples to accompany him on the Mount of the Transfiguration, now
once more reunited the company. That does not in itself interest the
other Synoptists : both of them note the crowd, neither of them says
anything at this stage of the disciples.

10. X 46 xai ékmopevopévov avrod dwo Teperydr kal Tdv pabyriv airod
kal SxAov ikavod . . .

Matthew (xx 29) avoids the separate mention of ‘disciples’ by the
use of the plural participle ékmropevouévwv airdv, and connects the
“crowd’ by the expedient of his favourite word dxolovféw.! Luke con-
centrates attention on the principal actors, Jesus and the blind beggar,
leaves out the disciples altogether, but skilfully introduces the crowd
when the blind man hears it passing by.

11, Xii 41-43 «ai kabivas karévavre 7ot yalopvAakiov ébedpe s b SxAos
BiXew xaAuov . . . kal éNfolioa pla xipa wroxy éBaker . . . kal wpookale-
odpevos Tovs pabyras avrod elmev . . .

Matthew omits the whole story. Luke tells it without any specific
reference to the disciples.

iv. ¢ His disciples’ * the disciples’ (ot pabnyrai adroi, of pabyral).

Very early in the history of the Christian Society, pabyris, of pabyra,
became the regular term for an individual follower of Jesus of Nazareth
or for the members of the Society generally: and it is so used through-
out the Acts. It is earlier than the word ‘Christian’, which, being of
Latin or Greek coinage, belongs only to the period when Christianity
began to establish itself in Gentile centres: Acts xi 26 éyévero . . . xpy-
paticar wpdrus év "Avroxeln Tovs pabyras Xpwraveds. As contrasted
with “ Nazarene’, it is the term which the followers of Jesus used of

! On drohovleiv see below p. 238.
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themselves, while to the Jews they were ‘the Nazarenes’, Acts xxiv 5
mpwrooTaTyy Tiis 16v Nalwpalvv! aipéoews.

But originally, when ‘disciples’ collected first round Jesus of
Nazareth, his were not the only disciples. There were ‘disciples
of John’, there were ‘disciples of the Pharisees’, Mk. ii 18, Lk. v 33,
vii 18, xi 1, Jo. 1 35, iii 25; and therefore the followers of Jesus in his
Ministry were not ‘the disciples’ but * his disciples’, not oi paéyral but
ot pabyrai adrod. .

This was of course the phraseology of the Jews?: * Why are the
disciples of John and the disciples of the Pharisees fasting, but thy
disciples are not fasting ?” “ Why do not thy disciples walk according
to the tradition of the elders?’ ‘1T said to thy disciples that they should
cast it out’; Mk. ii 18, vii 5, ix 18. It is that of Jesus himself: ‘¢ Where
is the guest-chamber where I may eat the passover with my disciples?’
(MEk. xiv 14 and parallels): ‘he cannot be my disciple,” Lk. xiv 26.
But it is also the phraseology of the earliest stratum of the evangelic
narrative. Mark writes oi pafyrai adrob some thirty-two times out of
about forty : Luke has o pafyrai adrot rather oftener than of pabyral, of
which the first independent occurrence is Lk. ix 18: Matthew too,
though his divergence from Marcan usage is much greater, uses ol
pabfyral adrob consistently until Matt. xiil 10: and even in the latest of
the Gospels oi pafyral without adrod is not found in St John till xi 7.
That is to say, at one end of the evangelic tradition St Mark’s Gospel
distinguishes itself by its close adherence to the archaic phrase, at the
other St Matthew’s is the only Gospel where ol pafyral without alrod
becomes preponderant, especially in the nominative (Matt. xiii 1o,
xv 15 19 (8#5) 22, xv 12 33 36 (&ds), xvi 5, avii 6 10 13 19, XViil I,
Xix 10 13 25, XXi 6 20, xxiv 3, xxvi 8 17 35 56).

It may be worth while just to examine the few exceptions in St Mark,
for some of them are not really exceptions at all.

IV 34 xar’ blav 8¢ 7ols idlows pabyrals éwédvev mdvra. Flere obviously
idlos takes the place of airov.

vi 41 é8{80v Tois pafiyrats. In the middle of the story of the Feeding

! Na{wpaios is the only form known to Matthew, John, and Acts: Nalapnvés the
only form in Mark: Luke in lis Gospel uses Naapnés iv 34 (= Mk, i 24),
Na{wpatos xvili 37 (= Nafapyvés Mark x 47), while in xxiv 19 the authorities are
divided between the two forms. As we know, Nalapyvds Nazarenus was the form
which established 1itself in Greek and Latin usage. It looks as though Nafwpaios
was the word used in the early period in Jewish circles, in place of which Mark,
writing for Roman and Gentile readers, substituted the form intelhigible to them.

* It is hardly credible that Matthew can have made the Jews say (xxvi1 64) to
Pilate ¢ lest #he disciples come and steal him away’, in spite of & B (unsupported
indeed here by any other authorities), Tischendorf and W-H text, though not their
margin ; and we must certainly read with all other witnesses of pafyral adrod.
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" of the Five Thousand, the full phrase occurring just before, vi 35, and
just after, vi 45.

vili 1 wpookaleorduevos Tods pabyrds. Add probably adrod with
A B W 0 sah syr-sin (African Latin is defective).

X 14 é\Bdvres mpos Tobs pabyrds. Here the omission of adrod is really
natural, because three of the apostles were already with our Lord.

X 10, 13 are certainly exceptions to the ordinary usage. Like the
other evangelists, Mark it would seem tired of the repetition of adrod.
Perhaps we may also take into account the consideration that of pafyral
at this point of the Gospel has become simply equivalent to ‘the
Twelve’: Mark would never have written, like Luke at the Entry into
Jerusalem (xix 37), dwav 5 wAijfos rév pabyriov.

X 24 oi 8¢ pabiyral may simply take up rots pabyrais adrod of verse 23 :
but some good authorities actually add adrod, D® 1 Old Latins (in-
cluding k).

Xiv 16 é&nAbov of pabyrai xai HAGov. Not ¢ the disciples’ generally, but
the two particular disciples who had been commissioned for the purpose.

v. ¢ The crowd’, or ¢ the Multitudes’.

oxAos (dxrod) is found thirty-seven times in Mark, forty-eight times in
Matthew, thirty-nine times in Luke. Allowing for the relative lengths
of the three Gospels, the preponderance is clearly with Mark. Thus in
the story of Jairus's daughter he uses: dydos five times-(v 21-31):
¢a big®crowd gathered’, ‘a big crowd followed’, the woman ¢ came in
the crowd’, Jesus ‘ turned about in the crowd’, the disciples remonstrate
‘You see the crowd, and yet . .. Luke reduces the five occasions to
three, Matthew (whose compression of the whole episode is unusual
even for him) has the word only once.

In Mark the noun is with one exception used in the singular: the
crowd 1s visualized as one, and an ascending scale of adjectives molds,
ikavds, wheloros, defines on occasion its size. The single exception, x 1
aquvmopevovrar TdAw dxAot, perhaps emphasizes the numbers who collected
from different directions on the journey through Peraea, where our
Lord was known by report but not personally. Matthew, on the other
hand, prefers the vaguer and more general plural (thirty-one plural to
seventeen singular) : Luke uses both indifferently.

Of Mark’s adjectives moAds is of course the commonest, ‘a big
crowd’ (v 21, 24, vi 34, viil 1, ix 14). Matthew, too, has both gxAos
molvs and, more commonly, SxAow moArol. Luke like Mark prefers the
singular, having éxAo. moAo! only with a aw-verb (v 15 cwwijpxorro,
xiv 25 [ = apparently Mk. x 1] guveropedorro).
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Mark has once 6 woAds dyAos, xii 37, where the rendering ‘ the common
people heard him gladly’ (A.V.) is probably just what Mark meant.!

7Aeloros Syhos once, iv 1, with R BCL A: Matthew once (xxi 8) &
TAeioTos GxAos.

dxhos ixavds once, x 46. It is a favourite epithet with Luke, and
he employs it with §yhos Lk. vii 12, Acts xi 24, 26, xix 26.

was & dxhos 1l 13, iv 1, ix 15, xi 18. Matt. xiii 2 (= Mk. iv 1),
Lk. vi 19, xiii 17. Note the idiom by which this phrase governs
a plural verb, Mk. iv 1 foar NBC L A © 33 4, ix 15 i8dvres éfebdpByoay
NBCDLWA (® Bav écbipByoav) fam. 1 and fam. 13, 28, 33,
abcdffi®sahsyr-sin, xi 18 éferdijoaorro N A csah syr-sin, Lk. vi 19
NBLWbe(l)vulg sah: i.e. Mark 2 (3) out of 4, Luke 1 out of 2.

For other instances of the same idiom see iii 7, 8 xai moAd mA7jfos
.. 2 wAijfos wold, dkovovres Goa éroler, RABov wpds adrév : and perhaps
xv 1 where I suspect that a stop should be put after ypauparéwy, and
a fresh clause begin xai éhov 16 cvvédpiov Sjoavres Tov 'Incoty dmijveyxay.

Luke can use dylos or wA7fos of disciples (Lk. vi 17, xix 37): Mark
never does. ‘Disciples’ are always to Mark a limited company.

vi. The word ¢ to follow’, dxolovfeiv.

f

"AkolovBeiv has of course in all the Gospels the possibility of a meta-
phorical or spiritual sense, in which the literal sense tends almost to be
forgotten. Instances in St Mark are the call of the apostles Simon
and Andrew i 18, the call of the rich young man x 21, the summons of
Jesus to all who would *follow him’ that they should take up the cross
viil 34, the profession of St Peter that he and his fellow-apostles had
“left all and followed him’ x 28.

" But the notable points about the ‘Marcan usage’ of dxolovfeiv
appear to be (i) that the literal sense is in some passages obviously the
only one; (ii) that it is not obscurely present in the background in
the instances of the metaphorical use—‘to follow about’; (iii) that,

1 L.S quote & Aews § moAvs from Lucian Rhet. Praec. 17.

2 Vulg. codd. opt. (A ®*F H* Y St Gall) ‘ stupefactus est expauerunt’, Thatisto
say, either St Jerome had not made up his mind between the two alternatives, or
more probably he meant to correct the O. L. expauerunt into the singular stupe-
factus est, and his amanuensis failed to make his intention clear.

3 ZdxoroUbyoev (-av) in the editions is I think an insertion from Matthew iv 25
(xii 15) : see immedately below, p. 239. But even if it is genuine, some of the
oldest authorities who give the word (N C, followed by Tischendorf) give it in
the plural. Luke, who is fond of #A#ifos, rarely uses the plural withit (Lk. xix 37),
though on two occasions he appears to combine plural and singular, Lk, xxiii 1 «al
dvagrdy dmay 70 nA76os alr@v fyayor alriv éml rov TMaAarov, Acts xxi 36 ql:o)\oueﬂ 70
mAT}00s Tou Aaod kpdlovres.
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with one possible exception in the earlier half of the Gospel, it is not
used in narrative of or to the apostles, who did not ‘follow’ but rather
accompanied their Master. :

(i) In v 24 “a big crowd followed’ Jesus: ollowed in the literal
sense, and when the woman came in the crowd and touched him, she
was behind, émofer. In xi ¢ part of the crowd ‘goes in front’, the
other part ‘ follows behind’, of wpodyovres kat of dxohovfotvres. Inxiv 54
Peter ‘followed a long way behind’ to the high priest’s residence.
The verb is once used of the apostles on the journey to Jerusalem,
x 32, and there anything but a literal meaning is excluded. Jesus
went on ahead, the disciples ‘followed’ at a distance, and then he took
them up again into his company : joav é& 74 685 . . . kal fv wpodywy
adrods 6 "Inyools . . . of 8¢ dxolovBovvres épofoivros xai woapalafiv wdlw
ToUs 8&dexa . .. That is to say, their normal position was at his side,
he in the midst of them : it was exceptional that they should be behind
him. .

(ii) Even in the metaphorical use of ¢ following > Christ as his disciple,
the literal sense is often, in St Mark, not far off. When Simon and
Andrew are called to ‘follow’ in i 18, the parallel phrase in i 20 of
James and John is émxfAbov dmicw abrod. If in viii 34 émice pov
drohovfev (C* D W ®ab i, against N B ck syrsin éricw mov é\feiv with
Matthew) is taken as the true text, Mark preserves an indication of
the literal meaning in émiocw pov. When Bartimaeus was healed of his
blindness at the gates of Jericho, x 52, a similar touch of the literal
sense is given in the addition ‘on the road’, dvéBrefev xoi fkolovbe
adr év 7 683, a touch omitted by both Matthew and Luke. Nega-
tively it is most instructive to note that Mark never uses dxolovbéw in
the intermediate sense of the crowds ¢ following’ Jesus, more or less as
his disciples: for in iii 7 the word #xolotfyoev (Or Wxorovbnoav or
Axodovfouv—the very variations in form, and in the position of the word
in the verse, are suspicious) is derived from Matt. iv 25 (xii 15) and is
‘omitted by D 28 124 Old Latins and syr-sin. It was borrowed to ease
the construction of the lengthy sentence. On the other hand, Matthew
regularly uses dxohovfleiv of the multitudes, iv 25, vili 1, (xii 15), xiv 13,
xix 2, xx 29 ; Luke preserves something of the literal sense, vii 9, ix 1T,
xxiil 29,

(iii) As has been said above, Mark avoids the word dxoovfeiv in
relation to the apostolic company throughout the latter part of the
Gospel : the disciples who were with Jesus were by that time not merely
his followers but his companions and friends. ’Axolovfeiv is in fact only
used twice of the disciples: in ii 15, on the first mention of pafyrai, we
are told that they were now many, and that they were beginning to
“follow him about’, fgav yip moMhoi, xal fxorovfovv adrd; and in vi 1
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Jesus gpxerar eis Ty rarpida adrot xal dxodovfoiow air of pabnrai adrod
—though I do not feel sure that we should not rather here interpret
literally, in the sense that they ¢ followed’ at an interval. However that
may be, certain it is that in the Gospel as a whole the disciples and their
Master are treated as a unit much more definitely than in the other two
Synoptists. Mk. iv 36 illustrates this in comparison with Matthew,
Mk. ix 38 in comparison with Luke.

In iv 36 it is the disciples who leave (or dismiss) the crowd and take
up Jesus into their boat, dpévres Tov Sxrov maparauBdvovow adrov (the
same verb as in x 33, ‘take into company with them’) és fv év 73 wholo.
Matthew on the other hand makes Jesus himself dismiss the multitudes,
Xili 36 deeis Tovs dxAovs,' and the disciples follow him into the boat,
viii 23 éuBdvre alrd els whotov frorodlfnoar adrd of pabyrai adrod. Andin
ix 38 Mark writes that John said ¢ Master, we saw a man who does not
follow us casting out devils in thy name, and we forbade him, because
he does not follow us’*: but Luke (ix 49) does not like this identification
of the “following’ of the disciples with the ¢ following’ of Jesus, and sub-
stitutes pef’ Hudv ¢ follow with us’. Similar, though in itself less signifi-
cant, is the change from Mk. xiv 26 dpmjoavres é&4A0ov into Lk. xxii 39
éeXBov émopedln . . . rodovlnoar 8¢ adrd kal of palbyral.

Note finally in illustration of St Mark’s consistent use of dxolovfeiy
that, though it is never used of the apostles (or at any rate never after
vi 1), it is used of the holy women in xv 41. While all the apostles
“left him and fled’ (xiv 50), there were women watching the Crucifixion
from afar, who ‘when he was in Galilee used to follow him about and
minister to him’. Their ‘following’ belonged, that is, to the Galilean
period of the Ministry : they had not been in his company on the long
circuitous journey up to Jerusalem: but they had doubtless come up to
the feast in the hope or expectation of seeing him again.

! Though Huck in his Synopsis does not so print 1t, 1t is clear that, as Matt. xm
34, 35 depends on Mk. iv 33, 34, so this opening phrase of Matt. xiii 36 depends on
the opening phrase of Mk. iv 36.

? The variations of reading in this verse are puzzling (though in itself the
repetition of the words odx drolovder Huiv is quite after Marcan usage), but they do
not affect the substantial point, which is that Mark writes ¢ follows us’. That is
certain, in spite of the defection of D a k sah.

C. H. TURNER.
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NOTES AND STUDIES ‘

MARCAN USAGE: ‘NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued).

V1. The use of numbers in St Mark's Gospel.

It is my firm conviction that the Mark which lay before the later
Synoptists, St Matthew and St Luke, was-no other than the Mark which
we possess. Abstraction has indeed to be made of various readings
which in the natural course of transmission by scribes may have crept
into the text of Mark between its original publication and the particular
copies which, ten or twenty years later, lay before the other two
evangelists: or again it is conceivable (though not very probable) that
the true reading of Mark might in individual cases survive only in
Matthew, or in Luke, or in Matthew and Luke, and have been lost in all
the direct tradition of manuscripts and versions. But various readings
are one thing, recensions are another. And the evidence for an Ur-
Marcus—that is to say, for an original Mark of which the Gospel we
have is a 7ecension or new edition—crumbles on examination into
nothing.

In the book which'is the starting-point of all detailed criticism of the
Synoptic problem, Sir John Hawkins’s Horae Synopticae (ed. z p. 152)
this conclusion is nearly but not quite reached. ‘The Petrine source
used by the two later Synoptists was not an Ur-Marcus, but St Mark’s
Gospel almost as we have it now. Almost ; butnot quite. For instance,
a later editor’s hand is very probably to be seen in .. . and Sir John
proceeds to enumerate nine passages. Now of these nine, three are
cases of large numbers, 2,000 (v 13), 200 (vi 37), 300 (xiv 35), all three
omitted by both Matthew and Luke, two of them found in St John:

VOL. XXVL 2
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and it seems to be suggested that these two may owe their place in our
present Mark to the influence of the ‘ Johannine tradition’.!

Therefore it may be useful, so far as these three passages are con-
cerned, to lay the ghost once for all, and to shew that it is Marcan usage
to note numbers, and Matthaean and Lucan usage to tend to omit them.
As we should expect, there is no universal rule to be Jaid down: some-
times both the two later evangelists retain the detail, but sometimes one
omits, sometimes the other, and sometimes both. It is, entirely in line
with what happens in similar cases that there should be a proportion of
instances in which their observed habit of omission of numbers should
lead both to omit on the same occasion.

That Mark is fond of numerals is then a matter of fact which this
instalment of my Notes is intended to prove: and if it is proved, the
presumption is that the three doubtful or disputed numbers are genuine
also.” But that is only one side of the argument. The other side is
that the natural tendency of an educated writer of ancient times would
be to omit numbers. For that assertion I am glad to be able to base
myself on the testimony of Pere Hippolyte Deléhaye, written down
without any reference to the Gospels but therefore the more impartial
(I have quoted it once in print, but it will bear quoting again): ‘Les
procédés de la rhétorique des anciens les amenaient & ne point multiplier
les noms de personnes et de lieux, A éviter de donner des chifires
exacts’.® Persons, places, numbers : Mark is no rhetorician and is full
of all three, Matthew and Luke are in nearer touch with the literary
habits and presuppositions of their time, and tend, irregularly no doubt
and so in a sense capriciously, to improve on their exemplar by omitting
them.

There are certain numbers which refer to significant periods or events
of our Lord’s life, and these naturally recur in the other Synoptic
Gospels: ‘

1. Mark i 13 the ‘forty days’ of the Temptation: Luke iv 1, 2, Matt.

1 I should reverse the argument, and see here proof of the dependence of the
Fourth Gospel upon the Second : the numbers are not the only points of contact,
and on Sir John’s argument dyopdowpev and gayeiv (vi 37 = Jo. vi 3), dvémegav
and dvdpes (vi 40, 44 = Jo. vi 10) ought all to have come into Mark from the
¢ Johanmine tradition’. It must always be borne in mind that for fifty years after
1ts composition St Mark’s Gospel was the standard source of the evangelic history.
Not only Matthew and Luke, but John and Pseudo-Peter as well, depend on him.

2 T venture here to cite the final sentence of a letter from Sir John Hawkins to
myself (under date June 1, 1920): ¢ What you say about Mark’s constant fondness
for numerals 15 a weighty argument for the genuineness of the 200 and 300 and
2,000 about which I was doubtful’.

3 Saint Martin et Sulpice Sévéve p. S2 (Analecta Bollandiana vol, xxxviii, 1920).
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iv 2 (Matthew, however, makes it ‘forty days and forty nights’ of
fasting).

2. Mark viii 31, ix 31, X 34, the prophecies of the Resurrection * after
three days’: Matthew and Luke, however (with the Creed-form of
St Paul 1 Cor. xv 4), prefer the phrase ‘on the third day’, Matt. xvi 21,
xvii 23, xx 19, Luke ix 22 (in ix 44, parallel to Mark ix 31, he omits all
details), xviii 33 ; just as the printed texts make them, save in Luke
xviii 33, prefer éyepbivas (éyepbijoerar) to Mark’s dvacrivar (Gracrjoerar).!

3. Mark ix 5, the ‘three tabernacles’ of the Transfiguration, is
repeated in Matt. xvii 4, Luke ix 33.

There are also certain numbers which enhance the wonder of the
miracles wrought by Christ, and, probably for that reason, are retained
by Matthew and Luke:

4. Mark v 25 the woman who had had ¢an issue of blood twelve
years’: repeated in Matt. ix 20, Luke viii 43.

5. Mark vi 38, 41, 43, 44: viii 2, 5, 6,8, 9: viii 19, 20. The two
accounts of the feeding of the multitude, and the summary reference to
them by Christ, are incorporated by Matthew without the omission of
any of the numbers which point either to the size of the multitudes (five

thousand ; four thousand), their long fast on the second occasion

(three days), the small amount of provision (five loaves and two fishes ;
seven loaves and a few tiny fishes) and the large amount that remained
over (twelve xédivor; seven omupies) : indeed he adds on each occasion
that the numbers of the multitude exclude ‘women and children’.?
Luke of course has only the first account of feeding : but there he, like
Matthew, repeats the five loaves and two fishes, the twelve basketsful,
and the five thousand “men’.

6. The references to ‘the Twelve’, common in St Mark (iii 14, [15],
iv 10, vi 7, iX 35, X 32, Xi 1T, Xiv Io, 17, 20, 43), are rarer in Matthew
and Luke, and form a transitional use to their treatment of other
numbers given in St Mark. As I discussed this point fully in the last
instalment of Notes on Marcan usage (/. 7°.S. April 1925, xiv 232, 233),
no more need be said here than that Matthew never says o 3ddexa but
only els rov 8wdeka (twice), obrot of 8di8exa (once), of Sbdexa pabyral (four
times), of 8ddexa dmwdoroor (once), while Luke has of Swdexa five times,
oi dmdarodo: four times—in Luke ix 1 it is not certain whether we should
read ‘ the Twelve’ or ‘the twelve apostles’. In any case ‘ the Twelve’
is characteristically Marcan.

1 B in Matthew 2/g gives dvaorioerar. And Dlatt. in Matt. 2/, give or represent
peTd Tpels Huépas.

2 Presumably because Mark vi 44 (cf. Jo. vi 10) speaks of nevramoxiiios dvdpes,
In Matt. xv1 g, 10 the precise numbers of the xégwor and o@upiSes are omitted.

Z2
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From this point onwards I record Mark’s mention of figures in the
order in which they are found in his Gospel, including two instances
(8, 28 : iv '4-8, xiii 35) which 1illustrate his passion for precision though
no actual figures are given.

7. ii 3 Tapadvriov alpdpevoy Imd recadpov.  Omitted by both Matthew
and Luke, who doubtless considered that it was sufficient to say that the
paralytic was brought ‘on a bed’.

3 -}
8. iv 4-8 & ptv émecev wapa Ty 606w . . . kol dANo Eregev émi TO
~ A
weTpddes . . . kal dANo Ereoev els Tas drdvfas . . . kal dAAa recer els Ty
-~ M \ N ¥ £ ’ b 3 [ 14 \ 3 < /.
Yy T keAyy . . . Kkal édepev els Tpudkovra kai €ls ééxovra kal els éxariv.

Mark, that 1s, is careful to make a parallelism between three classes of
seed that did not germinate at all, and three that did —that is the mean-
ing of the change from singular to plural—producing respectively thirty-
fold, sixtyfold, and a hundredfold. Both Matthew and Luke miss the
parallelism, and the one gives the plural all through, the other the
singular, so that in both the implication is that only one class out of four
came to any good, an implication that is definitely absent from St Mark’s
account.

9. iv 8, 20 €ls TpudkovTa Kal els éfvikovTa Kai els éxaTdy . . . év Tpidxovra
kal év ébjkovra kal év ékardv.t  Matt. xiii 8, 23, retains the numbers on
both occasions, though on both he inverts their order, ‘a hundred’,
“sixty’, ‘thirty’: Luke drops all distinction between the three numbers,
giving in the parable only ‘a hundredfold’ and no number at all in the
interpretation, viii 8, 13.

10. V 11, 13 dyéhy xolpwv peydAy . . . bs Suoyilwe, ‘a great herd of
swine . . . about two thousand’. The number disappears from both the
other accounts, Matthew being content with dyéAy xoipwv woAAdy, Luke
similarly with dyé\n xoipwy ixaviv. - Probably both of them—Luke at
any rate—felt that the figure might be thought exaggerated. Infactall
Mark’s larger cyphers are dropped (apart from those of the miracles of
Feeding, see 5 above), such as the 200 dyvdpia of 14, vi 37, or the 300
of 3o, xiv 5, and it is only the smaller ones that have a chance of
surviving.

II. v 42 v yap érv dwdexa, of the daughter of Jaeirus. Luke retains
the note, but transfers it to the beginning of the story (viii 42), adding
that she was an only daughter, Guydryp povoyerijs. Matthew, who
reduces the whole episode, like the preceding episode of the demoniac,
to the smallest possible compass, omits.

12. vi 7 yjpfato abrovs dmogréAlew 8vo 8vo. Both Matthew and Luke
omit the ‘two and two’: Luke, however, has an equivalent statement in
his record of the Mission of the Seventy (or Seventy-two) x 1 dmégreikev

, 1 On the reading and interpretation of s, ev in these verses, see J. 7. S. Oct.
1924, Xxvi 16.
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adrovs dva 8o, and it might be thought that he has simply transferred it
from the one place to the other. But it would seem that it was our
Lord’s constant habit to send his disciples in pairs: see 22 (xi 1) and
31 (xiv 13) below, and compare the lists of the Twelve in Matt. x 2,
Acts i 13. The balance of probability suggests therefore that Luke
derived his évé 8o of the Seventy from his special source at that place :
there are other instances where he suppresses in what he borrows from
Mark features which he retains in non-Marcan portions of his Gospel.
If Dr Streeter is right in his thesis that Luke came across Mark’
Gospel when he had already composed the first draft of his own, it ic
not really surprising that in order to provide room for the new material
he had to make excisions on a rather drastic scale. One may go further
and conjecture that, just because Mark’s non-literary Greek offered so
many stumbling-blocks to his sense of style, he treated it throughout in
a more ruthless temper and altered things that in a source presenting
fewer solecisms he might have let pass.

13. Vi 9 pi) évdbonabe Svo xirdvas. The detail goes to heighten the
ascetic character impressed by our Lord on the preparations for the
Missionary journey of the Twelve: and Matthew and Luke, who
emphasize this aspect to a still further point than Mark—they agree,
according to the critical texts, in refusing the staff which Mark allows®
—naturally repeat it.

14. vi 37 dwelfdvres dyopdowper Snyapivwv Swakooiwy dprovs; ¢ Are we
to go and spend ten pounds on bread for them?’ The naive question
of the disciples seemed a reflexion on their faith, and the whole clause
disappears in both Matthew and Luke. But the Fourth Evangelist
(Jo. vi 7) took it over from Mark, turning it into a statement of fact
‘Ten pounds’ worth of loaves would not be enough’, and putting it into
the mouth of Philip. Compare the case of the three hundred &nvdpua,
30 below.

15. Vi 40 xara éxaTdv kai katd wevmikovra. Matthew omits entirely:
Luke characteristically omits the higher number and contents himself
(ix 14) with dva meyrijkovra. It is curious that in the story of Obadiah’s
hiding the prophets ¢ by fifties’ in the cave, 3 Reg. xviii 4, 13, verse 4
gives the kard mevmikovra of Mark, verse 13 the éva wevrikovra of Luke.

16. Vi 48 mepl Terdprny dulaxiyy s vusrds. Matthew keeps the
phrase : Lucan parallels fail us till chapter ix of Mark, but see below on
no. 28.

17. viii 14 €l i) &a dprov. *They had forgotten to bring loaves, and
had not more than one loaf with them in the boat.” As so often in the

1 There is some authority in both Matt. x 10 and Luke ix 3 for pdB8ovs in place

of paBdov. In Luke it is quite inadequate : but in Matthew it includesCL W aak
and may possibly be right.
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case of Mark’s dittographies, Matthew is content with one half of
the double phrase, and omits the ‘one loaf’.

18. ix 2 perd Huépas &, ¢ five days after’ [i. e. after the Great Confession
of viii 29] ¢ Jesus takes with him Peterand Jamesand John’. Matthew
retains the precise date: Luke ix 28 turns it into a round number,
‘about a week’, boel fHuépar oxrw,

19. ix 43, 45 Tas SvYo xeipas . . . Tos 8Yo wddas. There is no parallel
in Luke: in Matthew’s abbreviated account (xviii 8) the numerals
remain, the articles disappear ; Mark’s phrase, however, is good Greek
for ‘your two hands’, ‘your two feet’.

20. X 30 éxarovramlaciova viv & 76 kaipd Tovre. To the other
two Synoptists the phrase had a touch of exaggeration about it, and
Matthew (xix 29) reduces it to mollamlaciova, Luke (xviii 30) to
érramiagiova.

2L X 35, 41 oi 8%o . . . oi 8éxa. The reading oi &vo is only given by
B C 579 and the Egyptian versions: but it is in accordance with
‘Marcan usage ’, and oi &vo . . of §éxa, ‘the two . . . the ten’, mutually
support one another. There is no Lucan parallel : Matthew has ‘the
ten’, but has only ‘the sons of Zebedee ’ without “two ’.

22. xi I drooré\ el 8vo TV pabyrév adrod. So Matthew and Luke:
but contrast Matthew in no. 31. As I have suggested on no. 12 above,
it seems to have been our Lord’s regular custom to send out his disciples
in pairs.

23. Xil 20, 21 érra ddehol foav: xal 6 mpdTos Ehafev yuvaika . . . xal
6 Sevrepos Eafev abmyy . . . kal & Tpiros Goadrws: kal of éwtd obk ddijxav
oméppa. The numerals are an integral element of the point of the
problem put to our Lord, and so both the other accounts retain them all.

[24]). xii 42 plo xipa wrwxy) éBalev .. . Matthew omits the episode :
Luke substitutes rwd yijpav wevixpdv. I have put this instance in
brackets, because Luke clearly regarded ufa not as the numeral but as
in effect the indefinite article : and in this I believe he interpreted Mark
correctly. Mark’s style is so naive that it is not probable that he meant
to emphasize any contrast between moXlol wAovowr and uia wrwysy, any
more than between uia yrjpa and Aerra dvo. There were ‘ plenty of rich
people’, and then there was ‘a poor widow’. Mark is fond of s
(generally with a following genitive ?), and Luke almost invariably

} I follow Burkitt (Gospel History and its Transmission p. 50) in reading ¢ seven-
fold ’ in Luke with D Old Latins (including St Cyprian and Jovinian) and perhaps
the Diatessaron, St Jerome ady. Jovin. i1 19, 26 asserted that Jovinian, for
reading sepfies, ‘aut falsarii aut imperitiae reum teneri’: the question now 1s
whether the tables should not be turned.

2 In two or three cases Mark has els éx, ix 17 €ls & Toi SxAov, xiv 18 els &
fpdv, and according to some authorities n xiv 20 €fs [é] 7@y 8ddexa. I think this

’

TTOZ ‘9T Yose uo uswaig gns re Bio'sjeuinolpiofxo syl woly papeojumod


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

NOTES AND STUDIES 343

\
changes it to mis.  Just as in late Latin and in the Romance languages,
so in Greek also (in the ko and in modern Greek), the place of an
indefinite article came gradually to be supplied by the numeral ‘one’.

25. xii 42 éBakev Aerrd. 8o, 6 éorw kodpdirys. Luke xxi 2 keeps the
‘two mites’ (omitting Mark’s parenthetical explanation for his Roman
readers, ‘which are a farthing ’), because the story turns on it.

[26]. xiii 2 xal &b 7pdv Fpep@v dMos dvaorioerar dvev xepdv. A
¢ Western’ reading of D W and O. L., depending on xiv 58 xv 29 - hardly
genuine, or why should both Matthew and Luke have omitted it?

27. xiil 27 émovvdfe . . . &k TOV Teoodpov davépwr. The ‘four winds
are simply a variation of the proverbial ®four quarters’ of the earth,
north, south, east and west. The phrase is taken from Zach. ii 6 (10)
and is'copied by Matthew xxiv 31: Luke omits the whole verse.

28. xiil 35 % oY 9 pecovinriov % dAexropoduvias 4 mpwi. ° A popular
way of representing the four watches (cf. ‘the fourth watch’, no. 16
above), into which Roman usage divided the twelve hours of the unight,
50 as to secure that no guard should be on watch for more than three
hours : Vegetius de re militari p. 83, quoted by Blass (I owe the ref. to
Swete ad /oc.) on Acts xii 4. Matthew omits the details: when Luke
writes (xii 38) ‘whether in the second or in the third watch’, he may be
meaning to suggest the two central watches, i. e. the darkest hours, or
he may be reproducing the Jewish terminology of three watches, the
second being ¢ulaxy péoy (Judges vii 19), the third dviaxy mpula
(Ps. cxxix [cxxx] 6).

29. Xiv 1 fv 8¢ 5 mdoya kai 7o dlvpa perd 8Uo fuépas. Matthew
retains the phrase: Luke paraphrases with jyylev. If perd tpels Huépas
means—see Field’s admirable note on Matt. xvi 21—nothing else than
™ Tpimy Mpépg, 1. €. as we should say ‘after two days’, it follows that
per o Huépas must be equivalent to ) Sevrépa Huépo. (if that phrase
were used), and mean ‘next day’. The only exact parallel appears to
be Hosea vi 2 fyudoe Hpds pert Svo Huépas, év y Juépe ) Tpity éfava-
orpodpeba (quoted by Tertullian adv. Marcionem iv 43); for if, as
Field assumes, the healing and the rising up refer to successive days,
perd Svo 7pépas must there again mean ‘next day’. I do not feel

entirely clear about this: but there is no real doubt as to the day of the

week which Mark intends in this passage to identify. For in verse 12
the day before the Crucifixion, that is the Thursday, is called ‘the first
day of unleavened bread, when they sacrificed the Passover’: by
Roman reckoning the lambs were slain on the same day that they were
eaten, and on that day the leavened bread would be cleared away and

is one of Mark’s latinisms: and as unus ex (de) is the only possible rendering in
Latin of els with a following genitive, it is futile of editors to cite the Latins, wherc
éx is doubtful in the Greek.
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unleavened bread substituted, and it is Roman reckoning which Mark
follows—by Jewish reckoning the lambs were slain on the afternoon ot
the 13th Nisan, and, a new day beginning at sunset, they were eaten-on
the evening of the 14th. But if the events of Thursday commence with
xiv 12, then xiv 1-11 are the events of Wednesday at latest. But of
Wednesday too at earliest, if tradition following the Fourth Gospel
rightly places the Triumphal Entry on Palm Sunday: for xi 12 refers
then to the morning of Monday, and xi 2o to the morning of Tuesday.
The new day of xiv 1 can therefore only be Wednesday.

30. xiv § 98dvaro ToiTo 76 pvpov mpalivar émdve Oyvapivv Tplakooiwy.
The figure was large, £12 or so, and no doubt seemed exaggerated :
Matthew omits it, and there is nothing to correspond to it in Luke’s
account of an anointing (vii 36-50). But the Fourth Gospel (Jo. xii 5)
—just as with the 200 8yvdpwe at the Feeding of the multitude, no. 14
above—follows Mark and retains it

31. xiv 13 dmooréAe 8o Tdv pabyrév atroi. Mark once more notes
(see nos. 12 and 22 above) that disciples were sent in pairs: Matthew,
as i no. I2, omits, Luke xxii 8, presumably from independent know-
ledge, inserts the names, Peter and John.

[32]. xiv 20 & éuBarrduevos per’ éuot els 76 & 7piBrlov. So B C*? @
565 : the rest omit ev, and I think it may represent a marginal variant
év for els (from Matthew xxvi 23 év 78 7pufBAiw). Therefore I have put it
within brackets, for in that case it has no bearing on our problem, not
being a numeral. Butif & is right, Matthew omits it : Luke has nothing
strictly parallel. )

33. xiv 30, 68, 724, 724 (the two cock-crowings and three denials)
anpepov TavTy T vukti mplv 7 Sis dAéxtopa puvijoar Tpls pe drapvioy . . .
xal é&jA0ev Ew els TO mpoavhiov [kai dAékrwp épavmaev] . . . kai edBis éx
Sevrépov aNékrwp épdimoev: kal dveurially 6 Ilérpos 7o prpa . . . ore Tpiv
dAéxropa Bis pwvijoar Tpis pe dmapwmion. Admittedly all three Synoptists
record a triple denial: admittedly Mark, and Mark only, speaks of
a second cock-crowing. But so strong was the reciprocal influence
exerted by the later accounts on the text of Mark that not many
authorities in St Mark other than the Syrian recension (the Zextus
Receptus) give all four references to the second crowing, and one first
class authority, WY (with 579 and c) omits it on all four occasions.
(1) Verse 30: om 3 WC*D W s79acffikarmaeth. (2) verse 68 :
om kal Ghéxrwp épavnoer W B L W ¥* 579 ¢ syr-sin sah. (3) verse 72a:
om éx Sevrépov RL 579 c. (4) verse 728: om 8is R C*W A = 579 c aeth.
Our best authorities (B D the chief Old Latins syr-sin sah) all give three
out of the four references: but they differ as to the one they omit, for
B syr-sin sah have the first, third, and fourth, D and the Old Latins give
the second, third, and fourth. Thus the third and fourth references are
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above cavil: the first is implied by the fourth, and it is further an
observed rule? that scribes are more prone to the influence of their pre-
judices—in this case to the influence of the parallel accounts—on a first
occasion, but defer to the authority of their exemplar if the reading they
have tampered with recurs once again or oftener: only about the second
can there be any doubt. Here X B omit, and Westcott and Hort do not
even give xai dAéxTwp épavyaer a place in the margin. Tischendorf, against
N B, puts the words in the text,and I am sure he s right. The evidence
of XL W 579 c—five witnesses for omission out of the nine—is nearly
worthless, since they omit on one or more of the other occasions: the
documents of the Sahidic version are divided, see Horner ad /. : so
that B ¥* syr-sin are the only unimpeachable authorities for omission.
But it must not be forgotten that the influence of the parallel accounts,
in the case of a complete statement like kai dAékrwp épdvnoev, which
could be simply dropped without apparent injury to the context, would
be powerful for omission. And if ever internal evidence is allowed the
decisive word, it guarantees (as I think) the genuineness of the phrase
in dispute. I cannot believe that any other than the Evangelist put in
the dramatic touch which is needed for the developement of the story.

34- XIv 41 xal épyerar 15 Tpirov. Mark does not mention that our
Lord went away and prayed a third time, though of course he implies it ;
but because his story is told, here as elsewhere, from the point of view
of the disciples’ experience he does mention his third coming to the
disciples. Matthew xxvi 44 fills up what Mark implies, and transfers
‘the third time’ to Christ’s prayer. Luke omits the repeated coming
and going, and concentrates the whole story into one withdrawal and
one return.

35. xiv 58 jrovoauey adrod Aéyovros 61 'Eyw karalicw 1ov vadv TovTov
7oV xetporolyrov kai il Tpwov fHuepdy dAhov dyeporoinTov olkodopjow, and
xv 29 Odd 6 karalwv Tov vadv kal oikodoudv [év] Tpioiv Auépars (cf.
xili 2, no. 26 above, if the reading were genuiné). Matthew retains, both
at the Trial and at the Crucifixion, doubtless because of the reference
to the Resurrection: Luke omits the whole episode of the ‘false
witness’,

36. xv 1, 25, 33, 34 mpwi cvpBothiov movjoavtes . .. fv 8¢ dpa Tpity
kal éoravpuoay adrdv . . . kal yevopdrms dpas ks ardTos éyévero ép’ Ay
Y yiv éws dpas dvdrns. kai Ty évdry dpg éBdnaer & Inoods duvyj peydAy.
Only Mark enumerates the synchronisms of all the four watches ot
Good Friday: both Matthew and Luke omit the notice of the third
hour.?

! See Wordsworth in the Eptlogus to the Vulgate Gospels, p. 727 ¢saepe enim
scribae quod primo loco pro mendo habebant, secundo pro uero agnoscunt’,

% The Fourth Gospel has v 8¢ mpwi xviii 28, dpa fv &s &y xix 14, but I forbear
to discuss the difficulty here.
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Of these thirty cases (nos. 7 to 36) I put aside three, nos. 24 26 and
32: there remain twenty-seven. Three times only out of this total, 13,
22, 23, do both Matthew and Luke retain the numbers ; but in order to
be scrupulously fair I add on the same side the three occasions on which
Matthew retains when there is no Lucan parallel, 16 19 27, and the one
occasion where Luke retains when there is no Matthaean parallel, 25.
Against these we have to set seven passages where both omit numbers,
7 (8) 10 12 14 33 36, and one where both bring the number down, 20,
as well as three passages where Matthew omits but there is no parallel
in Luke, 17 21 30. In the nine remaining instances one or other of the
later Synoptists fails to reproduce the precision of Mark : in four, I1I 15
28 31, Matthew omits while Luke retains, in four more, 9 29 34 35,
Luke omits while Matthew retains, and in one, 18, Luke changes
a precxse number to a round one.

That is to say, it is more common for both of them to omit than for
both of them to retain a number given in Mark : and it is vastly more
common (about three times in four) for one or other of them to omit
a number than for both of them to retain it.

This clear and decisive result (as I think it) tallies with a feature
noticed in the iast section of the Notes on Marcan Usage (/. 7.S.
Aprnil 1923, xxvi 237), namely the ascending scale of adjectives with
which Mark is careful on different occasions to estimate the size of the
crowd.

As the result of our enquiry,it is not too much to say that the
suggestion that some of the numbers in Mark are not original because
both Matthew and Luke omit them cannot maintain itself in face of the
argument from Marcan usage. One more nail has been driven into
the coffin of that old acquaintance of our youth, U»-Marcus. He did
enough harm in his time, but he is dead and gone: let no attempts be
made to disinter his skeleton.

C. H. TURNER.
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MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-

GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued).

VII. Particles: (1) Ot interrogative.

L il 7 Swhoyfdpevor év Tals kapdlus adrév "Ote olros olrws Aakel;
Blaodnpuet.

Matthew gives simply ofros Brac¢mue, and so probably read & in
Mark, understanding it as = ‘that’. So B ® and W-H margin : r{ the rest.

2. ii 16 eyov rois pabyrals adrod ‘Ore perd ToV TNV Kal dpaprwlidv
éalie;

7{ort ACA etc., & 7{ R D W with Matthew and Luke. Both these
readings are obvious attempts to get rid of the difficulty of ér interroga-
tive. The moderu editors give dre.

3. viii 12 xal u.vao*fcva.fas‘ T4 mvedpartt avrot )tcya Ot 7 7rvca. avry
{rrel anpetov ;

So C, and Origen Selecta in Eseck. xiv 20! (Delarue i 429) 6 Kipios
& 7§ xard Mdpkov edayyekip “Ote %) yeved atrny oqpeiov émlyrel; The
rest have r{. Matthew and Luke both make it a statement, not
a question, and if they drew on Mark must have read &re: but if, as
is probable, they drew here from Q, no argument of course can be drawn
from their phraseology.

4. iX 11 xal émyppdTwv abrév Aéyovres 'Ot Aéyovow ol ypappatels 67t
"Helav et eNDetv mpdTov;

The Ferrar group for ér. substitutes m&s odv: the Ethiopic omits.
The Old Latin MSS vary between guare, guid, quia, but all imply g7
Matthew has +{ odv;

5. ix 28 ol ,u.a@m'al abrod kar' Blav émppdrov abrdy “Ori quels odx
MWuovifnpev éxBakelv atrd;

Matthew has 8w ¢ (Luke has no parallel), and && +{ is read in Mark
by AD and others, while a few authorities have ér dux v{ and a few
i ér.  There can be no doubt that ér is original in Mark.

Here are three certain cases of ér. as the direct interrogative, and
two more probable ones—probable because in each case there are two
good authorities in support, and the tendency to get rid of the construc-
tion was so obvious (neither Matthew nor Luke ever accepts it), and the
change so easy, that I have no hesitation in accepting the evidence of
B ® and C Onigen respectively on those two occasions.

I add two instances of what I take to be a similar employment of &re
as the iadirect interrogative in Mark.

1 In Nouwum Testamentum S. Irenaer p. clxxiii (on Rom. iv 3) the reference is
wrongly given as xv 10.
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6. viil 16, 17 xal Siehoyfovro mpds EAAGAovs St dprovs obk Exovow; kal
yvovs Aéye atrots T! Siahoyifeabe Gri dprovs odx éxere;

I think this means ‘they discussed with another why they had no
loaves’: after Siaoyillopa: we expect a reference to the question
discussed. Matthew, who dislikes (as we have seen) éru énterrogativum,
has to insert Aéyovres to make it dr recitativum.

7. Xiv 60 xai dvaords & d.px:.cpcix; els péoov Emmpurnoev Tov Inoobv
Aéywv Oix dmoxplvy obdev 71 olrol dov karapaprvpoiow;

"Oru is read by LW ¥ and (accordmg to Buttmann’s edition of B and
Huck’s Synopsis') by B also. It is supported by the Latins acffkq
Vulg., who make no break after o?8év but construct the whole of the
high priest’s words as one question and not two. In that case ér. can
only be the indirect interrogative.

Now &r¢ as indirect interrogative can be supported by good classical
authority, as Field shews (Nofes on the Translation of N.7. p. 33) on
Mark ix 11; and therefore the last two passages are only cited here to
shew that the construction was familiar to, and used by, Mark. It is
otherwise with the direct interrogative: and the Revised Version
makes a bold attempt to get rid of it, in the three passages (3, 4, 5
above) where external evidence compels us to read gri, by translating

‘that’. It needs only to cite their renderings to shew their futility.?

2. il 16 ‘The scribes of the Pharisees . . . said unto his disciples He
eateth and drinketh with publicans and sinners’.

4. ix'rr ‘And they asked him, saying, The scribes say that Elijah
must first come’.

5. ix 28 ‘Hisdisciples asked him privately, saying, We could not cast
it out’.

Of these three renderings in the text of R.V. (there is a relative return
to sanity in the margin in each case) the first makes just tolerable sense,
the other two are quite impossible, or in Field’s language ‘simply
intolerable’.  Classical prepossessions must be frankly thrown over-
board when they lead us to such an impasse. Even if no authority
could be found outside St Mark for the direct interrogative use of éry,
Field is certainly right that ‘these two instances, occurring in the same
chapter of St Mark, must be held mutually to support and sanction
each other’. [Cf. A. T. Robertson Grammar of the Greek N.T.
p. 729, J. H. Moulton Prolegomena p. 94 1. 3.]

3 I have taken the opportunity to verify the point by reference to the photo-
graphic edition of cod. Vaticanus: the reading &7 is quite clear, and Tischendort
is wrong (how rarely, all things considered, that happens!) in omitting its
testimony. W-H read 7i{ in the text, d7: in the margin.

2 It should be noted that all three passages are rightly punctuated as interroga-
tive in Westcott and Hort.
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But it is the main object of this instalment of my Notes to produce
outside authority. The first of the following citations comes from Field.

LXX. 1 Chron.xvii 6 € Aakdv Edinoa wpods plav ¢ulipy T0d Topanh
Tob morpaivew Tov Aadv pov Adyov "O1e otk grodopiikaré pou olkov xéSpwov;
So both A.V. and R.V. ‘Why . ..’ so too Lagarde’s Lucianic text, Aw
7{...; So Tischendorf’s LXX : and it can only be considered another
freak of judgement if the Cambridge small LXX text prints Aéywv e
Ovx ...
' 1. Hermas Similitudes.

Of the four passages which follow the first two are from the printed
texts, the last two depend on the testimony of the newly discovered
papyrus (said to be of the third century) belonging to the University of
Ann Arbor, Michigan. Iam indebted to the generosity of Prof. Campbell
Bonner of that University, who is in charge of the publication of the
text, for my knowledge of the readings of this most important witness:
in his article in the Harvard Theological Review for April 1925 he has
himself called attention to the passage where the interrogative &re is
direct, Sim. VIII 6. 2.

Sim. 11 10 paxdpiot of . . . cvviévtes o1t mapd Tov kuplov whouvrifovTar.
In the Palatine version ‘felices qui ... sentiunt quomodo a domino
locuplctantur though the older ‘vulgate’ version mistranslates it

¢ sentiunt se locupletarl

Sim. V 6. 4 6ru 8¢ & xdpos ovpfovdoy éAafe Tov viow adrod Kai Tovs
&v&)fovc dyyéhovs . . . drove: rightly rendered by both Latin versions
‘quare autem dominus in consilio adhibuerit (‘in consilium adhibuit’
Pal.) filium honestosque nuntios . . . audi’.!

Sim. VIII 1. 4 (according to the new papyrus) d¢pes 8¢, noi, wdvra WBys,
xai Splwbhjoeral gou St doriv. Latin versions ‘exspecta et [ +‘cum
uniuersa uideris’ Pal.] tunc demonstrabitur tibi quid significet’. Our
other Greek authority, the late and bad Athos MS, has 16 = for ére.

Sim. VIII 6. 2, according to the new papyrus, "Ore odv, ¢nyui, rxipte,
mdvres ob perevinoav; Latins ¢ Quare ergo, domine, [ + ‘inquam’ Pal.]

non omnes egerunt paenitentiam?’ The Athos MS has corrupted &re

into ofror, doubtless because the scribe of the MS or its exemplar was
puzzled by &re interrogativum.

Hermas then in a corrected text comes to the support of St Mark,
and the Latin translator understood him rightly. It might be a profit-
able, topic to compare the Greek of Hermas with the Greek of Mark in
some detail : on the present occasion it must suffice to call attention
to the parallel between the cuuméowa ovprdaw of Mark vi 39 and the
rdypara tdypara (supported by both the Athos MS and the new

! In the printed texts of the Vulgate version of Hermas the sentence is hopelessly
confused and corrupt : I give the reading of the best MS, BodL Laud. misc. 488.
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papyrus) of Sim. VIIT 2.8 HAfov rdypare 7dypare, xal &redlBovv Tas
pdB8ovs 75 moypéve.  Shall we be told that ¢ the construction’ in Hermas
¢i1s Hebraistic’?

2. Barnabas Epistle.

To Tischendorfs note on Mark ii 16 I owe three references to
Barnabas for the construction of & interrogative.

vii 9 wpooéxere Tov ptv &a énl 7o Gvoworipov, Tov 8¢ &va drward-
patov. «xai 31t Tov émwkardpatov eoTepavopévov; éredi Govrar atTov . . .
The editors do not mark a question: but the old Latin version has ‘et
quare is qui maledictus coronatus ?’

Viil § 8re 8¢ 10 épov éml 10 EAov; om 9 Bacela 'Inoov émt Evdov.
Latin ‘quare ergo et lana in ligno est?’

X 1 &re 8¢ Maioys elrev: OV ¢pdyesfe xotpov . . .; Tpia EAaBer é&v 1
ovvére. 8éypara. Latin ¢ quare autem Moyses dicit . . . ?’

Of these three passages only the second is quite certainly interrogative :
but it establishes Barnabas’ use of the construction, and the translator’s
witness is clear,

But Barnabas and Hermas are not the only early Christian authors
whose translators were familiar with the construction of ér interrogative,
and indeed it has been introduced into contexts where it is probably or
certainly alien to the intention of the original writer. The evidence to be
cited is, however, valid as shewing that in the circles in which early trans-
lators moved—possibly we ought to paraphrase this as ¢ in early Roman
Christian circles *—the construction belonged to the Greek with which
they were familiar.

3. The eariiest Latin version of the Gospels.

The earliest version known to us is that represented by 4 and St
Cyprian. It emerges, that is to say, in Africa about A.D. 250: but it
was doubtless half a century older than that, and it may well have
been brought to Africa from Rome.

Matt. vii 13, 14 ap. Cypr. Testimonia iii 6 (Hartel I 119): ‘De hoc
ipso cata Mattheum Quid lata et spatiosa uia est quae ducit ad
interitum . . . quid arta et angusta uia est quae ducit ad uitam?’ The
reading gwsid is guaranteed by the best manuscripts, VLPBR T U
(Bodl. Laud. misc. 103, s. x ineunt.) X* (Rylands-Crawford MS s. viii).
It corresponds to the Greek ér wharela xal elpiywpos 7 680s. 1) drdyovoa
els T dmdAeway, .. . Ot orem) xai TeBAippéin G 6805 N dmdyovoa els T
{wv, and the only possible explanation is that the translator, however
mistakenly, took the sentence as interrogative, and 6r. as a particle of
interrogation.'

4. St Irenaeus adv. hereses.
In two passages the Latin translator has used gwsd where the Greek

1 1 have no doubt that the reading of k ‘quia data’ is a corruption of ¢ quid Jata’
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had either certainly, as in the first of the two, or possibly, as in the
second of the two, 3r. In the second passage, the Greek, whether =/
or &ri, was intended to be interrogative ; in the first the interrogation
is a misrendering by the translator.

IIT xxxi [xxii] 2 ‘Nec dixisset Quid tristis est anima mea?’ Matt.
xxvi 38 (Ps. xli [xlii] 5). The Greek happens to be preserved in
Theodoret’s Dialogue "Atpertos: 008 &v elpijxer ot meplAvmés éotw 1)
Juyi pov. There is no ére in the text of St Matthew, but in the Psalm
‘we have Iva 7{ mepiAvrros . . . and so the translator was led to render eipjxet
6ére by “ said why’ rather than by ‘said that’. For though the Latin MSS
are divided between guid, quia, guod, the best MS (C) has guid, and guid
best explains the genesis of the other two, gwia and guod : it must there-
fore be presumed that the Latin translator took "Ore weplAvmds éorev ; as
a question, and 4 as the interrogative particle.

IV x v [v 3] *Quid enim credidit Abrakam Deo et deputatum est ei
ad fustitiarn? Primum quidem quoniam ipse est factor caeli et terrae,
solus Deus: deinde autem quoniam faciet semen eius quasi stellas
caeli’. Here St Irenaeus’ meaning is clearly ‘What was it that
Abraham believed and it was counted to him for righteousness 7’ And
the answer he gives appears to shew that he is thinking not of Rom. iv 3
at all (as the editors of Irenaeus followed by the N. 7..S. Irenaei
have assumed) but directly of Gen. xv 6, and that therefore the Quid
enim that introduces the quotation has nothing to do with the ({ yap
7 ypadn Aéyer; of Rom. iv 3. But the Armenian version of Irenaeus
has, corresponding to Quid enim, ¢ And that’. Since we have found
reason to think that the Latin translator was acquainted with the idiom
ore = ‘why?’, it is natural to reconcile the apparent discrepancy
between the two versions by supposing that Irenaeus wrote é&r
ériorevoev and that one translator rendered ‘what?’, and the other
‘that’. If so, as the sentence is certainly interrogative, St Irenaeus
himself must have employed the interrogative ére. But while I have
no sort of doubt that Mark and Barnabas and Hermas and Latin
translators of early Greek Christian writings used (or rendered) that
construction, I should hesitate to place Irenaeus in the same category,
and I think it more likely that the &r. which lay before the Armenian
translator was a corruption of i

"Or: interrogative belongs to a different stratum of society, not to the
writers of literary Greek, but to less cultivated Christian circles such as
those which in the first and second centuries after Christ still talked
Greek in the capital. Is it an accident that of the writings cited in
this note Mark and Hermas certainly, in all probability the first transla-
tions of the Gospels and of Hermas, and possibly the translations of
Barnabas and Irenaeus, were produced in the Church of Rome?

C. H. TUuRNER.
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It is not improbable that the branch of the family which traced
descent through Zerubbabel and the long line of kings of Judah was
more exposed to the jealousy of the Hasmonaeans than the family of
Nathan; and it may well be that they deemed it politic to settle
outside Judaea. We bhave no certain dafa to go upon, and can only
consider what would be likely to happen, the political circumstances
being as they were. If, however, we may suppose—and there is no
great improbability in the supposition—that in the first century after
Christ there were living in Palestine o families claiming descent from
David through Solomon and Nathan respectively, we have ready to
hand a simple explanation of the discrepancy between the first and
third Gospels in the lineage of Joseph. The first evangelist, or the
source which he followed, assumed that Joseph was the heir of David
through the Solomonic line; the third evangelist, who may be sup-
posed to have had access to a genealogy of the descendants of David
through Nathan, assumed, or was informed, that it was to this branch
that Joseph belonged. This indeed is mere conjecture, but conjecture
which takes account of whatever dasz are available need not be lightly
set aside. Certainly in the Apostolic age more was known about the
descendants of David than a casual reading of the Old Testament
would lead us to expect. If ‘the family of Nathan’ remained in
Judaea, it may perhaps have perished in the troubles of the siege of
Jerusalem ; and after . p. 70 ‘ the family of David’ who traced descent
through Solomon may well have been the sole surviving hope of those
who still looked for the restoration of David’s rule.

R. H. KENNETT.

MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

VIL. Particles (continued)
(2) "Ore recitative (after Néyew or similar verbs).

MucH more common in St Mark than the odd use of §r. interrogative,
discussed in the number of this JourNaL for October 1925 (xxvii §8-62),
is the idiom of a superfluous §r. after the verb ‘to say’ or the like,
introducing not the oratio obligua, as we should expect, but the oratio
recta. In the large majority of cases, as will be seen, Matthew and
(where a parallel is extant) Luke, drop the particle.

1 proceed to catalogue some forty instances.

I i14, 1§ xkypiocwv 76 ebayyéhov Tob Oeod [rai)] Aéywy dr MemArjpwrar
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6 xaipds . . . peravoeire xal mwrreere . .. “Or is undisputed in Mark,
and disappears in Matthew: there is no Lucan parallel. What is
doubtful in Mark is Aéyov which is omitted by Tischendorf and by
W-H margin. But the authorities for omission are quite inadequate
(3* Origen ¢ syr-sin), and the constant use of Aéywv in the passagesto be
cited in this list is practically decisive of Marcan usage.

2. 137 kai ebpov adrov xal Aéyovow aird ére Wdvres {yrovoiv oe. No
parallel in Matthew or Luke.

3. i 40 Méywv atrd &7 Edv 0éhys, Stvacal pe kabapioar. *Oreisdropped
by both the other Synoptists. Their influence has caused it to dis-
appear from many authorities in Mark, including CDL W ® 28 and
most Latins : but it has rightly survived in RAB Aa.

4. ii 12 dore éloracfar wdvras kai Sofdlew Tov Oedv Aéyovras 7 Olrws
obdénore eldapev. Matthew alters the last half of the clause and omits
or: Luke retains. In Mark Aéyovras is omitted by BWb: but the
combined evidence of Luke and of Marcan usage is too strong to be
overthrown even by B.

5. il 17 Aéyer adrols 6 O xpelav Exovow of ioydovres latpod . . . ol
INbov xaXéoa Sixalovs. Both Matthew and Luke omit &r: and in this
familiar saying of our Lord their texts have exercised even more than
their usual disintegrating influence on the authorities for Mark : but o7
is rightly retained by B A ® 565.

6. iii 11 7 mvedpara T4 dkdfapra . . . éxpalov Aéyovres Gri 3V €l 6 vids
700 Beov. No parallel in Matthew : Luke, as in 4, retains Aéyovra 6r
(iv 41), though Aéyovres, not Aéyovra, must I think be right in Mark.
There is the same mixture of masculine and neuter in the story of the
demoniac in Mark v 10-13: and the change by scribes of Aéyovres to
Aéyovrd is far more probable than the converse one. Aéyovres is read
only by D W 69 and a very few others, followed by Tischendorf and
W-H margin.

*7. iii 21 &\eyov yip éri 'Eféory. There is no parallel in the other

Synoptists. But for Marcan usage, we could of course treat ¢éory as.

oratio obligua. [I mark with an asterisk this single instance of past tense
after Aéyew 67t).

8. iii 22 &\eyov dre Beed{efov) éxet, kai 6re "Ev 1§ dpxovre 7dv Saipo-
viwv éxBdAe T& Swpda. Both Matthew and Luke have elfrov without
ére: in Mark only D omits.

[9. iii 28 duiy Aéyw duiv ér Mdvra dpethjoerar Tois viois Tdv dvfpdmoy

Matthew omits ér.: Luke has no parallel. No authorities omit in
Mark. 1 place within square brackets those instances where 67 follows
dpiy Aéyow Sy, since Matthew towards the end of his Gospel not infre-
quently retains 7. in this connexion, see on 34 : so too Luke in 32, 34.]

10. iv 21 xai E\eyev adrois Sre Mijr dpxerar & Aixvos Iva 5md Tov péSiov
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7efy; No parallel in Matthew: and the introductory words as far as
or. are dropped in Luke. Most authorities in Mark omit érc: the
Ferrar group substitutes {8ere: for 3re we have B L 892 sah and Marcan
usage.

IL V23 xai mapakahel adbrov moAld, Aéywy o To Guydrpudv pov éoxdrws
éxer. Matthew omits ére : Luke changes the construction. In Mark some
Westerns—D and the Ferrar group: so too the best Old Latins, but
in such cases versions must be cited with caution, or perhaps not at all,
because the earliest translators rendered with some regard to the genius
of their own language—wrongly omit ére.

12. v 28 &eyev yap ér 'Edv dfwpar kdv 1dv iparivv adrod, cubijcouat.
Matthew omits érc: Luke is not strictly parallel. In Mark only 28 and
33 of Greek MSS omit.

13. v 35 épxovrar dwd Tob dpxiowwaydyov Aéyovres dr “H bvydryp aov
éméfaver. Matthew has no parallel : Luke retains the éri, as do all our
authorities in Mark.

14. Vi 4 xai E\eyev adrols 6 'Inoods 61t Ok éorw mpodrirs dryos € p)
& 77 marpidt adrod. Matthew again omits: no Lucan parallel. In
Mark only A and the Ferrar group, with a few others, omit.

15. Vi 14, 15 \eyov om Twdiys & Bawrrdov éyjyeprar éx vexpov . . .
dMot 8¢ Eeyov om 'Hhelas éoriv: GAhoc 8¢ é\eyov ore Hpodaprys . .
Matthew has no parallel to verses 14 and 15: Luke, as in 13, retains
8ri, but in each case he has aorist tenses after éri, so that oratio obligua
is more easily suggested than by the present tenses of Mark. There is
no variation in Mark.

16. vi 18 eyev yop 6 Twdims 7d ‘Hpddy 610 Ot éfeariv oou Ixew T
yvvaika Tot ddedpod oov. Once more Matthew drops,.and there is no
Lucan parallel. Omission in Mark is supported only by D 28 and
a very few others.

I7. Vi 23 «ai Gpogev abr 61 “O édv pe airfoys ddow gor. No Lucan
parallel, and in Matthew a change of construction. In Mark’ we have
dissident witnesses in B A 6rc édv, and D € 7 dv.

18. vi 35 mporerbivres [adrd] ol pabyral adrod Eheyov S Epyuds éorw
é vomos . . . GwéAvoov atrovs. Both Matthew and Luke omit the &re:
but the authorities in Mark are unanimous for it.

19. vii 6 @ elmev avrois 6re Kakids émpodrjrevaey, wepi tuGv... The con-
struction is changed, and ér. omitted, in Matt. In Mark the authorities
are divided ¢ those who retain 6rc here omit it later in the sentence (see
no. 20), and wice versa, save that A ® 33 omit in both places. No wit-
ness gives it in both places: yet Marcan usage suggests that it is right
in both. A D W etc. give it here.

20. vii 6 5 Kakés émpognjrevaev "Hoalas mepi Spudv tov Smoxpirdv, bs yé-
ypamras 1. O¥ros 6 Aads 7ois xelhealv pe Tiud ... Matthew drops érc:
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Luke ceases to offer any parallels till no. 23. In Mark only three
witnesses support éry, N B L (syr-sin) : but Marcan usage puts aside any
doubt of their being right.

21, vii 20 é\eyev 8¢ &1 To €k Tov dvfpimov ékropevdpevov, éketvo Kowor
7ov dvfpwmov. Matthew drops the introductory words éleyev 8¢ 67
altogether, so offers no real parallel. No variant in Mark.

22. viii 4 xai dwexpilnoav alr® oi pabyrai adrov &r Idfev Tovrous
Sumjoeral Tis 8¢ yoprdoar dprwv ém’ épmuias; Matthew, as we should
guess he would, omits the r.: even in Mark it is found in only three
authorities B L A, but Marcan usage of course proves it right, and both
Tischendorf and W-H accept it.

23. viii 28 oi 8¢ elrav alrd Aéyovres 61 Todvyy Tov Barriomiy . . . GAAot
8¢ 6ru els 1Gv mpodyrdw.  Small wonder that this strange phrase with its
tautology elrav Aéyovres is not reproduced by either Matthew or Luke—
both drop &r,, Matthew drops Aéyovres, and Luke changes it to dmoxpi-
Oévres. In Mark IN*B (syr-sin) are the only witnesses to give rt, of course
rightly.!

24. ix 31 xal éleyev 6m ‘O vids 7od dvBpamov wapadidorar els xeipas
avfpdrwv. Matthew omits dre: Luke changes the construction, and
so gets rid of it.  All authorities retain it in Mark.

[25. ix 41 dpiy Aéyw Spiv 8o O p3) dmoléoy Tov puobov adrov, There
are no parallels in the other Synoptists : in the text of Mark &7 is sup-
ported by ¥ B C* D L W A @ syr-sin and, exceptionally, by several Latins
including k.] -

26. x 32, 33 "plato abrois Aéyew T pélovra adrd cvpfalvew, ori’180d
évaBaivoper els TepooéAvpa . . .  Both Matthew and Luke omit §r¢: but
there is no variant in Mark. :

27. xi 17 O yéypamwrac émt ‘O olkds pov olxos mpocevyijs kKAnbicera
maow tots éfvecw; Both Matthew and Luke turn the question into
a statement of fact, and both omit the dr.. Omission of ér. in Mark is
confined to a small group including C D 6g.

28. xii 7 éxeivou 8t oi yewpyoi mpds éavrods elrav Sre Obrds dorw & xAy-
povépos- 8ebre dmoxrelvwper alrdv. Again both the other Synoptists
drop the 6ri: and again the omitting group in Mark is small,
D ® 1 28 565 being the only Greek authorities on that side.

29. xii 19 Alddoxake, Mwvoijs &ypaev fjuiv Sri "Edv rwos d8eAdds dmro-
fdvy . .. Once more ér disappears in Matthew and Luke: but in
Mark it is only absent from D 69 108 of Greek MSS.

30. xii 28, 29 Tola éoriv dyroly) mpdmy wdvrwy; admexplln 6 Tnaovs dm
Hpéry éoriv "Axove 'Iopan ... Matthew and Luke both abbreviate
here, and both drop not only ér« but the words that immediately follow.

! It may be noted here that k faithfully reproduces elmav Aéyovres by dixerunt
dicentes : for dicentes and not ommnes is the true reading of the MS,
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The omitting group in Mark tends to be stereotyped: here it is
D W@ 1 28 565 with three other cursives.

3L. xii 32 Kalis, 88doxare’ ér’ dAyfelas elres ore Els éoriv xai odx
éotw dMos wAjv adrod. There are no parallels in Matthew or Luke:
and no dissentient voices in Mark. .

[32° xii 43 ‘Apip Aéyo Spiv Sre “H xajpa adry ) wrexs) wheiov mdvrov
éBadev. “Ore is retained by Luke (there is no Matthaean parallel) and
is found without variant in Mark. As often, the phrase Aéyw uiv &
passes unchallenged. ]

33. xiii 6 7oAAol éAedoovrar émi 7§ Svdpati pov Aéyovres ot "Eyo eipe.
A striking instance, where the agreement of Matthew and Luke against
Mark in the omission of o« well reflects the ‘usage’ of the three writers.
In Mark D ® 33 omit.

[34. xiii 30 duir Aéyw Dpuiv Sr O i) TapéAby ) yeved adry ... “Oriis
read by all authorities in Mark and almost all in Luke : in Matt. xxiv 34
the reading is doubtful, but B D L @ fam. 1 fam. 13 give 7, and they out-
weigh R. The phrase Aéyw duiv 61 is not so unusual or so repellent to
the sense of style as the ordinary Marcan Aéye &re in narrative: and
towards the end of the Gospel, as will be seen, Matthew who consistently
rejects the latter, not infrequently accepts the former, see nos. 36,

"37, 39-]

85. Xiv 14 elmare 73 oixodeawimy o1 O Siddorakos Aéyer mod ot TO
xardAvpd pov; In Mark some twenty MSS (but none of importance)
omit, influenced no doubt by omission in both Matthew and Luke.

[36. xiv 18 "Apipy Aéyw Spiv Sri Els ¢ Spdv mapaddae pe.  Greis with-
out variant in Mark and Matthew, cf, no. 34: in Luke there is no
parallel.] '

[37. xiv 25 duip Aéyw dpiv dre Olxére ob pi) miw éx ol yarjparos Tis
dpmélov .. . Again no parallel in Luke : again no variant in Mark, but
as in 34 authorities are divided over ér. in Matt. xxvi 29. For omission
are RDZ ®1 33 and half a dozen others: for insertion ABCLAW
and the rest. It is rather surprising that W-H omit without even a
marginal variant.]

38. xiv 27 «xai Aéye adrois 6 'Ingois r Hdvres oxavlahobioeabe.
“Orc is without variant in Mark, and:omission is without variant in
Matthew : no parallel in Luke.

[39. xiv 30 'Apiy Aéyw gou 61 Zb ojpepov TavTy T vukTl . . . Tpis pe
dmapvijoy. “Oreis without variant in Mark and Matthew: but omission
is without variant in Luke. ]

40. xiv 57, 58 & evdopapripow ket adrot Aéyovres om ‘Hpuels Hxovoa-
pev adrod . .. “Orcwithout variant in Mark : omission without variant in
Matthew : no Lucan parallel.

41. xiv 58 yxovoapev abrod Aéyovros éri 'Eyd karaddow Tdv vadv rotrov
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7ov xewporoiyrov . . . The details are the same exactly as in the last case,
Matthew omitting ére.

42. xiv 69 dolica abrov fptaro wdhw Aéyew Tols mapeardow ér Obros
¢¢ atrdv éorlv. "Or is omitted by both Matthew and Luke, but is
without variant in Mark.

43. xiv 71 & 8¢ fjpfaro . . . Suwivar 7L Odx olda Tov dvfpwmov. Trans-
ferred without change by Matthew to his own Gospel. Luke, not liking
to say that Peter ‘ cursed and swore’, abbreviates the sentence, and in
the process drops ére.

44. xiv 72 kai dveunjoly 6 Mérpos 16 piipa s elrev adrd 6 Inoovs o
Hpiv . . . 7pis pe dmraprijoy. “Oruis given by all three Synoptists on the
practically unanimous testimony of all Greek MSS other than D.

45. xvi 7 elmare Tois pabyrais adrod kai 76 Mérpy o Tpodyer Tpds eis
v Palidalav. “O7e is retained by Matthew, but the whole sentence
undergoes drastic rearrangement in Luke and 6 disappears in the pro-
cess. Did Matthew, towards the end of the Gospel, tire of making as
many changes as in the earlier part in the process of making the Marcan
material his own? He retains duyw Aéyw duiv &rc first in 34 (Matt.

xxiv 34), and ér: in other connexions only in 43, 44, 45 (Matt. xxvi 74,

75, xxviil 7).

What are the results to be gathered from this long enumeration?

In the first place, that in all these forty-five instances not more than
four verbs are employed in introducing the &r. clause. Three times
ypddew ypdpeabar (of Scripture), 20, 27,29 : twice duvivar, 17, 43 : twice
dmrokpivesbar, 22, 30: but thirty-eight times Aéyev (eimeiv). The mere
statement of ¢ Marcan usage’ is enough to prove that in the one case
where our authorities differ, 1, Aéywr must be right. Nothing emerges,
I think, more decisively from the whole series of notes on ‘Marcan
usage’ than the immense superiority in Mark of the text of B to the text
of W. The edition of Tischendorf (and to a less extent that of W-H)
is vitiated by the too great deference shewn to the latter MS.

In the second place, if we classify our forty-five instances according
to the type of the 67 clause, we find

(a) that seven times 1t occurs not in narrative but in direct statements
of our Lord, g, 25, 32, 34, 36, 37, 39, duijw Aéyw duiv o1 . . ., and that
the other two Synoptists retain ér in these cases much oftener than in
the rest : Matthew accepts it in 34 (probably), 36, 37 (probably), 39—
he has no parallel to 25 and 32 ; Luke has no parallel to 9, 25, 36, 37,
but retains érc in 32 and 34. That is to say, Matthew only drops ér
once, in 9, Luke only once, in 39" Clearly, then, in dealing with dr
recitativum, we must isolate these cases from the rest: and indeed they
are not strictly ¢ recitative’ at all.
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(5) that, of the remaining thirty-eight cases, (i) three introduce quota-
tions from Scripture, 20, 27, 29; (ii) two introduce questions, 10 and
22; (iii) ten® introduce statements in the third person which, if they
stood alone, might be treated as oratio obligua, 7, 8, 14, 15, 19, 21, 24,
30, 31, 42 ; (iv) in the other twenty-three cases 6t is followed by a first or
second person, so that these are necessarily in oratio recta. Now of all
these cases, Luke omits ér. in all but five (4, 6, 13, 15, 44), Matthew
in all but three (43, 44, 45), sometimes of course by changing the con-
struction, more often by simply dropping the particle. As there are
many more parallels in Matthew (thirty-one) than in Luke (twenty-two),
the proportion varies as between the two, Luke retaining ér five times
out of twenty-two, or nearly one in four, Matthew only three times out of
thirty-one, or one in ten.

On twelve occasions Matthew and Luke agree in simply dropping the
ore of Mark, 3, 5, 8, 18, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 33, 35, 42. Twelve agree-
ments, then, of the two later Synoptists against Mark are cleared off the
ground on examination of ‘ Marcan usage’.

(3) Asyndeta or absence of particles in Mark.

The following rough list is probably not at all exhaustive,® but it is
sufficient to illustrate my point, and it is reinforced (see § 4 below) by the
special cases of vai, olw, and i8ov.

L i8 éyw éBdmrrioa dpas véar. So WB L ® 33 69 Origen b ¢ Aug: the
rest add pév with Matthew and Luke.

2. 122 s éovoiav Exwy, odx bs of ypappareés. So D@bcde: the
rest read «ai ody with Matthew: Luke omits the last half of the
phrase.

8. 127 7{ éorw Todro; 8:dayi) xawy). So WBL 33 (fam. 1). Not in
Matthew : Luke 7és 6 Adyos olros, o1t év éfovala . . . The remaining
authorities in Mark prefix 7is .

4. ii8, 9 7{ ravra uakoyi{eole. ..; 1{éoTw ebromdrepov...; SoLuke:
Matthew 7{ ydp éorwv ebxomdmrepov . . . ;

5. il 17 ob xpelav Eovow ol loyvovres latpol . . . olx HAfov kakéoar
Siwkalovs . . . As in the last case Luke follows Mark, and Matthew
inserts ydp, ob yip fAfov xakéoar . . .

6. ii 21 obdels émifBAqua pdrovs dyvddov émpdmre. obdeis 8¢ Matthew
(followed by D and a few Latins in Mark) : ore otdeis Luke.

7. ii 25, 26 obdémore dvéyvwre i émolpoey Aaveld . . .; eloAlev eis ToV
olxov Tob feod... So BD (anda‘et’): the remainder nis elofjrfer with
Matt.: és elogifev Luke, though B D omit as in Mark, perhaps rightly.

1 But in only one of these, 7, is the statement in the past tense.
3 | have omitted all instances where there is no parallel in Matthew or Luke.
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8. iii 27 od dvarar oddeis eis Ty olxlay Tob loxupod eloeAbov ... So
A DW and most Greek MSS, e and most Latins, and syr-sin: 8 B and
a few other good authorities prefix dAAd, but d\\d at the beginning of
a sentence is extraordinarily rare in Mark, xiii 24 being the only other
example. Luke is not strictly parallel : Matthew has 4 #ds . . .

9. 1ii 34, 35 8¢ 9 pwrirnp pov xal oi d8ehdol pov. s dv woujoy 10 GéAnpa
700 feot . . . So Bbe (and ‘et’ac Aug): the rest read b5 yap &v worjoy.
Matthew éores yap &v mousjoy : Luke again has no exact parallel.

10. iv 24 PBAémere 1 drovere &v ¢ pérpy perpeire, perpnfrcerar uiv.
In what are practically the parallels, Matt. vii 2z, Luke vi 38, ydp is added
by both the other Synoptists.

IL Viii 15 Gpdre BAémere dmd Tis {duns Tov Papioaiwy ... Matthew
dpire kol mpogéyere dmd, Luke mpocéyere éavrois dnd: BAémew dnd in the
sense ‘to beware of’ is a Marcan vulgarism (cf. xii 38), which the other
Synoptists instinctively avoid. In Mark the reading is not doubtful:
but three separate attempts are made in different authorities to emend
the text and get rid of the asyndeton or of the double verb: D ® fam. 1
565 omit épare, A omits BAérere, C fam. 13 insert xal between the verbs.

12. ix 38 épn abrd 6 'lwdvys. No parallel in Matthew:e Luke
dmoxpifels 8¢ 6 "lwdvys elrev.  In Mark all authorities but X B D A @ sah
and a few of the best Old Latins including k, with syr-sin, avoid the asyn-
deton, either by adding 8¢ or by prefixing «al.

13. X 9 & 6 Oeds quvélevéev, dvlpwmos py xwplérw. No parallel in
Luke: Matthew 6 odv 6 feos ..., and from Matthew most MSS of
Mark. The true reading without ov is preserved only in D and k.

14. X 14 dpere t& madia Epxeobar wpds pe, py xwliere aird, Both
Matthew and Luke alter to xai u3 xwAvere avrd, and they have drawn
after them a large majority of the MSS of Mark. But the shorter
reading has for it BW A, a dozen more uncials and some eighty
cursives.

15. X 24, 25 wds SvokoAdv éorw els Ty Baokelav Tob feol eloedbeiv:
ebxomdrepdv éorw kdunrov. . . Matthew 8ru ebxorarepov, Luke ebxomaurepov
ydp. Evidence for the asyndeton in Mark is only qualified by 3¢ in A,
and ydp in a few others.

16. x 27 éuBAéfas alrois 6 'Inoots . .. éuBrépas 8¢ Matthew, 6 8¢
elrev Luke. Most MSS of Mark follow Matthew: the true reading
survives in ]} B C* A 1 syr-sin.

17. x 28 Jjplaro Méyew 6 Iérpos adrd. tére fjpfaro Matthew, elrev 8¢
Luke. In Mark we find xai jpfaro, jjpéaro 8¢, rére yjptaro, jptaro odv:
but fpéaro without connecting particle in ¥ A BC W A @ syr-sin, and
a good many others,

18. x 29 (the fourth asyndeton in five verses) épy 6 Iyoots. Matthew
6 8¢ 'Ingois elrev abrois: Luke § 8¢ elrev abrols. In Mark only R B A
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give épy alone, and it is possible that with the rest we ought to prefix

dmoxpifels : but cven so most of them retain the asyndeton.

19. xii 9 7{ movjoer & kUpios Tob dumeldvos; i odv wojoe Luke, and
similarly Matthew 6rav odv éABy 6 xipios 70D dumeAdvos, Ti Tovjoet . .

In Mark only B L (syrsin sah) give the shorter reading without odv :
but they are certamly rlght

20. xii 17 6 8¢ Inoods elrer: Ta Kaloapos drddore (al. "Anidore ra Kai-
aapos) Kaicap.. Matthew drdSore odv & Kaloapos, Luke rolvvv dmddore
76 Kaigapos. This time only a few authorities in Mark insert odv.

2L Xii 20 émra ddeddol foav. Luke érra odv dderdoi foav, Matthew
Noav 8¢ map’ Apiv értd dSeddpol. In Mark N A BC* L W A 0, the great
majority of Greek MSS, syr-sin and k, read as above.

22. Xii 23 é&v 17 dvaordoe . . . Tivos adriv éorar yuij; Both Matthew
and Luke insert ol : omitted in Mark by &% B C* L A, many other Greek
MSS, and k.

23. xil 24 &Py adrois & 'Ipools. So in Mark N BCLA 33 k, much
as in 21 and 22, but without support from later MSS: «ai elrev Luke,
dmoxpibeis 6¢ . . . elmev Matthew. .

24. xil 36 adros Aaveid efwmev. So without particle R BLW A fam.
13 28 565 a k sah: the other MSS mostly adrds ydp with Luke.
Matthew 7wds odv . . . -

24 bis. xii 37 abrés Acveld Méyee adrov wipov. So in Mark
NBDLWAG® 28565 aiksah (syrsin). The rest add olv after adrds
with Luke Aaveid odv: Matthew €l odv Aaveid kaAet . . .

25. xiii 5, 6 BAémere paj Tis pds wAajoy woldol éheloovrar émi TH
évépari pov ... So W BL W: the rest add ydp with Matt. and Luke.

26. xiil 7 pi Opocigfe det yeréoBar. So only ]} B W and the Egyptian
versions : the rest have 8¢ ydp after Matthew and Luke.

27. xiti 8 éyepbjoerai yap rvos éx vos kai PBaoihela éri Baohelav:
évovrar ceaopol kard Témovs, €oovrar Awol. The first &ovrar with
NBDLW 28 124 and the Egyptian versions, the second &rovra: with
Ne B L (W) 28 sah: the rest in each case prefix xal. Matthew and Luke
combine the two érovrac clauses into one, Matthew connecting with the
éyeptrioerar clause by xaf, Luke by re.

28. xiii 85 dpxi) @divwv radra. So without connecting particle Mark :
but Matt. wdvra 8¢ Tabra dpx3 @8vwr: no parallel in Luke.

29. xiil 23 Jpels 8¢ PBAémerer mpoclpyxa Ypiv wdvra. So BL W 28 a:
the rest follow Matthew’s i8od mpoelpyxa . . . No parallel in Luke.

30. xiii 34 s dvfpwmos dmédnpos ddeis T oiklav adrod kai Sovs Tois
SovAois airob Ty éfoveiav . .. So all the best authorities in Mark:
but many MSS borrow ydp from Matthew Gorep yap dvfpwmos dmodnudv

No parallel again in Luke.
.31 xiv 3 JN0ev yuvy Exovaa dhdBacrpov plpov vapSov mioTuds-moAv-

UNT YYVITT [ad

TTOZ ‘LT Yorew uo uswaig gns 1e Bio'speusnolpioyxo sy woly papeojumod


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

18 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

Tekots: owrplifaca Ty dAdBacTpov kaTéxeer atTob Ths kedadis. So only
N B L: the rest prefix xal to gvvrpipaca. Matthew, omitting cvvrpifara
v 4., gives xai karéxeev. Luke omits the whole incident, having related
a parallel story in vii 36-50: this covers also 32, 33.

32. Xiv 6 7{ adm) xémous wapéxere; kalov épyov fpydoato év épol.
So all but a few MSS of Mark : W fam. 13 28 have xaliv yap épyov
with Matthew’s épyov yap xadov . ..

33. xiv 8 § &oxev émoinoev: wpoélafev pupicar pov 70 ocdpa eis TOV
évragagudv. The asyndeton is without variant in Mark: Matthew
adds ydp, Baloioa yap adry 70 pipov Tolro émi Tob odpards pov.

34. xiv 19 7pfavro Avreiofar xkai Aéyew adbrd els xkara els” Mojri éyd;
So N B L Origen in Mark : nearly all the rest avoid the asyndeton by
oi 8¢ fjpéavro . . ., not on this occasion following Matthew’s xat Avmoi-
pevor opddpa péavro Méyew . .. There is therefore somewhat less cer-
tainty in this case : yet Marcan usage, combined with the excellent record
of B in the whole series of passages here enumerated, is I think decisive.
Luke, as so often in the Passion narrative (cf. 35), has no parallel.

35. xiv 41 xafeilere 76 Aourdy xai dvamaveabe dméyer JNOev 5 Jpa,
8ov mwapadidorar & vids 7ot dvfpdmwov ... So with few exceptions (D W
and Old Latins) the texts of Mark : Matthew omits the difficult dréxe,
and substitutes od jyywer % Gpa xai 6 vios Tob dvfpdrov Tapadidorar . .

36. xiv 63, 64 7{ & xpelav éxopev papripwy; tkovoare Ths BAacd-
plas.! No important witness differs in Mark save R, which follows
Matthew i8¢ viv fjxovgare . . . Luke adrol yap jxodoaper . . .

37. xvi 6 3 éxbapfBeiafe “Inootv {retre Tov Nalapmpvov tov éoravpw-
pévov. Mark leaves us in doubt whether the second clause is a state-
ment or a question : Matthew with ol8a y&p Srv + .. {yreéire interprets
in the former sense, Luke with 7{ {xreire in the latter.

38. xvi 64 4ylby, oix &rw &8¢ So Mark without variant:
Matthew ol éorwv &8¢, yépbn ydp. Luke odx &orw &Be, dAN Hyépby.

These passages are enough to prove to demonstration, in the first
place; Mark’s fondness for asyndeta—it corresponds to his rough
unliterary style—and, in the second place, the constant tendency in
Matthew and Luke to remove the asyndeta by providing particles to
supply some sort of connexion with what precedes. Sometimes, as we
should expect, they provide the same particles, sometimes different
ones. Out of some twenty-five cases where both Matthew and Luke
have parallels to the Marcan text, Luke retains the asyndeton twice
(4 and 5),” Matthew never: in twelve cases they give different supple-

1 1 think ¢Marcan usage’ is decisive against W-H’s punctuation frovoare 77s

Brangnuias; Compare e, g. ii 7, the statement SBAaggnuer between two questions.
2 Possibly also in 7.
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ments, in ten cases the same, namely I puév, 10 ydp, 14 xai, 16 &, 18 &,
19 olv, 22 odv, 24 bis olv, 25 ydp, 26 ydp. Ten cases may seem a large
proportion: but the supplements are always natural ones, or indeed
the most natural ones, and the agreements against Mark—side by side
with a rather larger number of divergent supplements—mean no more
than that the two later Synoptists, editing the text of the earlier Gospel,
often hit independently on the same obvious improvements.

But further we learn of course something of the relative value of our
authorities for the text of St Mark. In this particular section of our
enquiry, the excellence of B stands out unchallenged: in eight
instances the asyndeton is practically without variant, at any rate in all
the older authorities, but in the remaining thirty-one B is right—on the
assumption that an ‘ asyndeton’ reading is to be preferred—in no less
than twenty-eight, the exceptions being 2, 8, and 13. N is right in
twenty-one cases ; the exceptions (besides the three just mentioned,
which it shares with B) are 7, 9, 14, 19, 29, 32, 36. D is right in only
nine cases, though it should be noted that in 2, 7, 12, 13, 28, it
gives the shorter reading with only a few companions. But k, for the
part of the Gospel for which it is extant (from 12 onwards), has a better
record than D of asyndeta : 12, 13, 21, 22, 23, 24, 24 bis, four times against
D. In1g, a quite certain case, D k stand alone with the right reading.

(4). Larticles absent from Mark.
i. vai,

val is found eight times in Matthew, v 37, ix 28, xi g, xi 26, xiii 51,
xv 27, xvil 25, xxi 16: four times in Luke, vii 26, x 21, xi 51, xii 5.
On two occasions the passages in Matthew and Luke are parallel, Matt.
xi 9 = Luke vii 26 vai Aéyw dpiv repusodrepov wpopijrov, Matt. xi 26 =
Luke x 21 vai 6 warip, 61t oVrws ebdokia épmpoodév aov: both passages
presumably come from Q. But further the two other occasions where
va{ is found in Luke belong also it would seem to Q sections: Luke
xi 5T vai AMyw Spiv (Matthew duiy Aéyw Spiv), xil 5 vai AMéyw Spiv (omitted
by Matthew). It is possible therefore that Luke never uses val except
where he is following Q.

Of the other six instances in Matthew, five occur in matter not
found in Mark : the sixth, Matt. xv 27, is parallel to Mark vii 28. The
printed texts give val in both Gospels as introducing the answer of
the Syrophenician woman to our Lord’s objection about throwing the
children’s bread to dogs. There is no other case of the use of val
in St Mark: and ‘Marcan usage’ is reinforced by the testimony of
witnesses who omit it even here,

These witnesses are D W @ fam.13 565 bc i syr-sin: all “Western’

C2
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indeed, but Western of very varied types. It is noteworthy that W-H
gave the omission of val a place in the margin of their edition before
the evidence of either W or ® or the Sinai Syriac was available : and
obviously, whatever was to be said on internal grounds before the new
witnesses were known, the external evidence is now very strongly
reinforced. The N B group, in fact, have suffered assimilation to
Matthew : and the solitary instance of vai in St Mark disappears.!

il. odv.

ofv is found in Matthew nearly sixty times, in Luke some thirty
times—i. e. in proportion to the length of his Gospel about half as often
as in Matthew—in Mark at the outside seven times : but on three of these
seven W-H omit odv entirely, and on a fourth they brackét it. The
weight of ‘ Marcan usage’ is so strong that omission is presumably
right where there is even a small body of good witnesses in support
of it ; and possibly right, where a paralle! in Matthew will account for
its insertion, without any external evidence at all.

1. X 9 & ofv 6 feos owélevfev dvbpwros piy ywplérew. So word for
word Matthew, and so the critical editions of Mark with the vast
majority of MSS. But D k omit odv: and omission is so like Mark’s
style, while the correction from Matthew would be so easily and so
obviously made, in a terse familiar saying, that I accept the shorter
reading without hesitation. See Asyndeta 13.

2. xi 31 &w elroper "Ef obpavod, épei’ A 7{ olv otk émiareioare abrd ;
Here Matthew has olv, but it is important to note that it is absent
from Luke: and omission in Mark has for it AC* LWabcdffiksyr-
sin. W-H give omission a place in the margin ; but where Marcan
usage, Lucan parallel, and good Greek and Latin evidence, all coincide,
omission is, I think, incontestably right.

3. xii 8, 9 kal Aafdvres dmékrewav alrdv, xai éféfalov adrov &w Tod
dpreldvos. T{ obv moujoel 6 kUpios Tov dumerdvos ; So all MSS of Mark,
except B L (syr-sin) sah. But both Luke and Matthew have ofv, Luke
following Mark closely 7i olv moujoe: . . ., Matthew inserting it into an
introductory clause drav oty éAfp 6 ipios Tob duwerdvos, T moujoeL . . .
We shall have therefore no hesitation in accepting, with Tischendorf
and W-H, the evidence of B, and in ejecting once more the particle
odv from the text of Mark.

4. xil 23 év 1]} dvaordoet odv . .. So (or & 19 odv dvasrdore) many
MSS of Mark, including ADW @1 28 565 and most Latins, with
Matthew év 1 dvaordoe odv . . . and Luke % yvy odv év 7) dvaordoe . . .

1 | have dealt with this reading, more briefly, in my Siudy of the New Testament
(ed. 2, 3924) p. 70.
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Omit ofv in Mark with NB C*L A, very many Greek MSS, and k:
so also Tischendorf and W-H. See under Asyndeta 22. .

5. xil 37 abros odv Aaveid Aéyet adrdv xipov.  So in Mark A and the
great majority of Greek MSS, compare Luke Aaveid olv xipov adrov
xalet, and Matthew € olv Aaveld xalel adrov xipwov ... Again omit
oiv in Mark with X B D L W A ® 28 565 a ik, the Egyptian versions (syr-
sin), and the critical editions. See Asyndeta 24 bis.

6. xiii 35 ypyyopeire olv: obx oilate yap wire & kUpos Tis oixias
épxerar.  No variant in Mark : and though ov may conceivably have
been borrowed by the scribes of Mark from Matt. xxiv 42 (there is no
parallel in Luke), it would be hazardous to question it without any MS
support, the more so that there is another instance to follow where our
authorities are unanimous for the word.

7. xv 12 6 8¢ Iedros wdw dmoxplfels Eheyev adrotss T{ odv féhere’
worjow Sy Aéyere 1ov PBacdéa Tav ‘Tovdaiwy ; Again no variant in Mark,
7{ olv in Matthew, and no parallel in Luke. The same considerations
apply as in the last case : I am not sure that olv in Mark is right, but
I should not venture to remove it from the text.

Thus out of seven instances odv should be banished from Mark in
five. In three of these both Matthew and Luke have the particle:
that is to say, three instances of agreement between the two other
Synoptists against Mark are seen to be meaningless, because we have
once more the key to the solution in ¢ Marcan usage .

iil. 800 7 narrative.

Neither Mark nor John ever uses 3oy in narrative : Luke employs it
fairly often (sixteen times), Matthew twice as often (thirty-two times) as
Luke. In Luke it is regularly in the form «ai i8ov : that is also the pre-
dominant form in Matthew, but 8¢9 is also found in this Gospel with
a genitive absolute preceding it as often as nine times. In both
Matthew and Luke the usage is found alike in portions that are parallel
to Mark and portions that are not—about three-quarters of the instances
in Matthew and something over half of the instances in Luke belonging
to the ‘triple tradition’.

There are in fact some twenty-five passages where one or other of the
later Synoptists grafts i8ov on to the Marcan stock, three of these being
peculiar to Luke, sixteen peculiar to Matthew, and six common to both.
Again it may be asked, Is not this a high percentage of agreement?

1 W-H omit 8érere with R B C A fam. 1 fam. 13 33 and the Egyptian versions :
but the omission I beheve to be due either to assimilation to Matt. xxvhi 22 or to
a desire to get rid of the construction 8éxere woinow. Tischendorf retains GéAere.
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In two out of every three cases where Luke uses it Matthew has it too,
and can this be due to chance? The answer is twofold.

In the first place Matthew uses the phrase so commonly, when a new
character or new element in the story is introduced, that it is not
wonderful that Luke, using it much more sparingly, should be found to
coincide with Matthew in a high proportion of his relatively few cases.
If i80v were to be introduced at all, certain occasions would stand out
as specially calling for it. The six occasions common to Matthew and
Luke are in fact (@) the commencement of three stories of miracles,
Mark i go, ii 3, v 22: (4) the appearance of Moses and Elias at the
Transfiguration, Mark ix 4: (¢) the appearance of Judas in the Garden,
Mark xiv 43 : (<) the appearance of the angel or angels who announced
the Resurrection, Mark xvi 5. '

In the second place, as Mark is never found to use the phrase in
narrative, we can hardly explain any coincidences of Matthew and Luke
against Mark as pointing back to a more original text of Mark. It was
not Mark, but much more probably the Old Testament, that taught
Matthew, and to a less degree Luke, the value of the employment of
180% to give vigour and movement to the narrative.!

VIII. ‘The disciples’ and ‘ the Twelve’.?

Eduard Meyer, in his important work Ursprung und Anfinge des
Christentums (3 vols., Stuttgart and Berlin, 1921-3), attempts to analyse
the sources of St Mark and assumes a distinction between a “disciples’
source and a ‘ Twelve’ source according as of pafyral or of 8ddexa is
the phrase employed (i 133-147).

These ‘Notes on Marcan usage’ are being put together primarily
as a contribution to the examination of the history of the text and of
the Synoptic problem. But it is also part of their purpose to test, and
if the evidence tends that way to establish the truth of, my own working
hypothesis that the authority of St Peter stands, as tradition has always
indicated, very closely behind the authority of the Evangelist.

Of course it goes without saying that that hypothesis applies especially

1 It is worth noting that in several of the cases where Matthew and Luke have
150, it replaces an épxerar of St Mark : Mark i 40, ii 3, v 22.

2 The following pages were originally written as an appendix to ¢ Marcan usage :
V. ¢The movements of Jesus and his disciples and the crowd’ (J. 7. S. April 1915,
xxvi 225-240), where I tried to emphasize.the indications in Mark, as contrasted
with Matthew and Luke, of the evidence of an eye-witness, indications which appear
to be spread over practically the whole story of the Ministry. It seems simpler
now to print this examination of a rival theory as an independent section of my
Notes.
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to the period between St Peter’s call (i 16) and the flight of the disciples
(xiv 50). For the story of the Baptism* and Temptation the ultimate
authority must be that of Jesus himself, though it must have reached
the Evangelist through the medium of some personal disciple to whom
Jesus had confided it—naturally, in this case, St Peter. For the story
of the Crucifixion and (so far as the extant part of the Gospel extends)
the Resurrection one primary authority is presumably that of the holy
women or one of them—if one must select, that one whose name is
otherwise unknown to us, Mary the mother of James and Joses.

But it does not follow that, even if the authority of St Peter stands in
the main behind the narrative i 16—xiv 50, it stands in equal degree
behind every part of it. Distinction must be made in the first place
between that part of the story where we may presume that he was
spectator or auditor, and those exceptional passages where the contrary
was certainly or probably the case. There is the story of Herod and
John the Baptist, vi 1429 : there is perhaps the journey of our Lord to
Tyre and back, vii 24-37, where from the absence of any allusion to
disciples it may not improbably be deduced that the journey was under-
taken without companions.

Even in these passages the information may still have reached the
Evangelist by way of St Peter. But I should not want to exclude the
possibility that there may be episodes which the Evangelist derived
from other sources and has interwoven into the Petrine tradition. Such
in particular might be the second account of miraculous feeding, viii 1-9,
of which the most probable explanation seems to me to be that it is
a variant, derived by Mark from another source, of the first (Petrine)
account in vi 34—44.

But returning, with the reserves indicated, to the working hypothesis
that the account of the Ministry is a homogeneous whole depending on
the Petrine tradition, let us see whether the actual use or interchange
of the phrases *the disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’ suggests an actual inter-

! Note that in St Mark’s Gospel, and in his Gospel only, the Baptism is related
throughout as our Lord’s experience : i 10 dvaBaivay . . . elbev, i 11 ob € 8 vids
pov & dyamyris. Matthew changes the latter part, and, as in the Transfiguration
where the Voice from heaven is addressed to the three apostles (Mk. ix 7 = Matt.
xvii § = Lk. ix 35), writes olrés ¢arwv 6 vids pov . . ., while Luke changes the former
part into a historical statement, éyévero . . . dvewxOivas o0 olpavd . . . kal paviy
« .. yevéada : Matt. iii 17, Lk.iii 21, 22.

* See Dr Headlam’s Jesus the Christ (1923), p. 14. As Dr Headlam points out,
the second distinguishes itsetf from the first by the absence of those vivid details
which we are accustomed to call ¢ Marcan touches’. But if these details are found
in the Petrine, and are absent from the non-Petrine account, the important conclu-
sion results that the vivid touches of the Evangelist go back in the main to the
apostle. It does not follow, of course, that the disciple and ‘interpreter’ has not
caught something of the style and spirit of his master.
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change of sources or whether it grows naturally out of the situation in
the process of developement described in St Mark’s Gospel. That is
the first test of all theories of partition of sources, whether in this or
any other document.

Mabyral are first mentioned in ii 15, when we are told that they were
now ‘many’ and were beginning to collect round him and follow’
him: before that we have only (1) the call of four disciples who came
“after him’ (émlow,i 17, 20)—these form at once a group of four (i 29):
it may be only these four, it may already be others, who are included
in the ‘Simon and his companions’ of i 36—and (2) the call of a fifth
personally named disciple,! with the summons ‘Follow me’, in ii 14.
Then we hear (in the next verse) of the ‘many disciples’ who were
‘following " Jesus. From this-point onwards begins the regular usage

of the word, perhaps ‘thy disciples’? ii 18, at any rate ¢ his disciples’ in

it 23, iii 7, 9.

Obviously the term ‘the Twelve’ cannot be used till the formal
separation of an inner group among the disciples, iii 13 ff, and obviously
at that point the use of some such phrase was imperative to express what
was happening, and all three Synoptists agree so far. Luke (vi 13-17),
.unlike Matthew, keeps close to the order of Mark, but inverts the call
of the twelve apostles and the notice of the wide districts from which
hearers were now being attracted. In Mark it may be supposed that
it was just the extension of the work which caused our Lord to create
the first rudiments of organization in selecting the Twelve to be his

1 Levi, son of Alpheus, who is not identified either by Mark, or by Luke who
follows Mark (Luke v 27-29), with Matthew. On the other hand we should
naturally suppose that one whose call is thus given in detail was in fact one of the
Twelve, as his brother * James son of Alpheus’ (Mark iii 18) certanly was. The
Western text solves the difficulty by reading ¢ James [not Levi] son of Alpheus’ in
Mark ii 14 ; but St Luke's rupport of * Levi’ seems to disprove this otherwise at-
tractive solution. 'We may perhaps either suppose that AeBBaioy of the Western
text is right in the list of the Apostles iii 18—@adbaiov would then have come in
from Matt. x 3—and that AeBBatos is a variant form of Aeveiv (Origen has & AeB3s
TeAdwns) ; or alternatively that we should read in iii 18 'IdrwBov [al Aeveiv] 7dv
‘AAgaiov, If the mention of Levi had accidently dropped out from a very early
copy, we could understand both the presence of the vanants @ad8aios and AeBBaios
in Mark and Matthew and the appearance in Luke of a new name 'loddas 'TaxiBov.
The number of the Twelve had somehow to be filled up. [I think I owe this
suggestion to the Rev. A. E. J. Rawlinson).

2 Probably B is right in omitting pafiyrai, and reading oi 5 ool ob vnoredovow : for
(1) Luke has not got the word, which a little suggests that he did not find it 1n
Mark, (3) the MSS which give it differ among themselves as to the place where
they put it. I think it has come in from Matt. ix 14; and, if so, the reason of
‘Mark’s phrase may be that Jews hardly rccognized the new Teacher’s followers
yet as organized ‘disciples’ in the same sense as those of the Baptist and of the
Pharisees—it is something like * Your people’.
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companions and his delegates. Of the actual call Luke’s account is
limpid in its clearness, ¢ He called his disciples, and chose out of them
twelve, whom he named “apostles”, Simon, whom he named Peter,
and...! Doubtless Luke understands himself to be giving the sum
of Mark’s rather involved account, ‘ He called whom he would and they
came to him and he appointed twelve to be’ his companions and
apostolic delegates ; ‘and he appointed the Twelve and gave Simon the
name Peter, and James ...’: and it is just this involved character of
Mark’s account which prompts Meyer to see in it, quite unnecessarily
as I think, a conflation of two separate strata of tradition.

In the first place, then, when Mark says ¢ he called whom he would
and they came to him and he appointed twelve’, I do not think he
means to describe two acts, as Luke thought, but one. ¢ He summoned
whom he would’ is in fact the selection of the T'welve: and so Matthew
appears to understand him when writing ‘ He summoned his twelve
disciples’ Matt. x 1—odd as is the phrase Tods 8wdexa pabyrds adrot,
when we have so far heard nothing about the disciples being twelve.
Mark’s wai érolyoev 8udexa is a characteristic piece of redundancy, due
to his desire to emphasize the formal nature of the act, and should not
be separated from the preceding verse by more than a comma.

So far any difficulty has been removed by exegesis and punctuation :
for the next problems textual evidence must be called in to.assist.
Modern critics seem fairly unanimous in following Tischendorf, as
against Westcott and Hort, and ejecting the words ofs xai dwoorérovs
avépacer from verse 14 as a plain contamination from Luke vi 13.
Decision is not quite so simple as to the opening words of verse 16,
xai émolnoev Tovs dwdexa: but the omitting and inserting groups are so
nearly the same as in the last case that, if there is anything in the
principle noscitur a soctis, this phrase is naturally treated as a companion
interpolation and should also disappear.’ The names in the accusative,
verses 17-19, will then depend directly on émoinoev of verse 14, an
awkwardness which Matthew removes by commencing a new sentence,
“Now the names of the Twelve Apostles were these’. Meyer’s
mountain has by now crumbled down to the rather ungrammatical
parenthesis ‘and he gave Simon the name Peter’.?

1 ods xal dmoaréAovs wopacev absent from ACZDL W all Latins syr-sin and
Armenian: found in R BC* (uf wid) A® Ferrar group 28 sah. «al émoinoev ro0s
bdidexa, absent from A C2 D L W 8 fam. 1 fam. 13 all Latins syr-sin sah and Armenian:
found in RB C* A 565 700. The latter insertion may have been a marginal gloss
to xal émoinoev dbdesa of verse 14: the glossator wanted to substitute ¢ the Twelve ’
for ‘twelve’, and fearing that a mere 7ods would not make his meaning clear, wrote
the phrase in full.-

2 If with the Ferrar group and sah we could for énoinoev robs SdSexa read mplrov
Sipwva, the last difficulty would go. But the evidence is far too slight, I am afraid.
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Our Lord had thus formed an inner circle, for intimate com-
panionship and for missionary work, out of the whole number of
his disciples. That is exactly the situation reflected in the two next
mentions of the Twelve. In iv 10 ‘those who were round him with
the Twelve’ oi wept atrov aiv Tols 8b8exa, ask of him the meaning of the
parables. In vi 7 he summons the Twelve, and sends them out in
pairs on a missionary tour, wposkaleirar Tovs Sddexa xai fpfaTo adrods
dmoaré e 8vo 8vo: in vi 3o the ‘apostles’ or ¢ missionaries’ return
and report to him the results, and he retires with them privately to the
wilder country across the lake.

That is to say, he is from now onwards more and more concentrating
himself on the training of a select few, more and more withdrawing
himself from his public ministry in Galilee. It was not done at any
definite moment. There is a transition period, during which he re-
appears from time to time in Capernaum and its neighbourhood. ¢ His
disciples’ is a general term describing those who were associated with
him at any particular moment. It becomes therefore a synonym for
the Twelve. just in proportion as he journeys about more and more
exclusively with them. Only the Twelve were with him in the desert
place to which he retired for privacy, so that oi pafyral adrod in the
episode of the feeding of the muititudes who had followed him there
(vi 35-41) are naturally the Twelve. On the other hand when he
returned to the west of the lake and the neighbourhood of Capernaum,
‘his disciples’ (vii 2) may reassume the larger meaning, though it
should be noted that ‘his disciples’ who enter the house with him
(vii 17) cannot have been an indefinitely large company.

From vii 24 to vii 37 there is no mention either of the Twelve or of
the disciples : Jesus was, it would seem, alone. The succeeding verses,
viii 1-10 are probably a variant tradition of vi 35-45. In the
continuous narrative ‘his disciples’ first therefore reappear at viii 27
on the road to Caesarea Philippi, on the occasion of the great confession
of faith which forms the climax of the earlier part of the Ministry. If
1 read the Gospel rightly, the *disciples’ are from this point onwards
practically identical with the Twelve, and I do not think that the
Evangelist or his authority intended to make distinction between them.
Perhaps the summoning of ‘the crowd with his disciples’, viii 34, may
denote the older and larger body of followers. But the interval, if it
was an interval, was a brief one, for less than a week (ix 2) separates
the Confession from the Transfiguration, and the disciples of viii 27 are
presumably also the disciples of ix 14. From Caesarea Philippi to
Jerusalem the record is one of almost continuous movement. Once
indeed Jesus revisited the scene of his earlier preaching, but it was,
if one may use the phrase, incognito: ‘they passed along through
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Galilee, and he would not that any should know,’ for the subject-matter
of his teaching was appropriate to a narrower circle only, ix 30, 3r.
Three times the Evangelist reiterates the prophecy of the Passion,
viii 31, ix 31,x 33. On the first occasion the recipients were apparently
the group of disciples who accompanied Jesus on the way to Caesarea
Philippi, since when Peter was shocked by what was told him and burst
into vehement protest, Jesus ‘turned round and saw his disciples’,
viii 32, 33. On the second occasion the teaching was again addressed
to ‘his disciples’, ix 31 ; on the third to the Twelve, x 32-34. There
is an increasing definiteness of detail in the prophecy, but there seems
to be no suggestion that those to whom it is addressed are other than
before,

No other interpretation of the later chapters of the Gospel, viii 27
onwards (with the possible exception of viii 34), is so simple and so
satisfactory as that which treats the phrases ‘the disciples’ and ‘the
Twelve’, ol pabyrai atrot and oi 8wdexa, as practically synonyms.

‘He was teaching his disciples . .. and they came to Capernaum,
and after going indoors he asked them what they had been talking
about . .. and he called the Twelve . . . and set a child in the middle
of them,” ix 31-35. Is it reasonable to think that one set of persons
had been discussing who was greatest, and that the moral was pointed
to a different set?

The next two examples of the use of ‘the disciples’ tell us just
the same tale. ¢ And when he was in the house the disciples again put
questions to him about’ the teaching he had been giving on divorce,
x 10. Again we remind ourselves that those ¢in the house’ must have
been a limited number, as invii 17and ix 33. And when ¢ the disciples’
rebuked the forwardness of the mothers who brought children for his
blessing, our Lord expressed his indignation in similar words and with
the same action, évayxehwrdpevos, as he had employed on the last
occasion of the mention of the Twelve, x 13-16, cf ix 36, 37.!

After the episode of the rich young man, ¢ Jesus looked round on his
disciples’ with the saying ‘How hard it will be for those with possessions
to enter into the Kingdom of God’, x 23. But immediately after, x 24,
the disciples are addressed as réxva—here only in the Gospels, save for

1 If these two episodes stood alone, there would no doubt be something to be
said for Meyer’s hypothesis : the ¢ Twelve’ source and the ‘disciples’ source had
each, it might be suggested with some reason, an episode which emphasized by an
appropriate action the necessity of the childlike spirit, the two stories being really
variant accounts of the same thing. But they do not stand alone. We have in fact
abundant evidence for the repetition by Jesus of the same teaching on different
occasions, and also for the indifferent use by Mark, in the later chapters of his
Gospel (ix 31, 35; xi 11, 14; xiv 12, 17), of the two phrases ‘his disciples’ and
‘the Twelve? in reference to the same occasions.
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Jo. xiii 33, rexvia, &v puxpov ped Hpov eui—a term indicative of affection
and intimacy such as could not be applied outside a very narrow circle.
Those to whom he spoke had given up home and everything to follow
him (x 28). That need not mean the Twelve only: but it must
mean a very few.

‘ And they were on the road going up to Jerusalem: and Jesus went
on ahead . . . and they followed him in fear. And he took the Twelve
again into his company’, and repeated to them the prophecy of the
Passion, connecting it now definitely with the very journey on which
they had set out, x 32~34. It is an unnatural exegesis to distinguish
between those from whom Jesus for the moment separated himself, and
those whom he took ‘again’ into his company.

Precisely the same conclusion is suggested by the request of the
brothers James and John, x 35 ff. It created grave indignation—among
whom ? among ‘the disciples ’? No, but among the remaining members
of the Twelve, of 8éxa, x 41. There may have been some few others
with him : but it is the Twelve who fill the foreground throughout the
journey.

Once more *his disciples’ leave Jericho with Jesu$ and the crowd,
X 46: ‘they draw near Jerusalem’, and at the Mount of Olives he
sends on  two of his disciples’ to prepare for the triumphal entry, xi 1:
he entered the city, went into the Temple, swept his glance round over
everything, but it was late and he did no more that night, but went out
to Bethany—with the Twelve, pera 1Gv 88exa, xi 11.  Next day on his
return he pronounced the doom of the barren fig-tree “ and his disciples
heard it’ xi 14. Were the Twelve, then, who went out with him to
Bethany in the evening, different from the ®disciples’ who caime back
with him in the morning ?

From xi 27 to xii 34 the narrative is occupied by the public debates,
if we may so put it, with the authorities at large, with the different
parties separately, and with an individual scribe. The crisis is
approaching : the breach is complete : for the last time Jesus teaches the
crowd, and forces the situation by direct denunciation of the religious
leaders of the people. If they give largely to the treasury, their income
is extracted from helpless widows : and one such widow, he tells ©his
disciples ’, had given nore than any of them, xii 35-44.

As he left the Temple, ¢ one of his disciples’ called his attention to
its magnificence : he answered with a prophecy of its destruction. They
ascended the Mount of QOlives: and the four leading apostles—the only
apostles, unless Levi was one, who are mentioned by name (apart from
Judas Iscariot) in the Gospel—asked him to explain himself further.
It was apparently in answer to their request, and to them only, that he
imparted his teaching about the End, xiii 5-37.
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So far then in these chapters there seems no valid reason for
distinguishing between ‘the disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’: and now
we come immediately ! to a very clear case for identification in xiv 12
—-17, where ‘his disciples say to him Where do you want us to go
and prepare for your passover ? and he sends two of his disciples [Peter
and John, according to Luke xxii 8] ... and the disciples went out
and . .. found just what he told them and prepared the passover: and
in the evening he came with the Twelve’. Once more we ask, were
the disciples who spoke about the passover in the morning a separate
set from the Twelve who kept it with Jesus in the evening?

After this the phrase oi 8d8exa is not used again, save as a definition of
Judas Iscariot, xiv 10,® 20, 43: nor oi pabyrai, save in the Garden
of Gethsemane, xiv 32, where it must mean those who were at the
Last Supper, and in the angelic message, xvi 7, where it is in close
connexion with Peter, eirare Tois pabyrais adrov xai 7o Iérpp. *His
disciples’ are a group of which Peter is head. It is impossible not
to be reminded of the apostolic Creed-form in 1 Cor. xv 3-5 wapéhaBov . . .
ot &by Knod, elra Tois dwdexa.

The argument here developed does not lmply an absolute identification
of the phrases  the disciples’ “ the Twelve ’ in the latter part of St Mark’s
Gospel. There may have been a few in the band that accompanied
Jesus on his last journey who were on the fringe of the Twelve but not
actually belonging to it. What is asserted is that for practical purposes
the phrases come to the same thing, and that the Evangelist neither
meant a sharp distinction himself between the two nor composed his
narrative out of two sources each of which used one, and one. only,
of them. The discrimination of sources in the case of secondary
documents like Matthew and Luke is of course one of the principal
tasks of the critic. That every document is constructed on the basis of
different literary sources is an assumption and an unjustifiable one.
That Mark in particular used a ‘disciple’ source and a ¢ Twelve ’ source
is in my judgement pure fantasy—or rather it could only be due to
fantasy if it were not in fact due rather to Zendens.

Meyer has made up his mind that Jesus cannot have foreseen the
continuity of the movement which he called into being so far as to
have equipped it with the rudiments of authority, and in that sense of
organization, in the persons of the Twelve. That conclusion can only
be established by a ruthless undermining of the evidence of St Mark’s

1 The reading of D and some Latins (not k) in xiv 4 oi £& uafnral adrob is
a mere assimilation to Matt. xxvi 8.

3 x1v 10 6 €fs Tav dwdexa N B C* L. The reading is too strange to be an invention.
I take it to mean ¢ the Judas who was one of the Twelve’ as opposed to the Judas
who was, according to St Mark’s list, not of the Twelve.
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Gospel as it stands: and Meyer does not shrink from this. I have
tried to shew on the other hand, firstly, that this Gospel represents
a natura) developement in the Ministry of Jesus by which he gradually
restricted his teaching, as it became more advanced and faced more
and more clearly the apparent failure of the movement, to a limited
number of his followers ; and secondly, that the ‘disciples’ who receive
this later teaching being in effect the ¢ Twelve’, the Evangelist uses one
or other phrase indifferently to describe them, and that any analysis
which attempts to separate the two uses as indicating two rival sources
raises so many difficulties that it can only be called, even on literary

grounds, a failure.
C. H. TURNER.

THE MEMORIA APOSTOLORUM ON THE
VIA APPIA.

THE excavations which have taken place in recent years beneath the
Church of S. Sebastiano have awakened great interest on account of
the light thrown by them on the cult of the Apostles Peter and Paul on
the site now occupied by that church, which in its present form is
a building of the sixteenth century. They have been officially described
in the Nofizie degli Scavi, series v, vol. xx (1923), by G. Mancini and
O. Marucchi, and have been the subject of a large literature, to which
the most important of recent contributions is the posthumous article of
Mgr Duchesne in the A##i della Pontificia Accademia romana di Arckeo-
logia, series iil, Memorie vol. i. Since the work of excavation has, at
any rate for the time being, ceased, the time seems opportune for a pro-
visional interpretation of the results obtained in the light of the traditions
connected with the site.

The existence of a liturgical cult of the Apostles in this region as
early as the fourth century is established by a comiparison of the
Depositio martyrum, a document incorporated in the Calendar of Philo-
calus (A. D. 354) and the fuller versions of the Martyrologium Hierony-
mianum, which may be presumed to go back to the fifth-century
original. Inthe Depositio we have the entry (under June 29) Petri in
Catacumbas et Pauli QOstense, Tusco et Basso Consulibus; while the
fullest form of the entry in the Martyrologium reads thus :—Romae Via
Aurelia, natale Sanctorum Apostolorum Petri et Pauli, Petri in Vaticano,
LPauli vero in via Ostenst, utrumque in Calacumbas, passi sub Nerone,
Basso et Tusco consulibus. The consular date is A.D. 258, and its
presence in the entry can only be explained by some connexion with
the celebration iz Catacumbas, which took place in addition to those
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MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued)

VIII. Auwxiliary and quasi-auxiliary verbs.

i. The past tense of the substantive verb fv foav with present active,
present or perfect passive, participle as auxiliary ; exactly equivalent
to our English ‘was’ ‘were’ with present and past participle (rare
in Matthew : frequent in Mark and Luke)

1. 16 9w 6 Tudvys évdedupévos Tpixas kapjhov . . . kai éorfuwv dxkpidas.
No parallel in Luke: altered by Matthew. In classical Greek this
construction would be quite regular, but the tense would be pluperfect
and the meaning ¢ had been clothed’. Mark means ‘ was clothed’.

2. 113 v év ) épjpw . . . mepalopevos Two Tod Sarovd, ‘was . . .
being tempted ’, though both A.V. and R.V. have, less exactly, ‘was
... tempted’. Neither Matthew nor Luke is strictly parallel. Present
passive participle only once again, in 17.

3. i 22 v yap dbdoxwy adrols ds éfovaiav éxwy, ‘ wasteaching’. The
only case where both Matthew and Luke retain the Marcan construction,

4. 1 33 v oAy % wokis émovvyypéry wpos Ty Gbpav.  Not (of course)
‘had been gathered’, but ¢ was gathered’. No Synoptic parallel.

5. 139 fv kyploowy els 7as ovvaywyas adréy, ‘was preaching’. As
pointed out in ch. IIT of these Notes (/. 7. 8., Oct. 1924, xxvi p. 15)
W-H give a wrong reading here with B L jAfev, due to the desire
to find 2 construction for eis. Not only does the Lucan parallel (iv 44)
support #v, but Mark i 14 is decisive on the same side: Jesus ‘came into
Galilee preaching’ at the outset of His ministry, here He ‘continued
preaching”. Luke retains the construction, Matthew alters it.

6. ii 6 Ffoav 8¢ Twes Tav ypapparéwy éxel gabrpevor xai Siakoyildpevor,
*were sitting there and discussing’. Matthew alters : Luke retains joav
xaljpevor, but removes it to the opening of the story, v 17.

7. ii 18 Foav ol pabyral "lwdvov xai ol Papioaiow vnorevovres. The
statement is dropped at this point by both Matthew and Luke.

8. iv 38 adros fv év 7 mpdpry . . . kabeidwy. Again altered by both,
by Matthew to the imperfect, by Luke to an aorist.

9. V5 v xpd{wv xai xaraxémrwv éavrdv Aibous, ¢ continually, night and
day . . . he was crying out and cutting himself...” The verse is
dropped in both derivative accounts.
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10. v IT v 8% el . . . dyé\n xolpwv peydly PBookopéry. Retained
by Matthew, probably because the verb need not go with the participle :
‘there was there a great herd feeding’, rather than ‘a great herd was
feeding there’. Luke makes that clearer by altering to Booxopéver.!

IL. vi 52 fv alrdv 7 xapdia merwpopévy. No parallels.

12. ix 4 «kai foav ovvhalobvres 74 Iygot. Both Matthew and Luke
alter, Luke to the imperfect guvelddovy, Matthew by suppressing joav
and connecting the participle with the preceding verb.

13. X 22 7y yap &wv xpipara [2.2 kripara] moAMd. Here it is
Matthew who retains the Marcan construction, Luke who alters it (v
wAovaws): but see further, on this verse and context, § v 15 below,
P- 359

14. X 32 foav 8¢ & 17 685 dvaBaivovres eis Tepoodivpua. Luke omits
the verse, Matthew quite alters the construction.

15. X 324 «kai v wpodywv adrovs 6 ‘Inoods. No parallels.

16. xiv 4 foav 8¢ Twes dyavaxrotvres wpds éavrovs. No parallel in
Luke : Matthew alters to the aorist.

17. Xiv 40 Foav yip adrdv oi dpbarpol karafBapwvipevor. Matthew
retains the construction but alters the present to the perfect participle :
by so doing he may keep the letter of grammatical rule, but it is to the
havoc of the sense, for the pluperfect is quite out of place. Their eyes
¢ were being weighed down’, not ‘had been weighed down’. There is
no parallel in Luke.

18. Xiv 49 «af Huépav fjuqv wpds pds & TH iepd dibdoxwyv. Altered
by Luke to a participle, dvros pov (avoiding two verbs connected with
xal), by Matthew, because he disliked the construction, to éxafelduyv.

19. Xiv 54 %y ovwkafipevos pera Tov Ymnperdv. Here for the first
time both Matthew and Luke make the same alteration, substituting
éxdfnro for Jv ovvkafipevos—though one has pera 7dv with Mark and
the other péoos adrév. But it is not beyond the ordinary doctrine of
chances that in this solitary case out of a list of twenty-four passages
the two later Evangelists should independently hit on so simple
a change.

20. xv 7 7w 8& 6 Aeydpevos BapafBas perd Tév oraciacTdv dedepévos.
¢ Now the fellow called Barabbas was . .. lying in prison’: A.V. wrongly
separates 7v from 8eSeuévos, rendering ‘there was one . . . Barabbas
which lay bound’; R.V. is ambiguous. Mark’s whole reference to
Barabbas is so awkwardly expressed, that it is not to be wondered at
that the story is re-drafted by the other two Evangelists.

21. xv 26 v 7 émvypagy Tis alrias adrob émiyeypapuévy. Both the
others change, partly perhaps because the brevity of the Marcan account

1 Bogrouévn in Luke viii 32, in spite of the strong authority of X B D (not d) @ 3,
looks like an assimilation to Matthew (and Mark).
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seemed to call for expansion: Mark e.g. does not tell us where the
inscription was put.

22. XV 40 7joav 8¢ xai yvvaikes dmo paxpéfev fewpoioar Retained by
Matthew, probably for the reason suggested on no. 10 above: altered
by Luke.

23. xv 43 &8s xai abros fy mpoadexdpevos Ty Baghelav 10D feod.
Altered by both, by Luke to the imperfect of the same verb, by
Matthew to the aorist of another verb.

24. xv 46 & pyijpati & v Aeharopnuévov éx wérpas, ¢ which was hewn
out’ A.V. rightly : R.V. which had rendered the idiom rightly in 1, 4,
11, 21, at last found a chance to hark back to the classical pluperfect,
‘which had been hewn out’. But Marcan usage is clear. Matthew
changes to the active 8 é\ardunoer év ) wérpa, Luke to the shorter
but perhaps more ambiguous phrase & pjuare Aafevrs.

The number of instances cited shews that we have here a favourite
locution of Mark. No difference has been made in the list between
instances of the present active (or passive 2, 17) participle and instances
of the perfect passive participle, because it does not appear that Mark
made any. But his most characteristic usage is with the present par-
ticiple, ([2], 3, 5, 6. 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, [17], 18, 19, 22, 23, or
three out of every four cases), and it is exactly equivalent to our own
use of the auxiliary verb and participle for the imperfect ‘he was
teaching’ ‘ they were fasting’ ‘he was in the stern sleeping’. Similarly
the construction with the perfect passive participle corresponds closely
enough to our ‘he was clothed’. Matthew very rarely uses any form of
the construction ; never with the present participle, except in the few
cases he takes over unaltered from Mark, 3, 10, 13, 22. Luke on
the other hand is not averse to it in the rest of his Gospel, but he
prunes it away drastically from his Marcan material, leaving it only in
the three first cases of his meeting with it, 3, 5, 6.

It might almost be said that this construction with the auxiliary verb is
for Mark, as for us, the real imperfect : for his use of the proper imper-
fect is little, if at all, removed from his use of the aorist. In cases such
as il 27 é\eyev abrois To adBBarov 8ia Tov dvBpwmov kTA., OF V 30 émwoTpa-
deis év 76 SxAw Ekeyev Tis pov ffaro ; it seems quite impossible to read
into é\eyev any sense different from that of elre. When Mark wants
to give the continuous sense of the imperfect, he uses v with the present
participle : just as when he wants to give another shade of the imper-
fect, the inchoative sense, ‘began to do’ a thing, he uses what 1s in
effect another auxiliary verb, as we shall now see.!

1 Both uses, f}» with present participle and fiptaro with present infinitive, reflect
Aramaic use, as I learn from the Rev. C. H. Dodd of Mansficld College, who
supplies me with references to G. Dalman Die Worte Jesu pp. 28, 21.
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il. The verd dpxopau (fpéaro fiplavro) with present infinitive as auxiliary
Jor the imperfect (Matthew to times, Mark 26, Luke 18),

1. i 45 6 8¢ ééelGov pfaro knpvoaew . .. Matthew omits the verse :
Luke has a (roughly parallel) imperfect.

2. il 23 ol pabfyral adrov 7pfavro 68ov moretv T Aovres. .. Matthew
retains fpfavro: Luke again substitutes an imperfect.

3. iv 1 kai wdAw fipéato Siddokew wapa Ty fdhagoav. Both Matthew
and Luke omit the phrase.

4. v 17 xal fpfavro mapaxakelv adrov dreAfelv . . . Both the other
Synoptists change into an aorist.

5. V20 xai dmjrbev kal Wpfaro kypvocev . . . No parallel in
Matthew : Luke substitutes a participle, dnjAfev xypvocor.

6. vi 2 «kal yevopévov gafBfBdrov iplato 8iddokew é&v 1 ovvaywyy. No
parallel in Luke: Matthew gives the imperfect.

7. vi 7 7péato adrovs drocréAdew dvo Svo, xai édidov adrols éfovaiav.. .
No strict parallel in either Synoptist : but for the imperfect é8/80ov both
substitute the aorist éwxev. Here, and often in Mark, 7jpfaro marks
a ‘beginning ’ in the sense of a new departure rather than a continuous
process.

8. vi 34 «ai fpfaro 8iddoxew alrovs moAAd. The whole phrase dis-
appears from both the other accounts : but in the next verse Luke ix 12
has % 8¢ fuépa fpfaro kAlvew. That is to say, he borrows Mark’s jpéaro,
but transfers it to something to which ‘beginning’ was strictly appro-
priate: ‘the sun began to get low’.

9. Vi 55 xai fpfavro émi Tois kpafdTTots ToVs kaxds éxovras mepipéper.
The whole paragraph is absent from Luke: Matthew substitutes an
aorist, wpooveyxav.

10. Vill 11 xai éAbov of Papoaior xai Tpfevro owlnrey avro.
Matthew has an imperfect : Luke has the Q account of the demand for
a sign (xi 29), and therefore leaves out Mark’s account.

I1. Vili 31 kai fpfaro 8iddoxew alrovs 1edel... Retained by Matthew :
Luke has an aorist participle.

12. viii 32 xal mpooAafBduevos & Tlérpos atrov fpfato émripdv airg.
So also Matthew: Luke omits the episode.

13. x 28 4pfaro Aéyew 6 Iérpos atr. Inboth the other accounts elrev.

14. X 32 7plato alrols Aéyew 7 pélhovra aird oupBaivew : just as
viii 31, no. 1.  Once more both Matthew and Luke have simply elrev.

15. X 41 «kai dkovoavres oi 8éku Vipfavro dyavaxrely . . .  Luke, to save
the credit of two leading apostles, omits all personal references in this
episode : Matthew leaves the main story untouched, but for fpfavro
dyavaxteiv substitutes the aorist fyavdkryoay.

16. x 47 (of Bartimaeus) jpéaro kpd{ew xai Aéyew ... Very probably
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he did begin and go on with repeated cries: but both Matthew and
Luke are, as usual, content with an aorist.

17. Xi 15 fplato éxBdArew Tods wwlotvras. Matthew again has the
aorist: Luke by exception (and so in no. 18) retains the Marcan
phrase.

18. xii 1 kal fpfato adrois & wapafolais Aahely "Apweldva .
Matthew, having just inserted in the Marcan framework the parable of
the Two Sons, naturally omits the whole phrase: Luke follows Mark
again, as in the last preceding case.

19. xiii § 7fpfaro Aéyew abtrols BAémere i Tis dpds mAawjoy. As in
no. 11, it is a real commencement of new matter, the eschatological
discourse. Notwithstanding, both the other Synoptists prefer to treat
our Lord’s words simply as an answer to the question put to Him,
“When shall these things be?’ and so introduce them with an aorist.

20. xiv 19 fplavro Avweiobar kai Aéyew adrd . . . Matthew retains
fipfavro: Luke omits this and the following verse, perhaps because it
seemed impossible that any hut the actual traitor could have needed to
put the question ‘Is it I?’

2I. xiv 33 fplaro ékbapBeiobar kai &dpuovelv. Matthew once more
retains sjpfaro: Luke omits the whole verse.

22. xiv 65 «ai fpfavrd Twves éumrriew abrg. For this Matthew has an
aorist, Luke (better) an imperfect.

23. xiv 69 «ai 1 Tadioxy iSovoa adrov jpfato wdhw Aéyew. For this
Matthew has a present tense, Luke an aorist. B and the Sahidic,
moved by just the same considerations as the two Evangelists, substitute
elrev in St Mark for the characteristic language of the author.

24. xiv 71 6 8¢ fjpfaro ‘dvabeparilew. So too Matthew: Luke, not
liking to attribute oaths or curses to the apostle, contents himself with
the statement of fact ¢ Peter said’.

25. xv 8 & dxos fpfato aireicfar . . . . The verse has nothing corre-
sponding to it in the other two accounts.

26. xv 18 xai fjpfavro domdlecbar atrév. Cf. no. 22: there, as here,
Matthew has, instead of fjpfavro, an aorist. No parallel in Luke.

Out of these twenty-six instances, there are parallels in Matthew to
nineteen, in Luke to fifteen: Matthew gets rid of ¥jpéa(v)ro thirteen
times, or twice in every three, Luke twelve times, or four times out of
every five. As with regard to the substantive verb and participle, so
here Matthew is averse to the construction himself, and where he does
use it it is more often than not (six times out of ten: see 2, 11, 12, 20,
21, 24) taken over straight from Mark ; while conversely Luke is again
not so disinclined to the usage on his own account, but leaves it unal-
tered in Mark less often than Matthew, 17, 18, and see on 8.

VOL. XXVIII. Aa
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iil. The verd Svvapar as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 27 times,
Mark 33, Luke 26).

Not only is the verb SYvapa: more common in Mark than in either
Matthew or Luke, but in many cases its force is so weakened that it
becomes almost an auxiliary verb, and corresponds to our ‘can’ ‘ could’
or even ‘may’ ‘might’. Translation of this shade of meaning is there-
fore easy in English, and the Authorized Version uses ordinarily ‘can’
and ‘could’, but in iv 32 ‘may’, in xiv 5 ‘ might have been sold’, and
in iv 33 ‘as they were able’. In about balf the cases of the use of
Svvapas in St Mark, there is nothing remarkable about it, and they will
not be cited here: where there are parallels in the other Synoptists,
they do not shrink from repeating Mark’s phraseology ; where, as in the
majority of cases, a negative is expressed or implied, we could para-
phrase ‘it is impossible’. But in the other half Mark’s usage of 8vvapat
is tending towards an auxiliary sense, and any rendering like ‘it is not
possible ’ would exaggerate his meaning : R.V. (though it may be right in
substituting ‘are able’ for the <can’ of A.V. in Mark x 38, 39) goes
wrong when it tries to represent the future Sumjoera (iii 25, viii 4, ix
39) by ¢ will (shall) be able’: for the ‘can’ of A.V.all that is necessary
is to put ‘could’.

The cases that follow are those where the weakened or auxiliary use
is probable or at least possible.

L i 45 &ore unxére adrov Stvaolar els méAw pavepds elceAbeiv. There
was no physical impossibility: A.V., R.V,, rightly ‘could no more’.
No parallel in Matthew or Luke. )

2. iii 20 dore py Sdvacfar alrovs pndé dprov ¢ayetv. No parallels:
but cf. Mark vi 31 0082 ¢ayelv edxaipowv where the sense is practically
the same as in iii 20 ¢ They could not even get a meal’. Again no
question of physical impossibility.

3. iii 23, 24, 25, 26 7&s Svvarar Saravas Seravav ékBdMew; . . . ob
Svarat erabijvac . . . od Suvjoerar orijvac .. . ob Svaratorivar.  Probably
Matthew and Luke take the passage from Q: in any case they avoid
the use of 8Yvauar right through. (But Matthew follows Mark iii 27
in using it of the entry into the strong man's house.)

4. iv 32 Gore Svaclar Twd Ty ok alol T Terewa ToU oUpavod kara-
axyvotv. Matthew retains Mark’s construction but substitutes éfeiv for
SVvagfar: Luke turns the clause into a statement of fact xai ... kove-
oxivecev. Q may once more have affected Matthew and Luke: but
anyhow they have in fact both avoided Mark’s 8ovagfar, which A.V.
very well renders ¢ may’.

5. iv 33 He spoke the word to them in parables xafas #divavro
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dxodeww. No parallel in Luke: Matthew omits the phrase. A.V,and
R.V. ‘as they were able to hear it’, but I suspect that Mark does not
mean more than ‘in proportion to their capacity’ ‘as they could hear’.
6. vi 5 odx &vvaro ékel moujoar oddeuiav Sivepw. No parallel: but
obviously Mark means that it was a moral impossibility for Christ to
work ‘miracles where there was not faith to correspond. Both our
versions rightly ¢ could there do’.
- 7. vil 15 8 8varar kowdoar abrdv (cf. ». 18). No parallel in Luke:

Matthew substitutes the simple xowof, because ¢ can defile’ hardly means

more here than ‘does defile’.

8. ix 39 oddeis ydp éoTw bs Torjoe Svapw érl 3 vdpari pov kai Suig-
oetar Taxy kakoloyfoal pe. ‘Could easily revile me’ is surely the right
shade of the meaning, rather than ‘shall be able to’ of R.V. No parallel
in Matthew or Luke.

9. Xiv § H8dvaro yip Tolro 10 paipov wpabfvar ... So Matthew: no
parallel in Luke. ‘Might have been sold’ A.V. and R.V., rightly.

Y0. Xiv 7 Grav BéAyre Svacle . . . ) wodfjoar. Matthew omits: Luke
again has no parallel. A.V. ¢ whensoever ye will ye may do them good’
is exactly right: ‘can do them good’ of R.V. is unnecessary, and ‘are
able to do them good’ would be an exaggeration of emphasis.

Consideration of Mark’s use of 8vapa: does not perhaps at first sight
compel us to conclusions so clear as those of the two preceding sections
of this paper. But it cannot be without significance that Mark uses this
verb, in proportion to the length of his Gospel, about twice as often as
the other two Synoptists: and that being so, I think it is legitimate to
apply the presumption to be drawn from his use of auxiliary verbs in
general to this particular case. The parallel of our own language shews
us how a verb like ‘can’ has tended to lose something of its original
force: ‘can you come to lunch to-morrow?’ is intermediate between
*will you come?’ and ‘are you able to come?’ Verbs like loxdw begin
to replace the stricter meaning’ of Svvapas in later Greek. In Mark ix
18 ‘I said to thy disciples that they should cast it out’ xai odx {oxvoay,
both the other Synoptists substitute oix #wrjfyoav, perhaps from odx
#8unifnuev of Mark ix 28. Did the father use a stronger word than the
apostles ?

iv. The verb 6é\w as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 39 times, Mark 23,
Luke 28).
®é\w is even mere definitely an auxiliary in Mark than Svapar It
cannot indeed be distinguished from BovAopas, since the latter word has
almost dropped out from the language of the Gospels, and éAw has
replaced it. But félw itself hardly expresses the idea of a strong
definite wish : for that sense other words have to be found, and é\w in
Aaz2
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Mark can almost always be rendered by our own auxiliary verbs * will’
(in the present tense) and ‘would’ (in the past). Since, however, we use
“shall’ and not ‘will’ as the auxiliary verb in the first person (singular
and plural), the rule does not apply to the forms éAw §éhopev : Mark vi
25 Béo va éfavriis 83s pou is really mistranslated by the ‘I will’ of
both A.V. and R.V.: x 35 Oéhopev fva & éav almjowpév oe movjoys
Huiv is better rendered by them ‘we would’; ‘I want’ or ‘I should
like ’ would be the most exact equivalents, and so indeed also, though
the existing rendering has too sacred associations to be replaced by
any other, in xiv 36.

It is interesting to note further how often in Mark the verbs éAw and
Stvapar, our “would’ and ‘could’, stand in context and contrast with
one another: i 40 éaw Gérys Svacal pe kabapioar, ‘If you would, you
could make me clean’; vi 19 7fekrev alrov dmoxreivar kal ovx Hdvvaro,
*she would have killed him, but could not’ (A.V. is right : R.V. ¢ desired
to kill him’ is wrong); vii 24 oddéva 7ferev yrivar kai odx Hluvdabn
Aafeiv, ‘he would have remained incognito, but could not’; xiv 7
drav Bélyre dbvacle adrols wdvrore € woifjioar, “if you would, you could
be benefiting them continually ’.

That #é v must not be translated ‘wish’ or ‘desire’ in St Mark is
made abundantly clear by vi 48 jfekev maperfeiv airovs, which of course
does not mean ‘He desired to pass them by’, but exactly what we
express by ‘ He would have passed them by’—if they had not noticed
Him and stopped Him.

Now let us take some other passages in order, and see how they fit
in with the principles of rendering just enunciated.

ili 13 mpookakeirar ods jfehev adrés. Here we approach nearer than
anywhere else in the Gospel to the sense of ¢choice’, and it is possible
that this is just what is suggested by the otherwise inexplicable adrds.
For obviously it cannot mean ‘whom he himself selected and not
somebody else’, so that R.V.’s ‘whom he himself would’ is pure non-
sense: and though St Mark wrote a Greek of his own and not that
of the grammars, he meant something by it. Fawute de mieux, it may
therefore not be too bold to suggest that what he did mean by airds
was to add the element of personal choice to the colourless word 7feAe,
and so for A.V.‘whom he would’ I would substitute ‘whom he willed ’,

vi 26 otk 70éAnoev dberfjoar avmjv. For ‘he would not reject her’
I should be inclined to write ‘ he did not want to reject her’. That is,
I think, the best rendering where a negative precedes 6éio.

viii 34 € Tis Oéher dmicw pov ENBelv. A.V.is right with ‘will come
after me’, rather than R.V. with ‘would come after me’. Note that in
the next verse 3s éav 0éry odow is strictly parallel to 8 8 dv dmoAérer—
for it will hardly be suggested that a ‘will to save life’ is contrasted
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with an accidental or involuntary loss of it. No instance could shew
more clearly that @é\w is practically an auxiliary verb, and nothing else.
So ix 35, x 43.

X 13 émoingav alrd Goa ffedov. Both A.V. and R.V. ¢what they
listed ’: that is, in modern English, ‘ what they liked’. Not“ what they
willed .

X 36 1{ Bé\ere movjow Suiv; Our authorities vary a good deal in these
words, but the reading is borne out by x 51 7{ goi §é\es wovjow ; xiv 12
wob Bélets dmeAfivres éroyudowpev ; XV 9 Béhere dmoddow duiv; and
possibly xv 12 7{ olv {#éXere] movjow ; ¢ What would ye I should do?’ or
in more modernized English ¢ What do you want me to do?’* The
extraordinary reading of ¢ B W in x 36 7{ Oé\eré pe movjow tuiv; is
relegated to the margin of W-H, and must presumably be a conflation
between two readings roujow and pe worfjoar

xii 38 10w ypapparéuv Tiv Oeddvrov & oTodals wepurareiv. A.V.
‘love’ is a shade too strong: but it is nearer the mark than R.V.
“desire’. Qur exact equivalent is like’ to walk in their best clothes.

One remaining word, and it is an important one, must be said about
the construction 6éAw wa.? It is found three times in Mark, vi 25
0w va éfavrijs 8@s por émi wivaxe iy xepadiy ‘ludvov, iX 30 kal odx
n0erev va 1is yvoi, X 35 Oéhopev iva 6 éav alriowuév oe moujons Huiv,
where the idiomatic rendering is, I think, ‘I want you to give me’ ¢ He
did not want any one to know’ ‘ We want you to give us’: once
apiece in Matthew and Luke but in the same phrase, Matt. vii 12 =
Luke vi 31 doa éav Béyre (xabis Gékere) iva mobow duiv oi dvfpuwror,
where perhaps the phrase of Q was already so ingrained in Christain use
as not to permit of change : once in John, xvii 24. Now 8é\o vd is the
modern Greek for the future tense: obviously the xous of the first
century A.D. was already moving in that direction, and Mark of all the
Evangelists most nearly represents the xous unaffected by literary
tradition. The usage of auxiliary verbs was already beginning to
establish itself.

v. Tke verb &o (73 times in Matthew, 68 in Mark, 76-in Luke).

The account of auxiliary and quasi-auxiliary verbs would be in-
complete without some treatment of the verb éw, which shares with
the words hitherto treated a disproportionate frequency of usage in

1 In ix 5 the ordinary texts give xal nofidwpey Tpeis axnvds, and Luke too has xai
nmojowper : but Matthew has el 8éhers mojow, and whence did he derive el éres,
unless he read in Mark either @éAeis morhow with D b ff i, or 0éAes manowper with
© fam 13 5652 ¢ Would you like us to make three tabernacles ?’

2 The use of iva in Mark demands special treatment. It is found 58 times in
Mark, as against 33 and 37 times respectively in the longer Gospels of Matthew
and Luke.
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Mark as compared with Matthew and Luke, though it is not strictly
auxiliary. Only in two passages is there anything like an echo of the
low-Latin idiom of %abeo with the past participle passive which has as
we know established itself in the languages of Western Euope: iii 1
dvlpomos émpappéry Exwv TV xelpa, Vill 17 Temwpwpérmy &xere T
xapdiav dpudv; That does a little bit suggest arefactam habens manum,
and Matthew and Luke both instinctively substitute the adjective &ypd
for the participle énpaupéry: they have nothing parallel to viii 17.
The papyri and modern Greek, I am told, shew that Greek as well as
Latin developed along the lines of the auxiliary use of ‘have’ with the
perfect participle ; and that would account for the two instances in Mark.

But Mark’s fondness for éewv goes much farther than this, and the
tendency of the two other Synoptists, and especially Luke, to modify
Mark’s language on many of the occasions of its use, is worth recording.
T do not propose to examine all, or anything like all, of the sixty-eight
instances where & occurs: any Greek writer, literary or not, will of
course be found to make regular use of the word : what is peculiar to
Mark is partly just his fondness for it, partly certain characteristic methods
of employing it where a better trained writer like Luke will generally
avoid it.

L i22 &5 éfovolav Iwv. So Matthew: but Luke gets rid of &wv
by writing fjv év éfovaia 6 Adyos alrot. Inii 10, iii 15, the same phrase
is followed by an infinitive, which makes all the difference.

2. 132 ToUs xaxds Ixovras, cf. i 34, ii 17, vi 55. In classical Greek
this would be xaxds wpdooovras or xaxbs mdoyovras: and therefore,
though Matthew has no objection to the phrase, Luke avoids it here,
though he does not alter it where our Lord is the speaker, ii 17 xpelav
éxovow . .. latpob . . . ol kaxds &ovres—probably a proverbial phrase,
and for that reason also more difficult of change.

3. il 19 Soov xpdvov Exovow Tov vupgiov per’ atrdv, cf. xiv 7 wdvrore
Tovs mwrwyovs éxere ped éavriv. In ii 19 both Matthew and Luke omit
the phrase, primarily no doubt because it is redundant after & ¢ &
vuuglos per’ abriv éoriv. But the use with elvac is the use satisfactory
to Luke, cf. 1, 5, 9, 13.

4. ii 25 xpelav doxev. Omitted by Matthew and Luke, and charac-
teristically Marcan : but quite classical with a genitive following, ii 17,
xi 3, xiv 63, and retained on each occasion by both Matthew and Luke.

S. iii 1, 3 émpapuéryy Ixwv v xelpa (see above, at the top of the
page), & v xepa Ixovre Eqpdv: on the first of the two occasions
Luke vi 6 substitutes % xeip adrod % Sefix v &ypd, cf. 1, 3. See the
next note,

6. iii 10 Goou elyov pdoriyas, cf. iii 22 BeeleSoth &et, iii 30 mvedpa
dxdfaprov ¥er, V 15 Tov doymrdra TV Aeyibva, Vil 25 elxev 10 Guydrpov
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abrijs mvebpa dxdfaprov, ix 17 Exovra mvetpa dhadov. Of these six cases
of &ew neither Matthew nor Luke (where they have parallels at all)
retain any one. Luke paraphrases with of évoylovpevor 6 . . . d¢p’ o 7a
Sarpdvia é&jA0ev (but in viii 27 he writes &wyv Sapdvia), Matthew with
Kakis &ovres, kakds darpovilerar, kaxds wdoye. Mark’s use would seem
to be a sort of colloquial idiom, somewhat resembling our own ‘a man
with an unclean spirit’ and the like.

7. iii 29 odx éxer dpecw. Both Matthew and Luke substitute the
cognate verb dglecfar. Mark’s use is very un-Greek—* to have forgive-
ness’ instead of ‘to be forgiven’—and no better example of his
exaggerated use of ¢yew could be found.

8. iv 5, 5, 6, 17 otk elxev yijv oA\, 8i& 1O wi) Exerv Bdbos yis, Sk 16
py) &ew piav, otk &ovow pilav. There is nothing wrong in these
phrases, but they do illustrate the limitations of Mark’s vocabulary and
his fondness for an elementary verb like &xew. Precisely similar is his
repeated usage, for instance, of éyeofac.

9. iv 40 olmw ¥xere miorw; cf. xi 22 &ere mlotw Oeod. Again
nothing absolutely incorrect, and Matthew has the construction three
times, the Epistle of James twice. But common as wioms is in
St Paul’s Epistles, éxewv mlorw only occurs three times. Luke viil 25
changes to mob %) wioTis Ipdv ;

10. V 3 Tiv xavoixnow elxev év Tois pjuacw. Again Luke changes
noun with &yew to verb &uever; viii 27.

IL v 23 éoxdros éea. A colloquial phrase, unique in N.T., and
condemned by purists as not found in Attic writers: see Rutherford
The New Phrynichus p. 481. Both Matthew and Luke alter it.

12. Vi 34 d&s wpéBare i &xovra mowuéva, ‘as sheep without a
shepherd’, see on 6 above. The phrase is adopted by Matthew in
another context, Matt. ix 36. The idea is frequent in O.T., but the
LXX (cf. Luke’s usage, see on 3 above) always renders ols odx &orw
moyupy (Swete).

13. vi 38, viii 5 wdoovs dprovs éxere; Matthew on both occasions
bas the same construction as Mark: Luke here (no parallel to viii 5)
changes once more to the construction with elvay, see on 3, odx eloiv
piv whelov % ... But in viii 16, 17 & dprovs odx éxovow, v dprovs
otk &ere (no Lucan parallel), Matthew substitutes é\dBopev, éAdBere.

14. ix 50 &ere & éavrols Gha. No parallel : but perhaps Matthew’s
Dpels éoré 76 dhas s yos (Matt. v 13) represents the Q form of the
same Saying.

15. X 21 Goa éxes waoknoov, 22 v yap Exwy xpipara modAd, 23 ol T&
xpipara &ovres. It is curious that Luke retains the first and third of
these contiguous phrases, and changes the second to v yip mwhovoios
o¢pddpa, while Matthew retains in substance the second (with xrjpara
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for xpjpara) but changes the first to moAyody gov 78 Imdpyovra and the
third to wAovows. Obviously the common instinct of both was to
modify at some point or another Mark’s superabundant use of &ew in
this context.

16. xi 13 ovkijy . . . Exovoav PuAAa, ‘a fig-tree in leaf’ ‘ with leaves’.
Luke omits the whole episode because of its difficulty, Matthew omits
Ixovoav pvAda, perhaps simply because the phrase immediately following
‘nothing but leaves’ sufficiently implies that there were leaves.

17. xii 6 & &va elxev viov dyamyrdv. Both Matthew and Luke re-
construct the phrase, perhaps just in order to get rid of &w in this
connexion. A Greek would naturally have written not elyev viév, but
W adTd vids.

18. xiv 8 3 éoxev émoiyoev, ‘ what she could she did’. Luke omits
the episode, because he has already given a similar story in vii 37 ff:
Matthew omits this sentence, it may be only to get rid of the colloca-
tion éué od wdvrore éxere & éoxev ... But the parallels which Swete
quotes from Luke to this use of &w (Luke vii 42, xii 4, xiv 14, Acts iv
14) are not strictly in point, for in each of them a negative precedes,
and that makes a real difference.

Nothing was said above of i 38 ras éxopévas kwpordres, because this
use of the participle of the middle voice is not iz pari materia with
the rest of the passages enumerated, and moreover it is quite good
Greek.

APPENDIX
eiddva, ywaokew, érvywaokew, substantially identical in sense in Mark.

We are all familiar with the distinction in classical Greek between
et8évar ‘ to know by intuition’ and ywdoxw ‘to know by experience or
learning’, or in other words between ‘knowing' and ‘learning’. But
does this distinction exist for St Mark? Does not the process of
degeneration of the language of which we have been accumulating
evidence extend to these two similar verbs as well ?

L iv 13 obx oidare Ty mapafBoliy Tavmy ; kal wds wdoas Tis wapa-
Bolas yvdoeobe ; (no parallel in Matthew or Luke).

Both A.V. and R.V. translate both words ‘know’: but Swete ad /oc.
would draw the ordinary distinction between ‘knowledge which comes
from intuition or insight’ and *that which is gained by experience or
acquaintance’. Our versions are right, if only for the reason that there
is no future of ei8évac in N. T. : eidow is only once found (Heb. viii 11),
and that in a quotation from the LXX. But if yvdoopac is used as the
future of eidévar—as it certainly appears to be in this passage—a pre-
sumption is already created that in Mark at any rate the two verbs are

TTOZ ‘LT Yose uo uswalg gns e Hio'sieulnolpioyxo:sil woly papeojumoq


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

NOTES AND STUDIES 361

not really distinguishable. That presumption appears to be borne out
in the passages which follow.

2. v 29, 33 o 1O odpare S latar dwd Ths pdoriyos . . . elbvia &
Yéyovev admy.

Our versions make the distinction of ‘felt’ and ‘knowing’: butI do
not think there is any justification for this, beyond perhaps the con-
sideration that ywdoxe may tend to be used where the sphere of know-
ledge, odpar or wvedpare, is expressed.

3. xiii 28, 29; 33, 35 ywdokerat 61u éyyds 76 Bépos éorly . . . ywdokere
Sre &yyls éoTtw éml Gipass . . . odx oidare yip wiTe & xarpds [éorw] . . . odx
oidare yap wére 6 Kipros Tis oixius Epxerat.

Here it is not easy to give any other rendering throughout than
‘know’. .All that can be said is that it is practically a rule with the
negative to use oidare rather than ywaookere: cf. iv 27, ix 6, x 38, xi 33,
Xl 24, xiii 32, Xiv 40.

4. xil 12 &woav yap St mpds adrods Ty wapafoliy elrev, and xv 10
éylvoaxey yap ore dia Ppfévov mapadeddxegay abrév (where Matthew at
any rate thought -that 7j8e. was the proper word to use) contrasted with
1l 1o va 8¢ eidfire ot éfovaiav Exer & vids Tob dvfpdmov ddiévar duaprias
and xi 32 dravres yip pdeoav 1ov Twdvyy Svrws 8t mpodiirys fv. Here
I read jdewrav confidently with D W @ 565 700 and O. L. including #:
for (i) the alternative reading elyov is easily explained as introduced
from Matthew, (ii) pdetoav suits better than elyov with the word évrws
—you can ‘know of a surety’, but how can you ‘regard of a surety’?

Does Mark mean to-distirguish in these two sets of passages between
two sorts of knowledge as predicated on these different occasions of
Scribes and Pharisees, of Pilate, and of the crowd? I think the words
are synonymous.

5. 1i 8, v 30, vili 17, xil 15: the participles yvovs, émiyvois, eidus, as
used of our Lord.

il 8 xal ebbis émyvovs 6 Iyoods 74 wvedpart adrod St olrws Sadoyi-
Zovrar ... For this and the next case see on 2 above.

v 30 kai €0fUs 6 "Inoods émiyvois év éavrd T €€ adrol Svvauw éfel-
Ootoav . . .

vili 17 «ai yvos Aéyer abrots T( Srakoylleabe dre dprovs oin éxere;

xii 15 6 8¢ eldbs alrdv Ty Ymikpiow elmev abrois T pe weipdlere; So
BCL AA WY g £ Vulg. Syriac and Egyptian versions against v of the
rest : and in spite of xii 34 (and xii 28 ?) the preponderance of authority
for eidws here seems decisive.!

1 Even if eldds is not the correct reading in this passage, the participle reappears in
v 33 (quoted above) and.vi 20 of Herod égpoBeiro 7év ’lwGrny, €idis abrdv dvdpa
Sixaiov wai dywov. So for the other two verbs cf. vi 54 e06ds émyvévres adrdy and
XV 45 yvois 4ad 10D Kevrupiwvos.
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It does not seem possible to distinguish any difference of meaning
between the three verbs as used of our Lord’s knowledge in these
four passages. What distinction there is is perhaps one of tense—
eldos being the present, yvovs and émyvois the aorist: ywdokwy, éme
ywoéokwy, are not found in Mark. In other words, when Mark wanted
to write a present participle, he used that of ol8a: when he was writing
an aorist, he turned to ywdoxw or émywdokw. Just as with oidare and
yvioeafe, so with €idds and yvods, we construct the complete paradigm
only by the help of the two verbs.

The practical identity of ywdoxow and ériywdoxe seems to be borne out
by a comparison of vi 33 xai &yvwoav modro! (if we read &yvowoav with
BD and fam. 1) kai welfj . . . owédpapov and vi 54 €dfis émyvivres
abTov wepLédpapiov . .

C. H. TURNER.

"AramHTéC

A year ago Prof. Souter published in the JourNaL (Oct. 1926, xxviil
59) a passage of Plutarch illustrating the sense of dyamyrés for which
I have pleaded in reference to the Gospels. Shortly before the ap-
pearance of Prof. Souter’s note my friend the late Prof. A. H. Cruick-
shank, of the University of Durham, had communicated to me another
passage from Plutarch where dyamyrds is conjoined with pdvos in the
same sense: de genio Socratis 27! (Charon talking of his son) olros
(elrev) & dvdpes éuol pdvos éori kai dyamyrds, &s lore.

C. H. TURNER.

THE ‘SHORTER TEXT' OF St LUKE xxI1 15-20.

IN one of the Additional Notes to Can we then Believe? Dr Gore
deals.with the problem of the ‘shorter text’ of St Luke’s account of
the Institution of the Eucharist. In this note the writer, with charac-
teristic candour, records his abandonment of ‘a preference for the
longer text, as it is found in the A.V. and R.V.’, and admits the force
of the textual argument against that longer text, as presented by
Dr Hort and Dr Sanday. But he still finds the problem of this
passage insoluble. The shorter text appears to hold the field, yet ‘on
the other hand, it is difficult to suppose that St Luke should have been
content to give an account of the Institution which ends so abruptly,
and leaves it to be supposed that our Lord dealt with the cup before

1 In the Teubner edition of the Moralia, iii 539.
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I conclude by an extract from a letter Dom Connolly wrote to me
while this paper was being prepared. He says:

“As t6 the antiquity of the Homily there is a point worth noting,
which I have just indicated at the end of my Introduction (p. xli,
note 4): “The mere fact that A [ Homily xvii, discussed in this paper]
treats only of the missa fidelium strikes me as a note of antiquity ”.
What I meant was (though this only occurred to me at the last
moment) that the Homilies A, B, C, are really catechetical instructions
like those of Cyril of Jerusalem—and indeed all three of them seem
to shew acquamtance with Cyril’s Catecheses (see p. 28, note 4;
p. 38, note 1; p. 51, note 2). .

‘In A (Hom. xvii) the author is, I believe, addressing those who
have just witnessed the Mysteries for the first time. They had seen
all the earlier part as catechumens often before, and so he has nothing
to say about it, but begins with the dismissal of the unbaptized and
non-communicants. Later people, like “George of Arbel” (cf. also
George of the Arab Tribes, and Bar Kepha), go through the whole
from beginning to end, but the Catechists don’t. They only deal trst
with baptism and then with the ‘“Mpysteries” or central part of the
Mass. Such instructions were absolutely necessary, as nothing could
be said about the “ Mysteries” during the time of catechumenate.
Hence all such—Ciyril's, Ambrose’s, the De Sacramentis—have this
limitation of scope.’

The conclusion is, that our Homily was composed while the Catechu-

menate was still a living institution.
F. C. BUrkirr.

MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued).

IX. Lexical notes on (x) some Graf Neydpeva: words used once in Mark,
and nowkere else in the Gospels: (2) some words or phrases of
common occurrence in Mark but rvare in Matthew or Luke.!

(1)
&wooTepetv.

MARK X 19 pd) dmoorepions. The word occurs among the list of the
Commandments, and is clearly intended to be one of them: but
because it does not in terms correspond to the Old Testament lists, it
is dropped by both Matthew and Luke. It is quite certainly genuine,

! The notes that follow are rather miscellaneous in character, but I hope that
they may be found to present not a few points of interest.

T2
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and is indeed presumably the source of the inclusion of ‘ fraud * among
irremissible sins in the pemtential discipline of the early Western
Church. If uy mopveloys (after uy powxedoys) at the beginning of the
Marcan list is, as I suspect, genuine, then just as the Seventh Com-
mandment is extended to include fornication, so here we may suppose
the Eighth is extended to include fraud as well as literal theft.

For the use of droorepetv in non-Christian writers I need do no more
than refer to Field’s admirable note ad loc. (Notes on the Translation of
the New Zestament p. 33): its technical meaning is that of holding
back ‘money or goods deposited with another for safe keeping’. But
it is, I think, worth while to add some references from Christian
writers, or in one case from a non-Christian writer in relation to
Christian ethics; and with that object I begin by shewing that the
earliest Latin rendering of dmoarepeiv 15 abnegare.

Mark x 19 ‘ne abnegaueris’ £, ‘non abnegabis’ ac Hermas
Mand. iil 2 droorepyral Tob Kuplov, lat. ¢ abnegant Dominum’: Marnd.
viii 5 dmoorépyaus, lat. ‘ab abnegantia’. We can therefore confidently
assume that where we find ‘abnegare’ in an ‘appropriate context, 1t
‘corresponds to dmoaTepety.

Pliny ep. ad Traianum o6 (Lightfoot S. Jgnatius 1 50-53: the well-
known letter about the Christians) ‘seque sacramento non in, scelus
aliquod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne latrocinia, ne adulteria commit-
terent, ne fidem fallerent, ne depositum appellati abnegarent’.

Hermas Mand. iii 2 of ov Yevddpevor dBerotot Tov Kipuov, kai yivovrar
dmoorepyrai Tob Kuplov, pi) mapadidovres alr® Ty mapaxarabixkny fv
afBov. &aflov yap mvedpa dfevaror Tobro éov Yeudis dmoddowaw,
éulavay Ty évrodyy 1o Kuplov kai éyévovro dmoorepyral.

Id. Mand. viii 5 xal ye woAAd, ¢pnoly, éorw ¢’ &v 8el Tov Sobrov 70D
®@cob éykparedecfar «kléupa, Yedopa, droorépmas, Yevdopaprupia, wheo-
vebio kT,

Id. Sim. vig. 5 6 666)(0)&0; ... kal & powyods kai 6 péfvoos kai 6 kard-
Aalos kai 6 Yeborys kal 6 wAeovékrys kai & dwooTepnyTis kal & TovTOS TA
opowa ToLBY KTA,

Cyprian ep. i 1 (Hartel 617. 1) ‘Nicostratum quoque diaconio
sanctae administrationis amisso, ecclesiasticis pecuniis sacrilega fraude
subtractis et uiduarum ac pupillorum depositis denegatis . . .’

kepalidw,

Mark xii 4 xai wdAw dméoreev mpds atrovs dMov SotAov' Kdketvov -

éxepakivoav kai fripacav.
Our authorities vary between ékeparivoav (R B L &) and éxepalaivaay
(ACD®O etc.): xedpaidw is not given in Liddell and Scott, keparaisw
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only—apart from this passage in Mark—in the sense ‘to sum up’.
The earliest Latin rendering is ‘decollaverunt’ %: but the injury
implied must be something between the &epav of verse 3 and the
dméxrewar of verse 5, and it must be on the same plane with jripacay:
in other words, it must be some sort of treatment which would degrade
a man, or at any rate make him look ridiculous. I do not see that to
“knock on the head’, even if we could get that sense out of the Greek
word, which is all but impossible, satisfies this condition : and I see no
alternative but conjectural emendation. Burkitt proposes éxoAdgioav :
but how is ‘slapped’ a worse form of punishment than ‘thrashed’?
and why should a fairly familiar word have suffered so gross a cor-
ruption? Very tentatively I suggest, that a metathesis of the syllables
xe and ¢pa has taken place, such as might occur with an unfamiliar
word, and that we should read édaxelivoav (or épaxélwoar), ‘trussed
him up in a bundle’. ¢dkelos is a classical word, and the verbal form
¢akerdw is quoted in L. S,.from the Byzantine writer Nicetas. I notice
too in Thumb that ¢axidhe is modern Greek for a turban. If this were
the true reading, the procedure indicated would be preparatory to some
degrading process expressed by fripacar.

wpodolvar.

Mark xiv 10 va adrov wpoedot (07 mpodot airov) adrois is the reading of
D ¢i% vulg (proderet), where the other texts have the verb elsewhere
always used in the Gospels, wapadot (traderet). 1n the next verse wds
abrov edxalpws mapadol stands without variant. I suspect that the
Western reading in verse 10 is correct. The contrast between wpodol
and mapadot is very much to the point, mpoSoiva: meaning ‘to betray’,
mapadotvar propérly to ‘hand over’, ‘deliver up’ to the chief priests.
And it seems much more likely that the normal wapadoivac should be
introduced by scribes and editors in place of the unusual word, than
that the unusual word should have been, on this one occasion, intro-
duced at all.

On the assumption then that mpodoi is genuine, it will be, with
Luke vi 16 “Iovdav loxkupof bs éyévero mpodérys, the only New Testa-
ment source of any usage of wpodotvar mwpodérys, prodere proditor, in
early Greek and Latin Christian literature. But while proditor is good
Latin enough, there is no noun wapadérps in Greek, and therefore
wpodérys was inevitable (as well as mpodoaia), but for the verb wapadotva
tradere is so all but universal in the Gospels in connexion with Judas
that any evidence for the use of the alternative word in Christian
antiquity seems worth collecting.
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Martyrium Polycarpi vi 1, 2 & eipjvapxos & xexAnpwpévos 76 aird
dvopa, ‘Hpddns émileyduevos, éomevdev els 70 orddiov adrdv eloayayeiv:
va éketvos ,u,év Tov {Biov xAijpov dwa/yr[an XpioTob kowwvos yevduevos, ot 8¢
WPOSDVTES CL'UTOV T'I]V G-UTO'U TOD IovSa WOU'XOLEV Tl}l-praV

But this single example of mpodotvai® refers primarily to the betrayal
of Polycarp by a domestic rather than to the betrayal of Christ by
Judas. One cannot therefore, on the evidence so far available, establish
any influence of the solitary instafice of wpodobvar in St Mark, even if it
is genuine, on Greek Christian usage.

The case for prodere in Latin is more respectable. It is of course

clear that mpodoi in Mark xiv 1o, whether or no it is original, was the
word rendered by the earliest Latin version: and the two writers now
to be cited may or may not have derived their use of prodere from its
use in this one instance in their Latin Gospels.

Cyprian de eccl. unit. 22 (Hartel, 229. 23) ‘nam et Iudam inter
apostolos Dominus elegit, et tamen Dominum Iudas postmodum pro-
didit [prodidit R M* prodit G tradidit WM2] non tamen idcirco
apostolorum firmitas et fides cecidit quia proditor Iudas ab eorum
societate defecit’.

1d. ep. lix 2 (668. 2) ‘cum uideamus ipsum Dominum . . . ab eo
quem inter apostolos ipse delegerat proditum’.

Ps.-Cypr. ad Nowatianum 14 (Hartel, iii 64. 20) ‘Iudas ille inter
apostolos electus . . . ipse postmodum deum prodidit’.

Proditor occurs also in Iren. lat. I xxviii g [xxxi 1] and II xxxii 3
[xx 5], but in the latter passage Z7adifor two lines farther on: and in
ps.-Tert. ado. omn. haer. 2. But as with mpodérys this does not perhaps
take us very far; though in Latin #zradifor was a possible (and pre-
sumably the usual) equivalent for ‘the traitor’.

moypd.

vii 3 of yip PapioaioL kal wdvres of “lovdaior éav pip muypy vigwrras Tas
xeipas odx éobliovow. Beyond question mvyuy stands rightly in the text :
so all Greek MSS except X W: but the word was unfamiliar, as the
varieties in rendering shew—the Sinai Syriac omits, while of the Latins
a has momento, 4 subinde, 4 primo, ¢ff7 (more correctly) pugillo—and
N (followed, as so often, by Jerome in the Vulgate) W emend to wvxvd,
crebro. But no one would have thought of altering a known word
giving apparently (though not really) a suitable sense to anything as
obscure as mvypy. Now wvyps; means ‘fist’; but it was also used
as a measure of length ‘from the fist to the elbow’, and the Greek com-
mentators Euthymius and Theophylact in fact interpret it hete'to mean

1 T owe it to the kindness of Dr Darwell Stone, editor of the Lexicon of Patristic
Greek.
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thrusting the arm into the water up to the elbow (Swete). More than
twenty years ago I called attention in this JourNaL (vi 353), when
reviewing Dom Butler's edition of the Lausiac History, of Palladius, to
the phrase in chapter lv, p. 148, 1. 21, vifacfar Tis xeipas kai Tovs wédas
muypf Uart Yuxpordre. A certain young deacon Jovinus was a member
of a party travelling from Jerusalem to Egypt, and one very hot day on
arriving at their destination he got a washing-tub and plunged hands
and feet mvuyug into ice-cold water. Whereupon an elderly lady of the

party rebuked him for self-indulgence in so pampering himself in his_

" youth : she herself, though in the sixtieth year of her age, néver washed
anything éxtos T@v drpwv Tdv xepdv. Since xelp in Greek means
properly the forearm, 74 dxpa Tdv xeipdv may mean ‘the fingers’ or
even as much as ‘the hands’ in the modern sense of the word, but
not more : and in contrast with this, Jovinus’ washing must clearly have

been ‘up to the elbow’. That gives excellent sense also to the passage.

in Mark, and justifies the exegesis of Euthymius and Theophylact. We
learn once more the value of the Greek Fathers, even the latest of them,
as interpreters of the New Testament.

(2)
LAV (Ma;'k 46 times, Matthew 37 times, Luke 36 times).

Obviously from these numbers the particle is a special favourite of
Mark’s : but obviously also there will be many instances where its use
is normal, and offered no temptation to change. There are however
some ten instances where Matthew does, apparently with intention,
substitute another word, generally 8¢: though as it happens in only
three of these' (3, 8, 9) have we a real parallel in Luke.

1. ix 8 ovdéva eldov dANG TOv Inootv udvov: 50 ACLWA® 565 sah.
arm. Matt. xvil 8 o08éva €lbov el un Tov Inooty udvov. In Mark RBD
have introduced e pj from Matthew, but the Latins should not be
quoted on this side, for they could hardly help rendering éAAd in this
context by ‘ neminem nisi’—I suspect indeed that the el wj of D may
be due to assimilation to the *nisi’ of its Latin column. It is in the
last degree unlikely that any scribe should have altered e psj to the un-

grammatical 4AAd, while the converse change, supported by the parallel .

in Matthew, would be easy enough. Mark’s usage is probably in-
fluenced by Aramaic, but Moulton-Milligan in their Vocabulary of N.T.
cite from the papyri a close parallel p3 éoro Phioxy ywvaika dAAy
érayayéofar GAAL *Areiloviav.

2. ix 13 d\Aa )\e’yw opv.  Matt. xvii 12 Adyw 8¢ Suiv.

3 xl 32 dAG elropey ‘B¢ dvfpdmuv ; Matt. xxi 26, Luke xXx 6, éav

8¢ elrwpev 'E dvfpomav

TTOZ ‘LT ydose uo uswalg gns e Bio'sjeulnolpiorxo:sil woiy papeojumoq


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

280 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

4. Xxili 20 odx dv éodfy mica odpé dAAL Sa Tols éxhexTovs . . .
-Matt. xxiv 22 & 8¢ Tovs éxhextods . . .

5. xiii 24 GG év ékelvass Tals fpépas perd Ty OAYw éxedmy . . .
Matt. xxiv 29 edféws 8¢ perd Ty GA{Yw TEV Tueplv éxelvwv . . .

6. xiv 28 dAA& perd 70 éyepbival pe mpodfw Vupds els Ty Lakilalar.
Matt. xxvi 32 pera 8¢-16 éyepbijval pe . . .

7. Xiv 29 € kai wdvres oxavlalobOjoovrar, AN odk éyd.  Matt.
xxvi 33 omits the ¢\\d, and writes € wdvres gravdawrbioovrar év ol,
¢y oddérore oravdadicbicoua.

8. xiv 36 wapéveyke 70 woripiov Todro Am ot dAN ob T( éyd Gélw,
dAa 7({ ov.  Matt. xxvi 39, Luke xxii 42, agree in substituting =Ayw for
dAAd 19, possibly to avoid the double ¢AAd of Mark.

9. Xiv 49 dAN" Dva mAnpobdow ai ypagal. The sentence is of course
incomplete: Matt. xxvi 56 completes it by dropping dAAd and sub-
stituting rotro 88 dAov yéyover. Luke xxii 5 3 on the other hand retains
dAAd but gives it a full construction, dAX" adry éoriv Judv % dpa . . .

10. xvi.7 dAAG Dmwdyere eimare rois pabyrais adrod . .. Matthew once
more drops dAAd, xxviil 7 xal raxd Topevfeigar eimare . . .

(wpds) éauTols.

(Mark has wpos éavrovs seven times, mpos aAMjhovs four times: Luke
wpos éavrovs fwice, mpbs dAAfAovs eight times: John wpos éavrovs fwice,
wpos dANAovs four times : Matthew never uses either phrase.)

There is of course no doubt about the meaning of wpds dAAfrovs
(Mark iv 41, viii*16, ix 34, xv 31): the problem to be resolved is the
meaning of wpds éavrovs.

1. 1 27 dore owwlyrelv mpos éavrovs Aéyovras . . . I read mpos éavrovs
with ACD®W (odrovs 565) and Marcan usage, cf. 3 below: syrsin
‘to one another’: adrovs & B Tisch. W-H. I do not doubt that
Alexandrian scholars disliked the phrase mpés éavrovs if it was used—
as owlyreiv shews it was here used—to mean ‘with one another’.
Luke’s quveddhovw mpos @AAijrovs shews that he had wpos éavrovs, not
avrovs, before him in Mark. There is no parallel in Matthew.

2. ix 10 «ai 76v Adyov ékpdrnaay mpis éavrovs owlyrolvres i éoTiv . . .
The parallel of 1 suggests that, in spite of the unusual order of the
words, mpos éavrovs must be taken with cuwlyrotvres, ‘disctssing with
one another ’; for the absolute use of Tov Adyov kparelv ‘keep in mind’,
cf. vii 3, 4, 8, ‘observe the tradition’. There is no parallel in either
Matthew or Luke.

3 X 26 ol 8¢ mepioads éemrhijooovto )\eyov-rss‘ wpos éavrovs . . . Once
more the Alexandrians avoided mpos éavrovs, substituting mpbs adrdv: so
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NBCAV¥ and the Egyptian versions with W-H, against A D'W latt.
syr-sin and all other authorities with Tisch. But Mark’s usage is quite
decisive, for Aéyew mpds adrév 1s never found in his Gospel, but always
Aéyev adrg.  Both Matthew and Luke have simply Aéyovres (elrav).

4. Xi 31 kai dehoyilovro mpos éavrovs Aéyovres . . . Here Matthew
alters to mwap’ éavrots ‘among themselves’, and Luke, while retaining
mpos éavrovs, alters the verb to cuvedoyigavro, Luc. xx 5, compare xxit
23 ow{yTely Tpos éavtovs.

5. xii 7 éxeivo 8¢ ol yewpyol mpds éavrovs elrav §ru . . . Again Matthew
alters to elmov & éavrots ..., Luke to Oiedoyilovro wpds dAXijAovs
Aéyovres . .. Luke, as in 1, clearly understood Mark to mean ‘said to
one another’.

6. xiv 4 fjoav 8 Tives dyavaxkTotvres mpos éovrods . . . Textual complica-
tions abound in this passage, and the usual conditions are reversed,
for the Alexandrians and the mass of authorities with W syr-sin give
wpos éavrovs, while D ® 565 7 %2 omit wpds éavrovs with Matthew (there
is no parallel in Luke).: but again Marcan usage must be the decisive
factor.

7. xvi 3 xai é\eyov mpos éovrds Tis dmoxvAioer . . . Neither Matthew
nor Luke has anything parallel here.

Ipds éavrovs ‘ with one another ’ is thus a Marcan usage, which Luke
generally modifies, Matthew absolutely rejects. But Luke, wherever
he is parallel to Mark, always retains the sense: it is a more difficult
question whether Matthew, when he substitutes wap’ éavrois (4 above),
or & éavrois (5 above, and similarly for wpds dAAfhovs of Mark viii 16),
means the same thing as Mark or no, since é&v éavrots might mean, what
év éarrd must mean (Matt. 1x 21, Mark v 30, Luke vii 39, xit 17, xvi 3,
xviil 4), ¢in t'l:leir own hearts’.

&k, Gmd,

(Mark has éx half as often again as éné; Matthew and Luke have dré
rather more frequently than éx; Jokn has éx more than ithree times as
often as émd.  The actual numbers for éx are roughly Mark 66,
Matthew 82, Luke 87.)

On many occasions of course the other Synoptists take no offence at

Mark’s use of é: but some phrases they omit, and further in something -

over a dozen cases éx of Mark is changed to d=¢ in one or both of them.
Since ¢« has given way to éné in modern Greek, it does not seem likely
that we can appeal to the xou to explain the preponderant use of éx in
Mark and John: and we seem thrown back on the Semitic atmosphere
of the two Gospels.

TTOZ ‘2T Yydosep uo uswalg gns e Bio'sieulnolpioixo syl woiy papeojumoq


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

.

282 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

1. i 10 dvaBaivwy éx Tob U8aros. Matthew dvéBy 4o Tod Jdatos: no
_ parallel in Luke,

2, 3. 125, 26 &erfe. é£ adrod [éx Tob dvbpdmov] . . . eHNbev ¢ adrod.
Luke &eMbe &7’ adrob . . . éfjA0ev én’ aimov. The whole episode is
absent from Matthew : but compare g below.

4. 129 xai ebfds é Tis ouvvaywyis éfeAfovres. Luke dvacras 8¢ dmd
Tijs guvaywyis : no parallel in Matthew. N

5. v 8 &\eyev yip adrd "Efedbe . . . éx Tob dvbpomov. Luke wapiyyelier
vop 18 mvelport 7§ dkabdpre ebeiv dmo Tob dvBpomov. Matthew
abbreviates at this point and omits the whole verse.

6. vi 14 &eyov o lwdvys & Bantifwv éyfyeprar éx vexpdyv. Luke
retains éx, doubtless because in the phrase ‘rose again from the dead’
éx vexphv was almost universal (so Luke, John, Acts, Pauline epistles,
Hebrews, 1 Peter) : Matthew is the only N.T. writer who even here
prefers amd, Yyéply dmwo Tav vexpdv xiv 2, cf. xxvii 64, xxviii 7 (xvil 9 4 is
the only exception).

7. ix 9 a karaBawdvrov airdy ék Tob Spovs. So 1 read with BD 33
(and ‘de monte’ of latt. perhaps suggests & rather than dmg) W-H: if
with the rest we read d=d Tod Spovs the explanation of the preposition
may be that ék vexpov follows immediately after. Luke xareXfévrwv
abrey dwo Tob dpovs: in Matt. xvii ga WBC D W@ and others agree
with the & of Mark, and it is possible that the Lucan parallel is
responsible for the intrusion of é=¢ into the majority of MSS of both
Matthew and Mark. Of course damd is the natural preposition to use
with karafaivew: so Matt. vili 1, xiv 29, xxvil 40, 42, Mark iii 22,
xv 30, 32, Luke ix 54, x 30, Acts viii 26, xxv 7, 1 Thess.iv 6. The
Gospel of John and the Apocalypse are alone in writing regularly
karaBaivew éx. '

8. ix 17 els ék 7ob Sxhov. Matthew dvfpwmos: Luke dwjp dwo Tov
oxhov.

9. ix 25 &eMfe éf adbrov. Matthew é7Afev dm adrov: no parallel in
Luke. Conversely the same phrase in 2, 3, 5, is altered to dxé in Luke,
while there is no parallel in Matthew.

10. xi 8 orifBddas kdyavres éx 1OV Sévbpwv. Matthew éxomrov xAdBovs
4w 7ov 8évdpwv. Luke omits the clause.

IL xill T kal ékmopevopévou alrov éx 7ov Lepot. Matthew éfedfow
6 "Inoods amd Tob iepov : the whole clause is dropped by Luke.

12. Xiv 25 obxér ob uy) miw ék ToD yeviparos s dumélov. So in effect
Matthew : but Luke dnd rod yevnjparos Tis dumrélov

13. xvi 3 7is dmoxvhicer Huiv Tov Alfov éx-Tiis OUpas Tob pmpelov
Luke efpov 8¢ rov Afov dmokexvAiopévov dmd tod wmuelov. No parallel
in Matthew.

TTOZ ‘LT YoseN uo uawalg gns e Bio'sieulnolpioixo syl woly papeojumoq


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

NOTES AND STUDIES : 283

-n-d)\w'(ﬂlar,é 27 times, Matthew 16 times, Luke thrice, Jokn 43 limes).

The mere enumeration of these numbers creates at once the suspicion
that the preponderant use of the word in Mark and John, coupled with
its practical absence from Luke, must be due eit4er to the Aramaic
background of the thought of the second and fourth evangelists, o7 to
some characteristic of the Kouwrj instinctively repugnant to the other two
and especially to Luke. I do not propose here to choose between
these two alternatives (they are not indeed mutually exclusive), but
I confine myself to the investigation of the meaning or meanings of the
word in Mark and of the procedure of the other two Synoptists when
they found the word before them. But the caution must be given
in limine that since Mark most commonly uses wdAw in cases of
transition—as we should put it, at the beginning of a paragraph—and
since it 1s just these introductory phrases which Matthew and Luke
habitually drop in copying Mark, the proportion of cases where there is
no actual parallelism between the three is much smaller than the
numbers at first sight suggest. In fact out of the twenty-seven instances
in Mark, there are only nineteen where Matthew is strictly parallel, and
for Luke only nine. Even so, the results are startling enough: Matthew
retains wdAw five times—twice with some modification—Luke retains
it once.

Before giving the catalogue of the instances of wdAw in Mark, it may
be well to deal with, and dismiss, those cases where the textual evidence
is divided for'or against w=dAw. They.are not many, and for the most
part they reflect simply the same tendency, on the part of ancient
scribes or editors, to dislike the word and therefore to remove it, which
influenced Matthew and to a still greater degree Luke But the textual
problem 1s rather more gomplicated when it is a question of the place
of méAw in the sentence, though it is probably a good general rule for
Mark that in case of doubt the earlier place is the more likely to be
genuine. .

The most definite result that emerges is the bad record of the Textus
Receptus: in vii 14 it substitutes wdvra 7ov dxAov for wdAw Tov SxAov,
in viii 1 mapmoAdob Sxhov for wdAw moddob Sylov, in xi 3 it omits wdAw
entirely. and, as represented by cod. A, also in x 24 ; while 1n viii 13
and xiv 40 it moves wdAw to a later position in the sentence. But
again the record of the Western text is not wholly satisfactory, though
it must of course not be forgotten, so far as the Latin witnesses are
concerned, that either omission or transposition of so apparently
unimportant a word may take place in the process of rendering into
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the vernacular, whatever was the form of the Greek before the trans-
lator: for omission compare ii 13 (Der, fam 137?), viii 13 (b¢), x 1
(W fam 13 bcffi), xi 3 (W 565 syr. sin. latt.), xiv 40 (D Wacf#), for
transposition iv 1 fpfuro mdAw and v 21 els 1o wépav wdAw (D 565 O.L.,
with the support on the second occasion of N and on the first of W).
On the other hand in ii 1 wdAw elofrfer of latt. (W) is a transposition
in the right direction, and in xiv 69 wd\w Boda adrov % maudioky of
D ® 565 ¢ £ syr. sin. I believe to be right against the rest. The solitary
instance of a serious discrepancy in text is xiv 4o, where wd\w éAfibv
elpev adrovs of N B L (so syr-sin, but with wdAw after odrods, and D
. and O.L., but without wdéAw) must unquestionably be right against the
$mwoarpéfas of W ® 565 vulg. and the mass of Greek authorities, since
dmwoorpépw, while common in Luke and Acts, is never found (apart
from this passage) in Matthew, Mark, or John : it is just an attempt to
vary the construction of xiv 40 from that of xiv 30.

L il 1 xaieloed@ov waw els Kagapvaodp .. . ¢ Again’, with reference
back to 1 39 xai HAfev kyploTwy €ls Tas owaywyds adbrdv els SAqy TV
Taliralav. Matthew omits mdAw : Luke is not parallel.

2. il 13 kal éjAbev wdAw wapa v OdAaooav. ‘ And he left Caper-
naum again for the lake-side’, with reference to ii 1. ITdAw omitted by
Luke: Matthew not parallel.

3. iil 1 kai eloRAfev mdAw els owaywyjv. Ilalw omitted by both the
others : in Mark are we to interpret ‘ again ’, ‘ once more ’, with possibly
a reference to 1 21, 397 or if that is too distant, are we forced to
render wdAw by something like ‘next’?

4. Dl 20 kal.cwépyerar mdAw [6] dxAos. ¢ And again a [the] crowd
collects’: we can quite easily refer back, if need be, to iii 9 8wz 7ov
éxMov. No parallels 1n the other Synoptists.

5. iv I xai wddw Fjpfato 8ddaxew wapa Ty Odracoav. The lake-side
had been mentioned in iii 7, and teaching by the lake-side in il 13.
But with each recurrence of wdAw the impression seems to become
clearer that Mark has not really got these elaborate cross-references in
his mind, the more so that wd\w, as the story proceeds, comes more
frequently at the beginning of the sentence, and so corresponds more
closely to our English use of *Again’ in the same position. Omitted
by Matthew: no parallel in Luke.

6. v 21 xai damepdoavros . . . wdAw eis 70 wépav. Here the idiomatic
rendering would certainly be ‘back to the other side’: and viii 13,
X Io, X 32, Xi 3, Xi 27, Xiv 39, 4o, are also cases, where with verbs of
motion, the same word ‘back’ may not be the right one. It appears to
be the only meaning. of #dAw in Homer. Luke omits: no parallel in
Matthew. ' .

7. Vil 14 kai Tpookadesdpevos mdAw Tov SxAov. ‘And summoning the
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crowd again.’ The right rule for securing the equivalent sense in
English seems to be to put ‘again’ into the most inconspicuous place.
‘Once more’ is certainly reading too much into Mark. Matthew
omits: Luke is deficient as far as 11 inclusive. ’

8. vii 31 kal wdhw éeMbov éx tdv Splov Topov HAfev. Omitted by
Matthew. Conceivably we should render ‘and on the return, leaving
the district of Tyre, he came’.

Q. Vili T & ékelvars Tals Yuépats wdhw moAhot dylov dvros. It is here
more attractive to see a definite intention to hark back to the other
miracle of feeding, vi 34 €l8ev wohdv gxAov, and if so we must render
‘there was again a great crowd ’, in the sense of ‘ once more’. Matthew
has just mentioned ‘crowds’ twice over as present, and so omits the
whole.verse. -

10. vili 13 «al deeis adrods mdAw épfBas dmiiAfer els 76 wépav. Here
again, comparing verse 10 éufas els t0 whoiov, we must apparently
render ‘embarked again and went away to the other side’. Matthew
again omits the word.

1L viii 25 elra mdAw [én)éfnrev Tas xelpas émi Tovs dpbalpovs adrot.
IIdhw obviously here refers back to the first imposition of hands in
verse 23, ‘again’ in the sense of a second time, cf. x1v 39, 40, 69, yo.
The whole story is absent from Matthew.

12, 13. X I owépxetar wdhw & Sxlos (for the reading see on [ow]-
mopeveorfar below) mpos adrdy, kat Gs eldber wdhw e88aokev atrois It is
worth noting that the combination of crowd’ and ‘teaching’ does
occur before in vi 34 ; but the interval is so great that we can hardly
suppose a direct reference, and must fall back on the indefinite ‘again’.
In neither clause does mdAw reappear in Matthew : there is no parallel
in Luke. .

I4. X 10 kai els T olxiav wdAw of pabyral mwepl TovTOV EMNPUTWY ATV,
It is very tempting to render ‘and when they were back in the house
his disciples asked him about it’: see 6 above. Again no parallel in
Luke : omission of the whole verse in Matthew.

15. X 24 6 8& 'Inoods wmdAw dmoxplfeis Aéya. Here the reference to
verse 23 seems clear, ‘but Jesus repeated his statement’, ‘said once
more’. Luke omits the verse, no doubt  because it is a repetition :
Matthew, to avoid any break in our Lord’s words, ingeniously alters to
wdAw 88 Aéyw Tpiv.

16. x 32 kal mapaafov midw Tovs Shdexa, ¢ taking the twelve back
into company with him’, because He had been walking on alone in
front. See again 6 above.

17. xi 3 xai edBVs dmooréMhe adrdv wddw &8e. If (as 1 think) these
words are part of the message the two disciples were to deliver, we
could render ¢ The Lord needs the colt, and will send back again here
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(i. e. to the place from which it was taken) as soon as ever he has done
with him’. The clause is omitted by Luke, the word by Matthew.

18. xi 27 xal &pxovrar wdAw eis ‘Iepocdivua. Comparing verse 19
‘they left the city’, I should once more render ‘they come back to
Jerusalem’. Both the other evangelists omit the whole sentence.

19. xii 4 xai TdAw awéorethev mpos abTovs dANov SodAov. The reference
is to the first sending of a servant in verse 2, ‘and again he sent them
a second servant’. Matthew retains =dAw, Luke retains the idea but
avoids the word by mpooéfero wéuyar. :

20, 21, Xiv 39, 40 (xai wpoeAObv puxpdy . . . kai épyerar . . .) xal
wdAw dmwedfov . . . kai mddw EXBov . . . It seems impossible here not to
translate ‘he went forward [2. 35]... and he came and found them
asleep [z. 37] ... and a second time he went away [v. 39] ... and
a second time he came and found them asleep (2. 40] ... [Mark
leaves us to understand the third departure, which Matthew supplies,
XXVi 44 xal dpeis abrovs mdlw dwedbuv] . . . and he came the third time
and said unto them’. =#dAw ... 76 Tpirov correspond, that is, to one
another : Matthew makes this still clearer by writing wd\w é Sevrépov

. &k 7pirov. But Mark 1s content with the less emphatic wdAw : 1t is
only when the second time is important as such that he writes in xiv 72
ebfis éx Sevrépov dAéxtwp épdvyaev. Luke has no parallel : Matthew to
the double use of wdAw in Mark adds a third of his own.

22. Xiv 61 kal mdAw & dpxepeds émmpidTa abréy : referring to a previous
émypdryoev of 9. 60, cf. 26. Matthew omits: Luke is not parallel.

23, 24, 25. Xxiv 69, 70 [épxerar pla dv Tadiokdy . . . kai Boboa TO¥
Iérpov . . . Aéyer .. . & 8¢ fpvijoato Aéywy . . .] mdAw 8oboa abrov 7 mai-
8lokn nplato Aéyew . . . 6 8¢ wdhw Wpreito. kal perd pukpov wdAw ol
mapearoTes Eeyov . . . Here we have, as in 21, 22, mdAw for the second

assertion and the second denial, but, in contrast to that passage, also of
the third assertion. Of the three cases of wdAw Luke retains none,
Matthew only the second.

26. xv 4 6 & Heldros wdAw émnppdra adrdv, referring to 2. 2 xal
émpuryoey abrov 6 Iaddaros. ‘ Questioned him again’, exactly as in 22.
No parallel in Luke: Matthew substitutes his favourite rére.

27. xv 12 6 8¢ IMe\dros wdAw droxpifels éXeyev abrots, referring back
(as in 22 and 26, to a previous contact of the same interlocutors,
2. 9 6 8¢ IMealaros dmexpify adrois Aéywr. .

28. xv 13 ol 8¢ mdAw éxpafav Zralpwoov adrdv. A difficulty is raised
(see Moulton and Milligan Pecabulary s.v.) by Souter, on the ground
presumably that the crowd had not been said to have made the cry
before. But it must be remembered that in the case of the high priest,
and both times in the case of Pilate— 22, 26, 27—Mark’s wd\wv does
not imply that the same question or statement was repeated, but only
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that ‘he questioned him again’ or ‘he made answer to them again’.
And we may well suppose that possibly ». 8 and more certainly . 11
implies a previous &pafav on the part of the crowd. Luke at least so
interpreted the words of 2. 11 dvésagar Tov t’)'x)\ov va pdddov Tov
BapaBBav dwoioy adrois, for he writes in xxiii 18 4 avekpa.yov 8¢ ravrinbel
Aéyovres: Alpe Tobrov, dwéhuaov 8¢ Huiv Tov BapaBBav.

What are the general results of this perhaps over long and over
detailed enquiry? Primarnly, I think, that wdAw is in Mark a very
light and ‘unemphatic particle : and secondly that the original sense of
‘back’ seems clear in certain connexions, e. g. 6, 17, and possible in 8,
14,16, 18. The vehement dislike of Luke for the word I should suppose
to be due exactly to his Hellenic sense of the importance of definite-
ness and precision in the use of particles, In the first five instances of
the list just given wdAw is really almost otiose as used by Mark.

dmdyw and wopedeodar (with its compounds).

A. dmrdye.

(Mark 15 times, Matthew 19 times, Luke 5 times, Jokn 32 times,
Apocalypse 6 times : not in Acts, Paul, or Hebrews.) '

The first distinction that needs drawing about fwdyw is between its
use in the imperative and its use in other moods: for while Matthew
(17 times out of 19) and Mark (12 times out of 15) use it almost
exclusively in the imperative, this was exactly what Luke most disliked.
The imperative is found only twice in Luke, four times in John, and
twice in the Apocalypse.

Imperative.

1. i 44 Vmaye veavrov Seifov T3 iepel. So Matthew : Luke dmeAfow
detéov . . .

[ii 9 Kal &pov ToV Kpafﬂa'n'év oov kal 177ray€ NLA Tisch (and with
the addition eis 7ov olkdv gov D 33 aff arm.: this is perhaps the
earlier form of the corruption) is certainly wrong, and has come in from
9. I1. wepurdre. must be read with ABC W ® 565 4ce vulg. sah.: and
so Matthew and Luke.]

2. il IT «kal Yraye els Tov olkdv oov. So Matthew : Luke wopedov . . .

3. v 19 "Yraye els 7ov olkév gov. Absent from Matthew: Luke
IméoTpede . . . -

4. v 34 "Ymaye els elpygv. Again no parallel in Matthew: 7opedov Luke.

5. vi 38 Idoovs dprovs éxere; tmdycre Bere. Matthew drops the verse:
Luke recasts, using mopevfévres. .

6. vii 29 Awx Tobrov Tov Adyov Uraye. Matthew recasts: Luke is
defective.

7. viil 33 "Ymaye éricw pov, Saravdi. So Matthew: Luke omits the
episode.
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8. x 21 "Yrwaye Soa xas wolnoov. Matthew ref.ains vraye, Luke
omits it. ,

9. X 52 "Yraye, 7 wioTis oov céowxév oe. Luke changes Smaye to
dvdBregov, Matthew omits the whole clause.

10. xi 2 “Yrmdyere els v xdpqy T xarévavr vpdv. Here the usual
conditions are reversed, for Matthew changes to mopevesfle, Luke on
this one occasion retains drdyere.

IL Xiv 13 Ymdyere els v wéAw. So Matthew: Luke eloeAfdvrav
Tudv els . . . .

12. Xvi 7 dAAa Dmdyete, eimare Tois pabyrais adrod. Matthew sub-
stitutes ropevfeigar eirare, Luke omits the charge to deliver a message,
probably because of the reference to Galilee.

Other moods ( participle and indicative).

I3. Vi 31 Foav yip oi épxdpevor kai oi Umdyovres woAdol. Not in
Matthew or Luke. '

14. vi 33 xal eldav adrobs vmdyovras. Again not in either Matthew
or Luke.

15. X1V 21 & pév vids Tod dvfpimov vrdye.. So Matthew: Luke wopederac.

On the whole then Matthew retains Mark’s imperatives 5/7, but
substitutes mopeveabe (wopevbetorar) 2/7: in the other moods he retains
vrdyew only once, xiv 21 = Matt. xxvi 24. Luke never retains any
form of the verb where he finds it in Mark, save only xi 2 = Luke xix 30:

four times he substitutes wopedeafas, once tmoarpédew, and twice uses’

the participles dreAfdv, eloeddévrov. It seems not unusual with Luke
to deal more-drastically than in the rest of his Gospel with a word
which he finds often, and dislikes, in Mark. -

$wdyerv must have$been a xow use, and appears to survive in modern
Greek (Blass Grammatik des N.T. Griechisck § 24 s.v.). The use
probably had its origin in the want of a word to express ‘go’ as
contrasted with ‘come’ (Mark vi 31 oi épxdpevor kai oi vmdyovres is
exactly our ‘coming and going’), and for this .purpose it i more
expressive than the alternative wopevecfor. Further it seems not
unlikely that the colloquial imperative raye ‘go’ is an echo of the
similar, quite classical, dye ‘come’: though it is not clear, why the
particular compound Jraye was employed for the purpose.

B. mopedesfar and its compounds.
wopedeofar (Matthew 28 times, Luke 5o times: never in Mark).
[Mc. ix 30 rakeifev éfeABovres émopevovro 8ua s Tadidalas B D¢ W-H
text. mapemopedorro the rest, and Marcan usage—see below on wapa-
mopevecfou—is decisive in favour of this reading. *Iter faciebant’ of
a should not be cited (as by Tischendorf) on the side of the simple
verb: it would be an excellent rendering of wapamopeleatar. |
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In Luke wopevesfas is three times substituted for dredfeiv of Mark,
four times for drdyew of Mark.
Suawopedeofar (Luke thrice : not Matthew or Mark at all).
[Mc. ii 23 xal ¢yévero adrov & Tois odfBacw Swmopeesar S TdV
amopipewv B C D W-H text: wopetecfar W : rapamopedesfar the, rest,

according to Marcan usage. 8iamopedeafar has clearly come in from.

Luke.]
émopedesfar (Mark eleven times, Matthew four times [Mt. xvii 21 is
not genuine], Luke three times).
Matthew twice substitutes the simple verb, twice é¢épyesfar, once
cx,BaMzchaL Luke generally omits. Note that Mark three times uses
the word in the genitive absolute of the present part1c1p]e éxmopevo-
pévov abrod, of our Lord’s movements: x 17, x 46, xiii 1.
mapamopedesbar (Mark four times, Matthew once, copying Mc. xv 29,
Luke never).
Apparently the compound verb wapawopedecfar must have Abeen
unfamiliar or unpalatable, for, as we have seen, B D agree in altering
it on two of the four occasions (i1 23, 1x 30) when Mark uses it.
wapdyew too is never used by Luke.
wpoomopedeodor (not in Matthew or Luke).
Mc. x 35 xal mpoomopedovrar abrd TdkwBos xai Twdws.
This compound is found in the LXX, but nowhere else in N'T
ouvmopedeadar (Luke three times: not in Matthew).
[Mc. x 1 xai guwvmopedovrar mdAw SxAow wpds adrév W B and the mass of
" Greek MSS, followed by Tischendorf and W-H. Marcan usage
shews conclusively that éyloes is right against dyloi, and I have no

doubt that owépxerar mdAw 6 dxhos should be read with D 565 syr. .

sin. a b¢ ffi & (conuenit turba). The other reading has come in from
Luke xiv 25 oguvemopedorro 8¢ adTd dxAot wo)\)\o:.'.] .
The investigation leads to queer results as between the Gospels. The
simple verb is common in Matthew, very common in Luke, but never
occurs in Mark. Of the compounds Mark uses éxmopeveobar rather
often, and is not averse to wapamropeveafar : but both are rarely or never
found in the other two Synoptists. .Luke on the other hand uses two
compounds, Swaropevedfor and guvmopedesfar, which are never found in
Matthew or Mark. Perhaps more cunous still is the effort which
scribes of Mark, and especially we may say the Alexandrian editor
whose work is represented in B, have made to get rid of wapamopeveafas
and to introduce the forms preferred by Luke (in ii 23 Swropevecfas,
in ix 30 mopevedbu, cf. X I ovwmopedeofar): some similar instinct of
Hellenic taste must, it would seem, have prompted both the evangelist
and the Alexandrian scholar. .
C. H. TurNER.
VOL. XXIX. U

TTOZ ‘LT Yose uo uawalg gns e Bio'sieulnolpioixo syl woly papeojumoq


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

NOTES AND STUDIES

MARCAN USAGE: NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXE-
GETICAL, ON THE SECOND GOSPEL

(continued).

X. Usage of Mark: (1) Titles of address to Christ; (2) Diminutives;
(3) The verd at the end of the sentence ; (4) iva not of purpose only ;
(5) absence of Néywv (Néyovres) before a statement or question, where
the'main verb seems sufficient to imply 1t.

As this series of notes_draws to a close, each separate instalment
becomes, almost inevitably, more miscellaneous in character. As some
feature of St Mark’s Gospel in relation to the other Synoptists strikes
me, I proceed to group instances together, and to consider what
general induction, if any, can be drawn from them. Many of the points
have emerged in the course of the investigation into the ‘agreements of
Matthew and Luke against Mark’ on which I have been engaged in
my Seminar for some years—an investigation now nearly complete.
To the members of my Seminar (and T may be allowed to single out
the Rev. R. H. Lightfoot of New College and the Rev. C. H. Dodd of
Mansfield College) I owe very much, and I must not omit also to
mention the expert help of Mr J. U. Powell of St John’s College, on
whose knowledge of the literature concerned with the history and
developement of the Greek language 1 draw whenever I am at a loss
myself, and never draw in vain.

One characteristic of the present notes I should specially wish to
emphasize, though I claim no finality for the conclusions which I have
suggested, and that is the possibility that the Greek of St Mark has
owed something, through his residence at Rome, to the influence of
Latin. We all know that he transliterates Latin words more frequently
than the other evangelists: but I suspect that Latin influence goes
much farther than that, and I doubt whether writers on New
Testament Greek have given adequate consideration to this side of
their subject. I should like some one to treat systematically the Greek
of Mark and of Hermas—both of them non-literary authors, both of
them writing Greek in Rome—from this point of view.

My last instalment (IX: /. 7..S. April 1928, xxix 275-289) was
prepared under some pressure, during recovery from illness, and needs
supplementing at two points.

i. Too late for insertion into my note on dmoorepev, pp. 275, 276,
I consulted the ZVesaurus Linguae Latinae under abnego, and the
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reference there given to Wolfflin’s article in his Archiv fiir lateinische
Lexicographie iv (1887) pp. 574-577. Wolfflin did not, I think, fully
grasp the relation between adnego and dmoorepetv in early Christian
writers : but his collection of examples of abnego, as used of the refusal
to return a sum deposited, is admirably full, and I complete my own
list, Joc. cit. p. 276, by the followmg

Irenaeus ady. Haer. I1 xxxii 1 (xlviil 4) ‘non solum non abnegare
quae sunt aliena, sed etiam si sua auferantur illis [?alils] non ex-
postulare ’.

Tertullian ad Scapulam 4 ° Praeter haec depositum non abnegamus, ’

matrimonium nullius adulteramus, pupillos pie tractamus, indigentibus
refrigeramus, nulli malum pro malo reddimus’.

de fuga 12 ad fin. *Quid autem Deo debeo, sicut denarium Caesari,
nisi sanguinem quem pro me fillus fudit 1psius ? quodsi Deo quidem
hominem et sanguinem meum debeo, nunc uero in eo sum tempore ut
quod Deo' debeo expostuler. utique fraudem Deo facio, id agens ne
quod debeo soluam ; bene obseruaui praeceptum, Caesari reddens quae
sunt Caesaris, Deo uero quae sunt Deil abnegans’.

ii. In dealing with the compounds of wopevecfar (p. 289) I omitted
elomopedectar (Mark 8, Matthew 1, Luke 5). Mark i 21 (no parallels):
iv 19 (Matthew omits, Luke substitutes mopevduevor, but also changes
the sense): v 40 (no parallels): vi 56 (Matthew omits ; no parallel in
Luke): vii 15, 18, 19, of the things that ‘go into’ a2 man (no parallel
in Luke; Matt. 1° substitutes elcepydpevor; 2° retains eloropevdpevov,
3° omits): xi 2 (Matthew omits, Luke retains). Luke certainly does
not dislike the form, for twice where Mark has eicépyesfar (Mark x 23,
xiv 14) he substitutes eiomopelecflar. Matthew on the other hand, it
seems, avoids very generally any compound of wopevesfur (though he
shews no reluctance to use wopedecta itself), preferring the compounds
of épyeaba:, especially eloépxeofar and wpooépyeabar.

(1) Zitles used in addressing Christ,

‘PafBe ("PafSBovrel)
(Mark four times: Matthew once [by Judas): Luke never).

1. ix 5 ‘PaBBel, xaXdy éorw fupas &de elvar. Matthew «vp, Luke
émordra.

2. x 51 ‘PafBouvvei, va dvaBréw. Matthew and Luke «dpee.

3. xi 21 ‘PafBBel, Be 7 ouxj v karppdow é&jpavrac Matthew
changes the form of the sentence: no parallel in Luke.

4. Xiv 45 ‘PafBel xal xarepiAnaev adrdv.  Luke omits the address
of Judas: Matthew, here only, retains the vocative ‘PafSge¢i.
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il. Addoxake

(Mark ten times: Matthew six: Luke twelve).

5. iv 38 Awddokale, ob péle gou o1t dmordiueda ; As in 1 above,
Matthew has «dpie, Luke érworrdra.
6. ix 17 Addoxake, jveyka ToV vidv pov. Again Matthew ‘sub-

stitutes xvpie: Luke retains 8:8doxale, as in 8, 11, 12, 13, in each case
because it is not a disciple who is speaking. '

7. ix 38 Alddokake, eldapév Two & 13 dvdpari oov. . . Luke
émordra, for John is the speaker. No parallel in Matthew.

8. x 17 Aldokale dyabé, T Tovjow . . . Both Luke (see on 6)
and Matthew (as also in 11, 12) retain 8:3doxaXe, for the reason given
on 6 above.

9. X 20 Alddokale, TavTa wdvTa épuviadduny . . . Omitted by the
other two, no doubt because the formal address had been used only
three verses before.

10. X 35 Addoxale, Oéhopev va & & almijowpey . . . Omitted by
Matthew : no parallel in Luke.

1L xii 14 (Pharisees and Herodians) é\févres Aéyovow aird As-

ddorale . . . So both the others : they had no objection to the word
as used by other Jews than the disciples.

12. xii 19 (Sadducees) érppdrov adrov Aéyovres Alddokale . . . So
both the other two, for just the same reason as in the last case.

13. Xli 32 elwev abrd 6 ypapparess Kadds, Siddoxate . . . Retained
by Luke again on the same principle as before: no parallel in
Matthew.

14. xili 1 Awldokale, 8¢ Torarol Alfor . . . The exclamation came
from disciples, or a disciple, and so 8:3doka)e is avoided by Matthew :
Luke, quite exceptionally, retains it in effect, for he inserts it two verses
farther on.

1. Kvpee
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(Mark once, by a non-Jew: Matthew twenty-fwo times, of whick four
occur in our Lovd’s leacking about Himself : Luke eighteen times).

15. vil 28 Kdpie, xal T4 .kvvdpia dmokdre Ths Tpowélns . .. - And so,
as we should expect, Matthew : there is no parallel in Luke. This
unique occurrence of Kvpie in Mark is simply due to the fact that the
woman was ‘EXAygv(s, a heathen, and therefore used not the Jewish
term ‘ Rabbi’, but the ordinary title of respect ¢ Sir’.

Kvpie is inserted, where Mark has no title of address, at i 40 by both
Matthew and Luke, at xiv 19 by Matthew, at xiv 29 by Luke.
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o iv. Inood
(Mark three times, but always with a further defining phrase, and twice
in the mouth of evil spirits . Luke six times: Matthew never).

16. i 24 T juiv kai oo, Tnood Nalapyvé, So Luke: no parallel
in Matthew. _ o

17. v 7 Tl époi kal ool, ‘Inool vié Tob Beot T0d Hivrov; So again
Luke : Matthew omits the personal name.

18. x 47 Yit Aaveid "Inood, EAénadv pe. Again Luke follows Mark,
though he inverts the personal and the official name: again Matthew
retains the latter, but again omits *Ineod : according to many MSS he has
Kipie also. If an explanation is wanted of this isolated usage of the
address ‘ Jesus’ in Mark, it should perhaps be found in the setting of
the episode as a whole. It is full of details that give it a place by
itself in St Mark’s Gospel : I believe it represents a story given viva
voce by Bartimaeus to the evangelist, and therefore the phrase may well
be that actually used by the man himself.

The deductions from the da/z here accumulated can be very briefly
expressed. ‘Rabbi’, the Aramaic word, represented in Greek by
duddaxaros, would have been in fact the form of address used to our
Lord by any Jew, whether a disciple or not: and so Mark uses it,
reserving «vpie for the solitary case where the speaker was not a Jew
at all. But while Mark, or rather Peter, thus represents to us the
language actually used in the days of our Lord’s Ministry, the writers
of the second generation could not picture our Lord’s own disciples as
addressing Him in the same way as those Jews did who were not His
disciples: and therefore Matthew and Luke, while they retain the
address Rabbi (Teacher) in the mouth of others than disciples—and
Luke more consistently than Matthew—never allow it with disciples,
save that Matthew keeps it in the case of Judas, no. 4, and Luke by
exception in no. 14. Where Matthew and Luke differ, is just in this,
that Matthew, when he substitutes another word, regularly employs
xipte (1, 2, 5, 6); Luke only once changes to xvpie (2), more often
(1, 5, 7) to émordra. "Emordra is only Lucan (six times in all): but
even in Luke xdpie 1s much more common, and no doubt both Matthew
and Luke mean by «ipie in this connexion not ‘Sir’ but ¢ Lord .

(2) Diminutives in Mark.
. i. Guyurpiov’
(tavice in Mark . never in Maltthew or Luke).
. 1. v 23 10 €v'yu"rpto'v pov doxdros Exet. Both Matthew and Luke
substitute fvydmp.
2. vii 25 75 elxev 70 Guydrpiov adrijs. mvedpa dxdfaprov. Matthew
again fvyarijp: no Lucan parallel.
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ii. ixBvdwov )
(Mark once, Matthew once).
3. viil 7 kai elyov ixdia SAiya. Retained in Matthew: there is
no Luke.
ill. kopdoiov
(Mark five times, Matthew thrice . never in Luke).

4,5 v 41, 42 To xopdoov, ool Aéyw, &yepe. xai edfbs dvéory 7o
Kkopdariov. Matthew omits the first, but retains the second, xopdaiov:
but he also uses xopdoov for the wawdlov of Mc. v 3. Luke changes
the first xopdoov to ‘H mafs, and omits the second.

6. vi 22 6 &8¢ ,30,0'1.)\51‘)9 elrev T(?) Kopaor[(g. The episode is absent
from Luke, the word from Matthew.

7, 8. vi 28 Bwker almiy 7§ kopaoiy' kai 10 kopdoiov Ewkey abriy T
pyrpl. Matthew retains the word on the first occasion, omits it on
the second.

iV. K'UV(ipLOV

(Mark and Matthew twice eack : not in Luke).

8, 9. vii 27, 28 Xafeiv 7ov dprov TGV Téxvev kal Tols kwvapiots Balety.
7 8¢ dmexpifn kai Aéyer adrd Kipee, ral 76 kuvdpua Smokdrw Tijs Tpamélys . . .
Not in Luke: Matthew has both the episode and the double mention
of xwvdpa. Phrynichus (quoted by Wetstein : Rutherford New Phry-
nickhus p. 268) says that kuvidiov, not xwvdpiov, is the correct form of the
diminutive.

v. govddlov
(once in Mark, but nowhere else in the Gospels).

10. vi 9 dAAa Tmodedepévovs oavddlia. Not in either Matthew or
Luke: Luke omits the item, perhaps because it breaks into the cata-
logue of things that the Apostles were #nof to take with them ; Matthew
more skilfully adapts it to the negative framework of the catalogue by
substituting und¢ vmodijuara—if they were to wear ‘little sandals’, they
were not to wear boots or shoes. The diminutive cavddAwv is ap-
parently commoner in Greek than the form odvdaAov.

vi. Yuxiov
(once eack in Mark and Matthew).
IL Vil 28 kai 74 xwvdpia . . . éoblovow dmé ToV Yixlwv TOV Tarbiwv.

And similarly the parallel in Matthew. Both ¢ and yuxlov appear to
be rare words, but Suidas recognizes both forms: cod. D has yexwv in
both Gospels.
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vil. @rdplov
(once in Mark, followed by Jokn: not in Matthew or Luke).

12. Xiv 47 dPeidev adrod 16 drdpuov. So RBD1; and in the
parallel passage John xviii 1o RBC*LW. The rest have drioy,
following Matthew. Luke has ofs in xxii 5o without variant, in the
next verse D (with the Old Latins) again gives ods, the other MSS ériov.
Of all examples of diminutives in Mark, this is the most instructive,
for, in contrast to words like Gvydrpwov xopdawv maidlov, ears of adults
are more or less similar in size—we cannot suppose that Mark means
that Malchus’ ear was a particularly small one—and the diminutive
must be due simply to the writer’s fondness for that type of word.
Moreover ordprov is not only a diminutive, but a diminutive of
a diminutive. oJs is the classical form, and as such is used by Luke:
driov is the first stage of change, occurs occasionally in the LXX, and
was probably in common use in the xows (o?s drricds, drlov Eyrixds is
.quoted from a grammarian by Wetstein on Matt. xxvi 51): drdptov
is a further stage of change, but is cited mainly from comic verse
—it was doubtless only colloguial. Tt is typically Marcan, and John
hassfollowed Mark. The preservation of drdpwov in the Alexandrian
text (with D) in Mark, and W in John) is a striking testimony to their
faithfulness, for it must have been just the word they would have liked
to alter. Note that Matthew goes only one stage back in substituting
ariov, while Luke goes the whole way with os.

One word, diminutive in form, is not included in the above list,
namely wadiov. All three Synoptists use it regularly,’ but again there
is a significant distinction to be drawn: =ais is used, though less
frequently than wa:diov, in both Matthew and Luke, but it is nowhere
found in Mark, and therefore wa:8/ov takes its place. Thus in the story
of Jaeirus’ daughter Mark has (besides Gvydryp, Ovydrpiov, and «xopd-
awv) four instances of waidiov, Matthew has Gvydryp and xopdoiov, Luke
has fuvydmyp and (twice) wais. The child was twelve years old, so that
Luke made the dividing line between maZs and wadiov at an earlier
point than twelve. Again in the miracle of ix 17-27 the boy healed
had suffered éx radiéfev (v. 21), and therefore cannot have been a mere
child : moreover he is brought to Christ, not carried (7. 19, z0)}—not to
say that he is called by his father at the opening of the story (2. 17)
‘my son’: yet we have in Mark (2. 24) 6 mamyp 700 waudlov. We are
not surprised that both Matthew and Luke call the boy not radiov but
mais. Clearly then there is no justification for translating the word

1 Mark 12 ; Matthew 18, but chapter ii accounts for just half the instances ; Luke

13, and again about half in chaptersi and ii. Thus Mark 1s the one of the three who,
apart from the Infancy narratives, uses the word most.
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in Mark ‘little child’, as R. V. in ix 36, 37, x 13, 14, I5: inix 36, 37
A. V. rightly has “child”’ ¢ children’, and in x 13 ‘young children’ of
A. V. is less incorrect than R. V.’s ‘little children’}

In the result Mark’s fondness for diminutive forms is well estab-
lished ; at least with @rdpiov and waidlov, perhaps with other words, he
uses such forms without any. necessarily diminutive sense about them.
Luke uses none of Mark’s diminutives at all except mwa:diov, and that,
as we have just seen, as strictly diminutive in contrast with arats.
Matthew, as so often, takes an intermediate place. Put in other words,
Luke upholds a literary tradition stringently, Matthew makes some
concession to popular usage, Mark reproduces whole-heartedly the
colloquial talk of everyday life. The fondness for diminutives grows
with the growth of the language. They are absent from Homer: they
begin to abound in Aristophanes and the later comedians : in the first
century after Christ it must have been a conscious literary archaism to
avoid them.

(3) The verd at the end of the sentence, after noun or personal pronoun.
(a) with the verd dmreaba
(Mark eleven, Matthew ten, Luke ten).

drrecfar is thus a rather favourite word of Mark’s, and his fondness
for putting the verb after the pronoun (or noun) is specially noticeable
in relation to it, so that I have treated it separately.

I 141 ékrelvas Ty xeipa adrod fYato. Both Matthew and Luke
éxtelvas Ty xelpa fparo atrod. Perhaps the caution should be given
that in Mark adrob goes of course with fiyaro and not with v xelpa,
which according to Greek idiom (and Latin usage is similar) would
mean ¢ his hand’ without the addition of any pronoun.

2. il 10 Gore émumimTew adrd va alrod dywvror Goor elxov pdoTiyas.
No parallel in Matthew : but Luke again changes the order mas é dy\os
¢fprovy dmreofar avrob.

. [v 27 Taro Tob iparioy abrol. So by exception (though the ad-
dition of 7od {pariov makes the exception less marked), and so naturally
the other two Synoptists here retain the same order of words. ]

3. v 28 éav dfopar kdy Tév iparivv atrol. So the critical editions,
and so Matthew (Luke drops the verse): but Marcan usage makes it
more than probable that the Alexandrian reading—it is only found in
N B CLA ®—is an assimilation to the previous verse or to Matthew,

1 Luke, however, here (xviii 15) has Bpé¢n, interpreting Mark’s nuidia—rightly or
wrongly—in this sense  He also uses Bpéspos four times in chapters i and 1i, of the

babe in the womb or newly born : his terms for age are more clearly articulated
(as we should expect) than those of the other evangelists.
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and that we ought to follow the rest of our authorities, including D and
the Latins (it is true that Latins may be just following the idiom of
their language), and invert the order «dv 7év {pariov adrod dfwpar.

4. v 30 Tis pov ato Tév ipariwv;  Luke substitutes Tis 6 dydpuevds
pov; Matthew drops the verse.

5. Vv 31 xai Aéyas Tis pov Jaro;  Matthew again gives no parallel :
Luke, changing the interrogation to a statement, alters the order to
"Hyrard pov 7is. R

6. vi 56 bva xdv ToD kpagwédov Tob imariov adrod dYwvrai No
Luke : but Matthew makes the expected change va pdvov dipovrar Tov
kpagmédov Tob ipariov adrov.

7. vi 564 xai doou &v favto adrod Siecdfyoav.  But I suspect that
with the Old Latins and Matthew (there is no Luke) we ought to omit
avrod. If Matthew had found adrod in that position in his text of Mark,
why in the world should he have omitted it?

[vii 33 wrioas fparo Tis yAdooys adrod. Compare v 27 above:
no parallel in either Matthew or Luke.]

8. viil 22 wopakalotow adrov va adrod dymprac Again no parallels.

9. X 13 mpocépepov adrd wadlo Wa adrév dymrac So W-H with
RBCLA®124-and Luke: Matthew fva 7as xeipas émfy airols.
But Tischendorf in Mark has dymrac adrdv with the mass of authorities,
including D W Old Latins and Origen. Decision is difficult : yet can we
suppose that Luke found before him in Mark dymrat adrév, and altered
it to adrdv dymrac ?

(b) Other instances in Mark of the verb placed last, after its obyect, or the
noun afler the pronoun depending on it.

10. 1 44 ceavrov Setbov TG lepei. So Matthew: but Luke 8etfor
TeavTiv. )

IL i1 5, 9 aplevral gov al duapriar, with Matthew : Luke d¢éwvral oo
ai apaprial cov.

12. iii 11 8rav adrdv eedpour. No parallels.

13. iv 30 & rive adryy mapafoly Obpuev ; No parallel in Matthew :
Luke 7l dpordow admp ;

14. iv 41 & dvepos kal 7 fdAacoa adrg Vmaxover So in effect
'Matt. : Luke again inverts verb and personal pronoun, iraxovovow aird.

15. v 4 obdeis loxver adrov dapdoar. No parallels.

16. v 10 va p3) adra dmooreldy . .. No parallel in Matthew :
Luke &va pn émurdéy abrols . . .

17.-vi 17 810 admiy éydunaer. No parallel.

18. vi 20 7déws atrod fxover. Matthew in effect retains the con-
struction while he alters the sense, &s mpodipryy adrov elyor. No
Luke.

VOL. XXIX, Aa
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19. vii 18 ob S¥varar adrov kowdoar. No parallel.

20. ix 182 Gdmov éav adrov kaTaldfy. Matthew omits: Luke,
though with a change to the direct construction, iod wvedpa AapBdve
alrov.

21 -ix 18 & tva adrd ékBdwaw. Omitted by Matthew: Luke again
transposes, va E’K,Bti)\(mnv abrd.

22. ix 19 &g wére wpos Tpds wo;uu ;  Soin effect Matthew: Luke
¢ws wéTe Eoopar wpos v,uw.s‘,

23. ix 32 épofoivro abtov éweporioar.  Matthew has another phrase:
Luke transposes épofSoivro épwrijrar adrdv.

24. ix 37 bs &v & 1ov Tadlwv Tolray Séfnrar. Here both the other
Synoptists transpose, 8s éw dé&qrar & wadlov Towodro (Luke Todro 708
wadiov).

25. X 2 €l éeorw dvdpl yuvaixa dmolioat. No Luke : but Matthew
dmoAbaaL Ty yvvaika adrod.

26. x 32 7pfaro adrols Aeyew. Matthew and Luke both omitd

pEa-ro, but both put the personal pronoun last, elrev abrois, elrer mpos—.
abdrovs.

27. xi 28 7is gor Ty fovaiov ravryy Bukev . . . ; Both Matthew
and Luke transfer mjv éfovoiav ravryv to the end, after the verb.

28. xii 12 &prow adriv xporfoac. So Matthew: Luke é{4rqoav
« .. émfadely ér’ airdv Tas xeipas.

29, xil 1258 o wpos adrods Ty mapaBoliy elmer. Matthew omits ¢
the noun, Luke transposes it elrev v wapafBoriy Tavmyy.

30. xii 13 lva adrév dypedocwow Aéyw. So Matthew : but Luke iva
émAdBuvrar alrov Adyov.

31 (cf. 23). xii 34 oddeis odiéri érdApo adrov ErepwrijTa. Matthew
éreputiioar abrov obréry, Luke émepwrav adrov oddév.

32. XiV I 7hs adrov . . . dmrokrelvwoy. So in substance Matthew,
but with rov "Inooevv for adrdv: Luke 1o 7wds dvéwow adriv.

a
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33. xiv 10 va abrov mpodol [mapador] alrois.
invert dative and accusative : Luke 75 wds adrois mapadd abrdv, Matthew .
éyo Ypiv mapaddow abrdv. -

34. XivV IT 7ds adrov ebkapws mapadol. So Matthew iva adrdv

TT0C ‘LT

wapad® : but Luke edraiplay 7ol wapadoivar adrov.

35. Xiv 12 &re 70 mdoxa évov.  No parallel in Matthew : but Luke
&y 1) 8 Goeabar T mdoxa.

36. xiv 14 dmov T wdoxa . ¢tiyw Luke by exception agrees it
is here Matthew who inverts, woid 70 mdoya.

37. Xiv 30 7pis pe amapvijon. Both the other Synoptists invert:
Matthew rpis dmaprijon pe, Luke rpis drapwijoy py eldévar pe.

38. xiv 42 & wapadiSods we fyywwev.  No parallel in Luke : Matthew
Tyywev 6 wapadiSovs pe. Strictly speaking this instance does not come
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under the heading of verb and object, as fyywev is intransitive ; but the
change of order in Matthew seems significant.

39. xiv 47 dpethev adrod 70 drdpiov. So Matthew : but Luke
dpether 10 ols adrov 76 Sefidv. Possibly Mark meant adrob to depend
upon d¢eirer, and if so his phrase would stand: but certainly Luke
interpreted him in the other sense.

40. xiv 63 7 éru xpelav Exopev papripwv; with Matthew. Even here,
where change seems less necessary, Luke alters to 7{ & &opev pop-
Tuplas xpelav ; .

41. xiv 65 of Vmypérar pamricpac abrdv éBalov. No parallels.

42. xiv 72 dAéktwp épdmyoer, and so Matthew: but Luke épavyorer
dAékTwp.

43. XV 31 dMovs éowoey, éavrov ob Svara choat So Matthew,
and the emphasis on d\\ovs . . . éavrdy seems to justify the order: but
again Luke’s instinct is for change, d\\ovs érwoev quadra éavtdv.

44. xvi 7 éxel adrov dfeale. Here, though Matthew follows Mark
the order seems indefensible in Greek : but unfortunately there is no
Lucan parallel.

It is not suggested that these instances are typical of Mark in the
sense that this order of words is his normal usage: but they are not in-
considerable in number, and Luke’s alteration of them in almost every
case, whether instinctive or intentional, is certainly no mere accident—
not even though the actual converse happens on occasion, as for
instance (if our texts are correct) Mark xi 17 reroujxare adrdv omiAaov
Ayordv, where the others give adrov éroteire (érovjoare) omjhaiov AnoTdv.
In thirteen of our forty-four cases there is no Lucan parallel : of the
remaining thirty-one, Luke makes the change to the normal Greek
order of words in no less than twenty-nine, the exceptions being only
9, 36. Matthew, as so often, stands in between Mark and Luke,
altering the Marcan order about as frequently as he leaves it un-
changed; that is to say, out of twenty-eight cases where his text is
parallel, he follows Mark in fourteen and diverges in thirteen (7 being
a doubtful reading in Mark).

Whence did Mark derive his occasional use of an order of words so
fundamentally alien to the Greek language? Greek puts the emphatic
words in the forefront of the sentence, and the verb therefore cannot
be left to the last. Latin, on the other hand, habitually closes the
sentence with the verb. The conclusion seems irresistible that—just
as Jerome in the Vulgate introduces a Graecizing order, putting words
like edus, for instance, at the end of the sentence—Mark introduces in
the Greek of his Gospel a Latinizing order. The influence which
Mark’s years of residence in Rome exercised over the developement of

Aa2
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his literary Greek style (if one may use such a phrase about his Gospel
at all) was doubtless not inconsiderable. The Greek he had picked up
in his boyhood at Jerusalem was, we may assume, wholly non-literary
and colloquial. -That it came in a Latin-speaking city to such maturity
as it attained, is suggested forcibly by the feature of it which we have
now been examining.

(4) Wa (Mark 1 columns, Matthew barely 1, Luke 1 ; John nearly 3).
But in the following list lva is only included when not wused with its
proper sense of purpose.

L 1il 9 xai efwev Tois pabyrals adrod va wAowdpiov Tpockaprepy avTH.

No parallels.

2. v 18 7mapexdrer 6 Sarpoviclels va per’ adrod g Luke édéero . . .
elvar odv adrg. No parallel in Matthew.

3. V 23 xkai mapakadel adTov woAAL . .. {va é\Bov émbys Tas xeipas
adr—so I think Mark means to construct the &va (cf. 10). Matthew
turns the sentence into oratio recta, GAA& éNGov érifes . . . Luke omits.

4.V 43 xai Sieareidaro abrots moAN& va pndels yvol Todro. Nothing
parallel in Matthew: Luke again has infinitive wapifyyeikev adrois pndevi
elmely 70 yeyovds. ¢

5. vi 8 xai wapiyyedev adrois va pndev alpwow els 60w Both the
others substitute the oratio recta, py krijonole, pndev alpere.

6. vi 12 xal éelbbvres éxjpviav o peravobow. Luke omits the
phrase : Matthew has no parallel.

7. vi 25 B8\ va avris 0@s por émi wivaxe . . . Matthew omits

0é o va and writes 8ds por &8¢ érl mlvaxe. Luke has no parallel for the
six cases 7-I2.

8. vi'56 kal wapexdhovw adrov va kv Tod kpacmédov Tov ipariov adrod
dpwrrat. Here for the first time Matthew follows Mark.

9. vii 26 fpura adrév iva 76 Sayudviov éxfBdhy . . . Matthew again
substitutes the oratio recta.

10. vii 32 kai wapakalobow abrdv va émby adrd Ty xeipa. Matthew
omits the whole clause.

IL Vil 36 koi Seorelhato adrols va pndei Adywow. No parallel.
12. vili 22 kai wapaxalobow abrov Wa adrob dymrar. No parallel.

13. vili 30 kai émerlunoer adrois a pndevi Adywow mepi abrol.
Matthew for the second time agrees, Siearelhato Tois pabnrais va pndevi
etmwow . .. Luke, as in 2 and 4, substitutes the infinitive, mapiy-
yekev undevi Aéyew Tobro.

14.- ix 9 Siecrelhato adrois va pundevi & eldov Supyjowvral. Matthew
changes to a command in the oratio recta, pydevi elmnre 76 Spopa, Luke
to a statement of fact, obdevi dmjyyelkay . . . oddév dv éwpakav.
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: ~ ! ~
15. IX 12 ws yéypamrar émi Tov viov Tot dvfpomov {va woAda wdfy.

No parallel. '

16. ix 18 «ai elma Tois pabyrais cov Wa'aird ékBilwow. Matthew
omits the {va clause, Luke (with &ejfy for elra) here retains it.

17. ix 30 kai oix 7fekev Wva Tis ywoi. Both the others omit the
phrase.

18. x 35 féhopev va & & airjowpéy oe moujays FHuiv. Matthew
omits the clause, Luke the whole episode, including 19.

19. X 37 865 puiv o €ls oov &k debidv . .. xablowper. And so
Matthew, eire va xkabiowow . . . ‘

20. X 48 «ai éreripwy adrg moldol iva O'meym] So both Matthew

and Luke, as in the next case. .

21. X 5T 6 8¢ TupAos elrev atrg PaBBowi, iva dvaBiéfw. I believe
that the construction with iva depends (cf. no. 3) on the verb of the
preceding verse 6éAw moujops. Both Matthew and Luke follow Mark
closely here, and presumably constructed fva in the same way after
Oérew.

22. Xi 16 kai odx fpiev va Tis Stevéyxky okevos Sud Tob iepod. No
parallels.
23. xi 28 4 7is gou T éfovalav Tavryy Bwkev va TaiTa woujs;  The

va clause is strictly superfluous after radryv, and both Matthew and
Luke seize on so good an excuse for omitting it. :

24. x1i 19 Movoijs éypajev fpiv ot éaw . . . va Adfy . . . It would
appear that {va, which is not part of the O. T. quotation, must depend
on &papev. Matthew re-writes the quotation: Luke follows Mark,
possibly supposing that iva Adfy was from the LXX.

25. xiil 34 kai 76 Gvpwpd éverellato iva ypyryopt. No parallels.

26. Xiv 12 wob Béles éroiudowper iva pdyns 70 wdoya ; Luke omits
the &va clause, Matthew substitutes the infinitive ¢ayeiv.

27. Xiv 35 wpoonlxero o el Swvardy éotw mapéMby ar’ adrod % dpa.
Where Mark as here, and occasionally elsewhere, makes a statement in
oratio obligua and follows it by the same thing in oratio recta, Matthew
and Luke do not repeat both of the two but prefer that in oratio recta;
Matthew, however, has clearly taken ei Svwwardy éorw wapedfdrw from
Mark’s &va wapéldyp, so that in his case at least the va clause is turned
into a direct prayer.

28. xv I1 oi 8¢ dpxtepets dvéoewgar Tov oxAov va pdAdev Tov BapaBBav
dmoAdoy avrols. So in substance Matthew, with éreoar for dvémeaoar:
Luke has the oratio recta, avéxpayov 8¢ mwavmAnfel Aéyovres Alpe Tovrov
gmddvaov 8¢ fuiv BapaBBav.

29. XV 15 kai wapéduxev 7ov 'L ‘$payelddoas wa oravpwdy. So
Matthew : Luke rapéduxev 1 Oedjpart adrav.

0. XV 20 kai édyovow adrév iva oTaUpBOWOLY. Both 3o and 29
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could be rendered ‘in order that’, but in both cases the meaning is
just ‘to be crucified’ ‘to crucify’, and Matthew rightly interprets with
eis 76 oravpdoar.  There is no parallel in Luke.

31. xv 21 kai dyyapelovow . . . Slpwva . . . iva dpy TOV oTavpdy adrod.
As in 29 Matthew follows Mark: Luke substitutes an infinitive,

Pépeaw.

Some of these instances of &va, and perhaps especially the last three,
are not so clearly non-purposive as the rest, and it is hardly surprising
that Matthew here and.there (8, 13, 19, 20, 21, 28, 29, 31) accepts the
construction, as even Luke, though more rarely, does sometimes (16,
20, 21, 24). But the general instinct of both is to make a change,
Matthew twelve times out of twenty, Luke thirteen times out of &
seventeen. Sometimes they merely omit: in other cases they sub-
stitute, the oratio recta (so especially Matthew, five times: Luke twice) i’;
or an infimtive (so especially Luke, four times: Matthew once or 3
twice).

But what then is the explanatlon of Mark’s fondness for &a after
verbs like wapaxaheiv Saoré\heabar mapayyéMhew émripdv évrédecbar
and others? I cannot help thinking that we have here another illustra-
tion of the influence of the Latin of Rome on Mark’s Greek : for i
Latin we have rogo ut, oro wut, impero ut, moneo (admoneo) ut, suadeo |
u¢, and so on.

No doubt &a in the Kows generally was coming into much more &
general use than it had enjoyed in Attic Greek: any grammar of New C
Testament Greek will 1llustrate the point that iva is no longer confined $
to the sense of purpose, and references need not be accumulated here. 8
But writers on New Testament Greek are (naturally) inclined to exag- @
gerate the extent to which it is a single self-contained whole: if these 3

‘notes on Marcan usage’ have done nothing else, they have, I hope,
established the result that the Greek of one of the three Synopncﬂ
writers does shew broad, almost fundamental, differences from the»:l
Greek of the other two. And the more we emphasize the enlarged use,
of iva throughout the range of the Kousj, the more pressing, as it seems E
to me, is the need for accounting for the contrast in this respect
between Mark and Luke. If Mark’s extended use of {va is not to be
explained as a vulgarism, some other way of explammg it must be
sought.

Now there are two or three directions in which recent investigations
cited in Moulton’s Prolegomena to the Grammar of N. T. Greek (1906)
offer instructive parallels. Thumb {Moulton, p. 205) concludes that
there were two rival tendencies, with a geographical dividing line
between them, in this matter, Asiatic Greek leaning to a larger use of
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the infinitive, Western and European Greek to the universalizing of {va
(it will be noted that Luke, as pointed out above, sometimes replaces
the iva of Mark by an infinitive), the European use having in modern
Greek ousted the other alternative. To a similar result are we led by
Kilker's emphasis (Moulton, p. 206) on the frequency of iva in Polybius
—for Polybius spent a large proportion of the years of his adult life in
Italy. Add to this that Mark has been shewn, half a dozen pages
back, to adopt, often enough to call for explanation, an order of words
in his Greek which is not a Greek order but a Latin: and I submit
that the thesis needs consideration that his exaggerated use of Ha
should be traced back to the same source, his years of residence in
Rome.!

These scholars who, like Moulton himself (p. z0)* and Rademacher
(Neutestamentliche Grammatik p. 11), restrain within very narrow limits
the influence of Latin on Hellenistic and New Testament Greek have
perhaps not sufficiently investigated the possibility of this influence
being specially great in individual writers such as St Mark: and it is
only with regard to St Mark in contrast to the other two Synoptists
that I plead for a reconsideration of the case.

.

(5) Absence of Neywv (Méyovres) after verbs introducing a statement or
a question, wheve Matthew and Luke add or substitute it.

i, dyavakrely
I Xiv 4 fjoav & Twes dyavaxtolvres mpos éavrovs Bis 7 %) dmddew adry
.3 Matthew jyavikryoar Aéyovres Eis 7{ . ..  No Luke.
il. dmoxpivesfas

2. vili 4 drexplfnoav adrd ol pabyral adrod dri Idfev rovrovs Sumiaeral
TIS . .. Matthew Aéyovow adrd ol pabnral TIdfev Auiv ... No
Luke.

3. 1x 17 dmexplfn abr els éx 70D Gxhov Addokade, freyra Tov vidv pov.
Matthew wpooijrfer . . . Aéywy, Luke éBonoev Aéyov,

4. xii 29 dmwexpifn 6 Inoois ore Hpdry éoriv . . . Matthew & 8¢
ipn atré ... Luke 6 8¢ elmev wpos adrdy . . . '
iii, Boav
5. XV 34 éBonoev 6 'Inoots puwvy peydiy "Hel "HAel . . . Matthew
dvefonoer & 'L, pwvy peyddy Aéywv ... No parallel in Luke: but
cf. no. 3.

1 Moulton {p. 21 and p. 21 n. 3) admits that some writers are more disposed than
he is himself to allow some place to Latin influence, e.g. Blass Grammatik des
NTlichen Griechisch p. 4 ; and on more general hnes W. Schulze Graeca Latina,
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iv. dwroyileabar
6.1 6 Siaoylopevor év rais kapllars atrdv Ti ovros ovrw Aalel;
Luke 7péavro Swahoyileafar Aéyovres Tés ... Matthew elmov & éavrols
Obros . . . R
7. viii 16 Siedoyllovro mpos dAjAovs S dprovs otk Exovorv.  Matthew
Siehoyilovro év éavrols Aéyovres 6r¢ "Aprovs odx éAdfBopev. No Luke.

V. SwarréAlesbar
8. ix 9 SieareihaTo avrols va undén & eldov dyijowrrar. Matthew
dverelhato avrols 6 'L Aéywr' Mndent elmyre 70 dpapa. No Luke.

vi. émepwrdw (épurdn)
9. v g émppurta adrdy T{ Svoud ooi; Luke érepomyoey adrov 6
'I. Aéywv T gou Gvoud éorw; Nothing parallel in Matthew.
10. Vil 26 Jpora abrov va 70 Sayudviov EkPBdAy éx s OuyaTpos abris.
Matthew mpocexives adrd Aéyovoa Kipie, Borjfer po.. No Luke.

IL Viii § Ypdra abrovs Héaous Exere dprovs; Matthew substitutes
Aéye for jpdra. There is no Luke.

12. viii 29 émppdra adrovs Yuels 8¢ tiva pe Aéyere elvae ; Matthew
and Luke substitute Aéye (elrev) for émnpira. .

13. ix 28 kar' iSlav émppdrwv adrdy "Ore Yuels ok Edvvifnper éxBakety
adrd ; Once more Matthew «ar' idlav elmov' Awx 7( fuels . .. No

parallel to this verse in Luke.

14. X 2 émypdrov adrév Bl éfearw Gvdpl yuvalka dmodioar; mepdlovres
avTév. Matthew mpoaiiAov adrd . . . mapdlovres adriv kai Aéyorres Ei
oy . . . Again no Luke. ’

15. X 17 mpoodpapdv els kai yovvremjoas albrov érnpdra abrév Addd-
agkale . . . Luke adds Méyov (émypimyoéy Tis abrdv dpxov AMéywr Add-
oxake . . .), Matthew as elsewhere substitutes elmev (els mpooerfov adrd
elrev Addokalde . . ).

16. xii 28 émypdryoev alrdv Mola éoriv évrods) wpury . . . Matthew
for once repeats Mark’s phrase; Luke, in a more or less parallel
passage, substitutes dvéory . . . Aéywr.

17. xili 3 émpdra alrov kar i8lav Mérpos kai TdxwPos . . . Bimov fulv

wére . . . Both Matthew and Luke add Aéyovres : Luke keeps émppirnoay,
for which Matthew has his favourite phrase mpoofiAfov adrg.

18. xv 2 émppornoey avrov 6 Iehdros Sy € 6 Bachers v 'L ;
Both the others retain the verb (Luke jpdrypoer), but both add Aéywr.

[Vii. émryudw
19. i 25 émeripnoe adrd 6 Inoots Pepwbyre kai éelfe.  So Tischen-
dorf with R*A*, but the rest agree with Luke émeriunoer adre 6 'L
Aéywv . . ., and that may probably be right: though the caution must
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be given that the Old Latins frequently add dicens where Mark’s text is
without it (so % in ix 29, x 17, xil 28, xv 2: not in x 2}xiii 3), pre-
sumably following the idiom of their language.]

vill. xaraxpivew
20. Xiv 64 ol 8¢ wdvTes karéxpwov alrov &voxov elvar Gavdrov. Mat-
thew turns it with Aéyew into the oratio recta of 8¢ dmoxplfévres elmov'
"Evoxos favdrov éoriv. No parallel in Luke.

[ix. kpploaew
21.1 14, 15 sypioowr 10 edayyéhov [rijs Bacileias]| Tod Beod, ot
Herjporar & katpés . . . So again Tischendorf with 8*¢ Origen,
against the rest, who add Aéywv or xai Aéywv before Jri; Matthew
Dpéaro kypiocoew kal Aéyev. Once more, as with émryuar, the want' of
clear Marcan parallels weights the balance against the reading of \.]

x. kpdlw (With Aéyew, however, 5/8)
22. xi g &palov ‘Qoavvd. Matthew and Luke both add Aéyovres,
and Luke substitutes aivelv rov fedv for xpdlew.
23, 24. xv 13, 14 éxpafay’ Stalpwoov adtév . . . Twepoods éxpafay
\ Sravpogov alrdv. Here Matthew has Aéyovow mdvres . . . mepioads
éxpabov Aéyovres ; Luke has émepdvovy Aéyovres on the first occasion, and
phrases the second differently.

xl. Aaew
25. Xiv 31 6 8¢ éxmepirods éhdhe "Edv 8éy pe guvvamoflavey oo . . .
Matthew Aéyer air@ 6 Ilérpos Kiav 8éy pe .. ., and so Luke, though he
has only a rougher parallel, 6 8¢ elrev air.

Perhaps no very striking results emerge. Nearly half the instances
cited are in connexion with a single verb érepurdw (¢pwrde), and here
we may safely say that Mark uses it without Aéyw, the other two tend
either to add Aéyw (so Luke 4/6) or to substitute it (so Matt. 7/g). As
to the remaining ten verbs, it is not meant to be suggested that Mark’s
normal usage is to employ them without Aéyw : but even if the instances
are exceptional, they are at the same time numerous enough to justify the
impression that he can on occasion use any verb which implies ¢ saying’
without adding the actual phrase ‘saying’, while with Matthew and
Luke the rule is almost absolute the other way. And just as with
Mark’s érepwrdw, so with the other verbs, Matthew prefers the substitu-
tion of Aéyw, Luke the addition. Mark’s omission of Aéyw is no
Latinism, but is probably just colloquial ‘rather than literary language.
But it, accounts for some half-dozen of these agreements between
Matthew and Luke against Mark which have disturbed the judgement

of so many critics.
y C. H. TuUrNER.
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NOTES AND STUDIES
A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY ON MARK I

For something like forty years I have been interested in the problem
of the textual criticism of the New Testament : and for the last seven
years I have been devoting special attention to the Gospel according to
St Mark, its exegesis, its relation to the other two Synoptic Gospels,
and its text. As to the exegesis I am contributing the section on
St Mark to a brief commentary on the whole Bible which may, I hope,
appear before the end of 1927. But that commentary is confined to
the English version, and, as regards any questions of the text, can only
deal with them indirectly and incompletely. I am therefore venturing
to put before the readers of this JOURNAL a specimen, covering only the
first chapter, of what I should like to do for the text of the Gospel as
a whole. The specimen is purely tentative ; my object has been to
comment on all readings that are important in themselves and on any
readings where the text that I have constructed differs from the critical
texts in use. I have cited regularly the readings of Westcott and Hort,
as the edition of the Greek Testament which (in my view) at present
holds the field, and frequently, but not exhaustively, the readings of
Tischendorf, which are also the readings of Huck’s Syngpsis. But in
order to concentrate attention on the things that seem to mg really
salient, and to find room for discussion and explanation of variant
readings, I have had to limit myself in the list of authorities cited to
those only that are the oldest and the most important. In any such
selection some personal and subjective element must come into play,
and the choice may here and there seem arbitrary. Naturally my ruling
idea has been to give prominence to those authorities or groups of
authorities in which, according to my judgement, a strain of early tradi-
tion may be looked for, especially where it may be argued that insuffi-
cient attention has been given to that evidence in the critical editions
of the past.

Put in other words, this means that, in company with a good many
scholars of our day, I should hold that the chief defect in Westcott and
Hort’s great work lay in their comparative neglect of what is called the
Western text.” In so far as their purpose was to put the coping-stone
to the achievement of the long and slow process of the replacing of the
Received Text by a text based wholly on ‘pre-Syrian’ testimony,

1 ] say ‘comparative neglect’, because it is well known that, however timidly,

they did give the preference to a number of omissions, especially towards the end
of St Luke, guaranteed only by D and Old Latin MSS.

VOL. XXVIIL L
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I should have no quarrel with them ; nor should I entirely differ from
them in their estimate of the individual excellence of the codex Vati-
canus, B. But I cannot resist the conclusion that convergent proof
from different quarters and of different sorts does compel us to lay very
much more weight than they did on the evidence of * Western’ authori-
ties. And here one is naturally faced at once with the question what
exactly one means by ‘Western’. For as first used in the eighteenth
century the word meant just what it said : it was a symbol to represent
the evidence of those MSS and writers, whether Greek or Latin, that
belonged to the Western half of the Roman Empire. But in the course
of the nineteenth century witnesses to a Western type of text—to a text
at any rate that had as marked agreements with strictly Western autho-
rities as with Alexandrian or Neutral authorities—began to be detected
in an ever-increasing number in the East. In Syria, if the Diatessaron
of Tatian derives its Western character from the fact that its Greek
original was composed in Rome, the Old Syriac ‘Separate’ Gospels
must have been rendered from a local Greek text. In north-eastern
Asia Minor the late uncial codex @ testifies to the survival in remote
corners of a pre-Byzantine, more or less ¢ Western ’ text, some centuries
after the Lucianic or Byzantine text had come into official use at
Antioch and Constantinople. And Dr Streeter, following out indica-
tions given by Prof. Lake, would combine the evidence of ® with the
evidence of various important cursives such as the Ferrar group (13-69-
124346 etc.) and the MSS 565 and 700, and would refer this whole
branch of the tradition to an original home in Caesarea and Palestine.
Finally, Egypt itself, the one district which provides the whole evidence
for Hort’s Neutral text, does not speak in this respect with a consentient
voice. There are divergent witnesses: ‘ Western’ elements can perhaps
be detected in the earliest vernacular version of Egypt, the Sahidic,
and more markedly in the newly discovered Freer MS of the Gospels
(W) and also, as Prof. Burkitt shewed, in Clement of Alexandria.

Now if all these types of so-called Western text are united against
the Alexandrian or Neutral text, it is obvious that, whether we regard
its age or its wide diffusion, it makes a very strong claim for considera-
tion, and a claim that is stronger now, owing to fresh discoveries, than
it was in the days of Dr Hort. But to speak in this sense of a Western
text seems to me now so entirely misleading that I prefer to revert to
Griesbach’s usage, and mean by Western the authorities that are
Western geographically. If the word is used in the other and wider
sense, it is better to be careful to put it into inverted commas as
‘ Western’: it is better still, I think, to drop ¢ Western’ in this sense
as far as possible, and to group these types of text, whether Western
or Eastern, under the common heading ‘unrevised’. Such a heading
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admittedly implies a contrast with a type of text that is revised, and
I feel no doubt that the text contained in the codex Vaticanus is the
fruit of a revision—a revision very carefully and very skilfully done, so
that B stands out as our best witness to the text of the Gospels, but
a revision for all that.

But since B may be said, since the publication of Westcott and
Hort’s edition in 1881, to hold the field, some brief summary must be
given in limine of the sort of reasons which seem to me to qualify
its sureness as a guide, and to reduce it to a lower pedestal than that
-on which Hort placed it. If B is, as I think it is, a product of the
highest kind of Alexandrine scholarship, we have to begin by asking
ourselves on what lines Alexandrine criticism was accustomed to treat
classical authors. And among classical authors Homer is for our
purpose supreme, because Homer presents the nearest parallel, in the
temper of veneration with which his writings were approached, to the
Bible of Christians. This temper almost inevitably led to ‘ recension’,
to the omission for instance of anything that seemed dwperés or dmi-
favov. Do we not see just the same temper at work in Mc. i 41 when
dpywofels 1s replaced by omhayyviobels, in Mc. xv 34, where dvelSioas
has made way for éykaré\umes, or again, to cite a case where BN stand
alone save for a small handful of cursives, in vii 4, the emendation of
Bamricwyrar—as being consecrated in Christian usage to the sacrament
of Baptism—into pavricwvrar. Once more, Alexandrian scribes or
editors, with a great inheritance of Greek culture to live up to, were
under a strong temptation to correct even an evangelist (to them it
would seem the corrupted text of an evangelist) into accord with Greek
grammar and literary usage : in viii 2 juépar Tpeis mpoouévovaly pou is
emended into juépats Tpioly, in viii 3 fxacw is turned into elody, in ix 8
od8éva eldov dAAd becomes (with Matthew) od8éva €lBov el wij, while the
preposition els, which Mark frequently uses for év, is regularized by the
insertion of eioerfeiv or the like, as in Mc. § 21, viil 26. Less common,
but still worthy of notice, are the indications that alternative readings
with an introductory % had been jotted down by some scholar in the
margin of some early Alexandrian ancestor of B (and other MSS), and
in the next copy incorporated in the text, e.g. Lc. X 41 éAiyowv 8¢ éorww
xpela 9 évds, Le. xii 47 xal py éropdoas | woujoas. And finally the
tradition represented by B is unfortunately not quite exempt from the
temptation to supplement one Gospel from another, or to assimilate it
to another even by a process of* omission. Mark is perhaps the Gospel
which has suffered most in this way: compare the additions in i 34
xpwrrov evar (from Lc. iv 41), or in iii 14 ofs xai droordrovs dvdpacer
(from Lc. vi 13), and the omission in x 19 of u3 dmooreprioys (in accord
with Mt. xix 18, Lc xviii 20).

L2

TTOZ ‘LT ydose uo uswalg gns e Bio'sjeulnolpiorxo-sil woiy papeojumoq


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

148 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

As to the date and place of origin of B, Dr Ropes in his new edition
of the Acts (Z%e Beginnings of Christianity, Part I1I) has drawn out
very persuasively, following Rahlfs, the arguments which bring it into
relation with St Athanasius: and as it is quite certain that so
sumptuous a MS can only have been written for a great person-or
a great church, I am disposed to regard with favour the conjecture
which identifies it with a copy prepared under Athanasius about
A.D. 340 for the emperor Constans.

Similar considerations convince me that codex I}, a no less sumptuous
MS, must also have been written with some similar purpose: and
I want to ventilate the hypothesis—I do not propound it as more than
a hypothesis—that its origin should be brought into connexion with the
known activity (twice mentioned by Jerome) of the bishops Acacius and
Euzoius of Caesarea, about the middle of the fourth century, in causing
the worn out papyri of the famous library of their church to be copied
on the more durable material of vellum. If it is objected that the text
of N is of an Alexandrian type rather than of the type which Dr
Streeter has adduced reasons for calling Caesarean, I should meet the
point by asking further whether 3 may not have been, in part or in
whole, transcribed from the papyrus rolls which Origen, rather more
than a century earlier, may be presumed to have brought with him
when he left Egypt to settle in Palestine. I cannot pretend to have
made more examination of the available material than covers the first
twenty-four verses of Mc. i: but in these verses there are seven
significant readings where Origen iz Jo. sides with N against B, and
the first of them is the highly important omission of viei et in
Mc. i 1, where W Origen stand nearly alone. There is here at least,
I am sure, a case for inquiry. And I cannot think it open to question
that Jerome had had access to N before he published his edition of the
Vulgate Gospels.

But something must also be said, however briefly, in support of the
stress which it seems to me should be laid on the evidence of D and
of the best of the Old Latin MSS. When D stands alone, it cannot
indeed be safely trusted as a guide: but the case is different when it
has the support of any one of the three leading Old Latins, cod.
Bobiensis (£), cod. Palatinus (), or cod. Vercellensis (a). I will not
attempt on this occasion to do more than enumerate three objective
tests which, as I think, combine to recommend these authorities to our
close attention.

(i) The use of Nom:na Sacra. Of Greek MSS D comes next to B in its sparing
use of any but the four universal abbreviations of feés, #iptos, "Incods, Xpiords, Of
Latin MSS # stands alone 1n never abbreviating the word which was first added to
these four, namely nvebua = spiritus: one hand of B is the only parallel to this
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feature in % among Greek MSS. There is a presumption that MSS which
distinguish themselves in respect of limiting the Nomuna Sacra that are subject to
abbreviation, represent the earliest types of text.

(ii) The supposed agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark in those parts
of their Gospels which are taken from Mark : by ‘agreements’ in this sense is meant
of course agreements in changes which do not look as though Mt. and Lc. would

“have hit on them independently. In comparison with Tischendorf’s edition,
Westcott and Hort by help of B had already removed a certain number of these,
e.g. Mc. ii g dpov 7ov kpdBarrév gov xal Umaye Tischendorf, where Mt. and Le. for
Uwaye have mepimdre, and W.H read mepimdre also in Mc. with ABCbce: mepi-
wareiv is a specially Marcan word. But on Western evidence (and as often without
D as with jt) we can take a long step further in abolishing other supposed
agreements : four instances will illustrate this, Mc. vi 43, ix 19, xii 8, xiv 72,
(1) In vi 43 Mt. Lc. and Jo. all appear to agree against Mec. in giving some form
of the verb mepiogedo, while the editors give in Mec. fpav xAdopara [or shaopudron]
dddexa wopivav wAnpbpara. But a1 [neither e nor £ is here extant] have ¢ reliquias
fragmentorum’, with 33 7d nepiosedpara. Read Fpav [nepgoeipara] #Aagudroyv and
all is clear: a line was lost in a very early copy, not so early however but that the
archetype of the oldest Latin version had escaped the loss. (2) Inix 19 Mc. has
@ <yeved dmoros, the parallels in Mt. and Le, are printed as & yeved dmoros kal
Steorpapuévn, and 1t would be in the highest degree unlikely that Mt. and Lc. had
independently added the second adjective from Deut. xxxii 5. But then we find
that in Lc. it is omitted by Marcion (on the testimony of both Tertullian and
Epiphanius), by a and by ¢. Once more Western witnesses solve the difficulty
for us. (3) In Mc. xii 8 dméxrewar ral é¢éBalov, the heir is murdered in the vine-
yard and the body thrown outside : in our texts of Mt. and Lc. the two verbs are
inverted, and the heir is first ejected and then killed. But in Mt. xxi 39 we ought
to replace dmésreavar kal iféBaiov on the testimony of D@abceffh Iren. Lucif.
(4) For Mc. xiv 72 émBarav éxhaev the other Synoptists are edited as giving
LN Ew Exhavoev mrpds. But the phrase in Le. (xxii 62) is omitted by a befil*
and is bracketed by W-H. Omit it as an interpolation from Mt., and once more all
is plain sailing.

(i1i) The third test is that of Marcan usage : I will confine myself to the citation
of three instances of absence of particles (xai, vai, ol¥), and one of plural for singular
in describing the movements of our Lord and the disciples. i 22 a5 éfovoiav
éxwv, obx @s ol ypapuarets D@ bce: the rest xal odx with Mt. vii 28 Kipee, kal
7d wkwvdpa kTA DW @ fam. 13 565 bcffs syr-sin.: the rest vai, Kipe with Mt,
x g b0 0eds gwvéevter Dh: 8 olv 6 Beds the rest with Mt. X1 11 xal elofAbov els
‘IepoodAupa els T3 iepdv © ik : the rest elofiAfer with Mt. and Le.

These preliminary remarks are adequate, I hope, to bespeak a patient
hearing for the deference paid from time to time in the following pages
to Western evidence, even where a reading is only guaranteed by one
or two authorities. I do not claim more than to have made out a case
for consideration. Least of all must I be supposed to be supporting
indiscriminately the majority of Western readings against the majority
of the readings of B: I have only tried to consider each case on its
merits.
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TEXT OF MARK 1L

! APXH 703 ebayyeriov ‘Inoot Xpworod Yied Ocot  *(xabis YéyparTas év
-~ ) ’ -~ ,
76 "Hoaig 74 mpodniry
"lAoy ANMOCTEAA® TON A[TEAON MOY TIPO TPOCAOTOY COY OC KATACKEYACE! THN
GAON coy-
? donH BODNTOC éN TH EpHMe
*Evoimacate THN 20N Kypioy, eyBeiac moieite Tac TpiBoyc faytoy?)
4 éyévero Twdwys 6 Bamrilwy, & 1 épjpe kyploowy Bdrtiopa peravolas els
ddeow duapridv. °kal éfemopedero wpds adrovraca 7 Tovdala xdpa kal of
3. (70D Beob Hpdn

1-4. "Apx7 . . . duapri@v : to be constructed, with Origen, Basil, and Victor of
Antioch, as a single sentence, verses z and 3 being parenthetical. See J. 7. S., Jan,
1935 (xxvi 146). Tiot ©e€ob : omitted by N* @, two cursives and some patristic
quotations. But these quotations are in all cases directed to the comparison of the
different openings of the four Gospels, in particular to their appropriateness to
the respective evangelic symbols : and with this view they tend to omit as much
intervening matter as possible, Thus Irenaeus, to whom Mark is the eagle of the
four, finds the point of appropriateness in the prophetic afflatus from on high, and
hurries on to the prophetic reference : Victorinus, making Mark the lion, omits not
only ‘Son of God’ but also the quotation from Malachi, in order to put the ‘vox
clamantis in deserto® as near the forefront as possible : the words vio? 6eod, not
conferring anything to the purpose of either father, are simply dropped. To con-
clude that the words did not stand in their copies of the Gospel would not be
warranted : Irenaeus in fact twice gives the words in other citations. Origen
indeed stands in another category, for as he omits the words five times it must be
presumed that they were absent from his text : but in view of his close relation to
N we have in R Origen really not two witnesses to deal with but only one. And
it is (against Tischendorf and W-H text) infinitely more probable that in two early
authorities TT ©T had dropped out after IT XT than that the majority of good texts
(including BD) are wrong in retaining words which correspond so entirely to
the contents of the Gospel (cf. i 11, iii 11, viii 38, ix ¥, xii 6, xiv 61, xv 39).
2. drogréAlw (without ¢y@) B D @ 28 latt, Iren, W-H : praem. éyéb R W most Greek
MSS Orig. éy& is an assimilation to Mt, iii 10 and Mal iii 1 (NCAQT).
3. abroi: Tob Oecob Huav D Old Latins and apparently Iren. This may be, and
perhaps is, an assimilation to Isa. xl 3, but the alternative that adro? is an assimila-
tion to the parallels in Mt. Lc. cannot be quite excluded. 4. 'lwavys : here
and in verses 6, 9, B only; see below on verse 29 (B D). 6 Banrifww év 1p
épiue knpiogav B 33 W-H : praem. xal ante knpioowv Tisch. with the other MSS.
A good example of the excellence of B: scribes did not realize that in Mark’s
usage (vi 14, 24) 6 Barrifwv meant ‘ the Baptist ’, for they were only familiar with
6 Bamriworis, So they regarded Banrifar and sypiooav as two participles in the same
construction ¢ John who was baptizing and preaching’, and connected them with
xai. They forgot that, strictly speaking, it was the preaching that was done ¢in the
wilderness’; the baptizing was ¢ in the river Jordan’, verse 5.
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¢ ~ ’. v 7! e 3 2~ 3 ~ 4 ~
Iepododvpetrar wdvres, kai éBamwrilovro im' adrob év 1 'lopddvy ;rorap.«g
, , n . > ,
éfopooyovpevol Tas dpaprias alriv. °kal fiv 6 Tudvys &rdcdupévos F8éppu’
IA - A 0 » 8 ) Ie ¥
xapflov T kai éofuwy drpidas kai péhe dyprov,
7 Ny 7 ’ L4 ) ! s 3 7 * » LY
Kai éxjpvooer AMéywv "Epxerar b ioxupdrepds pov dmiow [pov], of ot elul
- \ ’ Ah by L3 ’ -~ < ’ ] ~ B8 3\ 3 ’ e
ixavos xifas Avoar 70v ipdvra Tév Smodnpdrav adrot: 8 éyd éBdrrioa Spds
v8ate, abrds 8¢ Barride dpds mvevpar dylo.

*Kai éyévero év ékelvais Tais fuépas HA0ev "'Inoots dwrd Nalfapeir tijs
Talhalas, xai éBamrioly eis Tov Topddimy ¥md "Twdvor: '°
B ’ ‘s 3 SSa ) / s s Y (R -~ 3

alvwy éx Tob Voatos eldev axlopévovs Tovs odpavols kal T6 Trebpa bs wept-

kai ebbis dva-
By ~ 3 3 s 1M \» - 3 -~
oTepay karafaivoy els atTér kai Ppovy) ék TOV olpavdy

6. frpixas’ T kal {dvny Sepparivny mepl Ty dopiv adrov 9. TS

6. 3épprv D (8eppyy) a (pellem) : rpixas (Tisch. W-H) the rest (def. eto i 20). It
is so difficult to account for 3éppis—a rare word, meaning *skin® of an animal—that
the agreement of D (not ) with a claims for it more than a place in the margin.
Assimilation to Mt. 4w Tpix@v wamfrov would account for supersession of a rare,
probably vulgar, word by the more familiar word of the more familiar Gospel.
Moulton and Milligan Vocabulary s.v. 8éppis assert that in the ¢ Western text’ here
8éppis ‘has been transferred from Zech, xiii 4’ &vdioovrar déppv Tpixivny v’ dw
&fedaavro—which is surely very improbable—and quote Hesychius 8éppets* 70 maxd
Upagua, § eis napanéraoua [= a hanging] éxpavro. It is a not unlikely word for
Mark, and I suspect that it is genuine. rapfhhov Dabdfft: add. kal {dvyv
Seppativyy wepl Ty 6apiv adrob the rest, with Tisch. W-H. I have treated the shorter
reading as a ¢ Western non-interpolation ’, because it is not unlikely in itself that
Mt. (iii 4) should have supplemented Mark’s description by drawing from the
description of Elijah, the Baptist’s prototype, in 4 Reg. i 8 the words «al {dvnv 5ep-
parivyy [nepie{oopnévos) Ty So¢plv abrod, and that scribes should have assimilated
Mark’s text to Mt. Mark depends less on O.T. language than the other Synoptists.
In Mt. {dvnv has a proper construction (elxev), and so too in Apoc. i 13 (mepre{wo-

pévov). 7. pov: om. B Orig., a much stronger combination than ¥ Orig., and
I have (though with much doubt) followed W-H against Tisch. in bracketing the
word. 8. Ubart . . . mvedpam dyiy Bvg W-H. A variation where the other

Synoptic texts are bound to have had influence on the scribes of Mark : Mt. gives
&y U8are . . . &v mveduar: without variant (and cf. Jo. i 26, 31, 33), Luke &8ar: . . . &
nvedpare practically without variant (so Acts i 5, xi 16, and this must be definitely
taken as the Lucan usage), and in view of the wide divergence of the witnesses in
Mark, a reading like ©8ar: . . . wvedpar:, unsupported elsewhere in N, T., has strong
claims.

9. Inoovs Tisch. W-H : I have given 4 "Inoobs (D A © etc.) a place in the margin,
because, just as we have in verse 6 8 Tawdrys, So it seems natural to expect the article
here. And & 'Inoobs seems to be Mark’s usage: cf. i 14, i 17, 1 35, ii 17, ii 19, etc.
11. ¢ari, without verb (W-H margin Tisch.) R* D f¢; ¢avy) . . . fxododn © 18 is
evidence on the same side, as also Mt.’s gan) ... Aéyovoa : add. éyéveroN°CABLW
sah etc. W-H text, but the verb has probably come from Luke iii 23 gpan)v éif odpavod
yevégfai. In the corresponding episode at the Transfiguration the textual pheno-
mena are much the same : Mt. as here ¢and) . . . Aéyovoa, Luke apparently gary
éyévero . . . Méyovoa, Mark (ix 7) éyévero garft XN BC L A, fA6ev panf) A D © and most
Old Latins with syr-sin, ¢anf) alone W fam. 1 and &: the rival verbs in Mark, with
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S €l 6 yioc moy 6 dranutic” &v oot edddxnaa.
3 kai ebfvs TO wvetpa atrov éxBdAAe els T Epmuov, P xal v v T3 épip
recoepdrovra Hpépas Teapaldpevos o Tob Saravd: kal v pera Tov Gnplwy,
«al of dyyelow uprdvouy aird.

MIMETA AE' 70 wapadobipar tov “lodvy jA0ev 6 'Inoois eis myv
TaAdalay sypioowy 16 ebayyéhov [rijs Pacireias] Tob Peod, > *Aéywv o1
TlerhijporaL & xawpds xai fyywer 9 Paghela Tob Geodr
peravoeite xal moTevere v 16 edayyeliv.

14. Txal perd) 15, Txal

the omission of verb in Mt., seem to me to point to omission (evidenced by three good
authorities) as right in Mark. 6 vlés pov 6 dyamnrés : I have printed these words
without comma after pov (against Swete), and in quotation type (against W-H),
because I believe that they are an echo of Gen. xxii 2 AdBe v vidv gov 10v dyamyTiv,
12, 16, ok ipeicw Tob viod gov Tob dyamyTod 5’ éué, and that the meaning of dyamyrés
in connexion with vids is the same here as there, namely not ‘beloved’ but ‘only’.
St Paul also gave a Christian application to the passage in Genesis, and also inter-
preted dyamyrés as ‘his own son’, Rom. viii 32 70 i5lov viet odx épeigaro (where
the verb seems decisive of the reference to Gen. xxi1 13, 16). See the discussion
of the phrase in J. 7. S. xxvii (Jan. 1926), especially the passages of Ath. Or.c. Ar.
iv 34, 29, loc. cit. p 126, where the equivalence of 78 povoyevés and 16 dyamyrév is
emphasized : the idiom was unfamiliar in Athanasius’s day, but he appeals to pagan
scholars “EAAnves ioagw of Bewol mep! Tds Aéfes,

14. Mevd 36 RAL A® W, most O.L. MSS and vg, Tisch. : Kal pera BD (not d)
a syr-sin W-H—so good a combination that one relegates it to the margin with diffi-
dence. As we know, St Mark’s normal way of commencing a new paragraph is
with xai, while the other Synoptists, Luke especially, prefer 3¢ : what are weto say
when the authorities in Mark are divided? Let us look at the other instances
where a paragraph begins with 8. They are (if we except xv 16, where I am sure
a smaller division than a paragraph should be made) only three in number in W-H,
vii 24, x 32, xiv 1, and they are each significant of a great break in the story. At
vii 24 our Lord passes for the first time outside the confines of Palestine: at x 32
Jerusalem 1s for the first time mentioned as the objective of our Lord’s movements :
at xiv 1 the Ministry is over, and the Passion story commences. Is there any
similar emphasis at i 14? W-H imply "that there is not, for they print the first
words of verse g in capitals, and make no break beyond an ordinary paragraph at
verse 14. If xai is right, their arrangement may be right, though in that case xai
must be wrong (and B right to omit it) in verse g. But I cannot think that this
absence of break at verse 14 corresponds with the intention of the Evangelist:
I think the commencement of the Ministry must have been marked by him as
a crucial moment, while on the other hand the previous verses belong to the Pre-
paration, John the Baptist was but a precursor: he pointed to one who was to
follow, and his baptism of the Christ was the culmination of his work, after which
he passes out of the story. So though there is a break between verses 8 and 9,
there is also still a connexion between John and Jesus : and the greater break
comes when the Preparation is complete, and the Ministry of John is succeeded by
the Ministry of Christ. Moreover this is the commencement of Peter’s continuous
story as an eye-witness. On internal grounds then I prefer 3 in verse 14. s
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Y Kai mapdywv maps ™y Oddacoav Tis Taldeles e Sduwva xai
"AvBpéay Tov ddediv Sipwvos dpdiBdlovras & 1§ Bardaoy (foav yap
dheets), Y xai elrev adrois 6 ‘Inoots Acire dniow pov: xal woujrw Duds
yevéolae dheets dvbpomwv. °
1

kai Tedbis' ddévres Ta dixrua frorodfnoav
kai mwpofas SAiyov eldev ‘LdkwBov Tov Tod ZeBedaiov kal
Twdvmy 16v d8eddov airod, kai adrods év 7§ whoiw karaprifovras Ta dlkrva:
¥ xai ebbis exdheoev adrovs, kal dpévres Tov rarépa alrdv Zefebalor v 19

2 A
avTy.

, - - . -
mAoly perd 70v puabordv dmjAov dmicw abrod. ! kal eloTopelorTar
eis Kagapvaoip.

Kai €i8is tois adfBaow éBaokev eis Ty owaywyy 2 xai éfemhijo-

18. TedBéars)

Basiaeias ADWTarvg: om. XBL®12833b ff¢syr-sin sah Orig. Tisch. W-H.
External evidence is no doubt stronger for omission . internal evidence teils the
other way, for 70 ebayyéhiov is a favourite phrase of Mark’s, and as a rule absolutely
‘the good news’. In i 1 70U eb. ’Inogod XpioToi means ‘the good news of’, i.e.
about, ¢ Jesus Christ’: he is in fact the good news. You could therefore say ¢ the
good news of the kingdom ’, i. e. the establishment by Jesus Christ of the Kingdom
of God upon earth: but it is difficult to see that ‘the good news about God’ is
a natural phrase. On the whole I think it probable that a line THC BactAgiac—
11 or 12 letters are the size of a line in a papyrus roll of the primitive Gospel type
—dropped out of a very early copy. We should then have in the Evangelist’s
summary the two phrases which he immediately repeats in our Lord’s own words,
the ¢ kingdom of God’ and the ‘good news’, 1.e. of the coming of the Kingdom.
15. AéyovX* A Dabffresah: wal Aéyav B LW @ W-H text: om. R* csyr-sin Orig.
Tisch. W-H marg. Omission can appeal to evidence in i 25 X* A*, i 27 ¢ ii 12
B W b: but the more or less pleonastic 7 1s thoroughly characternistic of Mark’s
style, and isalways preceded by a verb hke Aéyaw (see J. 7. S., Oct. 1926, xxviii g—
15). The real question is the genuineness of xai. There is a parallel in i 40
napaxaAav abrdv xal yovumerdv, [ral] Aéyav : and in both cases it is perhaps easier
to understand the insertion of #ai than its omission.

18, «2fs. On this occasion the evidence for e0fds (against eb8éws) drops to its
lowest : ¥ L 33 (add here ) are the only constant quantities. The critical texts
assume, probably with justice, that eb8ds is Marcan usage, and should be read even
in doubtful cases, edféws is the regular Kowf) word, and is largely preponderant
over ebfds in the texts of Matthew and Luke as given by modern editors: in Mark
it is given throughout by A D, and BC A only rally to ¢08Us after some hesitation on
the earlier occasions of its use. 'Why Mark should have preferred ei6vs we cannot
tell. Perhaps we should refer both the frequency and the form of the word to
a mannerism of St Peter in his oral Gospel teaching.

21, &idaoxev els v ovwayoryfiv.  So NC L A syr-sin Orig. Tisch. W-Hmg. If it
were not for Mc.’s habitual use of eis for év, the authoity for this reading would be
inadequate, and we should prefer to follow AB DW © O.L. and add eicerddv with
‘W-H text. But this is a good case of the coincidence of the more difficult reading
with well-established Marcan usage (see J. T. S., Oct. 1924, xxvi 15), and I have
little doubt that eloeA@iw was put in to ease the construction, as in viii 26 (eloéAéps
for elaps), i 39 (JAbev for ). 23. obx s ol ypaupares D@bcde(def. a): the
rest with the editors prefix xai, but the asyndeton before oby is in Mc.’s jerky style
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govro émt T 8iSaxy adrod, fv yip Siddoxwy abrods ds éfovaiav Exwy, olx
as ol ypauparels.

BKai ebbis v & 15 ovvaywyj abrdv dvfpumos év mvedpare dxabdpry,
M xal dvéxpafer Aéyov T fHpiv xai gof, Tnoov Nalapyvé; HAfes dmoréaar
guds: Toldd? oe 1is €, 6 noc Tof Geof. P xal éreriunoer alird & Iyools
® xai gwapdfay atriv 76 TVEbpa TO
7 kat éfap-

Aéywy Pupdbnre kai éerbe Fe¢ adrod™
dxdfaprov xai pwvijoar puwvi peydy é&Nlev &€ alrod.
Bribnoav Emavres, dore owlyrely abrovs Aéyovras T( éorw Totro; Sidaxy
kaw) ket éfovoiar kol Tots Tvelpac Tols dxabdprots émrdaoet, xai rakoyd-

24. Toldaperl 25. Fix Tob dvbpimov?

(cf. x 14), and the addition of xai with Mt. is easier to explain than its omission.
See J. I. S., Oct. 1926, xxviii 15-19.

24. AMéywv R* BD W © 565 Old Latins and Vulg., syr-sin (def. sah): + éa (from
Luke) practically all others. I note this variant reading simply to illustrate (i) the
enormous influence a parallel passage in the other Synoptists can exert, (ii) the value
of our new witnesses W @, (iii) the agreement of a very few of the best or oldest
Greek MSS with the best and-oldest versions. HAbes amoréoar fuds. A state-
ment or a question? Mc.’s command of Greek particles is so inadequate that here
and elsewhere (e. g. xvi 6) he leaves us in doubt, Lc., our only parallel account
(iv 34), copies Mc. literally : but I incline to think that the words should be con-
structed closely with what follows, and that Tisch. is right against W-H in printing
it as a statement. olda : oidapev (Tisch. and W-H margin) X L A only among
MSS, and only the Memphitic, Armenian, and Ethiopic among versions. So far
the case seems clear ; doubt arises only on two grounds, (1) that Luke has certainly
of8a, (ii) that many fathers, Greek and Latin, have ofdauev (scimus), and as they
can hardly have found it in Luke, might be presumed to derive it from Mark. But
apart from Origen derivation from Mark cannot be proved : and that Origen is once
more in agreement with & can cause no surprise. Internal evidence is neutral, if
indeed it does not favour the singular (there is an equally curious alternation
of plural and singular in Mark v 7-13), compare verse 25 ad7y . . . Sipdbyri.
oidapev may well have arisen out of mere assimilation to the preceding plurals
Huiv, Huds. 35. & abrob: éx roi dvfpwmov DW (@) Old Latins and vg.,
apparently by assimilation (which in most of the group extends further than this
phrase) to Mc. v 8; yet adroi may equally well have been borrowed from the
parallel in Lec. iv 35. Tischendorf is in error if I understand him rightly as
suggesting that ‘ de homine ’ in Latins suggests dné rather than éx : ‘de’ is the
representation of ¢« in the earliest Christian terminology, e. g. ¢ deum de deo’in the
Nicene Creed. 26. ¢avioay 8 B L 33 only : rightly, for if xpd{av had stood in the
text, no one would have altered it.  paweiv pas) seemed inappropriate in a Satudvior
(Luke transfers the noun to the man possessed, iv 33), though all four Gospels use
the verb of the cockcrowing. 27. ow{nreiv abrovs R B and the Old Latins b ¢ ff;
rightly, for ovv{nreiv is a rather favourite word of Mark’s and his rule is to use it
absolutely, viii 11, ix 10, xii 28 (in ix 14, 16 guv{nreiv wpds atrods is ¢ to discuss with
them’, i. e. the disciples, not * with one another ’): ovr{nreiv wpds davrois the rest,
influenced by the Lucan parallel ovverdhoww mpds dAAfAovs, T{ éoriv ToiTO;
SBaxd) ko)) xar’ ifovoiav: xal rois mvelpace xTA. Text RBL 33 (@fam. 1): but
Luke, and most scribes of Mark following Luke, make the three clauses into one.
Mark is fond of such triple co-ordinate clauses, cf. i 24, ii 7, xiv 63, 64, xvi 6, one
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ovow avrd. ¥ xal ¢EjAev 7 dxoi) adrob edfis mavTaxod els GAy T
wepixwpov Tijs Fakalas.

P Kai elfis i tijs cuvaywyis ébelBivres fiAbov els Ty oixiav Sipwvos xal
*Avdpéov perd “Taxd Bov xal Twdvov. ¥4 8¢ wevfepd Sipwvos xaréxeiro mupéa-
govaa, kal ebfis Aéyovow adrd mepl adtiis. ! kal wpooe\bov Jyepev almiy
xpatijoas tijs xepos: xal ddijkey atmiy & wuperds, xal Supxdver atrols. ¥ dflas
8¢ yevopéwis, Sre Teuoev’ & jhos, Epepov mpds adrdv mdvras Tos kaxds
éxovras xai Tovs Saypovilopdvovs:  * kai fy SAy §) wélus émgurpypévry wpds
iy pav. *kal fepdmevoer woMlols xakds éxovras mowilais véoors,
xal Satpdvia moAAd ¢EéBakev «kal odx Tiprev T1d Sarpdvia hakely!, Srifjderoar
alriv.

¥ Katl mpwi dvvuxa Mav dvaoris ¢fA0ey, xal dapdlev eis dpnuov témov

32, Méawl 34- TAareiy 1d Sarpivial

of them at least (but never all of them) being interrogative. The central clause is
generally the briefest, as ii 7 BAao¢nuei, and one would like with W-H to punctuate
after xaui) : but verse 22 connects xar’ fovoiar with didaxf, and I punctuate accord-
ingly. 28. mavraxov els Ay 1)y wepixaspov 1ijs Calihaias : a redundant expres-
sion quite in Mark’s style, but because redundant altered by Luke to eis wévra rénov
Tijs wepixdpov, and by most authorities in Mark by the omission of mavraxob.
Luke’s wdvra 7témov shews that he read wavrayot in Mark with R*BCLW
Sfam. 13 be.

29. éteXBbvres Indov R A CL T A vg. (def. sah) Tisch. W-H text, and so Marcan
usage (J. T. 8., April 1925, xxvi 228) : éfer0dv fA0ev BW O fam. 1 fam. 13 (D Old
Latins : def. a) with the singular of Matt. and Luke. The whole phrase in Mark is
so odd that change was tempting : it inevitably suggests ‘we left and came into
our house with James and John’ as the original from which it was derived.
"Iwévov B D W-H : I follow this spelling which is almost universal in B D, and the
agreement of our two most primitive MSS seems all but decisive. If indeed Hort
were right in supposing that the spelling "Iadyys points to a Roman origin for B, the
agreement would lose most of its force : but it is now universally, I think, admitted
that B was written in Alexandria. 32. &voev BD W-H : €5v the rest and
Tisch. &v is the older classical form, édvser came into more frequent use later on.
I follow B D, if with more hesitation than in the last note : in Lc. iv 40 D has doavros,
and Origen and most of the Latins bear witness to a past tense, so that the same aorist
form may be genuine there as well. 34. 7d Satpbvia AaAeiv B, and the order
is so far supported by Lc. (and D @ and the Latins and syr-sin in Mc.) abra AaXeiv :
Aaheiv 7d Saiudria the rest with Tisch. W-H. poeway abrév R* A D etc., the
Latins, syr-sin, Victor’s catena, Tisch. : + Xparév (or vév Xp.) elvast °BCLW O
fam.1 fam. 13 28 33, W-H text, from Lc. iv 41. A clear example of assimilation,
to which most of our Alexandrian authorities, even the best, have succumbed.

35. ¢£AGev xal dnfjAdev (¢ he left Capernaum and went away to a desert place?’) :
é¢fiMdev only B 28 565, dnijAGev only W bde ff. The double phrase is very Marcan,
and either accidental omission of a line or a conscious intention to prune away the
apparent redundancy will account for the reading of B : versions hardly count, for
an early Latin translator e. g. might easily have contented himself with a single verb.
But a syr-sin have two verbs. xdxet NBCLA®, and so in verse 38 XDL,
xiv 15 8 D 565 : xal éxei the rest, but in xiv 15 many authorities have &xef without
gai. [ incline to think that Mark may have been the more likely, scribes of Mark
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> -~ ’ k3 -~ 5
Kxdxel mpoonixero. ¥ kai karediwfev abrov FSipwv’ xai ol per atrod, * kai
» N \ ’ ~
€Upov avrov kai Aéyovow alrd or Hdvres {yrotoly oe.
r

N ) .

kai A€yer avrois

Aywpev dAhayob eis Tas éyopévas kwpomdlets, iva Mkixel! knpitw: els Tovro
b LY fed ~

yap é€iAbov. ® kai v kypiocwr s Tas quvaywyds abTdv els SAny T

Talidaiar, kai 7a Sapdvia exBdAlwy.

“Kai épxerar wpds adrov Aempds wapaxaA@y abrov kai yorumerdv,
36. 16 1e Sipan 38. Txal éxel

the less likely, to prefer the contracted form. 36. sarediafer RBO28vg. :
rightly, for Mark is fond of a singular verb where mention of more than one person
follows, e. g. iii 31 xai épxerar § phnp adrob xal of dergol abrob (so N Dfam. 1 565
Old Latins), viii 27 ¢7A6ev & L xal ol pabnral abrob (no variant), xiii 3 éoppdra
ad1dv . .. 6 Tiérpos kal 'lanwBos xai *lwdvys xal *Avdpéas (again of Peter: so NBL
Jam. 1328 33). No doubt the singular contains the implication that the person
first mentioned stands out from the rest. Sipov NBLW 33: 8 7¢ Zipaw
© fam. 1 28 (and presumably the archetype of D: D* has v¢, D? 7ére): 6 Sipaw
A C A and the mass of MSS. The article with Sipwv is so unusual that one looks
about for a reason: and perhaps the reason may be found in the desire to
emphasize the first name after the singular verb, see last note. I think therefore
that it must at least be given a place in the margin. 37. xal epov abréy kal
Aéyovow R B Le, and this is characteristically Marcan : xal 37¢ elpov adrdy Aéyovow
D Latins (except b c¢) syr-sin sah (but versions may be deferring to the idiom of their
own language); xal eipévres abrdv Aéyovow A C A © and the mass of MSS ; Aéyovres
alone Wbc. The three verbs co-ordinated with xai presented an irresistible
temptation to scribes to introduce a subordinate or participial construction.
38. dAAaxob els rds éxopévas kwponéhes ¥ B C* L 33 Egyptian versions and arm : but
(just as in verse 28 mavraxod eis GAqy riv T.) the adverb seemed redundant, and
dAAaxob is omitted by A C® D W A © Latins and Syriac. rdxel : seeonverse 33.
éijAbov X BCL @ 33sah (the meaning is ¢1 left Capernaum’, referring back to
verse 35) : éfeAjAvéa of ADetc., iAfavfa of W A 28 fam. 13, are both probably
derived from Jo. xviii 37 eis robro éAjAvfa els Tov kdopov. But weni of the Latins
must not be quoted for éAfAvba : euent could hardly be used in this sense. [It is
possible that St Jerome wrote for &ywuev . . . é7Agov ‘exeamus . . . ueni’—that at
least appears to be the reading of the St Gall MS—intending to represent the é-
of the latter verb in his rendering of the former one.] 39. v knpbocay els Tas
6. ACD W A fam. 1 fasn. 13 : rightly, for this is good Marcan usage, see on
verse 21; and the Latin and Syriac versions should be cited on this side, for
both give ‘ was preaching’, and if they render els 7ds 0. ‘in their synagogues’ they
could hardly do otherwise, since ‘into their synagogues’® would for them be
nonsense : AAfev snpioowy eis 8 B L © sah, improving the colloquial Greek of Mark,
40. mapaxaAdv alrév xal yovumerdy Aéyav abrd, with ¢ ¢ obsecrans eum et genibus
uolutans dicens 1lh’. There are here one important and three less important
variations : (1) are we to omit #al yovumerdv 1 (3) if not, are we to add adréy after
it? (3) are we to read Aéyaw or xal Aéyav ! (4) are we to omit ad7d? Let us take
them separately and in this order. (1) A very strong body of witnesses omit «al
yovvmerdv, BD Wabcff and the Sahidic. But the words were in the copies of
Mec. used by both Mt. npogextver abrg and Lec. wmesidv énl mpboamov, and besides it
would be very difficult to account for their insertion by RA CL A © fam. 1 565
¢ syr-sin and the rest: whereas omission may have been due either to the desire to
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Myowv abrg o1 "Eav Oérys, "8 pe wabapivar. ** xai Spywobeis éxreivas

Ty xeipa abrod Tato xal Aéyer abrd Oé\w xelapiohyri. ¥ kal ebbis

dmriMev 47 abrod ) Mémpa, kai ékafepichp * xal éuBpiunodpevos abrd

40. Fdvvacad

avoid so violent a word (note that both Mt. and Lc. have changed it here, just as
they drop it 1n the passages parallel to Mc. x 17) or, perhaps more probably, by
the accidental omission of a line in a very early copy of Mc.: the words «ai yovu-
werdv do in fact occupy just a line in X and 8. (3) Of the authorities that preserve
xal yovurer@v, A C A and others (versions hardly count here) add adrév, and this is
the normal construction, Mc. x 17, cf. Mt. xvii 14. But even Mc. might shrink
from adrv . .. adrdv ... adr® in the limit of seven words, and we may suppose
that the preceding adrév is governed by both mapaxar@v and vyovvmerav. (3) xai
before Aéywv is omitted only by R* B6g*esah, but Aéyaw is not really parallel to
the two preceding participles, and I suspect omission is right. (4) ab7® is omitted
only by DW, the Latins other than ¢, and sah : there are numerous cases up and
down the Gospel, where after Aéyet (Aéyorv) some good authonty, even sometimes
B, omits a¥rg (adrois). It is often no doubt pleonastic, but that is no reason against
it in Mc. [Compare for instance in the next verse Aéyet airy, where X W fam. 1
¢ff omit adrd, with Mt. and Lc., as redundant, against AB C D © and the best
Latins. Inadequate as the omitting authorities are—clear as Marcan usage is—
Tisch. follows them.] Note then that the ¢ African’ Latin, represented by ¢, is the
only text that in all four points gives what seems to be the right reading.
8wy B : divacas the rest, with the parallel passages in Mt. (viii 2) and Lec. (v 12),
and so too Mt. v 30, Lc. vi 42, Jo. xiii 36. Apart from Lc. xvi 2, the only books of
N.T. where 8dvy is found are Mc. (ix 22, 23), Apoc. (li 2), and also Hermas: see
Blass Grammatik des Nestest tlichen Griechisch (1890, p. 48], § 23. 2. Clearly
therefore 1t was the more vulgar or colloquial form, and likely to be used by Mec. ;
and as Bis re-inforced in ix 22, 23 by XD A fam. 1 28, I feel little hesitation in
following it here, even W-H desert it. 41. dpyobeis Daffr: bomits:
amheyxviofels the rest. The considerations that here dictate decision are: (1) If
omAayxviofeis were original, it is hardly conceivable that any scribe should have
substituted &pyiofels : (z) Mt. and Lc. have nothing corresponding to either word ;
they had a strong motive for omitting dpyisfeis, just as they both omit éuBpiunoa-
pevos of verse 43, and per’ dpyfjs of 1ii 5, but there was none for omitting omAayxvi-
ofeis. (3) éuBpiunodpevos of verse 43 shews that there was, in the working of this
miracle, for whatever reason, indignation on our Lord’s part against the man,
perhaps because of his doubt of the will to heal, édv 6érps. éxrelvas Ty xeipa
abrob fiparo N BL: éxveivas rijv xeipa alrov fiparo abrod D : éxreivas miv xeipa fipaTo
abrov the rest, with Mt and Le.  Versions could hardly avoid the natural rendering
‘stretched out his hand and touched him’, and D, the only authority which gives
a Greek that corresponds to this, has presumably Latinized here. But our other
Greek witnesses, though they are divided into two camps over the position of
abdroi, mean all of them to connect adrov with figaro. 7dv xeipa is the Greek for
our ‘lis hand’ (so Me. iii 5, where W-H, wrongly I think, desert B to read
v xeipé gov, v 23, vi 5, vii 3, vii 32, viii 23, 25, ix 43 7ds 8o xeipas ¢ your two
hands’, x 16, xiv 46) : would not m)v xeipa adrob be the other man’s hand? As
between adrot fifaro and fiyaro adrot, X BL are shewn to be right by Marcan
usage, see iii 10, (v 30), v 31, viii 22, x 13 (vi 56 would be an exception, but a b ff¢
omit adrod) : Mt. and Lec. habitually put abrob after &rredfac. adTd : see
on verse 40. 42. éxadepictn AB* CL A1 (cf. Teo0epdrovra in i 13, where also
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etfis iféfalev adrdv, *“kai Méyer adrd “Opa pndevi [pndev] elmps, AN’
Umaye, ceavrov Setfov TG iepel Kai mpooéveyxe mepi Tob xabaprpod gov &
wpocérafev Muwioijs els papripwov adrois. 185 8¢ éleMOov plato kypio-
cew moANG xal Sadnpileww 1ov Adyov, dore pyxér [adrov] Stvaclfar Teis
T\ pavepis' elaerleiv, AAXN Ifw én dpjpos Témows [y xal] fpxovro mpos
avrov ravrofer.

45. Tpavepas els mbaw?

the second hand of B substitutes the more correct form) : a solecism for éxaapiafy,
perhaps genuine only in Mc. 44. pndevl ppdév efmps BCO and the mass of
Greek MSS: undevt einps RAD LW A 33 (fam. 13) Latins sah, with Mt. and Lc.
On the one side we have Mc.s tendency to pleonasm: on the other side the
parallels in Mc. vii 36, viii 26 (where the true text has undevi einys els riw xauny),
viii 30; 1 think the longer reading is right. 45. abrdv dlvagfar els moAwy
¢avep@s : the order of these words varies in a puzzling way in the MSS, but
(1) at7év is omitted by D W, and, if omission 1s right, we can understand why &
inserts adrév after dfvacfa: and the rest before dtvagfai : (ii) the order els wéAw
¢avepds ought to be correct, for the emphasis is rather on eis zéAw than on ¢avepds ;
but desire on the part of scribes to avoid the hiatus §évagfa: eis may perhaps account
for the change in A BW A @ etc. to 8tvaofa: pavepds els woAw. in’ epfpots rémors
RBL WA (fam. 13) 28 é&ni is changed to év by the other MSS and by Le. The
more unusual preposition is doubtless right : but éni ¢. dat. in a local sense meaning
neither ‘on? nor ‘at’ is unusual, and [ know of no exact parallel in N.T.
Moulton and Milligan Vocabulary s.v. cite however from a papyrus (140 B.C.) év
'ANefavdpeiq ral énl xdpa. v xal fjpxovro: be omit v xai, and it is possible
to translate their reading ¢ they came to him outside the city in the open country
from all sides’: B omits v retaining xa{, which seems untranslateable, though
‘W-H give B’s reading a place in the margin.

Variations of the lext above printed from the lext or margin of Westeott
and Hort.

i 1 viod Geob (so W-H margin) : om. W-H text 6. 3éppw : W-H 7pixas with
my margin xapnrov: W-H add. xai (v Sepparivyy nepl Ty bogdv adrot with
my margin 11. pwv: W-H add. {éyévero) 14. perd 83é : W-H wal peré
with my margin [7#is Baoikeias]: om. W-H 15. Aéyow : W-H [kal Aéyav]
with my margin 21. &diBaokev els v ovwvaywyiv (so W-H margin): W-H
text elgeAfiv els Ty guvayaryy édidacxey 22, Ixav, obx: W-H éxav ral oby
35. Aéyaov: W-H [Aéyar] 27. adrovs (so W-H text): wmpds éavrods W-H
margin 29. éfeAOivres HAOov (EfeAfvTes FAbar W-H text) : W-H margin
éferbav HAOev 34. 74 Sarpdvia Aakeiv : W-H Aareiv 7d darpsvia with my margin
#degav abrdv : W-H add. [Xpordv elvar] 35. xal dnijirbev : W-H [xal dnijAder]
38. wduet: W-H wai ével with my margin 39. v sqpbocav: W-H Haber
Knpucowy 40. xal yovvnergv: W-H [xal yovvwerdv] &vp: W-H divaoar
with my margin 41. dpyiobeis (so W-H margin) : W-H text onhayyxviofeis
45. eis moAw ¢avepis (so W-H margin): W-H text ¢avepds els wéAw with my
margin (v xai] : W-H [#v] kai In all, sixteen differences between my
text and that of W-H : butin six of these the margin of W-H agrees with my text,
and in cight their text agrees with my margin.

C. H. TURNER.
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NOTES AND STUDIES

WESTERN READINGS IN THE SECOND HALF OF
ST MARK’S GOSPEL.

THE reason for dealing here with the second half of the Gospel only
is simply that this is the part of the Gospel for which we have the
evidence of £: in other words, the Western evidence for the text is here
at its best and strongest. The textual theory of the Gospels which
‘I propounded in the January number of /. 7. S. (pp. 145~149) involves,
if it is justified, the modification of our critical editions by the acceptance
of at least a certain number of readings on Western authority only:
and in chapter i as there printed purely Western readings were in fact
adopted in the text on three occasions and into the margin twice.

The object of the present paper being to reinforce the plea for
further consideration of Western readings in St Mark by examining
a number of them in succession, it is natural to begin at the point
where Western evidence can be presented in the most favourable light.
And of £ we know this, that it gives us the Gospel text which Cyprian
used in Africa in the middle of the third century.

But before proceeding to the details of the enquiry it may serve the
reader’s convenience to have befor€ him a conspectus of the lacunae
in our principal authorities.

% is extant for St Mark from viii 8 onwards, save for two small gaps,
viil 11-14, 16-19.

From viii 8 to the end of the Gospel @ and syr-sin are complete.

D is complete as far as xvi 6 Lat., xvi 15 Gr. In other words, that
possessor of the MS who wanted to separate from the rest the portion
containing the Catholic Epistles as a whole was obliged to take out
a leaf containing on the 7ecto the Latin of xvi 6-15, and on the verso
the Greek of xvi 15-20, because the werso in question contained also
the commencement of the Greek text of the Catholic Epistles.

W is complete, save for the ante-penultimate leaf containing xv
12-38.

VOL. XXIX. B
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¢ has nothing in this half of Mark but four isolated columns of text
(apparently the inner halves of two, probably” conjugate, leaves), con-
taining xii 37-40, xiii 2, 3; xiil 24~-27, 33-36.

a has lost from xv 15 onwards.

& has lost everything from xiv 61, and nearly everything from xiii 1o,
onwards.

fF has lost parts of ix 17~33, xvi 15~20.

7 has lost x 2~33, xiv 36-xv 33, XV 40-end.

1. viii 26 Mnd¢ els mp xwpnv eiocérfys (I put in each case Westcott
and Hort’s text first). In /. 70 S. xxvi p. 18 (Oct. A.D. 1924) I dis-
cussed this reading, and shewed that the process of analysis could be
carried a stage further back than Hort had carried it: for ¢ Marcan
usage’, els for év, points to Mpd¢ (or Mydevi) eimys eis Ty xdunv as the
original reading. No Greek authority gives that and nothing more,
though D has in fact Mydevi elmys els Ty xdunv as part of its reading :
but £ has ‘nemini dixeris in castello’ and ¢ is even nearer to the true
Greek with ‘ ne cui diceret in castellum’. Read therefore MyBeri eimys
€is Tv kdpyv.

2. viii 38 Bs yap dw érawoxwvdfj pe xal Tods éuods Adyous, and so
Luke ix 26 (with dv for év). Now in Luke the best * Western’ authori-
ties there extant omit Adyovs: so D @ e/ syr-sin.'  But it has been (so
far as T know) a factor hitherto unnoticed that the same omission is
attested for St Mark by two of our oldest and best Westerns, 2 W.
What are we to say? Is Adyovs right in both Gospels? or is omission
right in both? or, what is @ griors perhaps the most probable view, 1s
omission right in one Gospel, insertion in the other? But if we adopt
this third view, we must certainly attribute the shorter reading to Mark,
the longer to Luke: it would surely be incredible that Luke should
have omitted Adyous if he had found it in the text of Mark.

Anyhow it is not our business to settle the text of Luke: it is
enough to say that if rods éuovs (without Aéyous) is right in Luke, that is
in itself strong testimony to the same reading being right in Mark.
But let us suppose that Tods éuovs Adyovs is right in Luke: whence in
that case did D a e/ syr-sin derive the shorter reading but ultimately
from Mark, even though the existing text of Mark in all of them (but
e is not extant for Mark) gives Adyovs?

Next what has ¢ intrinsic probability’ got to tell us as between the
two readings in St Mark? There is; on the one hand, very little about
our Lord’s sayings, as such, in Mark: apart from this passage the only
two occasions on which the phrase oi Adyou is found are x 24 and xni
31, while in Luke it occurs at least half a dozen times. On the other

1 Origen Exhortatio ad Martyrnum 34, 37 quotes the Lucan passage both with
and without the word Adyous.
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hand, St. Mark’s Gospel does I think definitely distinguish itself from
the others by its special expression of the thought that the Lord and
the disciples form a single group: compare, for instance, the ‘follows
not us’ of Mark ix 38 with the ‘ follows not with us’ of Luke ix 49, and
see generally Mark ix 37, 41, 42, x 39. The reading émawoxuvly pe xai
Tobs épods is naturally strange to us at first: but I venture to think that
it corresponds more closely than the alternative to the conceptions that
are dominant in this part of St Mark’s Gospel.

3. X 5 xai moujowuev Tpels okyvds. So, save for the inversion of
axyvas Tpeis’, Luke ix 33 : Matt. xvil 4 has, on the other hand, el §éAes,
moujow® @S¢ Tpeis okyvds, and how are we to account for ¢ 6éras? Now
D ® fam 13 565 & ff ¢ have in Mark not xal moujowper but 8éres wovjoo-
pev (rovjow D & f7), and 1f that is right the text of Mark stands midway
between the texts of Matthew and Luke, and accounts for both. Itis
true that £ gives bonum est nobis hic est | set faciamus, which probably
stands for A esse et i. e. the ordinary reading: W xai Géreis mouvjow &,
a too esse x« Si wuis frxxrxmus, though their texts are mixed, recognize
Béres.  With £ and syr-sin supporting R B, the results are not as clear
as one would wish : but DW @ fam 13 565 a 4 ff ¢ are a strong group,
and to my mind the balance is in favour of 8é\eis mojowper as (i)
giving a good Marcan construction, cf x 36, 51, xiv 12, xv 9, 12, (ii) im-
proving the sense, (ui) accounting for the form given to the sentence
by Matthew.

" 4. ix 18 Gmou éwv adrév karardfBy pioce alrév. The verb pjoow
is a collateral form of fjyvuuc: but it cannot be said that ¢ breaks’ or
‘tears’ gives a tolerable sense, and L.S. quotes no authority for the
sense we want here save this passage only. Obviously the meaning
must be ¢ dashes to the ground’ (Euthymius dvri 7ot kataBdNet eis yijy,
quoted by Swete), and we are thrown back on the Western reading
pdooe: so D 565 with collidit &, allidit b i, elidit (ut uid) f; and pre-
sumably syr-sin ‘casteth him down’. pdoow is a collateral form of
dpdoow : it is found some eight times in LXX, and Thackeray Grammar
of the: O.T. in Greek i p. 76 (I owe the reference to Moulton and
Milligan Vocabulary s.v. prpyvups) points out that it is ‘the LXX form of
dpdooe . .. not an alternative for frjoow prjyvupue’ : generally in a meta-
phorical sense, but in Dan. viii 10 LXX gives éppdxfn érl v yijv where
Theodotion has éreoev éri Ty yiv. The Concordance shews that the
word was either unfamiliar or suspect as colloquial, for on two or three
occasions it is in some authorities omitted or altered : even the classical

1 The Western text has 7peis oxnvds, but that may perhaps be an assimilation to
Matthew and Mark.

? Again the Western text (with the mass of authorities) has wojowuer, but once
more we may be in presence of an assimilation to Mark and Luke.

B2
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form dpdoow is hardly ever found in prose writers, though ‘it was certainly
employed in everyday life’ (Rutherford Z#%e New Phrynichus p. 6).
Hermas Mand. xi 3 e rwo Swijoerar pdéar 10v Swalwv offers an in-
structive parallel to the passage in Mark—the more instructive that
Hermas, like Mark, wrote in Rome and wrote the Greek of everyday
life—for the editors print pfiéa, as indeed Clement’s text has it, Strom.
i 17. 85 (Stahlin ii p. 55), though the Athos MS has pdfa: and the
Latin versions respectively deicier and adlidat. 1 have therefore no
hesitation in accepting the testimony of the Western authorities in
Mark and replacing pdooe in the text.

5. ix 19 6 8¢ dmoxpifeis . . . But kai for 6 8¢ in D W @ fam 1 fam
13 28 565 O.L.: and the dmoxpifeis 3¢ of Matthew and Luke is more
likely to have arisen out of the Western reading, since the substitution
of &¢ for raf is a regular feature of their re-handling of Mark, while 6
8¢ of Mark is left standing fifteen times by Matthew, eleven times by
Luke. I do not think I have noticed any instance where both change
6 8¢ of Mark.

6. ix 38 elSopév Twa & 1% Svduari gov ékBdAdovra Saiudvia, xal
éxwAdoper adrdy, Gre otk Groroife fuiv. So Luke ix 49 (save that for
the two words last quoted he has dkolovfel ped” Hudv), and so in Mark
(apart from the two words in quéstion) RBCL A @ syr-sin. We are
concerned on this occasion only with the order of the clauses ; not
with the tenses of éxwAdouer and Jkodovfe, and not with the variation
Tpiv, pef Hudv, of which fuiv is certainly right in Mark, uef’ Hudv 1in
Luke. But the Western text of Mark omits the 6re otk fxorovfer clause
at the end of the verse, and inserts it, with s for éry, after éBdAlovra
Sawpdvia in the first half of the verse: so D W fam 1 fam 13 28 565
abcffikvgarm. Both readings are combined in the Syrian text
éxfdAhoyra Sapudvia s odk drxoovfel Hutv, kai ékwlvoaper abrov STt ot
drohovfel Hpiv.  Quite clearly this last reading is conflate, and we have
to choose between the other two, one of which is practically identical
with Luke. For myself I feel no doubt at all that the Western reading
1s original in Mark, that Luke transferred the clause ds o« dxolovfet to
what seemed a more logical place for it at the end of the verse as the
reason why the disciples forbade him’, and that the Alexandrian
reading represents an assimilation of the text of Mark to the more
logical arrangement of the clauses in Luke. Read therefore in Mark
€idapéy Twva v 19 Svépati gou ExBdNhovra Bapdvia 8s odk dxoloubel Rpiv,
Kal éxwhdoper adtdv.

7. X 1 owmopelovtar mwdAw Gxlow wpos avrév. The word éoxlos is
found thirty-seven times in Mark, and this is the only occasion on
which the plural occurs. When writing in the JournaL for April 1925
(xxvi 237, * Notes on Marcan usage: § V The movements of Jesus and
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his disciples and the crowd’) I tried to account for the exceptional use
of the plural as perhaps emphasizing ‘the numbers who collected from
different directions on the journey through Peraea’: but in fact there
is no exception to account for. ouvépyerat wdAw & dyhos is the reading
of D @ 565, cvvmopederar 6 Sxhos of W, conuenit turba (with or without
rursus or tterum) of & ¢ ff i &' ‘there went again unto him a multitude’
of syrsin.  Of the two verbs cuvépyopac is found in two other places in
St Mark (iii 20, xiv 53), curropedopar nowhere else in N.T. save in St
Luke. The plural éxlo: is amply accounted for as an intrusion from
the parallel in Matt. xix 2 %rolovbyoav adrd dxAow moddol: and once
more we follow the Westerns and Marcan usage with aquvépxerar wdhw 6
dxN\os wpds adTdv.

8. x 2 xai [wpoceABdvres Papioaior] érnpurwy adrdv. The words which
W-H here enclose in brackets have again come in from Matt, xix 3
kal mpoojAfav atrd Papioaior: they are omitted by D a 4 £ syr-sin,
while # has only gusdam, and ¢ is defective. See, for further discussion
of the reading, my Study of the New Testament: 1883 and 1920, p. 6o.

9. X 9 & olv & Beds awvélevéer dvlpumos py xwplérw. So in identical
words Matt. xix 6. But D £ in Mark omit odv, and are borne out by
Marcan usage. As I have shewn at length in a recent number of
J. 7. S. (xxviil 20, October 1926) odv is common in Matthew, extra-
ordinarily rare in Mark. I have no doubt that it has been transferred
from the passage of Matthew into the text of most authorities of the
passage of Mark, and that we shall be right in following the two authori-
ties which omit and in reading 8 6 8eds cuvélevfer . . .

10. X 19 MH donevche, MH moigeycht, mi kAéyne. This order of the Com-
mandments is the order of Matt. xix 18 and of the texts, Greek and
Hebrew, of O.T., and is suspect for that very reason. Both the parallel
text of Luke (xviii 20) and the catalogue in Mark vii 21 diverge, Luke
only by inverting the Sixth and Seventh Commandments, Mark vii 21
by adding mopvetar to poryetar. When then we find that I £ Iren.
(for Iren. see Novurmn Testamentum S. Ivenaer, 1923, p. 251) agree in
omitting uy dpovevoys and in adding py wopvevoys, the very unexpected-
ness of the reading gives it a claim for hearing. Mark’s list is inde-
pendent of the ordinary tradition—the presence of w3y dmoorepioys
further on is proof enough of that: the Vaticanus represents a forcible
assimilation to Matthew or O.T, witness its ejection of the certainly
genuine p3 dmoorepijoys. We shall therefore once more, if more
tentatively than on other occasions, still award the preferenceto the reading
of three good Western authorities pij pouxedoys, pi) mopredays, pi) khédns.?

1 The text of @ at this point cannot now be deciphered with certainty : but
Bianchini read furba ad sllum in the singular.

2 For further discussion | may perhaps be allowed to refer to my Commentary
on Mark ad loc. in the forthcoming S.P.C.K. Bible Commentary.
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IL. X 22 7w yap éxwv xkrjpara ToAdd with Matt. xix 22.  But xprjpara
is given for krijpara in Mark by D a 6 F%* syr-sin Clem. Al. Quis diues
saluetur 4 § 7 (& £ Clem. Al add «ei dypovs, but I am not concerned
with that addition at the moment): and it is rendered, I think,

" practically certain by . 23, where. the phrase is taken up again with
ol T& xpijpara &ovres (so too Luke xvui 24). The ordinary texts have
again been corrupted from Matthew: Mark used the same word
XpfpaTta in both verses 22 and 23.

12. X 29 % pyrépa ) warépa ... So BC W A ® 565 syr-sin: and
in the inverse order % marépa 4 pnrépa W A with Matt. x1x 29 : % pyrépa
alone D a ff % (def. 7). It seems to me all but certain that the latter
reading is right. But it may be best to open the discussion by re-
ducing the alternatives to two, and setting aside the reading % warépo
# pnrépa : if this had been original no one would have altered 1t, while
its appearance in some MSS of Mark is amply accounted for either as
the restitution of the common order ¢ father or mother’, or as a direct
transference from the parallel passage in Matt. xix 29. The issue lies
really between the other two readings: and the considerations that
seem to me decisive in favour of the Western reading are the follow-
ing : (i) in all other points 2. 30 is modelled on, and exactly reproduces,
. 29, ‘home or brethren or sisters or mother [or father] or children or
lands’,  homes and brethren and sisters and mothers and children and
lands’—in 2. 30 the evidence for ‘and fathers’ is wholly negligible :
(ii) the order ‘mother or father’ seems unique in the Greek Bible, Old
and New Testament alike : (ii1) the omission of father’is no doubt at
first sight odd, but may it not be that our Lord begins with His own
case, which He transfers naturally enough to-His followers—He had
left ‘home and brethren and sisters and mother’: (iv) if ¢ mother’
alone was original, and ®or father’ was at a very early point added over
the line, it would be an open chance whether the adventitious words
were incorporated in the next copy before or after the ‘or mother’
of the evangelist’s text. Read therefore § pntépa alone.

13. xi 31 'Bav elmoper B odpavol . .. So the critical texts with
Matthew and Luke: but the Westerns D a & ¢ /7 4, supported by
the Easterns @ ® fam 13 28 565 700, prefix T{ elrwper ; and that seems
so entirely to correspond to the style of the Gospel that it is difficult
not to believe it genuine. The other Synoptists may have independently
suppressed the question as superfluous ; or one or other of them may
already have found it absent from his text of Mark. A line of nine
letters T{ eimwper ; might easily have dropped out if the scribe’s eye
wandered on to the next line ending with elmouer also.

1 In spite of Tischendorf’s note ad loc. 1t seems to me certain that dudutias of %

represents xpfuara, not kTipara: duatias recurs in v. 23, where the Greek has
xpipara without variant. And he wrongly cites Clem. Al. for k7quara.

1T0Z ‘LT YdJew uo uswaig gns 1e 6io°sfeuinolpioyxo syl woly papeojumod


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

NOTES AND STUDIES 7

14. xi 32 dmavres yap elxov 1ov Twdvyy dvrws §7t wpodjrys fv. Matt,
xxi 26 wdvres yap bs wpodijryy Exovow tov Tadvy, cf. Xiv 5 épofiby Tov
OxAov, 67 G5 mpodriTy abrév elxov, xxi 46 €is [2. /. &s] wpopjryy ardv
eixov. Mark nowhere else uses &w (fond as he is of the verb) in this
sense : Matthew, as just quoted, does so twice. Thus there is proof that
it is Matthaean use, none that it is Marcan: moreover Matthew’s con-
struction éxew &s (or eis) mpogrryy, ‘reckon him for a prophet’, 1s
natural enough ; not so Mark’s &ew dvrws. But eldévar dvrws, ‘to know
of a truth’, is as natural as éxew dvrus is the opposite: and D W ® 565
abcffik arm have pdevav Tov ludvy dvtws S1u wpophms fv. That
seems to me right : the rest, as so often, have borrowed from Matthew.
I think too that Luke’s weretopévos éoriv (xx 6) is rather a paraphrase of
8eoar Svros than of elxor dvrws.

15. Xii 6 dméorelhev abrov éoxarov wpos alrovs with RBCLA®
Jam 13 33 mpds alrols &oxarov A W vg etc.: doxotov (without mpds
adrovs) D roy1a ff7 2 Now if we look at the context we shall find
that in 9. 2 Mark has mpos rovs yewpyovs followed by Matthew and Luke :
mn v. 4 he has wpds adrovs, where both Matthew and Luke omit: in . 5
(omitted by Matthew) Mark and Luke have nothing, and in . 6 (the verse
under discussion) Luke again has nothing. In other words Luke has
wpds (avrovs) on the first occasion, but not again: Matthew has it on
the first occasion, but not again till the last. Those are, from a litera1y
point of view, both obvious and natural arrangements. Though there
is less in Mark of conscious literary writing, I should like to give him
the ‘credit of the simple straightforwardness of éwéorelkev adrdv Eoxatov,
which quite disappears if we prefer to read airdv doxarov wpds airovs.

. Add the considerations that wpds adrovs can be validly explained as
a borrowing from Matthew, and that it is inserted in different places
by different authorities, and I think the presumption in favour of the
Westerns attains considerable proportions. .

16. xii 14 ¥eorw Sobvar kijvoov . . .; and similarly (without variant)
in Matt. xxii 17. But in Mark érwepdraiov (capitularium) is given in
place of «xfvoov in D ® 124 (one of the best representatives of fam 13)
565 1071 £: W has neither word in the text, but «fjvoov is written over
Kaioape by perhaps the original scribe: a & ¢ have #ibutum, but as
b and ff render «jvoov by censum in Matt. xxii 17, it seems likely that
they did not read «7jvoov in Mark.!! Decision is very difficult: for our
natural instinct would be to treat the Latin word «ijveos as_ one cf
Mark’s many Latinisms, and moreover, though the Jews did pay a poli-
tax to Caesar after'a.D. 70, it does not seem that they did so at an
earlier date: the taxes, whether direct or indirect, did not, apparently,

1 1t is true that Vulg. has censum in Matt., tributum in Mark, but St'.]eromé has
probably just'followed his Old Latin model.

-
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include a poll-tax. I am not sure that I should feel justified in putting
émieddlacov into the text, though I'am quite sure that capitularium was
the earliest Latin rendering of whatever word stood then in the Greek
text of Mark used in Rome. .

17. xii 23 & 1) dvagrdoe Tivos alrdv éorar yuvij; So both Matthew
and Luke: and in Mark RBC DL WA 28 33 and c%: a very strong
combination, about the strongest combination anywhere in the Gospels
in favour of a reading quite certainly wrong, But after dvacrdoe the

. words érav dvaoréaw are added in A @ fam 1 fam 13 565 and the mass
of Greek MSS, e¢bff7 and Vulg. in Latin, syrsin and arm. The
presence of Arand the mass of MSS on this side only means, of course,
that the Syrian reviser found the words in one of his authorities, and
so elected to retain them according to his regular preference—a pre-

ference no doubt usually wrong—for the longer reading. Apart from-

the Syrian text, however, we have one branch of the Western text, and
the best authorities for the Eastern text, as against the Alexandrian text
and D % of the Westerns: but we have also, what is decisive, the whole
weight of Marcan usage. Cf. in xiii 19 én’ dpxfjs xrivews v &kroev &
Oeds, xiii 20 8id Tovs éxhextovs obs éfeAéfaro, and note that in both these
cases Matthew (there are no strict parallels here in Luke) omits the
second half of the phrase. We could have predicted with confidence
that if Mark wrote & 19 dvaordae. drav dvactidow, the other Synoptists
would have pruned away the redundancy, as they have in other cases
too many to recapitulate. Further ground for admitting érav dvacrdow
into the text of Mark in . 23 is supplied by the echo of the phrase in
9. 25 8rav vip ék vekplv dvacr@ow, where Matthew and Luke, having
both suppressed é&rav dvaordow above, both substitute the noun
dvdoracis. That scribes invented the words in v. 23 is a far less
reasonable proposition than that scribes omitted them under the
influence of Matthew and Luke. And we are therefore face to face
with the unwelcome conclusion that the agreement of the Alexandrians
with the best Westerns is not necessanly right: see also no. 22
below.

18, xiii 2 od py dpel Bde Aibos éxl Aifov os ob uv karalvfp. So both
the Alexandrian and the Eastern texts, and so with but small variation
Matthew and Luke. But the whole Western group, DWaédceffi 4
Cyprian, add xai 8id Tpiiv fpepdv d\hos dragmioerar dveu xewpdv. These
words, whether genuine or no, are clearly not independent of xiv 58
Huels roboaper adrod Aéyovros ri "Eyd karalbow Tov vadv Tobrov TV
Xetporoinrov kai Sk Tptdv Huepdv d\Nov dxewpomolyrov olxodoprjow Or
(as the Westerns have it) dvaomjow. It is true that xiv 58 was the
evidence of ‘false witnesses’, but it is clear from the evidence of
the Gospels (cf. Acts vi 14) that our Lord %ad prophesied the destruc-
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tion of the Temple ; it is clear that the Jews believed that He had
also spoken of its being®raised or built again after an interval of ‘three
days’, Mark xv 29; and it is clear that Christians too believed that
He had used in connexion with His Death and Resurrection the
phraseology ®after three days ’ or ‘at an interval of three days’ or ‘on
the third day’. Had He not only done this but brought both pre-
dictions, the destruction of the Temple and His own Resurrection, into
juxtaposition with one another? Tt is not impossible, perhaps not
even improbable: but it is another question whether St Mark had
recorded such a double prediction at this point. If he had recorded
it, it is not easy to see why both Matthew and Luke should have
omitted it. That is the reason which inclines me on the whole to
reject the words as an addition, though of course an early addition, to
the text of Mark.

IQ9. xill 15 6 émi o Sduaros pi) karaBdre pundt elcedfdrw Tt dpar ék
T7s olklas adrod. So NBLW¥ and the Sahidic: both Western and
Eastern texts insert after xarafdrw the words eis mpv oiklav, and the

insertion was adopted by the Syrian revision, the authorities in support .

being AD W ®etc a f7 syr-sin. Tischendorf wrongly cites 2 on the
" side of omission : it reads e# gui in tecto est non descendat auferre aliquit
de domo, and therefore omits not only els T oixloy but undé elcer@drw,
obviously by Aomoeotelexton whether in its ultimate Greek or in its
proximate Latin ancestor (descendat . . . introea¥), and there is so -far
nothing to shew whether it would have read eis v oix{av or no: it
must, as- far as that issue is concerned, be simply put aside. But the
supposition that the words are genuine explains the phenomena much
better than the converse: (i) the reduplication eis may oixiav . . . & 77s
olkias is thoroughly Marcan, see on no. 17; (ii) it would again be in
accord with Matthew’s usage to omit one of the two synonymous oixia
phrases—he gives only w3y karaBdrw dpaw T& ék Tis oikias adrod ; (ili)
omission of eis ™ olkiav may have been due either to partial assimila-
tion to Matthew, or to the accidental omission of a line ; (iv) u3) xara-
Bdrw as an independent sentence is really nonsense, for the man' on the
house-top is bound to ‘come down’, whether or no he goes into the
house. On all grounds, then, read p# xoarafdrw eis T oikiav pndeé
eiceN@dTw dpai T (Or Tt dpar) &k THs oikias adrod. i
20. xiii 22 éyepfjoovrar yap Yevddxpioror kal Yevdompopirar xat Swoov-
ow onpeia kat Tépara. So Matthew with the addition of peydAa after
oqpeia. But in Mark yevSdypioror xaf is omitted by D 124 (i.e. fam 13 ?)
¢ &, and movjoovow is read for 8doovow by D @ fam 13 28 565 a. About
the latter variation it needs only to be said that wowetv oqpeiov is so
common a collocation that it is more likely to have been substituted for
Sotvar oppeiov than vice versa. As to Yevdoxpioror kal it is obvious that
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it might easily have been lost by Zomoeoarcion, and that may be the
true explanation. Yet in the Apocalypse (xix 20) it is the ‘false
prophet who does signs . . . by which 'he deceived’, and in Matt. xxiv
11 we find wolol Yevdompodiirar éyepbicovrar kai wAamjcovaw moldovs.
That is probably an expansion of Matthew’s own as a pendant to the
‘many who shall come in my name, saying I am the Christ, and shall
deceive many’ of 2. 5: and it suggests that Matt. had definitely in
mind a parallelism between ‘false Christs ’ and ‘false prophets’. Note
also that in 2. 24 he has altered the éyepfhjoovrar 8¢ of Mark to éyepfii-
govrar ydp. In other words, Mark is there passing on to a fresh point,
Matthew is giving the reason for-a point he has made aiready. Without
dogmatizing in such a case I incline to think that in Mark ». 21 deals
with false Christs, . 22 only with false prophets, and that the Western
group, small as it is, 1s right, while the rest have followed Matthew.

2L Xiv 22~24 «ai éofubvTav adriv AaBov dprov ebhoyijoas Ekhacer kol
éwxev avrots kal elmev AdfBere, 70076 éoTw TO Ghud pov. kal Aafov
morijpiov ebxapioricas Eukey adrols, kal érwov ¢ adrod wdvres. kol elrev
. avrois Tovrd éorw 76 alud pov . . . It will be noticed that the structure
of . the two halves of this account is not homogeneous, and comparison
with Matt. xxvi 26-28 shews that in the Institution of the Bread the
two Gospels are closely parallel, but that in the Institution of the Cup
Mark has the statement of the fact that they drank instead of the
command to dnnk. Now in 4, though in no other authority, the two
‘halves of the Marcan account are strictly homogeneous, and 2. 22 is
constructed on the same lines as v. 23 : acepit panem et benedixit et
Jregit et dedit illis et manducauerunt ex illo omnes et dixit illis Hoc est
corpus meum, or in Greek NaPdv dprov ebloyfoas ékhacer kal €dwkev
adTols, kal épayor é§ adrol wdvres' kai elmev adrols Tolté éoTiv 70 odpd
pou. That I believe to be what St Mark wrote. See my Study of the
New Testament, 1883 and 1920, ed. 2 (1924) p. 70.

22, Xiv 65 «al fpfavrd Twes éurTiew adrd kal wepikadvmrew adrod 7o
mpdowmov kal kohagpilew abrov kai Aéyew adrd Ilpodrrevoor. But Da
syr-sin? read only éummiew 76 mpoodre adtov kai kohagilew airov kTA.,
and so Matt. xxvi 67 évérrvoav els 76 wpdowmov adTod Kkai éxoldpiorav
atrév ... If Matthew had found the words wepwadinrew adrod 76
mpéowmov in the text of Mark, why in the world should he have omitted
them ? That consideration of course does not carry us all the way.
If however we look at Luke xxii 64 we see at once the point of the
veiling of the face, kai wepialdfavres adrdv émnpdrwv Aéyovres Mpogi-
Tevaov, Tis éorw 6 waloas oe, But that can hardly be the meaning of
Tlpogijrevoov in Mark, for there is no suggestton of the question ¢ Who

i Traces of the readmg of Da syr-sin are found also in @ 565 arm : see Dr
Streeter’s Four Gospels, p. 326.
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is it that struck thee?’ And I do not doubt that Wellhausen is right
in seeing a reference to the prophecy of the destruction of the Temple
(xiv 58, cf. xv 29), 50 that the meaning is simply ¢Give us more pro-
phecies’: Luke, 'on the other hand, perhaps drawing on other sources,
interpreted the ¢ Prophesy’ in a different sense, and inserted the veiling
to account for his interpretation. If that be so, omission by Da
syr-sin (and Matthew) has strong claims to be regarded as original in
Mark. Note, as in no. 17, the combination of Western and Eastern
witnesses against the Alexandrians and %: I do not think we ever
find 2 with Easterns against Alexandrians and European Westerns.

23. xv 25 v 8 dpa Tpiry kal éoravpwcay adrdv. If these words are
genume we can only render them ‘ Now it was the third hour when
they crucified him ’, since the fact of the Crucifixion has been already
noted in 2. 24. And it would cause us no surprise that Matthew and
Luke, not being interested in notes of time, should omit the words.
Only they do not simply omit them : both follow up the casting of lots
over the clothes with a more or less equivalent notice, Matt. xxvii 36
xkai kabiuevor éripovy abrov éxel, Luke xxiii 35a kal ioTxer & Aods
fewpiv  But in all this part of the story Matthew is following Mark
with quite extraordinary closeness : and so we should expect to find
something here in Mark which accounts for Matthew—Dbetter still if we
find something so put that it would account not only for the phrase
of Matthew but also for the phrase of Luke. And in fact the Western
text of Mark gives épidacoov in place of éoravpwoar: so D fFhn !}
(Wa being all three defective here): and épvdacoov would quite
easily suggest the érjpovr of Matthew.? Tpetv is a favourite word with
Matthew in this part of his Gospel (see xxvii 54, xxviii 4), and he has
probably substituted it for the vaguer word ¢uldsoew. But he has
correctly interpreted the sense of Mark if épvhacoov was what Mark
wrote : if éoradpwoay is right in Mark, Matthew has introduced a new
idea. It is not so easy to be sure that Luke is really parallel to Mark
at this point: but it is at least possible that he interpreted épvAacoov
as an impersonal plural ‘people were watching him’ in the sense of
‘looking on at him’, and cleared up any ambiguity by inserting & Aads
as the subject of the sentence. Anyhow the evidence of Matthew is
in my belief sufficient to make it probable that he found épvracaov
in the text of Mark, and I should therefore read Av 8¢ dpa Tpimy kai
épvhaoaor adtév, .

1 n is the symbol for some St Gall leaves of the fifth or sixth century, the text
being very close to that of a, edited by White in Old Latin Biblical Texts 11, 1886 :
ris a Gospel MS of the sixth century preserved at Dublin and edited by T. K. Abbott
Evangeliorum Versio Antehieronymiana, 2 vols., Dublin, 1884.

? So Tischendorf ad loc. on épiracoor (though he does not give 1t in his text),
¢ quae lectio egregie commendatur conlato Mt xxwvii 36°.
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“ 24, xv 34 a 'EAol! el Aapd cafayfavel; But it is very difficult to
think that this can represent the words used by our Lord, for how
could the form ’EXw{ possibly have been confused with anything like
"HXelas? "HA{ (HAel), that is to say, the Hebrew form not the Aramaic,
must certainly be original, and it is in itselfl much more likely that
our Lord in His dying cry from the Psalm would have used the
sacred language rather than any Aramaic rendering. Now the Hebrew
form is actually given here by D ® 131 (that is fam 1) 565 c£ £ narm
and Eusebius (demonstratio evangelica x 8, citing Mark by name), and
I cannot hesitate for a moment in restoring to Mark the words "HAei
Hhei Nopd fadbavei; With our larger knowledge of the Synoptic
problem it is, if one of the two Gospels gave a Hebrew and one an
Aramaic wording, much the more probable that it was Mark who gave
the original, Matthew the altered and more generally intelligible, form.

25. xv 346 s 7 éyxarélumés pe;  So all authorities, save one Greek
and three Latin MSS. But D has dveldiods pe, £ has maledixisti me,!
2 has me in opprobrium dedisti, c has exprobrasti me : it is quite impossible
that any scribe should have invented this reading, while the ordinary
text is amply accounted by the combined influence of the LXX of
Ps. xxi (xxi1) 1 and Matt. xxvii 46. Read therefore eis 7i dveiBiods pe;

26. xv 39 v 8¢ .. . 01t oUTws éfémvevaev. A very complicated case:
and presumably Matthew and Luke either found some difficulty in the
text of Mark, or else regarded it as mere reduplication of 2. 37 ddeis
buvyy peyddyy éémvevoev, for the former has iévres . . . T& ywdueva,
the latter i8ov ... & yevduevov. odrws, though omitted by W ® 565
syr-sin arm, is given by both the Alexandrian and the Western texts,
WA BCDLc¢fi%n and must surely be genuine. But for the éféxvev-
oev of VB L, éxpafev alone is represented by £, «pdfas ééémvevoev by
A C(D)W @ 565 syr-sin arm and all Old Latins but 2. The latter read-
ing looks like a combination of the other two, and I am not sure
that obrws ékpafev (sic exclamauit®) of %2 does not best explain the
genesis of the alternatives. In the first place xpd{w has very strong

! We owe to Prof. Burkitt the detection of the original reading of £ It may be
noted here that maledicere is used in the Actus Petrs cum Stmone, ed. Lipsius
61. 14, 71. 18 (and probably 55. 23, where the MS gives malo dixit), with the
meaning ¢ bitterly reproach’ rather than *curse’, and the Greek verb of the original
was very lhkely vedifew,

2 It did occur to me to wonder whether exclamaust could be a rendering of the
simple verb éxpatev, and whether, 1n the ancestor of &, clamans could have been
added by a correcting hand over exspirawuit, and that the scribe of the copy took
the addition as a substitution and so produced exclamaust. Butin fact xpalw is repre-
sented in £ by exclamo (Mark 1x 24, Matt. xv 22) and by adclamo (Mark xv 13, 14)
as well as by damo (Mark ix 26, x 47, 48, xi g, Matt. viii 29, ix 27, xv 23); and so
far as there are shades of difference between the three alternatives, exclamare is
here (in Mark xv 39) the most appropriate.
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support—all authorities in fact except RBL: in the second place it
was in all probability from Mark xv 39 that Matthew derived xpdfas in
xxvil 50 kpdéas puwvfj pueydAy : in the third place xpdlw is not used of
our Lord anywhere else in the Synoptic Gospels (though three times in
the Fourth Gospel), and it is exactly the sort of indication of violent
emotion that Alexandrian critics would have liked to modify. I con-
clude that it belongs to the genuine text of Mark, and we have to
choose between ofrws éxpafev and ofirws kpdfas éfémvevoev. I should
like to add a further argument, though to some readers it will perhaps
seem an over subtle one. What was it that moved the centurion to the
particular conclusion that He who had so cried out at the moment of
death was ‘a son of God’? It is (is it not?) a question that calls
imperatively for answer: and I cannot help thinking that St Luke gives
the key to the solution. Mark’s informant heard the cry, for it was
loud, but was too far off to hear what the words of the cry were : Luke
tells us that it was ¢ Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit’. If
the centurion had asked of some one near him what the (Hebrew) words
meant, and learnt that Jesus died with .the confident appeal to God as
Father on His lips, then the conclusion that this was in truth ‘a son of
+ God’ becomes at last mntelligible.

27. XV 43 7ymjoato 70 odua Tob ‘lysod. But D £ have wropa
(cadauer) ; just as in xv 45 N B D L 565 have &opjoaro 10 mrdpa 76
Toosj, the rest odpa (with % corpus). 1 cannot suppose that Mark
meant to distinguish more respectful language of Joseph from more
contemptuous language of Pilate: he is too artless a writer for such
refinements. He used, I think, in both cases wrépa of the Lord’s dead
body, but we cannot wonder that Matthew and Luke in their parallels
to z. 43 (both omit in z. 45) have substituted odpua, or that most MSS
of Mark have followed them: D is in fact the only witness that gives
wropa in both cases, but I believe it to be right, and would read here
nmoato Td TTdRE Toi “Inood.

28. xvi 1 kal Swwyevopévov Tob gaffdrov ) Mapla 7 Maydadyry xai
Mapia 7 70% 'Taxe)Bov xai Sakdun fydpacav dpopara . . . The names here
are omitted by D Z#, that is (since # is equivalent to a) by our three
best Western authorities ; @ 4 7 are defective. And omission appears to
be right ; if the ordinary text had lain before Matthew and Luke, why
does neither of them make any mention of Salome in the Resurrection
narrative 7 Moreover the text of Mark becomes more intelligible if we
read xv 47, xvi 1 continuously with only one mention of names, % 8¢
Mapia 1| Maydahnvl) kat Mapia ) ’loofitos édedpour woi TéBeitar kai Sia-
yevopévou tob oaBPdrou [wopeueicar '] Aydpacar dpdpata tva dNelfwory

U It is true that mopedopar is not a Marcan word, though wapamopedopar (1i 23, ix
30, X1 20, xv 29) 1s fairly common. But éAbotigar of the critical texts is suspect,
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adtév. What then was the genesis of the ordinary text? As so often,
it is due to the influence of the text of Matthew: Matthew mentions
the women at three points, xxvii §6 repeated from Mark xv 40, xxvii 61
repeated from Mark xv 47, and, because ke has here interpolated the story
of the sealing of the tomb, the names of xxvii 61 are repeated in xxviil 1.
Because Matthew had the names three times, Mark must have them
three times also, though in Mark there is no interval: And the inter-
polators, with the fondness of interpolators for fullness, make, as it
happens, the insertion not of the two names of Matt, xxvii1 1 but of the
three of Matt. xxvii 56 = Mark xv 4o.

Here then are twenty-eight Western readings from the second half of
the Gospel, selected more or less by chance, though 1t is hoped that a
good many of the most important variants between the Alexandrian
and the Western texts are included. In something like two-thirds of
them I should myself judge the Western variation to represent more
or less certainly what the evangelist wrote: in nos. 2, 3, 5, 10, 20, 2I,
26, 28 I should not put it higher than that the Western reading has
the better claim of the two: in 16 and 18 the issue is doubtful—the

balance may even incline the other way. But if these conclusions are

anywhere near the mark, it is abundantly clear that the accepted results
of the textual criticism of the Gospels need to be re-opened and re-
examined. And, with that aim in view, some further precision both as
to the causes which account for the depravation of the Marcan original
in the Alexandran tradition (reproduced in our critical texts), and also
as to what seems prima facie to be the relative value in the cases before
us of the different authorities or groups of authorities on the ¢ Western’
side, will not be out of place.

(1) Causes of the ervors of the Alexandrian tradition in all or most of
the readings discussed.

a. By far the most common cause of error 1s assimilation to the text
of one or both of the other two Synoptists. Al authorities or groups
of authorities for St Mark’s Gospel succumb in varying degrees and on
different occasions to this temptation. The Alexandrian text of Mark
would seem to shew examples of this, by assimilation to Matthew, in
7, 8, 9, (10), 11, (12), 14, 15, (19), 20, 21, 24, 25, (28); by assimilation
to Luke, in 2, 3, 6, 22" ; by assimilation to both, in 13, 17, 27 ; altogether

for often as Mark employs épxouai, this is the one passage (if we except v 26 eis 70
X¢ipov éAgoiiga, ¢ went from bad to worse’, and that is not hiteral but metaphorical)
where we must translate not ‘ come’ but ‘go’. In any case the reading mopev-
Betaas 15 not necessarily bound up with the omission of the names . © 563 have the
names and yet have wopevfeioar as well as éroboar.

1 And conceivably also 23 : if the égradpwoar of all save the Western texts needs
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in twenty-one cases out of twenty-eight, just three-fourths of the total
number, though in one or two cases there may be alternative or con-
tributory causes.

B. Another vera causa of Alexandrian corruption of the text of Mark

is the desire to remove the imperfections or non-literary elements of
Mark’s Greek. This accounts for 1, 4, and probably 5.

v. A third criterion of variants in the tradition of Mark’s text is
evidence of Marcan usage. Mark’s fondness for tautological expres-
‘sions suggests that the fuller text is right irr 17 and 19.

These three causes, then, account between them for twenty-four out
of the twenty-eight variations discussed above. There remain only 16,
18, 23, 26. In the first two of these decision is difficult, and the
Western reading is perhaps probably wrong. In 23 internal evidence
and the parallel in Matthew appear to me to be decisive: in 26
I believe the Alexandrians to be wrong, but there remain two Western
readings between which we have to decide.

(i) The relative value of different authorities supporting the Western
readings. °

o. In more than half the readings discussed there is some evidence
from Eastern witnesses—witnesses, that is, which give us the ancient
text, as it seems, of Antioch or Caesarea, especially ® 565 and the
Sinai Syriac, less often fam 1 fam 13 and 28—n support of strictly
Western texts: namely in 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, (11), 13, 14, (15), 16, 17, 19,
(20), 22, 24, 26. But, important as their evidence is, it does not in my
judgement amount to being decisive. A reading unsupported by them
is not necessarily wrong. The Western and the Alexandrian texts are
primary : each of them may be right against all the rest. 1 doubt if
the Eastern texts are ever, I am sure they are not often, right against
the Western and Alexandrian texts combined. Their value comes in
in cases where the Western texts are divided: in 3, 17, 22 I accept
readings where D and European Latins (in 22 only D a) are supported
respectively by @ fam 13 565, by @ fam 1 fam 13 565, and by syrsin,
against W B 4, .

B. Better than any other witness apart from N Bis4 It gives the
Western reading in all our twenty-eight cases except 3, 17, 22.! Itisin
my judgement right alone in 21 and perhaps in 26: probably right
with W only in 2 : right with D only in g, 27, with D Iren. in 10, with
-D # (that is, presumably 4) in 28, with Dc7in 25: right with ¢ only
in 1. But perhaps the most striking result of our enquiry is that even

any other explanation than the mis-directed intelligence of scribes, it may have
ansen out of a marginal jotting due to Luke xxiii 33.

! In 1Q & has an omission by Aomiocoteleuton which removes its ultimate evidence
from consideration.
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the combination N B % is not necessarily right : 3, 17, 22 seem to shew
that the ¢ African’? and Alexandrian texts may, on some rare occasions,

_agree in error against what one may call provisionally the texts of
Rome and Antioch. It is difficult to construct a history of text-
development which will account satisfactorily for this phenomenon :
but there it is.

v- Of the other Latins ¢ and ¢ are definitely the best.

8. Always the most puzzling problem is the text of D. Not counting
the two readings, 16, 18, where the whole Western group, D 4 in-
cluded, is perhaps wrong, it gives all thé readings here recommended
except 1, 2, 17, 21, 26 : of these 21 and 26 are singular readings of £, and o
2 of £#W, and in 17 % is wrong as well as D. No account has, however,
been taken of any singular readmgs of D. And we do not therefore §
get further than that D, however erratic on occasion, contains a very
valuable text.

These results are based on too small a number of instances to be
more than provisional. But I think they are important in their
implications.

MO

=3

C. H. TURNER.

)

DID CODEX VERCELLENSIS (¢) CONTAIN THE
LAST TWELVE VERSES OF St MARK?

SomEe doubt must naturally hang over the problem of the earliest
Western text of the ending of St Mark’s Gospel: for three of our
authorities, 4 ¢ and 7, are defective at that point, and the rest are
divided, £ having the Shorter Ending only, while D and # contain
enough of the Longer Ending to shew that when complete they con-
tained the whole of it. And since Irenaeus also bears witness to the
Longer Ending, it may be concluded that the Church of Gaul at any
rate had it in its Gospel text from the first. Thus Gaul and Africa are
set against one another: but we have so far no evidence as to Italy.
The object of the present note is to examine the evidence of thé oldest
and best of our Italian Old Latin MSS, codex @, the Vercelli Gospels.

Now the St Gall fragments known as » are admitted to stand in very
close relation textually to @ : and they contain verses g to 13 of Mark xvi
on the last leaf extant (O Latin Biblical Texts ii p. 72). There was
therefore some presumption to start with that  also once contained the
Longer Ending.
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1 [ have myself always supposed that the ¢African’ text came from Rome.
I only call it ¢ African’ because St Cyprian’s evidence shews that it was the text of
Carthage 1n A. D, 250.


http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/

	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 1
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 2
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 3
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 4
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 5
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 6
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 7
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 8
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 9
	JTS 1924-8 Turner Marcan Usage 10
	JTS 1927 Turner Commentary on Mk 1
	JTS 1927 Turner Western Readings in Mk

