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NOTES AND STUDIES 145

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

(continued).

IV. Parenthetical clauses in Mark.

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

The present note envisages a special group of cases where St Mark
employs parenthetical clauses, and a modern writer or printer would
place these within dashes or brackets. In some cases the parenthe51s
is so brief and.so obvious that no real difficulty arises. Ifin vii 2 Mark
writes xowals Xspcrw, Tovr’ doTv a.w.‘erOL;, éablovow Tods ap‘rovs, ‘they eat
their bread with defiled, i. e. unwashed, hands’, we understand of course
that the Pharisees used the Aramaic equivalent of xowds ‘defiled’ and
that the Evangelist explains to his Gentile readers in what the defilement
consisted. But in many more cases, as I think, Mark has made use of
this expedient in a way which has misled scribes or commentators or
both. The process of my argument would be more cogent and more
logical if the clearer cases were cited first, and advance was then made
from the more to the less certain. But convenience of reference
appears to dictate the simpler course of takmg the passages in the order
of the Gospel.

! For a similar difficulty as to the second of three clauses see Mark i 24..
VOL. XXVI. L
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1. Mark i 1—4 ’Apx3y oD edayyediov ‘Incob Xpiorod viot feot (kabis
yéyparras &v 76 "Hoalg 7§ mpodsiry "180d . . . 7is 7pifovs adrol) éyévero
’Ima’.vw,s 6 Banrilov & 1 ¢pijpw kpploowy Bdrtiopa peravolas eis ddeav
dpapridov.

Here the zext of Westcott-Hort (apart from the insertion of the words
viod feod, which do not concern the problem before us) is followed, but
not their punctuation. Westcott-Hort place a full stop before xafis
véyparrar, and a comma after adrod: Swete prints a full-stop in both
places ; Tischendorf a comma before xafds, a full-stop after adrod.
Wellhausen wants to remove the whole of the quotation (verses 2 and
3) as not genuine, but retains the full-stop after verse 1. - And in general
modern exegetes are more or less agreed in segregating verse 1 as a sort
of title,* though it is hard to see what real meaning gpy:} has on this
supposition.

But ancient exegetes had at least this advantage over modern, that
they were accustomed to read unpunctuated Greek MSS, and therefore
in problems of this sort especial weight attaches to their interpretation.
We have only to remember how the true meaning of Mark vii 19
{no. 10 below) was rescued by Field from Origen and Chrysostom (to
whom Burgon added Gregory Thaumaturgus) where modern interpreters
had been baffled, and we shall be prepared on the present problem to
listen respectfully to Origen, Basil, and Victor of Antioch. The two
latter are quoted by Swete : Basil ¢. Eunomium ii 15 6 8¢ Mdapros dpxnv
708 ebayyeriov 10 Twdvvov weroinke xijpvyua, Victor Tudvimy odv Tehevraiov
Tov wpodyTdy dpxnv elvar Tob edayyedlov ¢yolv. And Origen should,
I believe, be cited on the same side: éz Jo. i 13 7 dpxy Tob edayyelios

. frou waod éorw §) walad Sy, Timov adris dvros Twdwvov, % . . .
76, 7é\y s makaids did "Twdvvov mapiordpera, and a few lines further on
d0ev Gavpdlew por éregt wis duai feols mpoodwrovow dudorépus Tas dia-
Orikas o érepddofor, odx EarTov kai éx TodToV TOV Pyrod éNeyxdpevor. wds
yap Svvaro dpxa) elvar ot ebayyehiov (bs adrol olovrar érépov Tvyxdvwy feod)
"Todvwys, 6 Tob Sypovpyod dvfpomos; (Brookei 17. 26, 18. 2). Place then
verses 2z and 3 within brackets as a parenthesis, and construct dpxs with
éyévero. ‘ The beginning of the proclamation of good news about Jesus
as Messiah and Son of God, was John the Baptizer's preaching in the
wilderness of a baptism of repentance for remission of sins.’

2. ii 10, 1T va 8¢ eidfjre dri éfovoiay &xel 6 vids 1o dvbpamov dgiévar
dpaprias &l s yis (Aéyer 7@ mapadvricd) Jol Méyw, Eyepe.

. The parenthesis is so obvious that it is retained with practically no
change by both Matthew and Luke. We could express it in English
‘ (he turns to the paralytic)’.

1 Lagrange Evangzle selon Saint Marc ad loc cites Zahn, Ne.stle, J. Weiss, on
this side,
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3. il 15, 16 xal woAloi TeAdvar xal dpapredol cvvavékewto T¢ Tnaod kai
Tois pabfyrals adroi—7oay vap woldol, kai frorotfovy adrg—ral ol ypaj-
pateis 7ov Papiraivy Bvres dr dobie pera THV dpuapTwAdy Kal TEAWYOY . . .

The words within dashes are, I am sure, to be taken as strictly
parenthetical : if they were removed altogether the main emphasis would
remain unaltered—* Many “ publicans and sinners”! sat at table with
Jesus and his disciples, and the Pharisee scribes seeing that Jesus was
eating with them . . ./, or, as in the logical order we might put it, * And
the Pharisee scribes, seeing that many %publicans and sinners ” were at
the dinner with Jesus and his disciples, and that he ate freely with them |
.. The parenthesis has nothing to do with the reA&vas kai dudprwdol.
We have no reason to suppose that large numbers of revenue collectors
deserted their employment to follow our Lord, nor is there anything in
the rest of the Gospel to suggest it. What St Mark really does here is
to lay stress on the mention, for the first tim®, of the word ‘disciples’.
Before this we have only heard from him of the call of Peter and
Andrew, James and John, and perhaps of a growing company in the
¢Simon and his friends’ of i 36. Now in ii 15 he reminds us by the
way that already a considerable body of followers had gathered round
Jesus and accompanied him wherever he went: pafyraf is the noun to
be supplied with jjoav yap weAdol. Weiss and Loisy interpret correctly :
Lagrange and Swete are on the other side. Wellhausen gives two
alternative explanations, but misses the true one.

4. ii 22 kai oddeis BdArer olvov véov els daxods waldiovs—el 8¢ pij, prple
& olvos Tovs dakoUs, kai 6 olvos dwéAAvrar kal of doko{—daAAd olvov véov els
dokovs kawovs. S

The arrangement above given (which is that adopted by Swete) is the
only possible one if the last six words are genuine. They are omitted
by D and many Old Latin MSS (not ¢, which borrows the full form of
the verse from Matthew), but the agreement of Matthew and Luke in
giving exactly these six words in common, while they provide different
forms of BéA\w to complete the construction, is a strong argument for
their genuineness in Mark. ¥ B, therefore, should be followed against
the rest: and if e 8¢ psf . . . of doxol is printed as a parenthesis,
there is no real difficulty about the construction. But Matthew and
Luke, not recognizing or not liking the parenthesis, give the final
clause a construction of its own with BdA\e (Matthew) or B\yréov
(Luke). - : _

5. ii 266 xai robs dprovs s mpobérens épayer (ols obx Eearw payeiv
€l 7y Tovs lepels) xai EBuxer Kkal Tois oiv adr@ odow.

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

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

L 2



148 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

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

Commentators have perhaps ot sufficiently realized Mark’s habit of
introducing explanations for those unfamiliar with the details of Jewish
customs, see vii 2 ; vil 3, 4; vil 26 a; xiv 36 : compare the note intro-
duced by him in xiii 14.

6. i 22-30.

It would be misleading to print so long a passage as parenthetical :
yet we lose something if the direct connexion of verse 21 with verse 3r
escapes our notice. It would seem as though the Evangelist, after he
has begun to tell us of the charge about our Lord that he was out of
his senses, diverged to put on record the much graver charge that he
was possessed by Beelzebub, and then, having dealt with that, recurs to
the story he was beginning to tell and goes on to finish it. A similar
case is that of the two verses viii 14, 16, which are directly connected
with one another, though there it is only a single verse which intervenes.
And possibly the same sort of consideration will help to unravel the
complicated connexions of ix 33-50, where verses 37 and 42z are
the necessary complement to one another.

7. vi 14, 15 kai jjkovoer 6 Booikeds Hpadns (pavepor yop éyévero 7o
bvopa abrob, kai éleyov Ot lwdvvys & Bamrilwv éyfyeprar &k vexpiv . - .
dXou 8¢ éxeyov 3t "HAelas eoriv, dANow 8¢ E\eyov 81 mpodijrys bs els Tdv
mwpogyrév)- drovoas 8¢ & Hpgdys Eleyev “Ov éyd dmexepdAioa Todvny,
olros yyépl.

Here axovoas 6 “Hpdys is simply resumptive of #jxovoer 6 Baciheds
‘Hpdidys, * Herod then, on hearing about Jesus, said’. The parenthetical
arrangement assumes that &eyov is the right reading in verse 14, not
é\eyer,! for the parenthesis gives the vivid popular interest in the
personality of Jesus of Nazareth as the reason for his fame coming to
Herod’s ears.

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

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

8. vii 2 8dvres Twis TGv palyrév adrod 7L Kowais xepoiv (rodr oTwy
dvimrois) éoblovow rods dprovs . . .

xowés in the sense of ‘unclean’ does not occur elsewhere in the
Gospels : but it is used throughout the story of St Peter and  Cornelius
in Acts x-xi, being there combined with dxdfopros. The usage is
technical and Jewish, and Mark explains to his Gentile readers that it
means in this case ‘unwashed’. Presumably St Peter in relating the
story had employed the word and intended to represent by it the actual
phraseology in Aramaic employed by the Pharisees. The interpretation
being editorial would best be put within brackets: cf. nos. 5 (ii 265),
9 (vl 3, 4), 11 (vii 26 @), 16 (xiii 14) and probably 17 (xiv 36).

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

9. vii 3, 4 ol yip ®apiaiot . . . feordy kai xahriov [kal kAwdv].

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

10. vil 18, 19 Kai Aéyer adrols Ofrws kal Tuels dovverol éore; ob voeire
ore way 10 wlbev . . . &mwopederar ; kabapllev wdvra 76 Bpdpata.

A very interesting example, for it shews how the Greek fathers may
be better guides to the intelligent reading of the Gospels than the
best equipped modern critics.  Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and
Chrysostom saw that xafapi{wv (the reading is quite certain, though later
scribes attempted to make it more grammatical, as they thought, by
changing it to the neuter) goes back to the beginning of the sentence,
and means that Christ when he said this ‘ cleansed all meats’: and we
owe to Dr Field Otium Norvicense iii (= Notes on the Translation of the
New Testament p. 31) and to Dean Burgon (Last Twelve Verses of
St Mark p. 179 note u) the recovery of the true exegesis from the
patristic comments. Wellhausen ad /oc. still takes xofapifwv with rov
dpedpive ! Loisy (Zes Evangiles Synoptiques p. 965) is acquainted
with the recovered interpretation, but thinks that if it is correct it can
only be treated as a gloss, seeing that it ‘interrupts the thread of the
argument too unskilfully to be original’. But I do not think that
any one who studies the series here enumerated of parentheses in the
Second Gospel will accept the suggestion that unskilful interruption of
the context is decisive against genuineness. If the parentheses were
wholly normal and intelligible, the other Synoptists would not have got
rid of them so consistently.
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11, vii 25, 26 @ dxovoaca va\; mept adrod, 175 eixev 10 0vya’:rptov aiﬂ'ﬁs
1rvev,u.a. axaaap'rOV, GA.oOUO'G. 7Tp00'€'ﬂ'€0'€l/ 17'[)09 TOU9 7!'080.9 (IUTOU (‘7) 86 Y‘UVI] ’I}V
‘EAAqvis, Evpo¢or.vmw'0'a o ‘ycva) Kkai pura alTov . .

Mark reflects as he writes that the sequel of the story will be unin-

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

12. Viii 14~17 xai éreldfovro Aafelv dprovs, kai e piy éva dprov oix
exov ped’ éavrév & 1§ mhoip.  (kal SieoréMhero adrols Aéywv ‘Opare,
BAémere amd s {pns rév Papiraiov kel s {Suns Hpwdov).  kai Sredoyi-
Lovro wpos dAAjAovs Gt dprovs otk éxovow.  xai yvovs Aéye adrois T Sia-
Noyileabe Sru dprovs odx Exere ; olmw voeire 0ddE guviere ;

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

1 I feel sure that St Mark means by ‘EAAqvis not ¢ Greek-speaking’ (as Swete)
but ¢ heathen’, and I:think that Matthew so understood him when he substituted
for ‘EAAnyis Iupo(pommo'aa 7@ yéve: the single word Xavavaia. If Mark had meant
‘Greek by language, Phoenician by race’, he must have added something like

T8 ¥Adooy. The normal meaning of “EAAyv in N.T. is ¢ pagan’, and that is precisely
the sense needed to lead up to the contrast between ¢ children’ and ¢ dogs’.
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the page, and introduced it with the phrase ¢ compare ...’ Theancients,
lacking such devices, were shut up within the alternatives of intercala-
tion into the body of the text and omission. The modern editor of an
ancient text, in which such intercalations occur, can only guide ‘his
readers by the typographical expedients of the dash and the bracket.

I13. ix 36—42 (38-41) xai AaBov madlov emioer adrd é&v péow adriv,
xal dvaykalodpevos abrd elmev adrots “Os dv & Tov Tootrey madlov 8éyrar
&rl 18 Svpari pov, éui déxerar kol bs dv éue déxmrar, ol éud Séyera
dAA& 7ov dmooreldavtd pe.  ("Edn adrd 6 Tadvims Addoxale, eldapéy rva
.« 8s yip otk LoTv xal Hudv, Swip Hudv éorlv. bs yap dv worloy Hpds
morripiov vdatos év Svdpare orv Xpiorod éoré, dpay Aéyw dpiv o1 ob py) dro-
Aoy Tov puofov adrod.) «kai Bs dv oxavdalion &va 7dv pkpdy rovTwy TEV
moTevdrTey, kaldv éoTw att® pdllov el weplkerrar pvdos dvikds wepi TOV
TpdxnAov adtod kai BéBAyrar els T Bdhacoav. kal éav oxavdalley o€
1) Xelp oov . )

In the ninth chapter of his Gospel St Mark devotes a larger propor-
tion than hitherto to the Sayings of Christ. There are indeed in the
earlier chapters episodes introduced which lead up to Sayings, and
without the Sayings the episode would have no specxal point. Such
would be, for instance, the pluckmg of the ears of corn, ii 2 3—28 But
in the second half of the Gospel the training of the disciples gives more,
occasion to direct and systematic teaching, either not dependent upon
special episodes at all, or at any rate more loosely connected with them
than before. And the verses cited at the head of the paragraph
exemplify this new feature of his story. It is hardly possible to suppose
either that verses 35-50 are all continuous and belong to a single
occasion, or that verses 35-37 record one conversation introduced by
the episode of the child placed in the midst, 38-50 another conversation
introduced by the remark of John. What we have is something more
complex than that, and less easy to disentangle.

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

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

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

14. xil 12 @ xai éjrow adrov kparijoa (kai Edofifnoay Tov SxAov),
yvwoay yap St wpos avrods Ty wapaBolyy elmer.

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

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

15. xiii g~I1 wapaddoovow Tuds els cuwélpia kai els gvvaywyds Sapi-
aeabe, kai éri yyeudvav kel Baciréov arabhiceae, &vexer éuod els papripiov
abrois—kal els wdvra & vy mpTov Sel knpuxbijvar 76 ebayyéliov—rkal Srav
dywow dpds mapadibdvres, uy wpopepiuvire i Aalijonyre . . .

The connexion of verses 9 and 11 is obvious: it is broken by verse
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1o which Luke in his parallel passage (xxi 13, 14) and Matthew in an
earlier parallel (x 18, 19) entirely omit, while Matthew at this point
(xxiv g) transfers the verse to the end of the section (after Mark xiii 13)
xal kpuxbrioerar robro 6 ebayyéhov Tijs Bacihelas év Ay T oixovuévy eis
popripov Tiow Tots Efveaw, kai Tore fjfe 70 Téhos. This Matthaean para-
phrase does probably supply the answer to the two questions which
suggest themselves about the Marcan parenthesis. 1In the first place it
is the words eis papripiov adrois which give the cue for the parenthetic
reference to the preaching of the Gospel to all nations: in the second
place mp@rov is correctly interpreted by Matthew to mean ¢ before the
end come’. '

16. xiii 14 Srav Ot Byre Td BSéAvypa Tis dppudaews éotyrdra Smov ob B¢t
(6 dvaywdokwy voelrw), Téte oi &v 7 Tovdale . . .

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

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

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

1 Aug. Confess. vi 3 (ed. Ben. i 121) ‘ Sed cum legebat, oculi ducebantur per
paginas, et cor intellectum rimabatur, uox autem et lingua quiescebant. saepe
cum adessemus (non enim uetabatur quisquam ingredi aut ei uenientem nuntiari mos
erat), sic eum legentem vidimus tacite, et aliter numquam ; sedentesque in diuturno
silentio—quis enim tam intento esse oneri auderet 7—discedebamus, et coniectaba-
mus eum, paruo ipso tempore quod reparandae menti suae nanciscebatur, feriatum
ab strepitu causarum alienarum nolle in aliud auocari et cauere fortasse ne, auditore
suspenso et intento, si qua obscurius posuisset ille quem legeret etiam exponere
necesse esset aut de aliquibus difficilioribus disceptare quaestionibus, atque huic
operi temporibus impensis minus quam uellet uoluminum euolueret : quamquam et
causa seruandae uocis, quae illi facillime obtundebatur, poterat esse iustior tacite
legendi. quolibet tamen animo id ageret, bono utique ille uir agebat’ I owe this
reference to my colleague, Prof. J. A. Smith. )
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reference to the Roman power, and just as St Paul conceals allusion to
empire and emperor by employing both masculine and neuter, é xar-
éxov and 75 xaréyov, in 2 Thess. ii 6, 7, so St Mark with a bold disregard
of grammar writes 76 B8éA\vypa éorréra because he wants to indicate
that Daniel’s ‘abomination of desolation’ has a human reference.
Matthew, seeing in the capture of the Temple the fulfilment of the pre-
diction, paraphrases ‘standing in the holy place’: Mark, writing with
the prediction still unfulfilled—though it is possible that the Jewish war
had already broken out—reproduces, we may well believe, the very phrase
employed by Jesus, and adds to it parenthetically his own comment.

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

17. xiv 36 "ABBL (6 marip).

So' St Paul in Gal. iv 6, Rom. viii 15. The early Church as we
know it was, as were all the Jews of the Dispersion from Alexandria
round to Rome, Greek-speaking. But just as Greek survived in the
Roman church and other Western churches for purposes of worship
after it had ceased to be the language of ordinary speech—witness the
Agios agios agios of Saturus’s vision in the Acts of Perpetua—just as
Latin has remained the liturgical language of south-western Europe,
or Old Slavonic of Slav Churches, or Coptic of the Monophysite
church of Egypt, so Aramaic phrases survived in the Greek-speaking
churches founded by St Paul. The 4884 of the Christians of Galatia
and Rome, the papav é0¢ of the Christians of Corinth, are like the
Kyrie eleison in the Latin liturgy of to-day.!

What then of 6 mamjp? It is the Greek equivalent inserted to explain
the 4BBd for those of the congregation who were ignorant of Aramaic.
I cannot think (with Sanday and Headlam on Rom. viii 15) that we are
to suppose that our ford used both words in his prayer—any more
than he used Greek as well as Aramaic on the other occasions on which
St Mark records the actual Aramaic (or Hebrew *) words employed by

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

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

18. xvi 3, 4 ral \eyov mpos éavrds Tés dmoxvhive Hpiv Tov AMbov éx Tis
Bipas 7ot prppeiov; (kai dvaBAépacar Gewpodow Gt dvaxexbhwrar 6 Alfos)
v yap péyas opidpa.

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

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

19. Xvi 7 eimare Tois pabyrais adrod xai 74 Iérpy i Mpodyer Spds eis
m Talhalov—exel adrdv dfece— kalbos elmev Hpiv.

The natural exegesis of these words, if printed without punctuation

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

as so often ‘elsewhere, bhas ousted the original reading in St Mark. On our Lord’s
knowledge of the Hebrew Scriptures see Dr Headlam’s Life and Teaching of Jesus
the Christ p. 107f. That he should have used the Hebrew of a familiar Scripture
in a dying ejaculation is just as natural as it would be for a Roman Catholic to use
the Latin of the Vulgate.
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or brackets, is that our Lord had told the disciples that they would see
him in Galilee. But the Gospel contains no record of any such Saying.
Matthew, therefore, by substituting the first person for the third, efrov
for elrev, changes the sense from a prediction of our Lord’s to a state-
ment by the angel, ‘You will see him in Galilee: I tell you so cate-
gorically '  Luke retains the third person; but as his Gospel records
appearances of the Risen Christ in Jerusalem and its neighbourhood
only, he has to connect Galilee not with the appearances but with the
prediction, ‘ He spake yet being in Galilee .  But St Mark had recorded
one prediction by Jesus, uttered as recently as the Last Supper (xiv 28),
perd 70 Eyepbijval pe mpodéw Huds els My Takalay, in language of which
the angel’s words seem an obvious echo, xvi 6, 7, fyépfy . . . wpodyet
Spds els Ty Tadihafay . . . xafos frev Sulv.  Apart from the three intrusive
words, éxel adrov Syeabe, the correspondence is exact. Treat them as
a parenthesis after the Marcan manner, place them between dashes,
and all difficulty disappears.

: C. H. TURNER.

SOME TENDENCIES IN OLD TESTAMENT
CRITICISM.

For some time past there have been striking developements in Old
Testament Criticism. Even fifteen years ago Dr Skinner could remark
that ‘ O.T. scholars have a good many new eras dawning on them just
now’, although, as he immediately added, ‘ whether any of them will
shine unto the perfect day, time will show’.? And, in fact, no new era
has as yet appeared, although it can justly be said that tendencies to
pass beyond or away from the current ¢ Wellhausen’ position are con-
siderably stronger and more significant than they were in 1910. Much
could be said upon the nature’and value of these tendencies, but it will
be convenient for the present to confine our remarks to a couple of
books which can be regarded as symptomatic of the conviction that
some new stage in O.T. criticism is necessary. In one of them a
German writer, Martin Kegel, Ph.D. (Eng. trans., Away from Well-
kausen, Murray), offers what the sub-title describes as ‘a contribution to
the new orientation in O. T. study’. 1In the other (Z%e Code of Deute-
ronomy, James Clarke) Prof. Adam C. Welch of Edinburgh publishes
what the ‘jacket’ styles ‘a singularly courageous book’, and not

1 Hort ad loc. proposes to restore elmev in the text of Matthew. But I think
Matthew was puzzled by Mark’s statement as he understood it, and deliberately
altered it: unless indeed he read elmov in his copy of Mark. In either case,
i8ov appears to me to exclude elmev. It introduces a new speaker.

? Commentary on Genesis (1910) p. xliii; cf. J. 7. S. xii (1911) p. 467.



