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NOTES AND STUDIES

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

(continued).

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

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

The first and perhaps of ail the most significant distinction between
the three Synoptists in this sphere is the distinction between the use of
the plural and of the singular in the narrative of the movements of Jesus
and his disciples. Twenty-one instances are enumerated in § 1 of these
notes, in which the plural is used by Mark, denoting the coming and
going of Jesus and his disciples—in fifteen of them the word is &pyecfar
or one of its compounds—followed at once by the singular in reference
to Jesus alone. Obviously it was simpler and saved space to construct
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the whole sentence in the singular, and this is what the other Synoptists,
concentrating attention on the Master, tend to do: on five occasions
both substitute the singular for the plural, and on three more occasions
Luke does so, while Luke five times and Matthew three times omit the
whole clause containing the plural verb. The net result is that the
retention of Mark’s plural is rare in Matthew, rarer still in Luke. And
the scribes of Mark, whether affected by the presence of the singular in
the Synoptic parallels, or influenced independently by the same motives
as influenced Matthew and Luke, tend themselves too to get rid of the
plural: and in one or two cases it is nof unreasonable to allow ‘Marcan
usage’ a decisive voice and to accept the plural on what is apparently
the weaker body of witness.

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

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

The usages of which details are given in the other sections of this
paper are all intended to re-inforce the conclusion that Mark’s story is
told as from a disciple and companion, while Matthew and Luke are
less directly interested in that particular point of view.

<

! Mark very rarely writes 6 "Inggfs in narrative, not infrequently in the give and
take of question and answer : though seribes have tried to insert it, e. g, xii 41,
Matthew adds 6 ‘Insods not less than some forty times, especially at the beginning
of a paragraph, Luke is even more sparing than Mark with ¢ ’Inoods, and like
Mark, but oftener, makes use of advds,  He himself’, ‘ The Master’, or better still
a stressed ‘He’: it is almost equivalent to our use of the capital H.

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

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

This definite articulation, characteristic of Mark, is further brought
out with regard to the crowd’, dxAos, in § v. Alone among the three
Synoptists he uses the word only in the singular—the one exception in
x 1 refers to the gathering together of crowds from different quarters—
because he or his informant visualizes as a single whole the body of
people who came together to hear Jesus, and according to their numbers
on each occasion describes them as ‘a crowd’ or ‘a big crowd’ or
‘a considerable crowd’ or ‘a very big crowd’. Mark never uses the
definite article in the nominative, 6 8xos, was &. dxMos (at any rate till
the scene shifts to Jerusalem), except in relation to an indefinite ¢ crowd’
mentioned just previously.! They are not a fixed quantity, so to say,
not 6 gxAos but dyhos, a necessary element in the picture but a variable
and varying one. To the other evangelists, or at any rate to Matthew,
they are a stereotyped but vague generality, ‘the multitudes *.

- A similar conclusion results from the study of the word dxolovfeiv in
§ vi. In Mark this verb has ordinarily something still about it to
suggest the literal sense : it is never used of the crowds—as it is in the
other Synoptists—but only of the call to ‘leave all and follow’ Jesus.
And more significant still are the changes which the two later Synoptists
make by introducing éxelovfeiv of the disciples ‘following’ Jesus, where
Mark had spoken of Jesus and the disciples as a single group ; see iv 36,
ix 38.%

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

1 6 8xAos in iii 20 (but note dyAos 8¥*C with- W-H margin) would refer to the
#AG0os woAd of iii 8: in ix 25 (but again §xAos N°® B D A) to the §xAov moAvr of ix 14
®ds 6 SxAos (8xAos D*) ii 13 to the woAAoi of ii 2 and the &:d 7ov GxAov of ii 4: nds 6
8xMos of iv 15 to SxAos mAeigros earlier in the same verse, and in ix 15 to dxAor
moAdw of ix 14. In xv 8 Dak give, for ‘the crowd’, ‘the whole crowd’. In
oblique cases the article is of course essential, and implies nothing as between &xAos
and é 8xAos: e.g. inii 4 34 7ov ExAov was the only possible phrase, just like ¢ because
of the crowd’ in English, You could not say 8’ §xAov, ‘ because of a crowd’.

? Of the crowd Matt. iv 23, viii 1, xii 15, xiv 13, xix 2, XX 29 ; Lk. vii g, ix r1:
and of the disciples Matt. viii 23, Lk, ix 49, xxii 39.

Q2
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use of the phrase “his disciples’ (§ iv below); whereas the other Gospels
tend to introduce the absolute statement the disciples’, a usage which
doubtless goes back to a very early stage in the separate history of the
Christian Society but does not go back to the time of the Ministry
itself. And St Mark’s Gospel is distinguished again from the other two
by its fondness, especially in the later chapters, for the phrase of d8exa,
which comes to all appearance to be practically a synonym, during the
last journey to Jerusalem and at Jerusalem, for the disciples’.!

1. The impersonal plural, followed by the singular.

I 1 21 kal elomopevovrar els Kagapraodp. «ai edfs tois odfBacw
&idacrev eis THv gvvaywyiy.

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

2. i 29, 30 kai ebbis &k Tis ovvaywyls éelbovres HNGov els Ty oixiav
Sipovos . . . kal ebfis Ayovow adTd . .

éelfovres . . . JAGov WACLA Vulg. with W-H text: BDW6
fam. 1, fam. 13 and the Old Latins and Armenian éeAfov . . . FA0er:
syr-sin combines the two readings ‘and he went forth . . . and they
came’, and so 1 ‘et protinus egrediens de synagoga uenergpt ’: a and
the Sahldlc are defective. Matthew and Luke both have the singular.
It is so much more probable that the singular would have been substi-
tuted for the plural by scribes of Mark than vice versa, that, in spite ot
the strong authority for é¢eAfov . . . FAfev, 1 can feel little doubt that
W-H are right in putting the plural in their text.?

3. VI, 2 kai J\bov €ls 10 wépav . . . kai éfeABvTos alrtod ék ToD mwAolov
ebbds Imjyrnoey adTS . . .

7By CL W A etc. syr-sin.  Matthew omits the first clause altogether :
Luke has the plural with Mark. External authority and intrinsic pro-
bability combined are decisive for fAfov.

4. v 38 kal &pyovrar els TOv olkov 70U dpxtovraydyov kai Bewpel
fépvfov . .

Zpxovrar R A BC D 1 33, the better half of Old Latin MSS (bei)
Vulg. and Sahidic: &yxerar LW @acffarm: def. syr-sin. Matthew
and Luke both substitute the singular. There is no doubt about the

1 1 hope to recur in another number of the JoUurNAL to this subject, and to
examine the theory urged by Eduard Meyer in his important work Ursprung und
Anjéinge des Christentums, that of padnyrai (adrot) and of dwdexa indicate two separate
sources employed by St Mark. As far as I can see at present, this theory has no
adequate basis at all.

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

5. Vi 53, 54 xai Sumepdoavres &mi Ty yiv JAov els Teamoapér ol
mpocwppictnoay. kal éfeA@dvruv alrév éx Tob mholov fds émvyvivres
auToy . .

- Luke is now defective : Matthew retains the first plurals, Surepdoavres
#Afov, but drops the other two as superfluous detail.!

6. viil 22 kai &yovra els Byfooiddv. kai Ppépovow adrd . . .

‘&pxovrar ¢ B CD LW A @® fam. 13 Latins Sahidic Armenian: &pyera
N* A syr-sin etc.  Again no doubt at all: but again we note the per-
sistent inclination by some or other witnesses to substitute the singular.
There are no Synoptic parallels.

7. ix 14, 15 xai é\GSvres mpos Tods palbnyras €ldov SxAov moAlw . . . Kal
edBvs was & xMos i8dvres adrov éfeldpByaar.

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

8. ix 30 xdketfev éfeMldvres mapemopeovro Sk Tis Talhalas, xai odx
H#lehev va Tis yvol.

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

9. ix 33 kai HAfov eis Kadapraoip: xai év 13 oixin -yevépevos* émyppora
adrovs .

FXbov R B DW fam. 1 the best Old Latins (a bik) with Vulgate and
Sahidic: fAev ACL A ® etc. Matthew and Luke both omit the
details of the arrival at Capernaum and entry into the house. Once
more there is no doubt about the reading.

10. x 32 fioav & & 77} 686 dvafBaivovres els TepoodAvpa, kal v mpodywy
adrods 6 Inoods . . . kal wapalaBov TdAw Tovs 8ddeka .

The form of the sentence precluded any temptation to scribes of Mark
to evade the plural: but Matthew changes dvaBaivovres to dveBaivey
and goes straight on with rapélafev rols dwdexa, while Luke omits

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

IL X 46 xai pyovrac els Tepextd. xai éxmopevouévov abrod dmo
Teperx® « - . :

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

12. xXi I «kal dre &yyifovow eis “Tepoobhvua . . . dwooréArer 8Jo TV
pabyrév adrod.

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

13. xi 11 xai elofhov els Tepoodhupa eis 70 iepdr.  kai weptBAefdperos
wdvTa . . ‘

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

14. xi 12 kol Tff émadpiov éferivrov adriv amd Bybavias érelvaaer,

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

15. Xi 15 «ai épxovrar eis Tepoocdélvpa. kai eloedfov els 70 lepov fparo
ékBdMew . . .

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

16. xi19, 20, 21 éeropedovro Ew Tis ToNews' kai Tapamopevdpevol mpwi
€tdov Ty gukAy . . . kai dvagyyobeis & Mérpos Aéyer adrdy . .

ééeropeiorro ABW AW 124 565 cd arm W-H text: éemopevero the
rest (with @ k sah syr-sin). There is no parallel in the other Synoptists
to account for the singular : and as wapamopedopevor €l8ov is quite certain,
it is just possible that éferopevovro is a scribal assimilation to this
following plural, and that éfemopevero is original here. Decision is
therefore less easy than usual.

I7. xi 27 xal &pxovtar mddw eis ‘Tepordlvpe. kol & 76 ipd wepura-
TolvTos avrod . .

&xerac only D with all' the older Old Latins (beffik) except a:
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compare no. 12 above. Matthew has the singular: Luke omits the first
phrase, and so retains only the singular. ]

18. xiv 18 kai dvakeypévov adrov xkai éorbidvrev & “Inaovs ! erev . . .

Matthew retains (omitting dvaxepévwv xal), Luke puts édvémesev
(singular) into a previous verse, and thus gets rid again of the plural.

I9. XiV 22 kai éobidrrav adrdyv AaBov dprov . . .

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

20. xiv 26, 27 kai Yuvijoavres éfAov . . . xal Méye adrovs 6
Tyaois . . .

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

2L Xiv 32 «al épxovrar eis 16 xwplov ob 76 Svopa Tefonuavel- xal Aéye
Tois pabyrals adrod . . .

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

Of the fourteen passages where our authorities differ, B is right in 12,
Nin 11, Win 10, ®in 9, sah in 11,2 in 8, d in 8: k in six out of nine
where it is extant. D and syr. sin have the worst record: on three
occasions running, 14 15 16, d is right where D is wrong,

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

I i35, 36 xai mpwl &vvxa Mav dvaoras éghler . . . kal katedlwfer adrov
Siuwv kai of per adrod. They are not yet ¢ the disciples’, still less ¢the
Twelve’, but *Simon and his companions’. Peter takes the first place—
or it was Peter who told the story, ‘I and my companions’. There is
no parallel in Matthew, while in Luke (iv 42) oi dxAoc take the place of
Sipowv xkal of per adrod. _

2. i1 1§ kal yiverar karaxetofar adrov év T oixie adrod, xal wollol
Te\dvar kal dpaprodol owavékewrro 74 Inood kai Tois pabyrals adrod.

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

3. i1 23 xai éyévero adrov . . . mapawopeterbar Sid TV omopluwy, kal of
pabyral adrod fHpéavro . . .

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

4. iii 7 xai 6 “Inoovs pera Tédv pabyrdv adrod dvexdpyoer . .

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

16 ’Ihaoi}s is omitted by aeff syr-sin, and the place of the words varies in our
other authorities : see p. 2 note 1 above.
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5. Vi I xai éfjA0ev éxetlev kai Epyerar els Ty warpida adrod xai dxolov-
fotow atrd of pabyrai adrod.

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

6. viil 27 xkal ¢Abev 6 'Inoobs kai of pafyral adrov els Tas kepas
Kawsapias tijs Sihinmov.

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

7. X 13 kai wpooépepov abrd wadia . . . of 8¢ pabyral émeripnoav
adrols .

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

8. xiv 12, 13 kal Ty mpdTy Yuépa TV &lipwv . . . AMéyovow adrd of
pabyrai adrodr Tlob Oéleas dmrehbévres érotudowpey . . .

Strictly speaking, this passage does not fulfil the requirement of
singular before plural : but I include it here for purposes of comparison
with St Luke, for it illustrates again the underlying principle that Mark
tells the story from the point of view of the disciples. While Matthew
exactly reproduces, Luke omits the initiative of the disciples, and writes
(xx1i 7, 8) 7\Bev 8¢ %) Hpépa Tov allpay . . . xal dwéorelder . . .

9. Xiv 17 xai Sfias yevopévns Epxerar perd TéY ddidexa .

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

These variations are instructive. Mark uses of 8@dexa ten times:
iil 14, 16 éroinoev [Tods] 8ddexa, 1V 10 of wepl adrov odv Tols Sddexa, Vi 7 mwpo-
oxakeitar Tovs ddbeka, iX 35 kabioas épdvyoer Tovs ddexa, X 32 TapadaBiv
wdAw Tovs Swdexa, Xi 11 EfAGev eis Bybaviav perd tév dddexa, xiv 10 “Tovdas
Toxapidd & €s Tov dddexa, xiv 17 (the passage under discussion), xiv 2o
€ls 70w 8dexa, & euBamripevos per’ duod, Xiv 43 mapayiverar § 'lovdas, €ls
T7ov dwdeka—and only once! ol dwdorodo, and that on the special
occasion when they returned from the Missionary Journey, vi 30, where
the noun corresponds to the fpfaro adrovs droorédhew 8o dvo of vi 7
(cf. iii 15, of the purpose of the call of the Twelve, va dmooréAdy adrods
xnpbocew . . .): neither ol 8d8exa pabyral nor of Sibdexa dmwdorodor occurs
in his Gospel. In other words dmdorolos has not lost with him its

1 In Mk. iii 14 the words ols xai dnooréhovs &vépacer, in spite of the strong
authority for them (N B A @ 28 Ferrar group sah), are in my judgement nothing
but an insertion borrowed from Lk. vi 13. They are omitted by Tischendorf with
ADLW 1 33 all latins (O.L. and Vulg.) syr-sin arm.
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original sense of ‘ missionary’, and there were other qualified ‘mission-
aries’ in the early Church besides the Twelve, while of 8d8exa °the
Twelve’ is the special phrase which in the latter part of his Gospel
(side by side with of pafyral adrod) denotes the small company of those
whom the Master had singled out for closest intimacy and training as
his representatives. Here the Pauline epistles are the best commentary
on Marcan usage. St Paul does not use o dddexa himself: but we find
the phrase in the Creed-summary of 1 Cor. xv 5, which he had * received ’
from, and shared with, those who were in Christ before him. Similarly
St Paul recognizes the original sense of dwéorolos as a ‘ missionary’
¢ one formally sent’ (2 Cor. viii 23, Phil. ii 25), and can even write, in
the additions which he makes in 1 Cor. xv 6-8 to the inherited Creed-
form, rois dmoorélos wiow (verse 7) in contrast to tois Sddexa of
verse 5.
On the other hand Matthew never uses the phrase oi 8ddexa (save in
_the phrase €is 7ov 8ddexa xxvi 14 = Mk. xiv 10, and xxvi 47 = Mk.
xiv 43), but always oi 8é8exa pabyrai, Matt. x 1, xi 1, xx 17, xxVi 20, OF
ot 0vdeka dmdorolor, Matt., x 2: in Matt. X 5 rovrovs Tovs Swdexa may
seem an exception, but it takes up o dddexa dwéoroor of verse 2. That
is to say, though Matthew can say els Tdv 8@dexa or obror oi Swdexa, he
never says ol dwdexa simpliciter. Like Mark, he only uses dwdarolos
once, but it is significant that on that one occasion (x 2) it is in refer-
ence to the call of ‘the twelve apostles’: cf. Apoc. xxi 14 ‘the twelve
apostles of the Lamb ",

Luke does not share Matthew’s avoidance of the phrase ¢ the Twelve’ :
Lk, viii 1, ix 1% ix 12, xviil 31, xxil 3, xxii 47. But he is the first
evangelist to introduce, as an alternative to ‘the disciples’ or- ¢ the
Twelve’ the additional phrase ‘the Apostles’—which in the Acts he
uses of course quite regularly and consistently—Lk. ix 10 [ = Mk. vi 30],
xvil 5, xxil 14, xxiv 10, Like Matthew, but unlike Mark, he uses the
noun ‘apostles’ in connexion with the Calling of the Twelve, vi 13.

Our passage, Mk, xiv 17 = Matt. xxvi 20 = Lk. xxii 14, is therefore
of special interest as indicating characteristic usages of the three
Synoptists, of dadexa, of didexa pabyral, ol dwiarodot.

1 7ods dddexa pabyrds B C W 28 33 Ferrar group latins (O.L, and Vulg.) sah and
W-H margin. The authority would be preponderant, even without the argument
from Matthaean usage. Omission of pafyrds is due to the influence of the parallel
texts in Luke and Mark.

2 There is good, and perhaps sufficient, authority for adding dwoovéAovs,
N CL @ 33.Ferrar group ace Vulg.
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iil. 7% Lord, the disciples, and the multitude.

1. iif 9 kal elrev Tois pabyrals airob va whowdpiov mpookaprepy adrd
Sz Tov GxAov, va pyy OABoow adrév.

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

2. iv 1, 2, 10 xal gvvdyerar mpos adrov dylos wAeloros . . . kal wis &
SxAos mpos v Odhacaay éni Tijs yis fjoav. «ai éidackev atrovs & mapa-
Bolals woAAd . . . kai d1e éyévero kard pdvas, Hpérev adrov ol wepl abrov
v Tols Swdexa Tas wapaBolds.

Here in Mark we have four elements, the Lord, the Twelve, the
disciples outside the Twelve, and lastly the multitude. The inter-
mediate elements distinguished by Mark—the Twelve are now a group
by themselves among the disciples, but they are not yet isolated into
a separate company—are massed together both by Matthew (‘the
disciples’) and Luke (° his disciples’). All three share mention of the
¢ crowd’, but Luke suppresses all details, and even in Matthew the detail
disappears that the crowd was unusually big, wAcioros. "OxAotwoAdofis
a sort of standing phrase with him (Matt. iv 25, viii 1, xiii 2 [our
passage], XV 30, Xix 2), though he does employ 6 mAeloTos GxAos in
xxi 8.

3. 1v 34 xwpis 8¢ mapaBolijs ofx é\dhe alrois, kar' idlav 8¢ tols idlos
pobyrais érélver wdvra.

Luke is not parallel here: Matthew retains the first or negative part
of the sentence and caps it with a prophecy (Ps. Ixxviii [lxxvii] 2), but‘
says nothmg of the mterpretatlon to the dlsc1ples

4. iv 35, 36 kai Aéyer adrois . . . AéNfoper eis 70 mépav. kai ddm’!/res
7oV GxAov mapalauSdvovew airov (bs‘ W év 76 wholw.

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

5. vil 17 kal dre eioiAev eis [1ov] olkov dmd Tob SxAov, émrppdrwy adrov ol
pabyral atrot T wapaSolijy.

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

6. viii 1 wdAw moAdod SxAov Svros kai py éxdvrev 7! pdywow, mpoo-
keAerdpevos Tovs pabyris Aéye adrots .

There is, as before, no Luke : Matthew retains the substance, but by
compressing misses Mark’s juxtaposition of ‘crowd’ and ‘ disciples .
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7. viil 9, 10 fjoav 8¢ ds TerpaxirxiMor kol dmélvoer abrols. kai edfis
épfais [adrds] els 70 mhotov perd Tow pabyriv adrod IAberv . . .

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

8. viii 34 kai mpookaderduevos Tov Gxhov oiv Tois pabyrais adrod elrer
auToLts . . .

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

9. ix 14 kol NBdvres mpos Tovs pabyris eldov Sxrov woliv wepi adrovs . . .

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

10. X 46 kai ékmopevopévov adrob dmo ‘Teperyds xal 7dv pofinréyv adrod
kal SxAov ikavod .

Matthew (xx 29) avoids the separate mention of ‘disciples’ by the
use of the plural participle éxropevopévov airdv, and connects the

‘crowd’ by the expedient of his favourite word dxolovféw.! Luke con-
centrates attention on the principal actors, Jesus and the blind beggar,
leaves out the disciples altogether but skilfully introduces the crowd
when the blind man hears it passing by.

11. Xii 41—43 «ai kaBicas karévavre Tod ya§o¢v)\amov eaewpa wis & SxAos
BaAder xakkov . . . kai ENGovaa pia xjpa wrwxy éBaler . .. kai Tpookale-
odpevos Tods /ua01rr&; abrov elrev .

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

iv. ¢ His disciples’ © the disciples’ (ol pabyroi atrod, of pabyral).

Very early in the history of the Christian Society, pafyris, oi uabyrai,
became the regular term for an individual follower of Jesus of Nazareth
or for the members of the Society generally : and it is so used through-
out the Acts. It is eatlier than the word ¢Christian’, which, being of
Latin or Greek coinage, belongs only to the period when Christianity
began to establish itself in Gentile centres : Acts xi 26 éyévero . . . xpy-
patioar wpirws &v "Avrioxely Tovs pabyras Xpworavovs. As contrasted
with ¢ Nazarene’, it is the term which the followers of Jesus used of

1 On érohovdeiv see below p. 238.
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themselves, while to the Jews they were ‘the Nazarenes’, Acts xxiv §
wpwroordryy Tis Tav Nalwpalwv® alpéoeons.

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

This was of course the phraseology of the Jews®: *Why are the
disciples of John and the disciples of the Pharisees fasting, but thy
disciples are not fasting?’ ¢ Why do not thy disciples walk according
to the tradition of the elders?’ ¢ I said to thy disciples that they should
cast 1t out’ ; Mk. ii 18, vii 5, ix 18. It is that of Jesus himself: ¢ Where
is the guest-chamber where I may eat the passover with my disciples?’
(Mk. xiv 14 and parallels): *he cannot be my disciple,” Lk. xiv 26.
But it is also the phraseology of the earliest stratum of the evangelic
narrative. Mark writes of pafyrai airob some thirty-two times out of
about forty : Luke has of pabyrai adrod rather oftener than oi pabyrai, of
which the first independent occurrence is Lk. ix 18: Matthew too,
though his divergence from Marcan usage is much greater, uses oi
uabyrai adrod consistently until Matt. xiii 1o : and even in the latest of
the Gospels o pafyral without adrod is not found in St John till xi 7.
That is to say, at one end of the evangelic tradition St Mark’s Gospel
distinguishes itself by its close adherence to the archaic phrase, at the
other St Matthew’s is the only Gospel where of pafyral without airod
becomes preponderant, especially in the nominative (Matt. xiii ro,
xiv 15 19 (645) 22, xv 12 33 36 (&is), xvi 5, xvil 6 10 13 19, xViil 1,
Xix 10 13 25, xxi 6 20, Xxiv 3, xxVi 8 17 35 56).

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

v 34 kar" idlav 8¢ rols idlows pabyrals éwélver wdvra. Here obviously
id/ows takes the place of adrob.

vi 41 ¢8{8ov rots pabdyrats. In the middle of the story of the Feeding

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

2'It is hardly credible that Matthew can have made the Jews say (xxvii 64) to
Pi}ate ¢lest the disciples come and steal him away’, in spite of X B (unsupported
indeed here by any other authorities), Tischendorf and W-H text, though not their
margin ; and we must certainly read with all other witnesses of pafpral abrod.
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of the Five Thousand, the full phrase occurring just before, vi 35, and
just after, vi 45.

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

1X 14 é\Bdvres wpos Tovs pabyrds. Here the omission of adrod is really
natural, because three of the apostles were already with our Lord.

X 10, 13 are certainly exceptions to the ordinary usage. Like the
other evangelists, Mark it would seem tired of the repetition of adrot.
Perhaps we may also take into account the consideration that of uafyral
at this point of the Gospel has become simply equivalent to *the
Twelve ”: Mark would never have written, like Luke at the Entry into
Jerusalem (xix 37), dwav 76 wATfos Tév pabyriv.

X 24 ol 8¢ pafyrai may simply take up rois pabfyrais adrod of verse 23 :
but some good authorities actually add adret, D® 1 Old Latins {in-
cluding k).

Xiv 16 éAfov of pabyral xai HAGov. Not * the disciples’ generally, but
the two particular disciples who had been commissioned for the purpose.

V. ¢ The crowd’, or * the Multitudes’.

dxAos (8xAod) is found thirty-seven times in Mark, forty-eight times in
Matthew, thirty-nine times in Luke. Allowing for the relative lengths
of the three Gospels, the preponderance is clearly with Mark. Thus in
the story of Jairus’s daughter he uses dxlos five times (v 21—3r):
‘a big crowd gathered’, ‘a big crowd followed’, the woman ¢ came in
the crowd’, Jesus ‘turned about in the crowd’, the disciples remonstrate
‘You see the crowd, and yet . .. Luke reduces the five occasions to
three, Matthew (whose compression of the whole episode is unusual
even for him) has the word only once.

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

Of Mark’s adjectives moAds is of course the commonest, ‘a big
crowd’ (v 21, 24, vi 34, viii 1, ix 14). Matthew, too, has both dx\os
moAvs and, more commonly, §xAow moAhol. Luke like Mark prefers the
si.ngulal', having gyAot mwoAAol only with a gu-verb (v 15 ouvmjpxovro,
xiv 25 [= apparently Mk. x 1] owveropedorro).
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Mark has once 6 moAds dxAos, xii 37, where the rendering ‘ the common
people heard him gladly (A.V.) is probably just what Mark meant.!

wAeioros SxAos once, iv 1, with ¥ B CL A : Matthew once (xxi 8) 6
aA€ioros OxAos.

8xhos ikavés once, x 46. It is a favourite epithet with Luke, and
he employs it with éxAos Lk. vii 12, Acts xi 24, 26, xix 26.

wds 6 Gxhos i 13, iv 1, ix 15, xi 18. Matt. xiii 2 (= Mk. iv 1),
Lk. vi 1g, xiii 17. Note the idiom by which this phrase governs
a plural verb, Mk. iv 1 foav N BC L A @ 33 d, ix 15 i8vres ééeldpSnoar
NBCDLWA (@ Bov éfebdpfByoav) fam. 1 and fam. 13, 28, 33,
abcdffi’sahsyr-sin, xi 18" &femAijovorto N A csah syr-sin, Lk. vi 19
RBLWbe(l)vulg. sah: i e. Mark 2 (3) out of 4, Luke 1 out of 2.

For other instances of the same idiom see iii 7, 8 kai moAd wAsjfos

2 wAfjfos wold, dxodovres Goa émole, JAGov wpos avrdv : and perhaps
xv 1 where I suspect that a stop should be put after ypapparéwy, and
a fresh clause begin xat dhov 70 avwédpiov Sjoavres Tov "Inaoty dmijveyxar.

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

vi. The word ¢ to follow’, dxoovBeiv.

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

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

1 L.S. quote & Aedss & woAds from Lucian Rhet, Praec, 17.

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

3 drkoolbnoev (-av) in the editions is I think an insertion from Matthew iv 25
(xii 15) : see immediately below, p. 239. But even if it is genuine, some of the
oldest authorities who give the word (N C, followed by Tischendorf) give it in
the plural. Luke, who is fond of mA7fos, rarely uses the plural with it (Lk. xix 37),
though on two occasions he appears to combine plural and singular, Lk, xxiii I «al
dvaardy Gmay 78 mAffos adrdv fyayov abriv Eml Tov TaAaTov, Acts xxi 36 jrolovfec 70
wA76os Tob Aaod xpalovres.
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with one possible exception in the earlier half of the Gospel, it is not
used in narrative of or to the apostles, who did not ‘follow’ but rather
accompanied their Master. '

(i) In v 24 ‘a big crowd followed’ Jesus: ollowed in the literal
sense, and when the woman came in the crowd and touched him, she
was behind, émofer. In xi g part of the crowd ‘goes in front’, the
other part ‘follows behind’, of mpodyovres kai oi dxolovfoivres. Inxiv 54
Peter ‘followed a long way behind’ to the high priest’s residence.
The verb is once used of the apostles on the journey to Jerusalem,
x 32, and there anything but a literal meaning is excluded. Jesus
went on ahead, the disciples ‘followed’ at a distance, and then he took
them up again into his company : foav & 4§ 686 . . . xai fv wpodywy
adrovs 6 *Inoods . . . of 8¢ dxohovbodvres épofotvror Kal mwapakafBiv wilw
7ovs 8bdexa . . . That is to say, their normal position was at his side,
he in the midst of them: it was exceptional that they should be behind
him.

(ii) Even in the metaphorical use of ¢ following ’ Christ as his disciple,
the literal sense is often, in St Mark, not far off. When Simon and
Andrew are called to ‘follow’ in i 18, the parallel phrase in i 20 of
James and John is éxfiAdov dmice adrov. If in viii 34 érive pov
drorovfelv (C* D W @®ab i, against ] Bck syr-sin émicw pov éfely with
Matthew) is taken as the true text, Mark preserves an indication of
the literal meaning in ériocw pov. When Bartimaeus was healed of his
blindness at the gates of Jericho, x 52, a similar touch of the literal
sense is given in the addition ‘on the road’, &véBAefer xai Hrolotfe:
atrd & f) 683, a touch omitted by both Matthew and Luke. Nega-
tively it is most instructive to note that Mark never uses édxolovféw in
the intermediate sense of the crowds ¢ following’ Jesus, more or less as
his disciples: for in iii 7 the word #xolotfycer (Or Axodotfyoav or
#xolovfovy—the very variations in form, and in the position of the word
in the verse, are suspicious) is derived from Matt. iv 25 (xii 15) and is
omitted by D 28 124 Old Latins and syr-sin. It was borrowed to ease
the construction of the lengthy sentence. On the other hand, Matthew
regularly uses dxohovfeiv of the multitudes, iv 23, viii 1, (xii 15), xiv 13,
Xi’f_?’ xx 29 ; Luke preserves something of the literal sense, vii g, ix 11,
xxili 29. - . : :

(iii) As has been said above, Mark avoids the word dkolovfeiy in
relation to th? apostolic company throughout the latter part of the
Gospel : the disciples who were with Jesus were by that time not merely
his followers but his companions and friends. ’Axolovfeiv is in fact only
used twice of the disciples: in ii 15, on the first mention of pafiyrai, we
are told that they were now many, and that they were beginning to
“follow him about’, fizav yip woddof, xai Hxorotfovy adrd; and in vi 1
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Jesus pxeras els Ty marpida adrol kai dxolovbovaty adrp ol pabyral adrov
—though I do not feel sure that we should not rather here interpret
literally, in the sense that they “followed’ at an interval. However that
may be, certain it is that in the Gospel as a whole the disciples and their
Master are treated as a unit much more definitely than in the other two
Synoptists. Mk. iv 36 illustrates this in comparison with Matthew,
Mk. ix 38 in comparison with Luke.

In iv 36 it is the disciples who leave (or dismiss) the crowd and take
up Jesus into their boat, dgpévres Tov SxAov maparapfBdvovow adrév (the
same verb as in x 33, ¢ take into company with them?) &s v év 7 wAolw.
Matthew on the other hand makes Jesus himself dismiss the multitudes,
xiii 36 deeis Tovs dxMovs,' and the disciples follow him into the boat,
viii 23 éuBdyre abr els wAolov frorovdnoay adrd of pabyral adrov. Andin
ix 38 Mark writes that John said ¢ Master, we saw a man who does not
follow us casting out devils in thy name, and we forbade him, because
he does not follow us’?: but Luke (ix 49) does not like this identification
of the *following’ of the disciples with the ¢ following’ of Jesus, and sub-
stitutes ued® Hudv ¢ follow with us’. Similar, though in itself less signifi-
cant, is the change from Mk. xiv 26 dpmjocavres é&Afov into Lk. xxii 39
éleNOiv émopevly . . . Grorovbyoav B¢ adrd kal of pabyral.

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

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

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

C. H. TURNER.



