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THE MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE
AGAINST MARK

SYNOPSIS

IRRELEVANT AGREEMENTS

Since both Matthew and Luke consistently compress Mark,
the occurrence not infrequently of coincident omissions is only to be
expected. Mark’s Greek is colloquial, Matthew and Luke revise
throughout in the direction of the literary idiom. The results of
independent correction of style and grammar must, in a long docu-
ment, occasionally coincide if the revision is sufficiently thorough.

DECEPTIVE AGREEMENTS

Certain agreements, which, at first sight, are too striking to be
attributed to coincidence, are shown, on closer inspection, to be
alterations which would naturally occur to independent editors.
But, on any view, none of the agreements so far studied, being of the
nature of editorial improvements, can be explained by the hypothesis
of an Ur-Marcus, though they might be explained by Sanday’s
hypothesis that the text of Mark used by Matthew and Luke had
undergone a slight stylistic revision.

INFLUENCE oF Q

In passages where, on other grounds, we have reason to believe
that Mark and Q overlapped, agreements of Matthew and Luke
against Mark may be explained by the influence of Q; but it is
unscientific to invoke this explanation in other contexts.

TEXTUAL CORRUPTION

The most probable explanation of the remaining agreements is to
be sought in the domain of Textual Criticism.
293
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(1) Any corruption of the original text of Mark would leave
Matthew and Luke in agreement against Mark in any passage where
they had happened both to copy the text of Mark in its original form.,

(2) Assimilation of parallel passages, wherever it occurred between
Matthew and Luke, would be likely to create an Agreement against
Mark.

(3) Since assimilation is the one form of corruption which is
likely to occur independently in more than one line of manuscript
tradition, the grouping of MSS. evidence in accordance with local
texts is specially important. It is not the number of MSS, which
support a given reading, but of the local texts they represent, that
matters.

TrE MS. EvipeENcE

A survey of all the significant Minor Agreements not previously
discussed, reveals the fact that there is usually MS. evidence in
favour of the view that the agreement of Matthew and Luke against
Mark did not occur in the original text of the Gospels, but is the
result of scribal alteration, from which a few MSS. here and there
have escaped.

SoMe REsIpuaL Cases

Special discussion of the reading “ Who is he that struck thee 2 »
Mt. xxvi. 68 =Lk. xxii. 64.

The significance of agreements more minute than thoge examined
above cannot be considered apart from the general fact of the
abundance of such minuti® of variation in all MSS., even between
B and 8.

CoNcLusioN

The bearing of the above examples on the theory and practice
of textual criticism. The dependence of Matthew and Luke on
Mark may be taken as an assured result, which in doubtful cages may -
enable us to decide between rival variants in different MSS.; and
is thus of material assistance in the determination of the true text
of the Gospels.



CHAPTER XI

THE MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE
AGAINST MARK

MaNy years ago Dr. Sanday expressed the opinion that the
solution of this problem would be found in the sphere of Textual
Criticism; and from time to time Professors Burkitt and Turner
have called attention to facts pointing in this direction. But, so
far as I am aware, no consistent attempt has been made to explore
the question thoroughly in the light of the latest researches into
the grouping of MSS. and the history of the text.

IRRELEVANT AGREEMENTS

Before, however, attempting to do this, I must elaborate the
point made in Chap. VIL that the majority of these agreements
do not require any explanation at all. Matthew and Luke, it
must be realised, were not mere scribes commissioned to produce
an accurate copy of a particular MS. ; they were historians com-
bining and freely rewriting their authorities, and, what for our
immediate quest is even more important, consistently condensing
them. From this certain consequences follow.

(1) Compression can only be effected by the omission of
details regarded as unimportant or of words and phrases deemed
to be superfluous. Hence it would have been quite impossible
for two persons to abbreviate practically every paragraph in the
whole of Mark without concurring in a very large number of their
omissions. In a diffuse style like that of Mark certain passages

are so obviously redundant that they would be dispensed with
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by any one desiring to be concise. Coincidence in omission
proves nothing as to the source used.

(2) Mark’s native tongue was Aramaic and his Greek is quite the
most colloquial *in the New Testament, The style and vocabulary
of Matthew and Luke, by reason of the subject treated and the
sources used, is naturally coloured to some extent by Semitic
idiom ; but in the main they write the xow, i.e. the ordinary
Greek of the educated man of the period who was not of set
purpose trying to revive the Greek of the classical age. What
would happen if two such writers were working over the narrative
of Mark? I may illustrate from a personal experience. The late
Professor Troeltsch sent me a literal translation, made in Berlin,
of an article of his in order that I might correct it for publication
in an English magazine. Wherever I noticed a grammagtical
construction possible, but unusual ; phrase, passable but not
idiomatic; a word understandable, but not the most appropriate—
I substituted what seemed the natural English expression. Now
in any language there are certain constructions and turns of
expression which come naturally to all educated men ; there are
certain words which are the only appropriate ones in certain
contexts. Suppose that the article in question had been cor-
rected, not by me, but by the editor of the magazine, the passages
that would have struck him as needing correction would not
have been exactly the same as those which struck my notice,
but they must have coincided to a considerable extent; for it
would be precisely the words or sentences which were most
glaringly unidiomatic which would be likely to attract the
attention of us both. The way in which he would have corrected
them would in most cases have differed slightly from mine, but
in a minority of cases it would have been identical, for the simple
reason that there are certain standard differences between the
turns of expression naturally used in German and English sen-
tences which would cause any two Englishmen, aiming at making
a translation more idiomatic, to make Precisely the same alteration,

! The Greek of the Apocalypse is not so much colloquial as Semitic.
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Now Mark’s Greek is that of a person who had been brought
up to think in Aramaic ; and I conceive that Matthew and Luke
would have been on the look-out to correct his unidiomatic style
much in the way I have described. Hence, where the process of
correction is carried on with a document of the length of Mark’s
Gospel, it is impossible that two correctors should not frequently
concur in making the same or substantially the same alteration.
In Aramaic the verb is conjugated on a radically different principle
from the Greek; it is peculiarly poor in the variety of particles,
conjunctions, prepositions, for the number and variety of which
Greek is so conspicuous, and the construction of sentences is far
looser. Hence changes intended to make the Semitic style of
Mark more idiomatically Greek would all be in the same general
direction. The * historic present,” for example, a fairly common
idiom in Latin, is comparatively rare in Greek, as it is in English ;
but Mark uses it, apparently as the equivalent of the Aramaic
“ participle,” 151 times.! Matthew cuts these down to 78, Luke
to 4. Obviously, then, Matthew and Luke cannot but concur
in the alteration of tense upwards of 60 times, though as they
often change the word .as well as the tense the resultant agree-
ments do not always strike the eye. But the historic present
most often used by Mark is Aéyes ; the natural change of tense
to the aorist results in elmer appearing some 20 times in both
Matthew and Luke—thus creating to the eye of the English
reader an appearance of agreement against Mark which is quite
illusory. Another stylistic improvement made innumerable
times by Matthew and Luke is the substitution of 8¢ for «ai;
what wonder if about 20 times they both do so in the same
place 22 Yet another of their most frequently recurring
alterations is the substitution of the favourite Greek con-
struction of a participle with a finite verb for the Semitic
usage of two finite verbs connected with the conjunction xai.

1 Hawkins, Hor. Syn.2 p. 143 fI.
2 The Principles of Literary Criticism and the Synoptw Problem, p. 11,
E. de Witt Burton, Chicago, 1904.
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Is it surprising that 5 times they happen to do so in the same
context ? '

Mark, like the Old Testament writers, leaves the subject of
the sentence to be inferred from the context more frequently
than would be quite natural in Greek or in English, Thus
Matthew and Luke often make “he” or they ” clearer by
introducing a name or title. And, as they do this often, it is
inevitable that sometimes they should do it in the same place ;
for the places where they would wish to make the insertion
would naturally be those where the sense seemed specially to
require the addition, and these places would be fixed, not by their
arbitrary selection, but by the degree of obscurity in a particular
context. We need not, then, suspect collusion, if we occasionally
find that Matthew and Luke agree in inserting ¢ ’Incods, of
pabnrai, oi dxhot, o apyuepels, in passages where these subjects
can all be inferred from the context.

Yet another example of what I may call an “irrelevant agree-
ment ” of Matthew and Luke against Mark arises from the use
of the word {805. Mark, for some reason or other, never uses
this word in narrative; Matthew uses it 33 times, Luke 16.
No explanation, then, is required for the fact that 5 times they
concur in introducing it in the same context—for obviously the
number of contexts is limited where its use would be at all
appropriate.

DECEPTIVE AGREEMENTS

The above constitute considerably more than half the total
number of the Minor Agreements we are discussing, and it goes
without saying that they have no significance whatever. But
there remain quite a number of cases where the coincidence of
Matthew and Luke does at first sight appear significant, but where
further scrutiny shows this to be a mistake. Thus frequently,
when Mark uses a word which is linguistically inadmissible,
the right word is so obvious that, if half-a-dozen independent
correctors were at work, they would all be likely to light upon it,
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Tor example, Mark 4 ties uses the verb ¢épewv of animals or
persons, and every time Matthew and Luke concur in altering
this to dyecw or some compound of dyew. Pépew, like its English
equivalent carry,” is properly used of inanimate objects which
one has to lift ; when speaking of a person or an animal that
walks on its own legs the natural word to use is dyew, the equi-
valent of the English verb “to lead.” Equally inevitable are
corrections like k\ivy, Quydrnp, and éxarovrdpyns for the appar-
ent vulgarisms rxpdfBBatov, Quydrpiov, and xevrupiov; or the
substitution of Terpdpyns, the correct title of the petty princelet
Herod, for Baci\els, which was the style ordinarily used of
historical characters or of the reigning emperor. Hardly less
inevitable is the explanatory substitution by Matthew and Luke
of “ Son of God ”” for “ Son of the Blessed ”” in the high priest’s
question to our Lord (Mk. xiv. 61).

Even more necessary is the alteration twice made of pera Tpels
Huépas to T4 TpiTy Huépa in speaking of the Resurrection, since
in strict Greek the former phrase might seem to imply an extra
day. Lastly, seeing that the first four disciples were constituted
of two pairs of brothers, it is far more natural to mention Andrew
next to Simon, as do Matthew and Luke, than to name the sons of
Zebedee, as Mark does, in between those two. But granted that
this obvious improvement in the order occurred to Matthew and
Luke independently, then the addition by both of the words
“ his brother ” is almost inevitable.

I proceed to consider some further Agreements of a more
striking character, which nevertheless I believe are really
deceptive.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
ii. 12. ix. 7. v. 25.
EN0ev Eumpooler wdv- driNfev els Tov olkov dri\fev els TOV olkov
Twy. adrol. adrol.

A coincidence like this in five consecutive words seems at first
sight to belong to a different category from the single word agree-
ments so far discussed. But it is instructive as illustrating the
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fallacy of merely counting words or considering extracts withous
a study of the context. The only real coincidence between
Matthew and Luke is that both of them are at pains to bring out
more clearly than Mark that the man did ezactly what our Lord
commanded him. In Mark this command runs, Arise, take up
thy bed and go to thy house.” Matthew proceeds, “ And having
arisen, he went away to his house.” Luke even more precisely :
“ Having stood up before them, and having taken up what he
lay on, he went away to his house.” eis Tov olkov adrod is simply
the echo of Mark’s els 7o olxoy so. The change from Mark’s
€€ijAbev to amijAfev is even more inevitable, Mark describes the
scene from the spectator’s point of view, the man went out, and
that was the last they saw of him, é£fAGev. But if, with Matthew ‘
and Luke, you wish to say in Greek that a person left one place
for another with the emphasis on the destination, amiAfev is the
appropriate word. Very similar is the way they deal with the
concluding words of Mark’s Gospel.

Mark, Matthew, Luke.
xvi. 8 xxviii, 8. xxiv, 9,
oUdevl 0bdév elmov, égo- Herd ¢pbéBov kal yapds dmiryyear Tdrra
Bolvro vdp, é8pauov dmayyeilar Tols  rabra 7ol &dexa  Kal
pabnrals avrol, wdow Tols Nowwols.

If, as I believe, the text of Mark known to Matthew and Luke
ended at this point, as it does in x B Syr. 8., they would be
obliged to guess at the further proceedings of the women. The
women had just been expressly commanded by an angel to
give an important message to the disciples; it would never have
occurred to Matthew or Luke that the women could have failed
to carry out the instructions. Mark’s words “ they told no man ”
would certainly have been interpreted to mean * they did not
spread the news abroad,” not “ they did not deliver the message
of the angel.”  But if Matthew and Luke took it for granted that
the lost ending of Mark told how the women carried out their
orders, it was natural, by way of concluding their account of
the incident, to say as briefly as possible that they gave the
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message. But the words in which they do this coincide only
in the verb dmrayyéaheir—the natural word for any one to use.

Another still more illusory Agreement is the insertion
(M. xxvi. 50, Lk. xxii. 48) of a word of Christ to Judas on receipt
of the kiss of treachery. In Matthew He says, ““ Friend, do that
for which thou art come ”; in Luke, “ Judas, betrayest thou
the Son of Man with a kiss ¢ Surely the insertion at a moment
like this of words of a tenor so totally different is a disagreement
striking enough to outweigh many small agreements.

Among the twenty Agreements picked out by Sir J. Hawkins!
as most remarkable is the verb ad\ifeafas (to lodge) (Mt. xxi. 17,
Lk. xxi. 37). The word is found nowhere else in the Gospels ;
but this also seems to me to constitute a Deceptive Agreement
for two reasons. (@) The word occurs in passages inserted by
Matthew and Luke into the Marcan outline, but the inser-
tions are made in quite different contexts—Matthew’s after
the Cleansing of the Temple (=Mk. xi. 15-19), Luke’s after
the Apocalyptic discourse which corresponds to Mk. xiii.
(b) Matthew says our Lord lodged at Bethany, Luke that he
lodged on the Mount of Olives. The disagreement in sub-
stance is so much more obvious than the concurrence in a
single by no means out-of-the-way word that it clearly points
to independent editing.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.

iii. 1. xii. 9-10. vi. 6.
elofi\fev wdhww els ouv- Hbev els Ty ovvarywryiy éyébvero 8¢ v érépy
aywyhy, kal v ékel dv-  abrdve kal ldod &vfpwmos caBBdre eloeNbeiv adrdw
Opwmos énpapudvmy Exwr  xelpa Exwy Enpdy. els iy cwaywylp kal
™ xelpa. dvbpwmos éxet Kkal % xelp

adrol % Sefid v Eqpd.

I should hardly have thought this instance worth quoting but
for the fact that it is included by Prof. Burton 2 as one of the
15 Minor Agreements which appreciably affect the sense.
The text is not beyond dispute. All Greek MSS. except B &
and one cursive insert Ty in Mark as well ; also £npdy is read
} Hor, Syn.? p. 210 fI. t Op. cit. p. 17.
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in place of éfnpapuévny in Mark by DW. But as the readings
of the other MSS. are of the nature of assimilations, the text
of B Nis to be preferred. On the assumption, however, that
the B text is correct the insertion of T4» by both Matthew and
Luke requires no special explanation. The natural—though
possibly not the correct—interpretation of wd\w in Mark is
that He returned to a place previously mentioned, in which
case the article is grammatically indispensable. The difference
between Enpdv and éfnpapuévny corresponds to the difference
in English between the words “dry ” and “dried ” ; and the
question, which would be the more natural word to use in this
particular context is one that depends on those subtleties of
linguistic usage which only contemporaries can appreciate. :

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
iv. 10. xiii. 10, viii, 9.
ol wepl adrdy v Tols ol pabyral ol pabnral adrod

dbdexa

Mark’s phrase is quite strikingly cumbrous, and * disciples ” is
the obvious simplification.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
iv. 36. viii, 23. viii, 22.
dpévres O Exhov Tapa- éuBdyri alr els wholov, adrds évéBy els mholow
AapBdvovew abrév bs v dkoNolBncay adrt@ oi ma kal ol pabnral adrod,
év T wholy. Onral adrod,

The prima facie implication of the language of Mark would be -
that the disciples took charge of the situation, so to speak, and
almost hustled our Lord into the boat. I do not suppose Mark
intended to convey that impression; but Matthew and Luke
obviously go out of their way to emphasise the contrary. In-
tentional correction to avoid possible misapprehension is plain,
but they correct in such different ways that they are clearly
acting independently. The example is important as illustrating
the futility of counting verbal coincidences without scrutinising
the actual words. of pafnral adrod is the inevitable subject, and
éuBaive is as obvious as ““ go on board ” would be in English,
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Mark., Matthew. Luke.
xiii. 19. xxiv. 21. xxi. 23.

Eoovrar yip al Ruépat

Eorar yap Tére ONYus.

dorac yip dvdykn.

éxetvar OAis.

This is another of Professor Burton’s 15 instances. But Mark’s
phrase is stylistically intolerable in Greek. Note, however, that
though they agree in changing the verb to the singular, Matthew
and Luke differ in the substantive which they make its subject,
i.e. in the actual alteration made, they differ more conspicuously

than they agree.
Mark. Matthew. Luke.
viii. 29. xvi. 16. ix. 20.
dmokpilfeis 6 Ilérpos dmrokpiels 8¢ Zluww Ilérpos 8¢ dmoxpifels
Nye abr@, Zb el 6 Ilérpos elwev, Zd el 6 elmey, Tov Xpgrov TOb
XpioTbs. Xpiorbs, 6 vids 700 feol  Beoll.
Toli {&wros.
xv. 30-32. xxvii. 40. xxiii. 35-37.

gdoov oeavrdy xarafas
4wd Tob aravpel . . .
6 Xpiords 6 PBaockeds
"Topari.

ocdoov ceaurby: el vids
€l 7ol feod, kardfnde dwd
ToU gTavpol.

cwodTw éavrdy, el odrbs
éorww & Xpiords Tob Beod
6 éxhexrds” . . . €l oD €
6 Bagiheds Oy "Tovdaiwy
cloov aeavrdv.

Note that in two different contexts Matthew and Luke each

alter Mark’s simple title “ the Christ.”

In both cases Matthew

alters to ““ the Son of God,” Luke to ““ the Christ of God,” t.e.
each prefers a different title. This example is most instructive ;
for, if either of these parallels had stood alone, we might have
supposed the addition of 7o feod to be the result of a coin-
cident agreement of Matthew and Luke in an alteration of Mark.
Whereas, having both sets of parallels, we see that, while
Matthew and Luke agree in altering Mark, each’ alters in a way
characteristic of himself. That is to say, the passages are, so
far as they go, evidence of independent alteration.

Mark.
xiv, 47.
els 8¢ [1is] Tdw wapeoTy-
kérwy gmwacduevos THy ud-
Xatpay Eraioer.

Matthew.
xxvi. 51.
xal o) els . . . dmw-
éomacey  Thy pdyapay
avrod, kal wardfas.

Luke.
xxii. 49-50.
. €l mardfouer év
paxalpp; kol émdrakev
els Tis €& adrlv . . .

There is a tendency in Greek authors to use maiw of striking



Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xv. 43. XXvii. 57, xxiii. 50.
éNdw "Twohg durd A, Nber dvBpwiros whop- avip  Grbuar ’Idmﬁqﬁ,
edoxfuwy Bovhevris ols dmwd A, Tolvoua ﬁov)\ewﬁmwu
"Twojep . . | -

character requires a phrase like “ by name ” op « named ” to
introduce him. N.B, also Matthew and Luke use different
phrases for the purpose.

If all the agreements so far discussed occurred in the course
of two or three chapters, the suggestion that they are deceptive,”
v.e. that they are explicable as the result of independent editing,
would be precarious. But they are spread over the whole of g
lengthy document, Moreover, we must remember that every
verse of Mark Incorporated by Matthew and Luke has been so
drastically rewritten that upwards of 45 % of the words he
uses have been changed by each of them. That is o say, the

amount to 100. Hence the coincident alterationg would be legg
than 29 of the whole number of alterationg, And considering
the natural and obvious character of every one of these, this doeg
not seem a large Proportion,

If, however, any one thinks the Proportion too large to be
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accidental, it is open to him to accept Dr. Sanday’s hypothesis
that the text of Mark used by Matthew and Luke had undergone
a slight stylistic revision. But, I would submit, it is not open
to him to account for the phenomena reviewed above by the
hypothesis of an ““ Ur-Marcus,” that is, a more primitive edition
of Mark. For in every case the coincident language used by
Matthew and Luke has been shown to be more polished and in
every way less primitive than the existing text of Mark. If,
therefore, the coincident agreements of Matthew and Luke can
only be explained on the theory that they used a different edition
of Mark from the one we have, then it is the earlier of the two
editions, the Ur-Marcus in fact, that has survived.

INFLUENCE OF Q

In the “ Complete Table *” of Agreements, very conveniently
printed in parallel columns in the Appendix of E. A. Abbott’s
Corrections of Mark,! the eye lights at once on a number of passages
which cannot reasonably be explained on the hypothesis of
coincident alteration by independent editors. But, of these,
most of the more striking disappear if we reflect that, when
Abbott wrote, the overlapping of Q and Mark had not yet been
clearly grasped by students of the Synoptic Problem.

It is now realised that Q, as well as Mark, contained ver-
sions of John’s Preaching, the Baptism, Temptation, Beelzebub
Controversy, Mission Charge, parable of Mustard Seed, and that
Matthew regularly, Luke occasionally, conflates Mark and Q.
Hence agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark in these
contexts can be explained by the influence of Q. This covers
phrases like mepiywpos Tob 'lopSdvov (Mt. iii. 5=Lk. iii. 3),
avegyOnoay (-qvas) (Mt. iii. 16=Lk. iii. 21), dvyxby (fyero)
(Mt. iv. 1 =Lk. iv. 1), which occur in ntroductions to Q sayings,
since the Q sayings must have had some word or two of
introduction.

! The Corrections of Mark adopted by Matthew and Luke (A. & C. Black),
1901,

X



306 THE FOUR GOSPELS PT. O

Some scholars, however, have laid far too much stress on the
bearing of the overlapping of Mark and Q on the problem of
the minor agreements. We have no right to call in the hypothesis
of the influence of Q for this ulterior purpose except in places
where the existence of obviously different versions, or of doublets
very distinctly defined, provides us with objective evidence of the
presence of Q. Apart from the list of passages just enumerated,
there are only three in Abbott’s list where it seems to me that an
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark ought to be ex-
plained by conflation from Q. In Mk. iv. 21 =M. v. 15 =Lk. viii.
16 =Lk. xi. 33 ; Mk. iv. 22 =Mt. x. 26 =Lk. viii. 17 =Lk. xii. 2.
In both of these the doublet in Luke is evidence that the saying
stood in Q. Again, in Mt. xvi. 4 the addition of the word movnpd
and the mention of the Sign of Jonah—which are absent from the
parallel in Mk. viii. 12—are due to the influence of the long Q
passage Mt. xii. 39 ff. <Lk. xi. 29 ff. Abbott here prints Lk,
xi. 29 side by side with Mk. viii. 12, but it comes from an entirely
different context. I mention this fact in order to emphasise
the point that looking at selected lists of parallels may be mis-
leading unless one also turns up the context in a good Synopsis
of the Gospels.

TeEXTUAL CORRUPTION

I proceed to explore the hypothesis that a large number of the
Agreements are due, not to the original authors, but to later
scribes, being, in fact, examples of the phenomena of acci- -
dental omission, or of assimilation between the texts of parallel
passages, which we have seen to be the main source of textual
corruption.

Our examination, however, of passages in detail will be far
more illuminating if we give due weight to three preliminary
considerations.

(1) The Gospel of Mark could not compete in popularity with
the fuller and richer Gospels of Matthew and Luke, and although
I cannot agree with Burkitt’s theory (cf. p. 339) that it went
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completely out of use for some time in the second century, it is
probable that it was very much less frequently copied than the
other Gospels. At a later date, when the practice of having each
Gospel on a separate roll was discontinued, and the Codex con-
taining all Four Gospels came into fashion, Mark, though much
less read, was necessarily copied as often as the others.

Now, most ancient MSS, teem with accidental omissions of
single words, of lines, and occasionally of paragraphs. There are
MSS. of Homer where as many as 60 lines at a time are omitted.
‘Where many copies of a work were in circulation, omissions would
be soon repaired; but where there were only a few copies,
omissions which did not attract attention, either from spoiling
the sense or leaving out some familiar saying or incident, would
easily escape notice. It is, therefore, antecedently probable
that some lines or words which stood in the copies of Mark known
to Matthew and Luke have dropped out of the text of all our
oldest MSS. It may, then, not infrequently be the case that a
verbal agreement of Matthew and Luke preserves a word or a line
which once stood in Mark. I do not think this has happened
very often, but it would be rather surprising if it had never
happened at all.

(2) Assimilation of parallel passages in the Gospels is the
commonest form of textual corruption. Accordingly, a reading
which makes the wording of parallels differ is in general to be
preferred to one that makes them agree, even if the MS. evidence
is comparatively slight. But this principle is sometimes pushed
too far. In any average Synoptic parallel, perhaps 35 %, of the
words used by Matthew and Luke are identical, being taken
over from Mark. It follows that an accidental corruption of
the text of Mark which affected an alteration in any of the words
which both of them had happened to take over would leave an
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark. But the number
of variants in the text of Mark in existing MSS. is very large, so
that the chance that some of the readings found in the printed
texts are the result of textual corruption is quite high.
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(3) The classification of the MSS. along the line of local texts
attempted in Chaps. ITL. and IV. is of such fundamental importance
for our present investigation that, at the risk of repetition, I
venture to recall certain considerations there laid down.

(a) If the Byzantine text goes back in essentials to the revision
of Lucian about a.p. 300, the evidence of all MSS. which present
this text (and of all mixed MSS., in so far as they present it) may be
treated as a single witness, and that not one of the most important.
Hence, in citing MS. evidence for a particular reading it will
considerably clarify the issue to use for all these authorities the
single symbol Byz. (b) Again, the whole importance of the identi-
fication of local texts lies in the fact that these represent relatively
independent lines of transmission of the text. Hence, instead of
quoting MSS. in alphabetical order, as in the ordinary Apparatus
Criticus, I shall cite them, so far as possible, by their grouping.
(c) 1f the MS. evidence for a reading belongs to the oldest recover-
able form of a local text, nothing is gained by citing subordinate
authorities. Thus where By agree in a particular reading,
the evidence for it is not much increased by the fact that C L 83
may be cited in support. The important question to ask is, Is the
reading supported by B, by D, by a b, by ke, or by fam.® or
by Syr. 8., since these represent independent traditions ? Hence
the common practice of citing all the MS. evidence is actually
misleading. I propose, therefore, only to quote the evidence of
subordinate MSS. where the evidence of the leading authorities
is divided or obscure. (d) What carries most weight—apart from
considerations of the intrinsic probability of a given reading—is
not the number of MSS. which support it, but the number of local
texts which the MSS. supporting it represent, or the age to
which by patristic quotations it can be pushed back. A reading,
for instance, supported by k, Syr. S. and 69, or one supported
by only one of these MSS. and a quotation of Marcion or J ustin,
deserves most serious consideration, even if every other MS. is
against it,
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Tae MS. EvIDENCE

The passages which follow include all the minor agreements
not already discussed in this chapter which seem to me at all
significant. They include those mentioned by Hawkins and by
Burton ; also all those in Abbott’s exhaustive list which are in
the slightest degree remarkable, along with certain others I have
myself noticed.

Mark. Matthew. Luke,
i. 40-42, viil. 2-3. v. 12-13.
kal Epxerar wpds abrdv kal 80d Aempds mpoo- xal i3ob dwvip whpys
Aempds « « o Méywr alrg  eNfdw  mposexivel adbte  Némwpas . . . €denfn adrol

¥ri 'Eav 0énys dtvacal pe
kabaploat, kal omwhayxvi-
olels éxtelvas iy xelpa
atrol Hpare [adrod] kal
Ayet . . . Kal edfls

Aéywr Kipe, éav 0énys
Stvacal pe kabaploar, xal
éxrelvas Ty xelpa [adrol]
fparo adrod Néywy . .
kal e0féws -

Aywy Kopie, éav 0éhyps,
dtvacal pe kabaploar, Kal
éxrelvas Thw xeipa faro
adrol elmdv . . . kal
efbos

(a) i80¥ is never used by Mark in narration, but is found 33
times in Matthew and 16 in Luke; it is not, therefore, surprising
that they concur occasionally in a stylistic alteration of Mark
which they are always making independently.

(b) Kdpee. But the word occurs in Mark also in B C L 579 Sah.,
Weeff2, ®1700. Itis omitted by xDb, Syr. S. Boh. Byz. Hort
for once deserts B, thinking B here assimilates («Vpce only once in
Mk.). Butthecombinationof thethreedistinet traditions, Egyptian
B C L Sah., © African” Wce, and Caesarean ® 700, 18 a very
strong one. REither, then, B is right and there is no agreement
of Matthew and Luke against Mark ; or we have, not only a
clear case of B L convicted of assimilation, but evidence of such
an orgy of assimilation in these small details that no text can
be relied on, and it is just as likely that the presence of Kipie in
either Matthew or Luke may be due to the same cause.

(c) The order of Matthew and Luke is fiyrato atvTod against
Mark’s adrod fiyraro; but in ® 565 Mark also has fyraTo adrod.
But D e a f7 2 have adrod siyrato adrod in Mark, and in Matthew
% 124 (D hiat.) Syr. Sah. Boh. attest the double adrod, a reading



310 THE FOUR GOSPELS Pr.

hard to explain unless this was the original reading in Mark and
was adopted by Matthew from him. If we accept the reading

of D as original all is explained. Mark’s Aramaic idiom is full
of pronouns unidiomatic in Greek ; the MS. tradition represented -

by ® 565 drops the first a¥Tol ; that represented by B, which

is here followed by Byz., drops the second instead. Luke i

preferred the former course, which is really the more obvious,

since it is the first adrop that i redundant with yeipa, and, only

if the second is dropped, can it be construed as object of

iraro.

d) fdraTo Nyowy (or elmév) for fraro ral Méyer. Mark’s |
7 b4 7 Y

historic present, unidiomatic in this use, is regularly altered by

both Matthew and Luke, and in this instance the only natural
thing was to put a participle ; but though an identical construc-
tion was practically forced on them, they differ in the choice of
the verb meaning “ to say.”

(e) e00éws against e20vs. The fact is that e20éws is the form
preferred in all the Gospels in the majority of MSS. and is found
here in Mark also in all MSS, except in ¥ B L 33 and @, 164,
But throughout Mark, B (usually supported by 8 L and some-
times by C) prefers evbis; the same MSS. often read €0fvs in
other Gospels against ¢30éws in the other MSS. It looks as if
Mark preferred the form €080s, while the other evangelists (and
scribes as a rule, except in Alexandria) preferred e00éws. But
if by both authors and scribes evBéws was the form preferred, an
agreement of Matthew and ILuke against Mark is inevitable
wherever the word is used by all three.

Mark, Matthew. Luke,
ii. 21-22. ix. 16-17. v. 36-37.
énif\yua. . . émippdrre EmBdMet émiBnua.. | | émiBinua émpBdde . ,,
.. €l 08 uy el6ém elﬁégﬁi

But (a) B 301 read py in Matthew. Was Hort right in
deserting B ? (6) The noun émiBrnua almost shouts out to
an editor to alter the verb to émiBdiher.
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Mark. Matthew. Luke.
ii. 22. ix. 17. v. 37.

xal & olvos dmwoNhvTal
cal ol doxot.  [dAN& olvov
péoy €is GoxoVs KawoUs.]

& olvos [éxxetrac] kal ol
dokol dmwbA\hvwTar AL
BdMhovow olvoy wéov els
dokols Kawovs.

kal abTds éxxvdhoerai
xal ol dokol dmwololyTal
&M\& olvov véov els dokols
xawovs BAyTéov.

In Matthew Dak omit éryeirar (and
“ Western non-interpolation.”

Curiously enough, however, while the acceptance of this as an
interpolation gets rid of this, the first of the twenty agreements
picked out by Hawkins as being specially conspicuous, accept-
ance of the Western reading produces an agreement later in the

otherwise alter), a

same verse, for D Old Lat. omit dA\Ma olvov véor €ls dorxotls
cawots. Synopses based on Hort’s text ignore this omission ;
Huck accepts it. But both ignore the former instance. The
line divisions in D (which Rendel Harris® has shown to be much
older than the actual MS.) are such that, if the omitted line had
stood in D, the words olvos doxds, separated by only a few letters,
would have occurred in each of three successive lines. Thisis a
formation which invites accidental omission: the scribe copies the
second line, and then glancing back to the model mistakes the
third line for the one he has written and goes on with the line
that follows. I hold, therefore, that 8 B Byz. are right in retain-
ing the bracketed words in Mark, but that éxyeiras in Matthew
is due to assimilation from Luke.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
ii. 23. xii. 1. vi. 1.
HpkavTo 680 woLely Ti\- #pfavro TiANew . . . kal oy . . . kal fjofoy

NovTes

éallew

Scribes could make no satisfactory sense of ¢8ov woueiv, as the
following variants show.

680y moweiv % C L Byz.
o8omrateiv B G H.
680L7Topoz'}v7'eq 13 etc. a q f Arm, Goth.
Omit D W ee, b ff2, Syr. 8.
1 Pegts and Studies, IL. i. p. 241 ff. (Cambridge, 1891).
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If the phrase were an easy one, we should accept the combina-
tion D Afr. and Eur. Lat. Syr. 8. as final for an omission. But
the meaning of 7oiefv—in place of 7roeicfai—in literary Greek
is “make a road through the corn 1 (a proceeding which, even if
morally justifiable, is a curious way of satisfying hunger) ; hence
the omission of the difficult words is probably intentional.

Now Matthew and Luke must have felt the same difficulty
a8 later scribes, and would, therefore, be compelled to rewrite
the sentence. But anyone who began to rewrite a sentence
about rubbing ears of corn for a meal would find the verb “ to
eat” come into his mind.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
il 24 xii. 2 vi. 2.
Eeorv Eteorw woely eorw [roeiv]

In Luke 7otetv occurs in the Synopses of Huck and Rushbrooke,
but it is omitted by Westcott and Hort, with BR, D 0ld Lat.,
69, 700, Arm. (hiat. Syr. 8.).

Mark, Matthew. Luke,
ii. 26. xii, 4. vi. 4.
el ph Tods lepels el uh Tols lepetow [ubvois] €l pi) pbvous Tobs lepeis

It is worth noting that in Mark povoss lepedae is read by
33 (579) Bah. Boh., or (epedor wévors by D, most Old Lat.,
18 &c., ® Arm. The variation in position suggests interpolation ;
but the reading is instructive as illustrating the possibility of
assimilating along three independent lines of MS, tradition—
Egyptian, Western, and Eastern.

povoss in Matthew is omitted by 1 &c., and @, while L A and
k read wévoy. Variants of this sort are most easily accounted
for if the word was absent from an ancestor of the MS. in which
they occur, and have been supplied later by conjecture from
recollection of the parallel gospel ; so that L A & really support
the omission.

! But F. Field quotes a parallel from LXX (Judg. xvii. 8) for the use of

7ol woficar Tiw 600v airot=“as he journeyed,” Notes on the Translation of the
New Testament, p. 25 (Cambridge, 1899).
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Mark.
iv. 11.
cal E\eyer avrols, ‘Tuly
7o puoripiov GédoTa THs
‘Bam)\etas Tob feol.

Matthew.
xiii, 11.

6 8¢ dwoxpibels elrey 87
‘Yuly dédorar yvdvar Th
puoTipie TS Bacihelas
TGV olpardv.

313

Luke.
viii. 10.
5 8¢ elwey, Lulv 8édorar
yr@vas T4 pUoTHpLL TS
Bagihelas 70D feob.

The phrase  the mystery is given to you ” i3 obscure ; the verb
yvévas(to understand) is the most natural one for two independent
interpreters to supply. But note the singular pvarrjprov is read

in Matthew by k¢, a ff2, Syr. 8. and C., Clem. Iren.

Mark.

v. 27.
Nfoloa & TG BxAe
.. . fyaro TOD ipariov

alTob.

rod kpacmédov in Luke,

polation.”

Mark.
vi. 32-34.

kal &miNfov & TG
wholy els Epnuov TémoOY
dlav. «al eldoy
abrobs Umwdryovras  kal
#yvwoav moNhol, kal welh
ard wacdy TOV mwohewy
cuvédpapov éket kal wpo-
\o» adTols . . . €eldev
woAby 8xhov kal éomhary-
xvicty éx’ abrods. .. kal
fiofaro OSuddokew abrods
woANd.

’
KaT

Matthew.
ix, 20.

wpoceXboiioa . . . Hparoe
T0b kpagwédov Tob ipariov
TV RpRe
adTol.

Matthew.
xiv. 13, 14,

dkoboas 8¢ 6 'L dvexd-

pnoev éxeifler év mwholy els
Epnuoy Téwoy xar idlav:
xal drovoavres ol 8yhot
Hrohotfnoay abrg wefoi
4mwd Thv wONewy , . . Kal

éfepdmevaey Tods dpp-
FTOoUS AUTV.

Luke.

wposefoiioe. . . . HpaTo
[rob kpacmédov]Tobipariov
alTob,

om. D a ff2 rl, a “ Western non-inter-

Luke.
ix. 10, 11

kal wapahoSdr alTobs
bmrexdpnoey kar’ ldlov els
by kadovuévyy Bnl-
gaidd. of 8¢ Sxhow yrbévTes
fxoNovlnoar avrg, . . .
kal Tovs xpelav €xovras

0€pa1—rzé:s laTo.

The Feeding of the Five Thousand is a section in which there

are more minor agreements than in any other of the same length.
They include, besides the parallels printed above, those to Mk.
vi. 43 and the words Bpwuata (Mt. xiv. 15, Lk. ix. 13) and
doel (M. xiv. 21, Lk. ix. 14) discussed below. Hence it is of
particular importance to notice that the majority of them are
distinctly of the nature of stylistic improvements on Mark, and
therefore point away from an Ur-Marcus hypothesis.
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The T.R. with 13 &ec., and some late MSS., adds dxMou in
Mk. vi. 33. This, however, is probably due to assimilation ; but
since the subject of el8or (Mk. vi. 33) is different from that of the
previous verb dmrijAfov, grammar and sense in Greek, as in English,
demand that the subject of eSop be expressed. As the unex-
pressed subject is the people, described in the next sentence of
Mark as wrordw dxrov, Matthew and Luke naturally supply of
dxro. Again, the word axolovféw in Greek, like * follow ”
in English, is the only natural one to employ, if Matthew and
Luke both wished to cut short Mark’s more elaborate, but
obviously more primitive, “ ran together there and arrived before
them.” It may be added that the phrase jrorotfe: avTg dxhos
moNvs oceurs in Mk. v. 24, where curiously enough it is not
reproduced exactly by either Matthew or Luke ; the trick of
memory which leads Matthew or Luke to introduce a collocation
of words from one context in Mark into quite another in their
own Gospels is very frequent. Hawkins ! collects the instances
under the heading “ Transference of Formulae.”

A more striking coincidence between Matthew and Luke is
their addition of the statement that our Lord healed the sick.
But the words in which they express this are as different as they
well could be. Probably, therefore, this statement is an inter-
Pretative inference, made by both independently, of Mark’s phrase
éomhayvicly ém’ abrode—it being taken for granted that the
pity expressed itself in action of this kind. There are other
Ppassages where one or other of the later evangelists adds to Mark
a generalised statement of our Lord’s healing, e.g. Mt. xv. 30,
Lk. vii. 21. The actual words appdarovs éfepamevor occur
Mk. vi. 13, and it is quite in Matthew’s habit to transfer such a
formula. An alternative possibility is that xa} é0epdmevoey appc-
arous woAXoUs, or something like it, originally stood in the text
of Mark after 8.8dckeww avrovs, if kal . . appidaTovs was
omitted through homoioteleuton with atrols, the surviving
moAlovs would inevitably be altered to moAla to make senge,

1 Hor. Syn.? p. 168 £,
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Mark. Matthew. Luke.
vi. 43, xiv. 20. ix, 17.

xal fpay khdopara Od-
Sexa koplvwy wAnpduara.

Huck and T.R. read

kal fipav 1 mwepisoeioy
TOv  KkNaocpdTwy dddexa
Kkogivovs w\ijpets.

kal fpfn T wepiooeloay
ab7ols KAaoudTWY KéP oL
dwldexa.

K\aoudrwy.

Mark’s use of m\np@para is not really Greek ; and if one is to
express the idea of surplus or residue in Greek neatly it can only
be done by some derivative of the word mrepiocady, and this word
is used in Mark in the parallel sentence of the account of the
Feeding of the Four Thousand, which, of course, Matthew (and,
perhaps, Luke) had read. WD ¢13 &c. have the noun form
meploaevpa in Luke, while 8D 18 &c. om. adrois (W. adtdv),
which is perhaps right.

There are two other agreements in this same section.
Bpdpara="food,” Mt. xiv. 15, Lk. ix. 13, is such an obvious
word to use in this context that, seeing that it does mot occur
in verses in other respects verbally parallel, it is of no real
significance. @ael (Mt. xiv. 21, Lk. ix. 14); but this is omitted
in Matthew by W, the uncial fragment 0108, Old Lat. Syr. C.
(hiat. 8.) Orig.™ ; and s is substituted in A 33, D, ©1.

Mark,

ix. 2-3.
xal perepoppfn  Eu-
wpoglev alrdv, kal T4
iudTia adred oTiNBovra

Aevkd Mav . . .

Huck and T.R. éyévero

Matthew.
xvii, 2.
kal perauoppwlby Eu-
wposfer alrdp, kal ENapu-

Yer Td wpbowmor avrod
ws 0 Hhos, Ta 8¢ ludTia
avrol éyévero Nevké ws TO

Luke.
ix. 29.
xal éyévero év 1§ Tpoo-
evxeslar adTow TO eldos
Tob wposwmrov adbrol Erepov
kal 6 lpariopds avrol
Nevkos éfaoTpdmTwy.

Pds.

after adrol. ;

In a Greek Synopsis the underlined 7rpéowmov strikes the eye of
an English reader ; but in real life, if we speak of a change in a
person’s appearance, the first thing we think of and mention is
the face. If, then, there is anything that requires to be explained
in this agreement—which I am inclined to doubt—it is not why
both Matthew and Luke use the word mpéowmov, but how Mark
managed to avoid doing so. It reads a little strangely to say a
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Person was transfigured, and then to goon tospeak of the difference
in his clothes without mentioning the face. Of course, the poing
in itself would be too small to be significant ; but it is never safe
to ignore the readings of Jam. ®, Syr. 8. and k, when they agree
in departing from the ordinary text. 1 &o. 346, Syr. 8. k1
concur in omitting gri\Boyra (® 565 transpose Aevrd and
oTiMBovTa, a sign that one of these words was absent from their
ancestor) ; but Syr. 8., after “transfigured before them,” adds
the words “ and he became gleaming,” which may imply a Greek
reading xal éyévero oriABwy. Is it possible that the original
text of Mark was ka) éyévero ori
avTod Aevka Mav? If mpéowmror Was accidentally omitted,
aTiMBovro—written of course as one word and without accents—
would be left “in the air.” Sense had to be made somehow.
The ancestor of fam. @ k solved the difficulty by leaving out the
words altogether; that of Syr. 8. by changing them to oTiMBwy,
which could then refer to Jesus; that of B by emending to
arirBovra and transferring the words éyévero arizBovra to
another place in the sentence so as to construe with {udr.a.

14
ANBov 7o mpdowmon, kal vy iudTia

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
ix. 6-7. xvii, 5, ix, 34.

(No corresponding 7 adrof Aahobyros Tadra 8¢ avrol Aéyorros
words.) T

Matthew and Luke have no word in common except airod,
which of course proves nothing, and the insertion of some such
words to mark the transition is a literary improvement. Still it
is perhaps a little odd—though by no means impossible—that two
independent writers should hit so nearly upon the same phrase
by way of addition. An obvious hypothesis would be that
ér1 Malodvros adroi—the phrase is Marcan, of. Mk. xiv. 43—
represents a line in the original text of Mark which has
dropped out.

! k reads candida aba. The aba is erased, and is probably an incorrect

anticipation of the alba which occurs two lines later. Tt cannot have been
meant a8 a translation of orizSorra,
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Mark. Matthew. Luke.
ix. 19. xvii. 17. ix. 41.

5 8¢ dwokpilels alrois dmoxpifels 8¢ 6 'Inools dmoxpfels 8¢ 6 "Inoobs
Ayer, TQ yeveh dmaTos,  elmen, "Q yeved &moros cimev, " vyeved dmioTos
.. . ¢pépere alrdy wpbs pe. kol OSieorpappérm . o . [xkal SeaTpaupuéyn] wpoo-

péperé pow adTov Gle. dryarye dde Tov viby oov.

In Luke xai Stectpappuévy om. e Marcion (as quoted by both
Tert. and Epiph.), i.e. by African * and old Roman text. Syr.S.
and C. (also in Mt.) transpose with dmioTos, perhaps for the
sake of thythm ; but transposition always suggests an insertion.
In Luke $8c om. D r; T.R. transposes.
The aorist elrev is the usual substitution by Matthew and
Luke for the unidiomatic historic present in Mark.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
x. 25. xix. 24. xviii. 25.

S rpumaNids pagldos S Tphparos  pagpldos . . . S TphuaTos PBe-
SteNfety 9 whovoioy . . . eloeNBety 9 TAODOLOV + .+ & Nws eloeNfeiv § mhovgiov
eloeNfely - . . . clgedely

Huck and T.R. read
Sk ThHs . . . THS.

(a) But DL and the majority of MSS. read Tpumiparos in
Matthew, and the reading is quoted (without specifying from which
Gospel) by Clem. Orig.®*. ButC, ®124565700, ete., with Orig.M*,
read Tpvpaids in Matthew as in Mark ; and there is respectable
MS. authority for both Tpvuahias and Tpumjparos in Luke. In
other words assimilation has run riot. But the reading of D
Tpuparas Mark, rpumrijuaros Matthew, rpriparos Luke, which
is supported by % B in Matthew and Luke, and by the majority
of other MSS. (but not § B) in Mark, makes all three Gospels
different. As therefore it cannot be suspected of harmonisation,
and also accounts for all the other variants, it is almost certainly
correct—in which case the agreement disappears.

() In Matthew B Sah.cdd. D Lat., ®, Syr. 8. and C. Orig Mt
read Sien@eiv. Why Hort should have deserted B, when so
well supported, I cannot imagine.

1 Tischendorf in his Apparatus overlooks the omission by e, but it is in
his edition of that MS., Evangelium Palatinum ineditum (Leipzig, 1847).
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Mark. Matthew, Luke,
x. 30. xix, 29, xviii, 30,
ékarorrariaciova moA\amhagiovg roA\amaciova

D Old Lat. read érramhaciova in Luke. This reading, which
makes all three Gospels differ, is surely right.

Mark, Matthew. Luke.
xi. 1. xxi. 1. xix. 28, 29,
8re éyvylfovow eis "Tepo- 8re Hyyicar els "Tepo- .« draBalvwy els "Iepo-
gbhvpa xal els [Byéparyy oéhvpa  kal GAOov el oOhvpa , ., s rywer
xal] Byfavlay Bnbpayy els BpOgayh kal Bybaviay

In the text of W.H. and in the T.R, (which is supported by
% B L and the mass of MSS.) there is no agreement of Matthew and
Luke against Mark. But D, 0Old Lat. 700, omit? Bethphage in
Mark—and this “ Western non-interpolation » ig accepted by
Tischendorf. Thus in Huck’s Synopsis an agreement is shown,
But, if the original text of Mark omitted the name Bethphage,
where did Luke get it from ? It is not mentioned elsewhere in
the Gospels. Moreover, ag Burkitt points out,? the way in
which Mark mentions the three names is confusing. Both
Matthew and Luke simplify in different ways by rearranging the
sentences. The Western text does it by the easier method of
omitting Bethphage. This is the second case which has already
come under our notice of omission by D, Old Lat. to meet a
difficulty. The lesson is a valuable one. Western omissions are
not always “ non-interpolations.”

Mark, Matthew. Luke.

xi. 27. xxi, 23, xx. 1.
kal & TQ lepd mepL- kal é\Obvros abrob els kal éyévero ., ., 3,54-
marolvros abrol &pyorrar 15 lepdv mpocinBor adr  axovros alrol 7ov Aadv ép
. ol dpxiepels . , | [&Mo'l(ovn]oi dpxeepeis..., mpqﬁ + o . éméaTyoay

ol dpxtepeis

* J.7.8. Jan. 1916, p. 148
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In Matthew S:8dokovre omitted by Old Latin (abcefflg? ki),
0ld Syz. (8. and C.).

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xi. 29. . xxi. 24. xx. 3.
68 ... drev.. .  Er- drroxpifels 8¢ . . . elmev dmoxpifels elmev . . .
epwrhow Upds Eva Noyor, ... dporhow uds kdyd épwrhiow kdyd Néyor, Kai
kal drokplonTé pot. Noyov &va, 8y éaw elmyré elmaré pot.

ot

arroxptbels is found in Mark also, in D, Old Lat., Syr. 8., and Byz.
This may be the right reading ; but, other things being equal, a
text which makes the Gospels differ is to be preferred. But no
one who has glanced at the verb dmoxpivopas in a concordance
to the New Testament will attach any significance to a concurrent
use of the constantly recurring phrase dmroxpifels elmev. Butitis
obvious that, having chosen this conventional opening for the
sentence, Matthew and Luke were bound to substitute another
verb of saying for the dmoxpifyre of Mark a few words later.

xdy®d occurs in Mark in ¥, D, 0ld Lat., Old Syr., Byz.—a
strong combination ; but, as the word is not elsewhere used by
Mark, it is probably rightly rejected. But the sense requires the
emphasis ; perhaps the émepwriow Was Mark’s way of getting
this ; the others substitute the natural Greek expression, which
is one they frequently use elsewhere.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xii, 11, 12. xxi. 44. xx. 18.
(Omits.) [kal & wesdw éml Td¥ wis b weodw ete.

Aéov . .. ] W.H. bracket.

The verse is omitted in Matthew by 88, D, Old Lat., Syr. S.;
Orig.X* Euseb.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xii. 12. xxi. 45. xx. 19.
(Simply 3rd pers. pl. ol &pxtepets xal ol Papi- ol ~ypopparels kal ol
“they .) oalo dpytepets

Mazrcion omitted the words in Luke, and this may represent the
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earliest Roman text. But Mark had last named the opponents
of Jesus in xi. 27=M¢. xxi. 23 =Lk. xx. 1; stylistically speaking,
it was time to repeat the subject of the verb ; and this was more
necessary for Matthew than Luke since he had interpolated a
series of parables since the last mention of the chief priests. The
subject in Mark xi. 27 is of dpyepels xal of ypauuareis xai of
mpeaBuTepor ; Luke repeats the first two; Matthew, whose
Gospel often elsewhere reflects anti-Pharisaic polemic, substitutes
Pharisees. So far, therefore, from agreeing against Mark, they
differ as far as was possible (granted each wished to name a subject
to the verb), since the high priests were so obviously the leading
characters that they could not be omitted.

Mark. Matthew, Luke.
xii. 22, xxii. 27, xx. 32.
Eoxarov wdvTwy Borepov 8¢ wdvTwy [borepor] kal . , ,

Luke $orepor om. Syr. 8. and C. Old Lat. ac¢; e om. whole
verse from ‘ hour.”

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xii, 28. xxii. 35, 36. x. 25, 26
els 1rdv  ypauparéwy érnpwrnoer els éE adrdv 1800 vopuxds Tis dwéory

. . . émypdryoey ailréy, [vouurds) repdlwy abréy, éxmeapdiwr alrTéy, Néywy,
Tlola éorlv évroNy) mpdry  Awbdakade, woia évrohy) [Addaxake,] i Totjoas
TvTWY peydAy v T véuey ; Swiw  aldvioy xA\npovo-
i phow ; 6 8¢ elmev wpds
abrév, "By 76 vbuip i vé-

ypowTaL ;

(a) Apart from this passage the word vouixés is found in the
Gospels only in Luke. This fact practically compels us to accept
as original its omission in Matthew by 1 &c., e, Syr. 8., Arm.,
Orig™  (b) 8uddorane in Luke is omitted by D and by Marcion
as quoted by Tertullian. It may further be remarked that, in
this passage, while Matthew is mainly following Mark, Luke seems
to derive the incident from another source. Hawkins? suggests
the incident might have stood in Q.

1 Ozford Studies, p. 41 £,
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Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xiv. 62. xxvi. 64. xxii. 69-70.
éy el kal 8yeale Tov g0 elmas® mwAip Néyw drd 7ol wiv Eorar 6
vidv + . . KkaOfhuevov Sulv, am’ dpri Bpesfe Tov  vlds . . . xafhuevos . . .
vidv . . . kalhuevor Vuels Néyere, 8re dydh elpue,

This is our Lord’s reply to the question of the high priest, «Art
thou the Christ?” In the actual words used there are no verbal
agreements against Mark ; but it is remarkable that Matthew
and Luke should agree in adding two points so alike in sense as
o’ dpri=dmd Tob vy and o elmas=duels Méyere. The latter
especially is an obscure phrase which apparently means “it is
your statement, not mine.” What is still more remarkable is
that both these additions introduce difficulties which are not in
the text of Mark—an apparent disclaimer of the title Christ and
(in Matthew’s form) a statement which history falsified that the
high priests would immediately see our Lord’s Parousia.

(a) In Syr. 8. the equivalent of 47’ dp: stands in Mark ; and
this reading cannot be dismissed forthwith as an assimilation, for
in both Matthew and Luke the Syriac reading is the equivalent of
amrs Tod vy, s.e. in Syriac assimilation has worked in the reverse
direction. If the words had accidentally dropped out of some
MSS. at a very early date, the fact that they seemed to imply a
prophecy which history had falsified would tend to prevent their
reinsertion. Nevertheless I am inclined to think the words are
independent editorial insertions by Matthew and Luke for four
reasons: (a) Precisely the same addition (47 dpre Mb.=dmo
rod vov Lk.) is made in the parallel Mk, xiv. 25=Mt. xxvi. 29
=Lk, xxii. 18. (8) The word dpr: is used 7 times by Matthew
(¢m dpre 3 times), never by Mark or Luke. (y) The phrase
& Tob viw is used 5 times in Luke and once in Acts, never
by Mark or Matthew. (3) Orig. M* (iii. 911) explicitly contrasts
the absence of the words from Mark with their presence in
Matthew. This shows that the words were absent from the old
Caesarean text as well as from the Alexandrian and Western

texts.
Y
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(b) ®, 18 &c., 565, 700, 1071, Arm., Orig. read od elmas 10
éyd elpu in Mark. Now ordinarily one would suspect this reading
as due to assimilation from Matthew. Buthereagain the obscurity
of the expression, or the apparent hesitancy it might seem to
imply in our Lord’s acceptance of the title Christ, would favour
its omission. Moreover, the view that the words originally stood
in Mark explains the langnage of Matthew and Luke. Mark
wrote o elmas 8T¢ éyd eiue, an answer intended to preclude
the acceptance of the title Messiah in the sense that the High
Priest might mean, which looks like a genuine utterance of our
Lord. Matthew leaves out the last three words and inserts
mAY KT, t.e. he interprets the words “You have said it in scorn,
but very soon, I tell you, you shall see with your eyes.” Luke
preserves Mark’s sense and phrase, but he makes it plural,
perhaps influenced by his other source. Hence it is probable
that fam. ® here preserves the true reading. If, however, the
ordinary text be preferred, I would suggest that the ov elras
of Matthew and the Juels Néyere of Luke are independent
adaptations of the ot Aéyers of Mk. xv. 2, intended to assimilate
our Lord’s reply to the High Priest to His reply to Pilate.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xiv. 70. xxvi, 73. xxii. 58,
o o o "ANOGs é§ atThw €l oo o ANDODs [K_U_-lﬂ_!)] ¢t IR ’ﬁ‘llﬂ) éE adraw
al7rdv el

In Matthew «ai o0 om. D, ® 1 &c., Syr. 8. be k! Orig.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xiv. 72. xxvi. 75, xxii. 61,
dveuvialy . . . 10 pHpa epvhaby . . . Tol ;‘)ﬁ,ua'r_os Umepriatn 7ol priparos

(Huck, Néyor) —

Verbs of remembering in Greek normally take the genitive ; the -
case alteration is then one that would inevitably occur to two
editors independently. But Aéyov, the reading of D and T.R.
in Luke (since it makes Matthew and Luke differ), is probably
correct.
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Mark. Matthew. Luke
xiv. 72. xxvi, 75. xxii. 62.
émiBarwr Exhater teNfov ¥w Exhavoey [ééenbow Efw Exhavoev
miplis TiKpos]

In Luke the verse is omitted by a b e ff2 ¢ [, 1.e. by both African
and European Latin.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xv. 39. xxvii. 54. xxiii. 47.
(Nothing correspond- T4 ywbueve 75 yevbuevor

ing.)

This is one of Hawking’s twenty selected cases. I should not
myself regard this coincidence as a real one, as the * what had
happened ” referred to by Matthew and Luke respectively are,
in the one case an event, in the other a saying, neither of which
are found in Mark, It is, however, curious that D omits the
words in Luke and substitutes ¢wrioas.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xv. 43. xxvii. 58. xxiii. 52.
elo\@ev wpds rov Iler- ofiros  wpogeNbiw Ty [obros] mposeNdiw T
Aérov kal gricaro Il\dry yrioare Idry ygrioaro

In Matthew mpoaijAde xai is read by D, Old Lat., (Syr. 8.), (Sah.).
In Luke ofTos om. D, Sah. Since ofros has been already used
once by Luke in this sentence, its insertion here is awkward, so
D is probably correct. 69 reads adros.

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xv. 46. xxvii. 59-60. xxiii. 53.
. rabeawv adrdv AaBow TO odpa . . . kal xafehwy évervhber
del\poer 7§ owdbve xal  éverthder alrd owldbve  alrd owdbve kal Efnxev
Karéfnrey avTdv kaBapd xal E0nxev adrd abrdv

The agreement against Mark in three consecutive words évervnifev
adrd owdéw followed by agreement in the uncompounded é6n«ev
against xaTéfnrev is striking. But observe the MS. evidence.
(@) Mark, énrev 8 BL, D, ® W 1 &c. 13 &c. 565. Mark is
fond of compounds, so xaréfnker may be original; but if
original, the fact of scribal correction along several independent
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lines of transmission shows that independent correction by
Matthew and Luke would be inevitable. (b) Matthew év ov86m
BD, Latt. ®, Sah., Boh., Orig. With this reading another
small agreement vanishes. ai7d for adrow is a «deceptive ”
agreement. Matthew and Luke have rewritten Mark’s
sentence in different ways, but in both adrd refers back to
odpa. (c) There remains the striking agreement: éveTihEey
against évelAnoev. But 13 &o. read éveiAnoey in Matthew, as
in Mark. This is almost certainly right ; for it is very unlikely
that the text of Matthew would be assimilated to that of Mark,
the least read Gospel, whereas assimilation to Luke, as we have
seen, is not infrequent. I suspect that évruilcow was the more
dignified word and was the one conventionally appropriate to
this funeral operation ; as in English, when speaking of a shroud,
three writers out of four would instinctively prefer the word
“wind ” to “ wrap.”

Mark. Matthew. Luke.
xvi. i. xxviii. 1. xxiv. 1.
xal duayevouévov Tob oy¢ 8¢ ocafBdrwv TH 7] 8¢ g Tov cafBdruwy
gafBdrov émguwokoioy els  ulav  Eplpov Babéws
oaffdrwy xxiii. 54.
kal fuépa v mapackevis

kal 0dBBaror émépuoker

For the whole verse in Luke D substitutes v 8¢ 5 Huépa Tpd
caBBdrov ; and for kai caf. émép. ¢ has cenae purae ante
sabbatum. The 7wpo caBBdrov of D could be accounted for as
a paraphrase of wapacrevfis In an original text which omitted
the words xal caB. émép. The reading of ¢ might be a con-
flation of this text with another in which Tapackevis was
rendered cenae purae. If the omission was original, xal agaf.
émép. is an assimilation from Matthew.

In any case we note (a) that émépware in Luke can only be
translated “ begin,” not *“ dawn”; for he goes on to say that
they rested during the Sabbath ; while in Matthew it can only
have its natural meaning “dawn.” (b) The passage in Luke
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is not strictly parallel to those in Mark and Matthew printed

above.

Mark.
xvi. 5.

veavickoy . . . mWEPL-
BeBNypévov aToNw Nevkijy

Matthew.
xxviii. 3.
fiv 8¢ % eldéa alrol ws
dorpamh) xal 16 E&vdvua

Luke.
xxiv. 4.

dvdpes 8bo. . . év éabiiTi
dorparroloy

avTol Aevkdy ds xidw.

Luke has used the participle éfacrpdmreov of garments in his
account of the Transfiguration (ix. 29), and what Matthew com-
pares to lightning is not the garments but the face; so coinci-
dence may be the explanation. But Marcion read Aaumpg in
Luke, and the author of the Gospel of Peter, who was familiar
with all three Synoptics, reads BeBApuévor oTohyy Aawmpordryy,
which looks like a conflation of Mark with Marcion’s (based on
the Old Roman) text of Luke. Byz. reads év éotrjoeaiy doTparm-
rovaass, but L Syr. Hier. have Aevkals ; so that the B & read-
ing has not universal support.

SomE REesmpuan Cases

I have purposely kept to the last the most remarkable of all
the minor agreements, as it illustrates in a peculiarly interesting
way the extent to which the problem we are considering belongs
to the sphere, not of documentary, but of textual criticism.

Mark.
xiv. 65.

. . kal HpfavTd Twes
éuwriey atrg [kal mepi-
kaXUrTew abrol Td mpb-
ocwmor] kal Kxohagifew
adrdy . . . kal Néyew adrg
TIpogrirevoor.

Matthew.
xxvi. 67-68.

Tére évémrvoar els T
wpbowmov adrol xal ékoNd-
Puray adTby, ol 8¢ épdmicay
Néyovres,  Ilpogiirevsor

iy, xpioré, Tis éoTw O

waloas o€ ;

Luke.
xxii. 64.
kal wepikaNvyarres ad-
o0 émrnpdTwy Néyorres,
I pogrirevaor, Tis éam
waloas o€ ;

The words yptoé, Tis éoTiv é waloas oe ; occur in Mark also

in some MSS.; but, if one merely looks up the authorities in
Tischendorf, the list is not imposing. But it takes on quite a
different complexion when one discovers that the addition is found
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alsoin W,®,13 &c.,579,700. It then becomes apparent that the
addition in Mark is influentially supported in each of three main
streams of textual tradition: by the later Egyptian A, X, 383, 579,
Sah.®d., Boh.; c. A.0. 400 by the African father Augustine (ex-
pressly, in a discussion of “ The Agreements of the Evangelists ) ;
by the Caesarean ®,W, 18 &ec., 565,700, N, U, also by Arm., Syr. H,
In the face of this evidence only two conclusions are open to us,
Enther the reading is correct and the words have accidentally
dropped out of the text of Mark both in % B L and in D k, or the
passage is one which has specially invited assimilation, and this to
such an extent that it has taken place independently along three
different lines of transmission. The second alternative I believe
to be correct. But the MS. evidence suggests that at any rate
a certain measure of assimilation has infected the § B L text also
in this particular context. For the words describing the veiling,
which I have bracketed in Mark, are omitted by D a f, with the
substitution of TG Tpogwmy for atrg. Further, ®, 565, Arm.
have this substitution ¢n addition to the ordinary reading—a con-’
flation of two types of text which shows clearly that originally
they agreed with D a f, the conflation being due to a reviser. Syr.
S. agrees with D in the omissions, but makes the guards slap
“his cheeks ” instead of “him.” This looks as if in the text
from which the Syriac was translated the words T¢ Tposdme had
been slightly displaced—a hypothesis confirmed by the reading
“slapped his face ” in some MSS. of the Sahidic. Further, it is to
be noticed that the omitted clause does not occur in Matthew ;
but he would have been unlikely to omit such a striking point, if
it had occurred in his source, more especially as the whole point
of the taunt  Prophesy who it is that struck thee depends upon
the fact that He was prevented by the veil from seeing who did it.
Indeed this last consideration leads up to what I believe is the
true solution—that the original text of Matthew and of Mark
omitted both the veiling and the words “ Who is it, etc.” These
two stand or fall together. In Luke they are both original ; and
from Luke the first has got into the Alexandrian (but not into the
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earliest Antiochene and Western) text of Mark; the second has
got into all the texts of Matthew.

The view that (s éoiv T\ is an interpolation into Matthew
trom Luke was originally suggested to me by Prof. C. H. Turner,
and at first I demurred to the view. Buta consideration of the
evidence that in Mark agsimilation has been at work both in B &
and fam. @ has removed my previous hesitation to believe that these
MSS. have suffered interpolation in Matthew also. Further, the
view argued in Chapter VIIL., that Luke had an account of the
Passion which was quite independent of, and in certain ways very
different from, that of Mark, affects our judgement on this issue.
Luke inserts the incident of the Mocking before the Trial by the
high priest, instead of after the Trial, as in Mark and Matthew.
This alteration of order in itself suggests he was following a
different source. If, then, we accept the shorter text in Mark
and reject Tis éoTw KTA. in Matthew, we shall find that
Matthew as usual is substantially reproducing Mark, but that
Luke has an entirely different representation. In Mark the
mockers spiton His face and slap Him and cry, “Play the prophet
now!” TIn Luke they veil His eyes and then, striking Him, say,
«“ Use your prophetic gift of second sight to tell the striker’s
name.” Each version paints a consistent picture ; but, if one
half of Luke’s picture is pieced on to Mark and the other half to
Matthew (as in the 8 B text), both are blurred, with the result that
in the accepted text Matthew’s version dulls the edge of the taunt
in Mark, but does not succeed in substituting the quite differently
pointed taunt in Luke.

Assimilation of parallels is a form of corruption which can
result, and, as I have ghown, has often actually resulted, in pro-
ducing an identical corruption along more than one independent
line of transmission. 1 suggest that for once this has happened
along all lines. 1 should say, rather, all lines for which evidence is
extant, for %, €, and Syr. C. are not here extant for Matthew. I
will conclude with a quotation from Hort (vol. i. p. 150)—-the
italics are mine. It must not of course be assumed to follow
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that B has remained unaffected by sporadic corruption . . . in
the Gospel of Matthew, for instance, it has occasionally admitted
widely spread readings of very doubtful genuineness.” I suggest
that the insertion of =is éoriv ¢ Traloas oe is one of these.
The minor agreements which I have examined above include
all that are sufficiently striking to be worth discussing in detail.
The residue are agreements still more minute. Of these textual
assimilation is the probable explanation. Indeed, it would
perhaps be a better explanation of some of those which in the
earlier part of this chapter I have attributed to the coincident
editorial activity of Matthew and Luke. Very few of the scholars
who have treated of this aspect of the Synoptic Problem appear
to me to have an adequate appreciation of the immense amount
of variation that exists, even between MSS. of the same family,
in regard to just the kind of small points that are here involved,
such as the order of words, interchange of prepositions especially
in composition, substitution of one conjunction for another, the
use of the article with proper names, and the like. Burton,
using the printed text of Huck’s Synopsis, has counted the
agreements—apart from mere variation in order—and finds 275
words distributed over 175 separate phrases, of which all that
are in any degree significant have been discussed above.! Other
scholars have produced similar calculations.? But when the
question at issne depends on minutiae of this kind, any figures
whatsoever based on the printed text are wholly fallacious. The
Byzantine MSS. present a fairly uniform text ; not so the earliest
copies. We have 6 MSS. earlier than the year a.p. 500; of
these B x are very much closer to one another than any other
two. So far as those readings are concerned which make any
appreciable difference to the sense, the differences between these
MSS. are not numerous. In the Appendices ad Novum Testa-

1 Principles of Literary Criticism of the Synoptic Problem, p. 11.
? Hawkins (Hor. Syn.? p. 208 ff.), using the text of W.H., gives 204118
+ “about 100 = 238, excluding cases which are obviously due to the influence

of Q.
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mentum (Oxford, 1889) Dr. Sanday gave a comprehensive selection
of the important variants in the Gospels ; and so far as B x are
concerned, recent discovery has nothing to add to this list. In
the 166 variants here selected B § differ 44 times, 1.e. there are
in all four Gospels only 44 differences between these MSS.
sufficient to affect the sense to any appreciable extent. Never-
theless, Mr. Hoskier® has found it possible to collect 3036 instances
of divergence between B and x. The majority of these, I take
it, are slips of the pen by the individual scribes; but the rest are
made up of exactly the sort of minute points in regard to which
Matthew and Luke agree against Mark. But, if there are as
many as 500 differences of this order between those two of our
oldest MSS. which in general are the most closely agreed with one
another, what is the use of calculations based on a printed text ?

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I would offer certain general reflections sug-
gested by the detailed evidence discussed above. I apprehend
that a reader who has read this chapter hastily, without having
previously perused the chapters on the Manuscript Tradition,
might possibly be inclined to say that I have taken the liberty
of deserting the accepted text to pick and choose from any
out-of-the-way MS. any reading that happens to fit in with my
argument. Quite the contrary; I have purposely limited my
citations to a very few MSS., selected because on other grounds
they can be proved to represent local texts current at the
beginning of the third century. And the principles on which
I have used their evidence are, in the main, those formulated
by Hort, modified in their application by the discovery of fresh
evidence since his time. It may be worth while to elaborate
this point.

1 Codex B and its Allies, vol. 1i., Quaritch, 1914. I have to thani( the
learned author for a presentation copy of this work, which I have found useful,

especially in drawing up Appendix 1. T am, however, unable to assent to the
main conclusions which he draws from the phenomena.
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(2) The great step forward made by Hort in restoring the
original text of the Gospels was his inflexible resolution, first;
to go behind the printed text to the original MSS. ; secondly, ta.
go behind the evidence of the mass of MSS. to the small minority
which could be proved to represent texts current in the earlies,
period.  When Hort wrote, several of our most important;
authorities were unknown. This new knowledge has not altered
Hort’s principles, but it has considerably extended the field of
early texts which the critic must consider.

(b) Hort recognised assimilation as a principal cause of
corruption, and made freedom from assimilation one of his
principal criteria of a pure text. He found the text of B the one
that best satisfied this criterion, as well as certain others ; but
in a few cases he judged that B also had suffered from assimilation
in the form of interpolations of a harmonistic character from.
which D and the Old Latin had escaped. These he designated
“ Western non-interpolations.” He also noticed and put in
brackets as doubtful a number of minor “ non-interpolations ”
of the same kind—though he hesitated definitely to reject them.’
I suggest that, in view of the evidence submitted above, this
hesitation is shown in many cases to be unnecessary. Again, the
determination of ““ Eastern ™ texts as well as “ Western ” has
been made possible by recent discoveries; surely Hort would'
have attached equal weight to the * non-interpolations ” of .
this group of ““ Eastern > authorities.

(c) The reader may have noticed that, in the list of passages
discussed above, there are four instances in which Hort deserted
B—and the result was to create a minor agreement. Elsewhere,
if he had deserted B, a minor agreement would have vanished.
If the instances are examined, it will be seen that in each of these
cases Hort was faced by a conflict between two of the principles
of criticism on which he worked. On the one hand, there was the
principle that a reading which makes the Gospels differ is more
likely to be original than one that makes them agree; on the
other was the principle that a MS. which approves itself as correct
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in five cases out of six is, other things being equal,. entitled to
pe very seriously considered in the sixth. Now when, in their
practical application, two critical principles conflict, the choice
of reading necessarily becomes a matter of entirely subjective
preference—unless we can find some objective criterion. :

The moral I would draw is, that, if we will only use it, the
objective criterion we desiderate is in our hands. The investiga-
tion summarised in this chapter has shown, I claim, that the
only valid objection to the theory that the document used by
Matthew and Luke was our Mark—that, namely, based on the
oxistence of the minor agreements of these Gospels against
Mark—is completely baseless. But if so, it follows that we
are entitled—I would rather say we are bound—whenever the
balance of MS. evidence is at all even, to make the determining
factor in our decision the compatibility of a particular reading
with the demonstrated fact of the dependence of Matthew and
Luke on Mark. Renounce once and for all the chase of the
phantom Ur-Marcus, and the study of the minor agreements
becomes the highway to the recovery of the purest text of the
Gospels.



LIST OF PARABLES

A
In Matthew only
The Tares (xiii. 24 f.). The Unmerciful Servant (xviii. 23 f),
The Hid Treasure (xiii. 44 ). The Labourersin the Vineyard (xx. 1 ff.)
The Pearl of Great Price (xiil. 45 £.).  The Two Sons (xxi. 28 ff.), .
The Drag-net (xiii. 47 ff.). The Virgins (xxv. 1 ff.).
B

In Mark only
The Seed growing secretly (iv. 26 £.).

c
In Luke only

The Two Debtors (vii. 41 ff). The Rash King (xiv. 31 ff.).
The Good Samaritan (x. 30 £.). The Lost Coin (xv. 8 ).
The Importunate Friend (xi. 5 f1.). The Prodigal Son (xv. 11 ff.).
The Rich Fool (xii. 16 . ) The Unrighteous Steward (xvi. 1 ££.).
The Watching Servants (xii. 35 £.). Dives and Lazarus (xvi. 19 f1.).
The Barren Fig-tree (xiii. 6 £.). Unprofitable Servants (xvil. 7 1),
The Lowest Seat (xiv. 7 ff.). The Unjust Judge (xviil. 1 ff.).
The Tower Builder (xiv. 28 f1.). Pharisee and Publican (xviii. 9 f.),

D

The parables occurring in more than one Gospel are given on p- 243,

Conventional usage seems to include The Watching Servants * and ““ The
Lowest Seat” in the category parable; but, curiously enough, it excludes
“The Houses on Sand and Rock,” Mt. vii, 24 ff.=Lk, vi. 47 ., and “ The
Children in the Market Place,” Mt. xi. 16 ff.= Lk, vii. 31 ff,
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