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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 he
declared, ‘ The testimony of Jesus is the Spirit of prophecy’.

G. H. Dix.

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

II. -
Pépew in St Mark

®éperv is one of the words specially characteristic of the Second
Gospel, and Sir John Hawkins rightly includes it in his list Horae
Synopticac® p. 13. If we make abstraction of the technical usage of
¢épewv ‘to bear fruit’, the figures for the four Gospels are Mark 14,
Matthew 4, Luke 4, Jobhn 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.

I Mark i 32 épepov wpds adrov wdvras Tols koxds éxovras. Here
édepo, as in the parallel cases 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, means certainly ¢ brought’,
not ‘carried’: and therefore Matthew substitutes wpoorjveyxav and Luke
Tyayov.

2. ii 3 xal dpyovrar ¢épovres mpds adrov mapalvrikdy alpduevov Hmd
tecodpov.  So far is Mark from implying the sense of ‘carry’ in
dépovres that he finds it necessary to add aipduevor 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 ¢pépovres to take the place
of aipdpevor ‘men (come) carrying on a bed a man who was paralysed .
3a. viz27 xal ebbbs dwooreidas 6 Bactheds orexovhdropa éréradev dvéykar
v kepalyy adrod.
4. vi 28 kal veyker v kepaliy adrod éri wivakt

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 évéyxa of verse 27,
but retains the fveyxer of verse 28 in the passive form Jvéxfy ‘his head
was borne on a dish’.

4. vii 32 xal $épovowy adrd xeddv kal poyitAdiov. Obviously they
‘bring’ the man, not ‘carry’ him. So Matthew (Luke again has no
parallel) paraphrases with mpoosiAov . . . éovres pelf éavrdv, once more
refusing Mark’s usage of ¢épewv.

5. vili 22 «al épxovrar els Byfoaddv. kol ¢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 Siddokake, freyka Tov vidy pov mpds aé.

b. 19 ¢épere adrov mpds pe.
€. 20 xal fveyxayv airov wpos abrdv.

Luke reduces the triple use of the word to a single occasion, and
there substitutes mpoodyaye. Matthew inserts mpogijveyxa at one point,
drops the Jveyka, fveyxav, of verses 17 and 20, but retains the ¢épere of
verse 19. Here (Matt. xvii 17) we have the solitary instance in which
Mark’s ¢péperv = “ bring’ retains its place in either of the other Synoptists.
Probably the use was felt to be more tolerable in the imperative!: possibly
it is eased by Matthew’s addition of &8e. So Matt. xiv 18 of the loaves
and fishes ¢éperé por Hde airovs.

7a. xi 2 edprjoere Thlov Sedepévov . . . Moare adrov xal Pépere.

5. 7 «kai dépovew Tdv wdlov wpds Tov Tyaodv.

Both Matthew and Luke substitute dydyere in a, fyayov in &. Luke
therewith makes his regular alteration: Matthew for once deserts
wpoopépw for dyw, presumably because ‘leading’ is a natural word to
* employ of an animal.
8a. xii 15 ¢éperé por Syvdpiov va .

b. 16 oi 8¢ fveykav.
. Matthew émdeifaré poc . . . of 8¢ mpoojveyxav. Luke delfare, omitting
. the addition that a Syvdprov was then brought. Neither would talk of

1 Se‘e for the imperative also Luke xv 2 3 (quoted in the next note), and Jo.xx 27
Pépe Tov Sdrxrunoy,
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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 Seifare
(éﬂLSeL’fa‘re) 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 {dyyopeovow . . . Sipova . . . va dpy Tov oTaVpdY adrob) xal
pépovaw airov émi rov Tokyobav rémov . . . (kal oravpovow abrdv).

Mark uses alpw, as in ii 3, for ‘carrying’ the cross: Luke, as there,
substitutes ¢épew. Mark’s ¢pépew 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 (éX@dvres, 6t dmiAfov) at
Golgotha . . . they crucified him’. Again a coincidence, but surely
a very obvious one, once it is postulated that the word ¢épev had
somehow to be got rid of, and that the four verbs connected by «a(
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, xxiii 26) transfers it to the immediate context, displacing Mark’s
aiperv to make room for it. For ¢pépew Luke’s favourite alternative is
dyeww (three times) or mpoodyew (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 &yew, and
replaces ¢épewv by mpoodépew (four times), a word which he employs
nearly twice as often as the other three Evangelists put together.

111.
els and & in St Mark

[On es (efs 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 o a Grammar
of New Testament Greek (1906) pp. 62—63, and especially 234 ; Fr. Blass
Grammatik des Neutestamentiichen Grieckisch (1896) § 39. 3 (4, 5)
pp. txg-121; L. Radermacher Newtestamentliche Grammatik: Das
Grieckisch des Neuen Testaments im Zusammenhang mit der Volkssprache

1 Yet compare Luke xv 23 ¢épere T0v pdoyov 7ov cirevrév (again however in the
imperative, as Matt. xiv 18, xvii 17, see above under 6 b), Acts v 16 ¢pépovres dodeveis.
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(1911) pp. 16, 10: and for eis in modern Greek A. Thumb Handbuck
der neugriechischen Volksspracke (1895) § 202, p. 120.]

The following list of passages is intended to justify the conclusion
that in Mark’s usage eis is frequently used in the place of é, & 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 = é as a favourite
usage of Mark is sufficient to turn the scale where the witnesses
happen to be divided, some giving an eis = é& reading and others either
having é in place of eis (6, 15) or more often introducing into the text
a verb of motion (3, 4, 14).

1. 1 9 éBawrichy eis ov Topddvyw. It is quite impossible, in my
judgement, to suppose that by this phrase Mark means anything at all
different from i 5 éBamrifovro év 7§ lopddvy: the phrases were to him
synonymous. Matthew retains éBamrilovro & 76 "Topddwy of the multi-
tudes, and for the baptism of Jesus alters the construction to wapayiveras
... é&ml 7ov Topddvyy . . . 10D Barriofijvar. Luke omits both & 3 "Top8dvy
and eis vov Topddvyy.

[2. 1 16 dudpiBdAlovras év 1} faddosy. Matthew more correctly
BdAdovras dudiBrnorpov eis Ty Odlacoav i Luke has no parallel. Most
MSS of Mark insert a noun (some dupiBAnorpov from Matthew, others,
possibly rightly, 7& dikrva) to give dudiBdrlovras an object: but the
insertion only makes the use of é& odder still.]

3. 121 Backev els Ty cwayoyiy. So NWCL A 28 33 Ferrar group
syrsin Origen : eloedfow eis v ocwaywyiy idaoxer ABD W@ latt. The
latter group is in itself the stronger, and I cannot regard & 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
dpxopar (elcépyopar). 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 instance of reading on our list. Neither of the other
Synoptists has a parallel text here. . .

4 5. i 39 «kal W kyplocey s ris owaywyds abrv els SAqy T
Talidalav. So ACDW A latt syrsin: A0y NBL®. With regard to
the prepositions, Matthew changes eis both times into &, é& SAy 4
Ta)u)\:a&‘;l, Sddakwr &v rals ovvaywyats abrév : Luke retains eis on the first
occasion, but by combining the two phrases into eis tas cwaywyds s
Talidaias [Tovdaias] avoids the second. With regard to the verb,
Matthew Changes to wepijyer  went about’, Luke has fv. It is much
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more likely that Tfike repeated fjv «ypioowy €ls from Mark than that he
altered HAfev €ls into fv eis. It is further much more likely that scribes
or editors of Mark should have substituted fAfev els for fv eis than
vice versa. 1 cannot doubt that N B represent here an intentional
correction of a non-literary usage of St Mark.

6. ii 1 Jrovolfy v els oixév éorwv. So ACA and the margin of
Westcott-Hort : é&v olkp éoriv ¥ BD W @ 33. Versions hardly count;
but authority, it is clear, is preponderant for & olke: it is only the con-
sideration that the temptation to alter eis oixov to é&v oike was infinitely
greater than the converse which makes it likely that the inferior witnesses
are right. There is no parallel in either Matthew or Luke.

7. iV 7 érecev els Tas drdvbas.

6. 18 oi els Tas dkdvBas orepdpevor.

Both Matthew and Luke alter Mark on the first occasion, the former
to émi Tas drdvfas, the latter to év péoe 7év dxavfdv : both, on the other
hand, retain Mark’s €is on the second occasion. There is indeed some
authority for éri 7os dxdvfas both times in Mark, CD 33 in verse 7,
N CA in verse 18 : the former is doubtless borrowed from the parallel
in Matthew. And the parallel in Jeremiah iv 3 must not be overlooked,
vedoare éovrols veduara, xal i) orelpyre én’ dxdvbaus.

8. iv 8 &recev eis Ty iy T kalijy.

cf. verse 20 of éxi Tjv yijv Ty kel orapévres.

Here Matthéw changes «is to én{ in verse 8,! thus giving éx( in both
places. Luke, more tolerant than Matthew of the Marcan use of eis,
retains it* in Mark’s verse 8, while he changes émi mjv to & +3 in Mark's
verse 20. .

9. iv 8 es Tpudrovra xat s éffrovra. kal s éxardy (with variant ev).

cf. verse 20 ev rpudkovra kal ev éffjxovra kai ev ékatdy.

By a curious freak of the Greek language es ev can mean, according
as breathing and accent differ, either the two correlated prepositions eis
é&v, or the masculine and neuter of the cardinal number one, els &. 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 5 uev . .. 8 8¢ ... 8 8¢: he would therefore seem to

1 ¢is tends to take the place of émi (mpds) as well as of & in Mark. i 10 xaraBaivey
els adrév is changed by both Matthew and Luke to &i: xiii 3 xabnuévov adrod els
76 dpos T@v éAardv, Matthew writes éml 708 dpovs (see no. 19 below) : and the very
odd xa8ioba: év T4 fardsoyp of iv 1, where Matthew omits év 75 8aAdoop (Luke again
gives no parallel), would at least be less odd if Mark had written éal 7ijs fardoors.
But eis 70 mépav (iv 35, v I, 21, vi 45, viii 13) and els 7ov odpavov (vi 41, vii 34) are
freely reproduced by Matthew and Luke, and have precedent in classical usage.

2 If D here, Luke viii 8, has énf, 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. .

eis in verse 8 would be ungrammatical after dAAa, and if we translate
with Matthew ‘one ... another .. . another’ we must read the neuter
& throughout, against the testimony of RBC*LA. The Latins
followed Matthew’s interpretation, and rendered wnum : and so among
moderns Blass 0. cit. § 46. 2 p. 142. But in view of the Semitic idiom,
which uses the preposition ‘in’ to mean ‘at the rate of’, I 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 év and els almost inter-
changeably, it becomes simple enough to suppose that he had the same
idiom in his mind whether he expressed it by é, as certainly in verse
20, or by eis, 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 s rpudrovra kal é&v éfjkovra kal év éxaTév is the true text, we can the
better understand why ¥ should have els . .. els . .. elsand AD & ...
... én '

[10. iv 36 mapalapBdvovow adrov ds fv & 16 wholy. As in [z]
above, this is an instance not of eis where we expect év, but of év where
we expect els. Luke omits the detail: Matthew restores the more
correct use, éufdvre adrd els whoiov.!] ,

II. v 14 dmiyyehav eis T ol kal els Tobs dypovs. An instance on
the border-line, where eis might just be rendered ‘announced it to the
city’, though it is hardly doubtful that the real meaning is ‘in the city
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 dreA@dvres before els iy woAw dmrjyyehar.

12, v 34 vmwaye eis eipjyyv. Once more Matthew omits the phrase,
and Luke, with the change of raye into mwopedov, retains it. While per’
elprvys and év elpyvy are common in the LXX, eis elpfpyny 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 lva undtv alpwow eis 63ov . . , yy mipav, uy els ™Y {ovygy
XxaAixév. Here the usual conditions are reversed, and it is Luke who
omits, Matthew who retains, els T {dvp. It is of course just possible

1 It was suggested at our Seminar that & 74 wholp might be taken not with
mapakapBdvovay but with ds Fv, ¢ just as he was, i, e. in the boat’. But Matthew
wobviously took the phrase with maparauBdvovaw.

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. vili 26 pyde{vi] els Ty kduny erys. 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 undt eis my kdpyy elaéhbys pndt elmys Twi év 17 kdpn lie
two earlier readings, (1) und¢ els ™ kdunv eloéhbys, and (2) undt elmrys
7w év T oy, which the Antiochene text has combined. Westcott-
Hort treat the two briefer readings as rivals, and decide for the former,
which is given by B L W rsyrsin, 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 & : (B) the tendency of codex B to get rid of this
unclassical idiom, on the more startling occasions of its employment, by
the introduction of Zpyopar or eloépyouar—see 3, 4 above: (y) the
actual presence of the phrase pndevi elmys eis Ty xdpnv as part of the
reading in D, and of “ne cui diceret in castellum’ as the whole reading
in the Old Latin MS ¢: (3) the ease with which the other early readings
can be explained if we postulate undevi] eis Ty kdpyy eirys 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 xal els Ty oiklav wdAw oi pabyral wepl Tovrov érnpirey adrov.
Luke is no longer parallel to Mark : Matthew drops the whole phrase.
But the reading is that of ¥ BD LA ¥, and it must not be assumed
that because the Latins give the ablative they found év 7 olkia 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 7 oixig in so palpable a case of els = év was obvious: it is rather
" ! When I 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 pnd¢ els T4y rduny, without any
verb: but my friend the Rev, H. N. Bate had already divined the true readmg, as
I have there recorded (p. 59 ad fin.).

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

16. xi 8 woAdol 74 indmia adrév Eotpwoav eis Ty 686v. 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
1 683. This is the first occasion on which we find them agreeing on
é&v for €is; but see also below, no. 20.

{17. xiil 3 xabnpévov adrod eis T Spos Tdv éhardy, ‘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 émi ro¥ Spovs (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 eis upon other prepositions. ]

18. xiii 9 wapaddoovow Tuas els cwédpia kel els guvaywyds Saprioerfe
Kkai émi fyepdvev xal Baoihéwy orabfjoeafle. How is the sentence to be
punctuated? Luke, omitting Sapjoesfe entirely, is able to construct
a simple sentence with two pairs of parallel nouns, rapadidovres els Tis
cwaywyds kai ¢pulaxds, drayouévovs émt Baciels kal fyepdvas. Matthew
(x 17) sacrificed the connexion of cwédpe and svvaywyds, constructing
the former with the verb that precedes it and the latter with the verb
that follows it, wapaddoovow yap duds eis ovvédpua, xai év Tals ocvvaywyals
alrdy paotiydoovew vuds, kal éml tyeudvas 8¢ kal Bacidels dxbrioeote.
I cannot doubt that Matthew is so far right that eis owaywyas Sapi-
oerbe was intended by Mark to be taken together, and that therefore
els ouvayeyds means nothing more nor less than ‘in synagogues’. But
I am also inclined to believe that Luke interprets correctly when he
joins guvaywyds xal dviaxds—i. e. ovrédpia and ovvaywyds—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 $ués, and another
after dapioerfe: ‘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 mapadidivar is found in
1 14 petd 15 mapadofivar Tov Twdwwyr, and in frequent references to
Judas and the Betrayal of Christ.

1 The suggestion was made in our Seminar that gwvédpia are the courts which
pronounce the sentence, and gvvaywyai the scene of its execution. That appears
tome a ‘raﬂ:er artxﬁ‘cial contrast : but in any case if eis is to be taken in two different
senses, ‘to” and ‘in’, in the same line, the process of the suppression of év in
favour of els must have gone already a long way.

C2
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Anyhow a clear case is established of els = év: 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).

19. xiii 10 xai s wdvra & vy wpdrov S kypuxfijvar 1o ebayyéiov.
¢Preached to all nations’ would be a possible rendering: but when
Matthew xxiv 14 wrote xypuxfijoerar . .. & Sky ) olxovuévy (Luke has
no parallel), he must have taken Mark to be once more using eis for év.

20. xiii 15, 16 & émi 700 ddparos pi) xarafdre [es Ty oixlav] pnde
elceAfdro Tt dpar & Tis oiklas abrod, kal & els TOV dypdv pi) émoTpeydrte els
18 drigo dpar 5 ipdriov adrod.  Both the other Synoptists recognize the
clear implication of § els 7ov dypdv ‘the man in the field’ ; Matthew
writes & év 73 dypd, Luke of & rais xdpas. For the second time (see
16 above) they agree in the very obvious substitution of év for eis.

21, xiv 20 6 éufBarrpevos per’ uod els 1o [&v] 7poBMov.  As in 16, it
is possible to argue that éufdmresfar implies motion, so that ‘dips into
the dish’ could stand. * But Matthew at any rate (Luke omits the whole
phrase) interpreted Mark’s eis as equivalent to &, & éufdyas per éuod
v xeipa &v 74 TpufBAlp. 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 r0 & = ‘the same’) but is the descendant of a marginal gloss
suggesting the substitution of é&v for eis.

These instances, taken together—even after allowance is made. for
the two, 2 and 10, where é& appears instead of efs, and another 17,
where els has ousted éri rather than é—do seem to establish a definite
- tendency in Marcan usage for eis 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.

(Z0 be continued)
C. H. TURNER.



