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THE VENICE EXTRACTS FROM THE TESTAMENTS
OF THE TWELVE PATRIARCHS.

IN view of the rarity of MSS of the Greek text of the Testaments it
seems worth while to put into print these extracts which occur in Cod.
Venet. Marc. Gr. 494, between the Commentary of Andrew of Crete on

" the Apocalypse and the Hymns of Symeon Maurus. The MS is a paper
one, assigned to cent. xiii. The hand of the pages I have transcribed
(from a rotograph) is terribly contracted, so much so as almost to
amount to shorthand.

The excerptor is principally interested in the Christian prophecies in
the Testaments, and passes rapidly over those of them which do not
contain such matter.

I give a diplomatic copy of the text, adding the modern chapter and

verse numeration in the margin.
M. R. JamEs.
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NOTES AND STUDIES

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

(continued)

VIII. Auwuxiliary and quasi-auxiliary verbs.

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

1. i6 v 6 lwdvys &vdedupévos Tpixas kamilov . . . kal &rfwv dxpidas.
No parallel in Luke: altered by Matthew. In classical Greek this
construction would be quite regular, but the tense would be pluperfect
and the meaning ‘ had been clothed’. Mark means ‘ was clothed’.

2. 113 9v é&v ) épijue . . . wepalduevos Imo Tob Saravd, ‘was . . .
being tempted ’, though both A.V. and R.V. have, less exactly, ‘was
... tempted’. Neither Matthew nor Luke is strictly parallel. Present
passive participle only once again, in 17.

3. i 22 v yap dibdokwv adrovs bs éfovaiar éxwy, ¢ was teaching’. The
only case where both Matthew and Luke retain the Marcan construction.

4. 133 v 8y 7 wokis émavvnypévy wpos T Gipav.  Not (of course)
‘had been gathered’, but ‘ was gathered’. No Synoptic parallel.

5. 139 v xkypboowy s Tas owaywyss adrdv, ‘was preaching’. As
pointed out in ch. IIT of these Notes (/. 7. S., Oct. 1924, xxvi p. 15)
W-H give a wrong reading here with ¥ B L f)Aev, due to the desire
to find a construction for eis. Not only does the Lucan parallel (iv 44)
support v, but Mark i 14 is decisive on the same side : Jesus ‘came into
Galilee preaching’ at the outset of His ministry, here He ‘continued
preaching’. Luke retains the construction, Matthew alters it.

6. ii 6 Foav ¢ Twes TOV ypauparéov ékel xabjpevor kal Sadoyldpevor,
‘ were sitting there and discussing’. Matthew alters : Luke retains foav
kafjuevor, but removes it to the opening of the story, v 17.

7. il 18 Foav oi pabyrai Lwdvov kai of Papioaior vnorevovres. The
statement is dropped at this point by both Matthew and Luke.

8. v 38 adrds v &v T wpduvy . . . kabeidwr. Again altered by both,
by Matthew to the imperfect, by Luke to an aorist.

9. V5 v kpdlwy kal karaxdmrwy éavrdv AMbos, ¢ continually, night and
- day . .. he was crying out and cutting himself...” The verse is
dropped in both derivative accounts.
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10. v IT v 8¢ &€l . . . dyé\y xolpwv peydly Bookopévny. Retained
by Matthew, probably because the verb need not go with the participle :
¢ there was there a great herd feeding’, rather than ‘a great herd was
feeding there’. Luke makes that clearer by altering to Booxopévar.!

IL vi 52 7y adrdv 9 kapdla merwpopévy. No parallels.

12. ix 4 kal joav gvvhadodvres 76 ‘Inood. Both Matthew and Luke
alter, Luke to the imperfect ovvehdhovww, Matthew by suppressing jaav
and connecting the participle with the preceding verb.

13. X 22 fv yop &wv xpipara (0.l kmjpara) woddd. Here it is
Matthew who retains the Marcan construction, Luke who alters it (v
wlovaos) : but see further, on this verse and context, § v 15 below,
P- 359-

14. x 32 foav 8¢ & 1) 688 dvaPaivovres els Tepoadhvpa. Luke omits
the verse, Matthew quite alters the construction.

15. X 326 kal fjv mpodywv adrovs & Inoods. No parallels.

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

¥7. Xiv 40 Foav yip adtdv ol dpbarpol karaBapvvdpevo. Matthew
retains the construction but alters the present to the perfect participle :
by so doing he may keep the letter of grammatical rule, but it is to the
havoc of the sense, for the pluperfect is quite out of place. Their eyes

‘were being weighed down’, not ‘had been weighed down’. There is
no pdrallel in Luke.

18. xiv 49 xaf 'qp.spav Huqy wpos tpds év T iepd dddaxwy. Altered
by Luke to a participle, évros pov (avoiding two verbs connected with
xaf), by Matthew, because he disliked the construction, to ékafeldpyv.

19. Xiv 54 v owkabijpevos perd Tav vmnperav. Here for the first
time both Matthew and Luke make the same alteration, substituting
éxdOyro for ) w o-vvxo.@'q;l.fvos—though one has pera tév with Mark and
the other péoos adrdv. But it is not beyond the ordinary doctrine of
chances that in this solitary case out of a list of twenty-four passages
the ‘two later Evangelists should independently hit on so simple
a change.

20. Xv 7 v 8¢ 6 Aeydpevos BapoSBas pera 1dv oraciacTiv dedepévos.
¢ Now the fellow called Barabbas was . .. lying in prison’: A.V. wrongly
separates 7v from Sedeuévos, rendering ‘there was one . . . Barabbas
which lay bound’; R.V. is ambiguous. Mark’s whole reference to
Barabbas is so awkwardly expressed, that it is not to be wondered at
that the story is re-drafted by the other two Evangelists.

21, Xv 26 7y 7 émypady Tis alrius adrod éruyeypapuévy. Both the
others change, partly perhaps because the brevity of the Marcan account

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

22. XV 40 foav 8¢ kal yuvaixes dd paxpdfer Gewpotioar. Retained by
Matthew, probably for the reason suggested on no. 10 above: altered
by Luke.

23. XV 43 bs kal adrds v mpoodexduevos Ty PBacihelav Tob Beod.
Altered by both, by Luke to the imperfect of the same verb, by
Matthew to the aorist of another verb.

24. XV 46 & pvipari & v Aeharopunuévor ék wérpas, ¢ which was hewn
out’ A.V. rightly : R.V. which had rendered the idiom rightly in 1, 4,
11, 21, at last found a chance to hark back to the classical pluperfect,
‘which had been hewn out’. But Marcan usage is clear. Matthew
changes to the active 8 é\aréunoev & 74 wérpg, Luke to the shorter
but perhaps more ambiguous phrase & uvijpar Aafevrs.

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

It might almost be said that this construction with the auxiliary verb is
for Mark, as for us, the real imperfect : for his use of the proper imper-
fect is little, if at all, removed from his use of the aorist. In cases such
as ii 27 é\eyev adrois To odBBarov did Tov dvbpwmor kTA., OF V 30 émioTpa-
dels &v 76 SxAo eyev Tis pov ffaro; it seems quite impossible to read
into \eyev any sense different from that of efwev. When Mark wants
to give the continuous sense of the imperfect, he uses v with the present
. participle : just as when he wants to give another shade of the imper-
fect, the inchoative sense, ‘began to do’ a thing, he uses what is in
effect another auxiliary verb, as we shall now see.!

1 Both uses, #jv with present participle and #p¢aro with present infinitive, reflect
Aramaic use, as I learn from the Rev. C. H. Dodd of Mansfield College, who
supplies me with references to G. Dalman Die Worte Jesu pp. 28, 21.
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il. The verd &pyopar (plato fipbavro) with present infinitive as auxiliary
Jor the imperfect (Matthew 10 times, Mark 26, Luke 18),

1. 145 6 8¢ éeMBov djpfato kyplooew . .. Matthew omits the verse :
Luke has a (roughly parallel) imperfect.

2. ii 23 of pabfyral adred Vpfavro 686y wowely TiANovTes. .. Matthew
retains fpéavro: Luke again substitutes an imperfect.

3. iv 1 kal wdAw Jjpéaro Siddokew wapd T Odhacoav. Both Matthew
and Luke omit the phrase.

4. v 17 xai jpfavro mapaxadety abrov dmelfelv . . . Both the other
Synoptists change into an aorist.

5. v 20 kai dmjhlev kal djpfaro kypvooew . . . No parallel in
Matthew : Luke substitutes a participle, drjAfer xypioowy.

6. vi 2 «kal yevopévov gafBfdrov 7jpfaro diddaxew & ) ovwvoywyf. No
parallel in Luke: Matthew gives the imperfect.

7. vi 7 dpéoro adrovs dwooTélhew Vo dvo, kai E8{Sov adrois éfovaiav. . .
No strict parallel in either Synoptist : but for the imperfect ¢8(dov both
substitute the aorist édwxev. Here, and often in Mark, Jjpfaro marks
a ‘beginning’ in the sense of a new departure rather than a continuous
process.

8. vi 34 xai fjpéaro Siddokew adrovs woAdd. The whole phrase dis-
appears from both the other accounts : but in the next verse Luke ix 12
has 7 8¢ juépa jpfato kAivew. That is to say, he borrows Mark’s fpéaro,
but transfers it to something to which ‘beginning’ was strictly appro-
priate : ‘the sun began to get low’.

9. vi 55 kal fpfavro énl Tols kpafdrTols ToVs kakds Exovras wepipépew.
The whole paragraph is absent from Luke: Matthew substitutes an
aorist, wpoojveyxar. :

10. vill 11 kal éAfov ol Papiwoator xal Fplavre cwinrev adro.
Matthew has an imperfect: Luke has the Q account of the demand for
a sign (xi 29), and therefore leaves out Mark’s account.

IL viii 31 xai fjpéaro Sddokew adrovs dTidet... Retained by Matthew :
Luke has an aorist participle.

12. viil 32 kol wpocleBiuevos 6 Térpos avrov fjpfuro emmudy adr.
So also Matthew : Luke omits the episode.

13. x 28 fpfaro Aéyew & Ilérpos airg. Inboth the other accounts elrer.

14. X 32 7péaro adrols Aéyew 76 pé\lovra adrd ovpBalvew : just as
viii 31, no. 11.  Once more both Matthew and Luke have simply elrer.

15. X 41 «al dkovoavres ol Oéku fpfavto dyavaxrev ... Luke, to save
the credit of two leading apostles, omits all personal references in this
episode: Matthew leaves the main story untouched, but for #péavro
dyavakrelv substitutes the aorist fyavdxryoay.

16. x 47 (of Bartimaeus) #péaro xpdlew kai AMéyew ... Very probably
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he did begin and go on with repeated cries: but both Matthew and
Luke are, as usual, content with an aorist.

17. xi 15 Ypéaro éfBodhew Tods mwodvras. Matthew again has the
aorist: Luke by exception {and so in no. 18) retains the Marcan
phrase.

18. xii 1 kai fplato adrols & mapaBolais Aaheiv Apmedéve . . ..
Matthew, having just inserted in the Marcan framework the parable of
the Two Sons, naturally omits the whole phrase: Luke follows Mark
again, as in the last preceding case.

I1g. xiii 5 17jpfato Aéyew adrols BAéwere pj Tis Opds whamjoy. As in
no. 11, it is a real commencement of new matter, the eschatological
discourse. Notwithstanding, both the other Synoptists prefer to. treat
our Lord’s words simply as an answer to the question put to Him,
¢ When shall these things be?’ and so introduce them with an aorist.

20. xiv 19 Fjpfavro Avmeiohar kal Aéyew abrd . . . Matthew retains
7péavro: Luke omits this and the following verse, perhaps because it
seemed impossible that any but the actual traitor could have needed to
put the question ‘Is it I?’

2L, xiv 33 fqpfaro éxbapfBeiclar kai d8yuovelv. Matthew once more
retains 7pfaro: Luke omits the whole verse.

22. xiv 65 «al fpfavrd Twes éprriew adrg.  For this Matthew has an
aorist, Luke (better) an imperfect.

23. xiv 69 kol % wadioky idotaa abrov fpfaro wdkiv Aéyew. For this
Matthew has a present tense, Luke an aorist. B and the Sahidic,
moved by just the same considerations as the two Evangelists, substitute
elrev in St Mark for the characteristic language of the author.

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

25. xv 8 6 gxhos fpfaro aireigfar . . . . The verse has nothing corre-
sponding to it in the other two accounts.

26. xv 18 «kal fpéavro domdledla adrév. Cf. no. 22: there, as here,
Matthew has, instead of jjpfavro, an aorist. No parallel in Luke.

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

VOL. XXVIII. Aa



354 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

ili. Z%e verd Sivapar as auxiliary (aliogether Matthew 27 times,
Mark 33, Luke 26).

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

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

1. 145 dote pnrére adrov Stvachar eis TéAw pavepds elaefeiv. There
was no physical impossibility: A.V., R.V., rightly ‘could no more’.
No parallel in Matthew or Luke.

2. iii 20 dore py ddvacfar adrods unde dprov poyev. No parallels:
but cf. Mark vi 31 008¢ ¢payeiv edxalpovv where the sense is practically
the same as in iii 20 ‘ They could not even get a meal’. Again no
question of physical impossibility.

8. iil 23, 24, 25, 26 w&s Svarar Joravis Saravav éBdAhew; . . . od
Stvarar arabivac . . . ob Swfoerar orijvar .. . o Svararoriva.  Probably
Matthew and Luke take the passage from Q: in any case they avoid
the use of SYvapar right through. (But Matthew follows Mark iii 27
in using it of the entry into the strong man’s house.)

4. iv 32 dore Slvacbar tmd Ty oK ailrod T TeTewd ToY oDpavod KaTa-
akyvovv. Matthew retains Mark’s construction but substitutes éxfeiv for
Svacfos i Luke turns the clause into a statement of fact kai .. . kare-
oxjvecey. Q may once more have affected Matthew and Luke: but
anyhow they bave in fact both avoided Mark’s &vacfa:, which A.V,
very well renders™“may’.

5. iv 33 He spoke the word to them in parables xafos #dvvavro
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drxovew. No parallel in Luke: Matthew omits the phrase. A.V, and
R.V. “as they were able to hear it’, but I suspect that Mark does not
mean more than ‘in proportion to their capacity’ ‘as they could hear’.

6. vi5 olx édvato éxel worfjoar oddeulav dvvapuw. No parallel: but
obviously Mark means that it was a moral impossibility for Christ to
work miracles where there was not faith to correspond. Both our
versions rightly ¢ could there do’.

7. vii 15 & Svarar xowdcar adrév (cf. 2. 18). No parallel in Luke:
Matthew substitutes the simple xowoi, because © can defile’ hardly means
more here than ¢does defile’.

8. ix 39 oddels ydp dorww o5 movfoe Shvauw émi T8 dvépari pov kal Svvi-
oerar Taxy kaxoloyfoal pe. ¢ Could easily revile me’ is surely the right
shade of the meaning, rather than ‘shall be able to’ of R.V. No parallel
in Matthew or Luke.

9. xiv 5 5dvvato yap Todro 70 wVpov wpabijvar... So Matthew: no
parallel in Luke. ‘Might have been sold’ A.V. and R.V., rightly.

10. xiv 7 drav Oényre Sdvache . . . & worjoar. Matthew omits : Luke
again has no parallel. A.V. ¢ whensoever ye will ye may do them good’
is exactly right : ‘can do them good’ of R.V. is unnecessary, and ‘are
able to do them good’ would be an exaggeration of emphasis.

Consideration of Mark’s use of Sdvapac does not perhaps at first sight
compel us to conclusions so clear as those of the two preceding sections
of this paper. But it cannot be without significance that Mark uses this

. verb, in proportion to the length of his Gospel, about twice as often as
the other two Synoptists : and that being so, I think it is legitimate to
apply the presumption to be drawn from his use of auxiliary verbs in
general to this particular case. The parallel of our own language shews
us how a verb like ‘can’ has tended to lose something of its original
force: ‘can you come to lunch to-morrow?’ is intermediate between
‘will you come ?’ and ‘are you able to come?’ Verbs like loxdw begin
to replace the stricter meaning’ of 8vvapa: in later Greek. In Mark ix
18 ‘I said to thy disciples that they should cast it out’ «ai otk {oxvoay,
both the other Synoptists substitute ofx #Swifyoor, perhaps from odx
Muvifnuer of Mark ix 28. Did the father use a stronger word than the
apostles ?

iv. The verd 0é\ow as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 39 times, Mark 235,
Luke 28).

@é\w is even mere definitely an auxiliary in Mark than Sévapar It
cannot indeed be distinguished from BovAopay, since the latter word has
almost dropped out from the language of the Gospels, and 6w has
replaced it. But 6é\w itself hardly expresses the idea of a strong
definite wish: for that sense other words have to be found, and 6é\e in

Aaz
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Mark can almost always be rendered by our own auxiliary verbs ‘ will’
(in the present tense) and ‘would’ (in the past). Since, however, we use
“shall’ and not ‘will’ as the auxiliary verb in the first person (singular
and plural), the rule does not apply to the forms §éhw félopev : Mark vi
25 Bého Wa avris 83s pou is really mistranslated by the ‘I will’ of
both A.V. and R.V.: x 35 Oéhoper e 5 éwv aimjowpédv oe moujoys
Huiv is better rendered by them ‘we would’; ‘I want’ or ‘I should
like’ would be the most exact equivalents, and so indeed also, though
the existing rendering has too sacred associations to be replaced by
any other, in xiv 36.

It is interesting to note further how often in Mark the verbs éAw and
Svvapar, our < would’ and ‘could’, stand in context and contrast with
one another: i 40 éw 6érys dvacal pe xabapioar, ‘If you would, you
could make me clean’; vi 19 jfehev airdv dmoxTelvar kal olx Hdivaro,
¢she would have killed him, but could not’ (A.V. is right : R.V. ‘desired
to kill him’ is wrong); vii 24 oddéva Hfedev yvivor kal otk YBuvdoby
Aafletv, ‘he would have remained incognito, but could not’; xiv 7
Srav Géhyre Stvacbe adrols wdvrore ) wofjoar, ‘if you would, you could
be benefiting them continually ’.

That 6é e must not be translated ‘wish’ or ‘desire’ in St Mark is
made abundantly clear by vi 48 #fekev mapeleiv adrods, which of course
does not mean ‘He desired to pass them by’, but exactly what we
express by ¢ He would have passed them by’—if they had not noticed
Him and stopped Him. ‘

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

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

vi 26 otk #j0é\noev dberijoar adriv. For ‘he would not reject her’
I should be inclined to write ¢ he did not want to reject her’. That is,
I think, the best rendering where a negative precedes 6élo.

vili 34 € Tis Géher dmicw pov eNfetv. A.V. is right with ‘will come
after me’, rather than R.V. with ‘would come after me’. Note that in
the next verse s éav 6éAy oboa is strictly parallel to s & &v drorére—
for it will hardly be suggested that a ‘will to save life’ is contrasted
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with an accidental or involuntary loss of it. No instance could shew
more clearly that 6é\w is practically an auxiliary verb, and nothing else.
So ix 35, X 43. »

ix 13 émolyoav adrd Soa ijferov. Both A.V. and R.V. ‘what they
listed ’ : that is, in modern English, ¢ what they liked’. Not ‘ what they
willed *.

x 36 7{ 0élere moufow Suiv; Our authorities vary a good deal in these
words, but the reading is borne out by x 51 7 goi 8érews wovjow ; xiv 12
mob Oéheis dmehbovres érowpdowper ; XV 9 Gélere dmodivow Tuiv; and
possibly xv 12 7{ olv [ 0éhere] roujow ; ¢ What would ye I should do?’ or
in more modernized English ¢ What do you want me to do?’! The
extraordinary reading of 8¢ B ¥ in x 36 7 Oé\eré pe wovjow tuiv; is
relegated to the margin of W-H, and must presumably be a conflation
between two readings rovjow and pe woujoac

xii 38 Tov ypappoaréoy TV Oeddvrov & oTolals mepurarev. AV
‘love’ is a shade too strong: but it is nearer the mark than R.V.
‘desire’. Qur exact equivalent is ‘like’ to walk in their best clothes.

One remaining word, and it is an important one, must be said about
the construction 6é e a2 It is found three times in Mark, vi 25
éhow va Eavtijs 8@s por émi wivaxe Tiw kepaliy Twdvov, iX 30 kal oix
N0ehev va Tis yvol, X 35 Oéhoper Wva & éiv almjowpéy ae mwovjoys Npiv,
where the idiomatic rendering is, I think, ‘I want you to give me’ ‘He
did not want any one to know’ ‘¢ We want you to give us’: once
apiece in Matthew and Luke but in the same phrase, Matt. vii 12 =
Luke vi 31 doa éw Oéhyre (xabbs Oérere) lva mobow Tpty of dvfpwror,
where perhaps the phrase of Q was already so ingrained in Christain use
as not to permit of change : once in John, xvii 24. Now 6é\w vd is the
modern Greek for the future tense: obviously the wouws of the first
century A.D. was already moving in that direction, and Mark of all the
Evangelists most nearly represents the xown unaffected by literary
tradition. The usage of auxiliary verbs was already beginning to
establish itself.

V. The verd Ew (73 times in Matthew, 68 in Mark, 76 in Luke).

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

1 In ix 5 the ordinary texts give xal morjowpey Tpets oknrds, and Luke too has xai
rotjowpey : but Matthew has € 0éAets morjow, and whence did he derive € 8éAes,
unless he read in Mark either @éreis movjow with Db ffi, or 6éres morflowper with
@ fam 13 5652 ¢ Would you like us to make three tabernacles ?’

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

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

L i22 & éovolav &wv. So Matthew: but Luke gets rid of éxwv
by writing v é&v éovaia 6 Adyos adrod. Imii 10, iii 15, the same phrase
is followed by an infinitive, which makes all the difference.

2. 132 Tovs kakds ovras, cf. 1 34, il 17, vi 55. In classical Greek
this would be .kaxés wpdooovras or kaxds wdoyovras: and therefore,
though Matthew has no objection to the phrase, Luke avoids it here,
though he does not alter it where -our Lord is the speaker, ii 17 xpeiav
Ixovow . .. laTpod . . . ol kaxds #ovres—probably a proverbial phrase,
and for that reason also more difficult of change.

8. 1i 19 doov xpdvov éxovow Tov vupdiov per adriv, cf. xiv 7 wdvrore
ToUs wTwxovs éxere pe éavrdrv. In ii 19 both Matthew and Luke omit
the phrase, primarily no doubt because it is redundant after & & &
vopglos per” abrév éorlv. But the use with elvar is the use satisfactory
to Luke, cf. 1, 5, 9, 13.

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

5. ili 1, 3 &npappérmy Iev Ty xepe (see above, at the top of the
page), 7® Ty xeipa éxovrt &npdv: on the first of the two occasions
Luke vi 6 substitutes % xeip adrod 3 8efa Hv &ypd, cf. 1, 3. See the
nexf note.

6. iil 10 Goor elyov pdoTiyas, cf. iili 22 BeeleSodd e, ili 30 mvedpa
dxdBaprov e, V 15 Tov doymrdra Tov Aeyibva, Vil 25 elxev 10 Buydrpiov
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abrijs mvedpa dxdfaprov, ix 17 éxovra mvelpa dhalov. Of these six cases
of éxew neither Matthew nor Luke (where they have parallels at all)
retain any one. Luke paraphrases with of évoxAovuevor vm6 . . . 4@’ ob 74
Saupdvia éE4Afev (but in viil 27 he writes &owv Saipudvia), Matthew with
Kkaxds &xovres, kakbs Sacpovilerar, kakds mdoyxe. Mark’s use would seem
to be a sort of colloquial idiom, somewhat resembling our own ‘a man
with an unclean spirit’ and the like.

7. iil 29 obx &e dpeowv. Both Matthew and Luke substitute the
cognate verb dplecfar. Mark’s use is very un-Greek—* to have forgive-
ness’ instead of ‘to be forgiven’—and no better example of his
exaggerated use of éxew could be found.

8. iv 5, 5, 6, 17 ok elxev yTv woAMijw, Sk 70 un Exew Bdbos yis, Sia 1O
pn &ew pilov, odx &ovow pilav. There is nothing wrong in these
phrases, but they do illustrate the limitations of Mark’s vocabulary and
his fondness for an elementary verb like &ew. Precisely similar is his
repeated usage, for instance, of &yecfar.

9. iv 40 odmw é&xere wiomw; cf. xi 22 ¥ere miotw feod. Again
nothing absolutely incorrect, and Matthew has the construction three
times, the Epistle of James twice. But common as wioms is in
St Paul’s Epistles, &ew miorw only occurs three times. Luke viii 25
changes to wob % wioTis Gudv ;

10. Vv 3 Ty katolknow elxev & Tois pvimacw. Again Luke changes
noun with &ew to verb uever, viii 27.

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

12. vi 34 &s wpbéfara py Exovra mouuéva, ‘as sheep without a
shepherd’, see on 6 above. The phrase is adopted by Matthew in
another context, Matt. ix 36. The idea ,is frequent in O.T., but the
LXX (cf. Luke’s usage, see on g above) always renders ofs odx ot
mowuiy (Swete).

13. vi 38, viii 5 wéoovs dprovs &ere; Matthew on both occasions
has the same construction as Mark: Luke here (no parallel to viii 5)
changes once more to the construction with elvai, see on 3, odx eloiv

v wAelov 4 ... But in viil 16, 17 ¢ dprovs odk Exovow, ér dprovs
odk &ere (no Lucan parallel), Matthew substitutes éxdBopev, éAdBere.

I4. ix 50 &yere & éavrols Ga. No parallel : but perhaps Matthew’s
duels éore 70 dhas 77s vis (Matt. v 13) represents the Q form of the
same Saying.

I5. X 21 doa Ieas molpoov, 22 Gy yip Exwy xpjuare moANd, 23 ol &
Xxpripara Exovres. It is curious that Luke retains the first and third of
these contiguous phrases, and changes the second to fv yip mAovoios
o¢ddpa, while Matthew retains in substance the second (with krjpara
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for ypijuara) but changes the first to wéAyodv gov T& Swdpxorra and the
third to wAovows. Obviously the common instinct of both was to

" modify at some point or another Mark’s superabundant use of &ew in
this context.

16. xi 13 cukiy . . . éxovoar piAla, ¢ a fig-tree in leaf’ ¢ with leaves .
Luke omits the whole episode because of its difficulty, Matthew omits
Ixovaav $piAMa, perhaps simply because the phrase immediately following
¢ nothing but leaves’ sufficiently implies that there were leaves.

17. Xil 6 & &a elxev viov dyamyrdv. Both Matthew and Luke re-
construct the phrase, perhaps just in order to get rid of &w in this
connexion. A Greek would naturally have written not efxer viév, but
v adrd vids.

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

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

APPENDIX

elbévar, ywvdokew, érvywdhokew, substantially identical in sense in Mark.

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

1. iv 13 od« oldare Ty wopafoliy robTy; kol whs wdoas Tis mapa-
Bo)ds yvdoeobe ; (no parallel in Matthew or Luke).

Both A.V. and R.V. translate both words ‘know’: but Swete ad /oc.
would draw the ordinary distinction between ‘knowledge which comes
from intuition or insight’ and ©that which is gained by experience or
acquaintance’. Qur versions are right, if only for the reason that there
is no future of eldéva: in N. T. : €idjow is only once found (Heb. viii 11),
and that in a quotation from the LXX. But if yvdoopar is used as the
future of ei8évar—as it certainly appears to be in this passage—a pre-
sumption is already created that in Mark at any rate the two verbs are
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not really distinguishable. That presumption appears to be borne out
in the passages which follow. :

2. V 29, 33 éyve 19 cdpare St larar dwd Ths pdoriyos ... eldvia b
yéyovev adry).

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

3. xiii 28, 29 ; 33, 35 ywdokerar 81t dyyis 76 Oépos éorlv . . . ywdokere
7 éyyls éorw émi Bpws . . . odk oidate yap wore & karpds [éorw] . . . odx
oldare yap mwére & kipios Tijs olkius épxerat.

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

4. xii 12 E"ywua-av ‘y&p i 7rp5§ adTovs 1’7\71/ wapaﬁo)v}lv elrev, and xv 1o
dylvooker yap dr e pbvov wapadedidkacar alréy (where Matthew at
any rate thought that #8e: was the proper word to use) contrasted with
il To Wa 8¢ eldfjre St éfovaiav Exer 6 vids Tob dvbpdmov ddiévar duaprias
and xi 32 dravres yap Poacay Tov Twdvyy Svrws o wpodifrys fv. - Here
I read ydeicav confidently with D W ® 565 700 and O. L. including 4:
for (i) the alternative reading elyov is easily explained as introduced
from Matthew, (ii) ydcicav suits better than elxov with the word dvraws
—you can ‘know of a surety’, but how can you ‘ regard of a surety’?

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

5. ii 8, v 30, viii 17, xii 15: the participles yvois, émiyvovs, €idds, as
used of our Lord.

ii 8 kal ebbis émyvods & ‘Ingols 76 mvedpoart adred St ofrws Siadoyi-
fovrar ... For this and the next case see on 2 above.

v 30 xai efds 6 “Inoods émiyvots v éavtd Ty € adrod Slvapww éfel-
fotoav . . .

vili 17 xal yvods Aéyer adrols TV Sraloyileabe Gru dprovs otk Exere;

xii 15 6 8¢ eldos adrdv Ty wdkpiow elmev adrols T( pe wepdlere; So
BCLAAY a % Vulg. Syriac and Egyptian versions against idov of the
rest : and in spite of xii 34 (and xii 28 ?) the preponderance of authority
for €idds here seems decisive.!

1 Even if eidds is not the correct reading in this passage, the participle reappears in
v 33 (quoted above) and vi 20 of Herod époBeito 7v “lwdvyy, €idds adrdv dvipa
dixaiov kal Gyiov. So for the other two verbs cf. vi 54 €385 émyvévres adrév and
XV 45 yvobs 4md Tob kevrupiwvos.
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It does not seem possible to distinguish any difference of meaning
between the three verbs as used of our Lord’s knowledge in these
four passages. What distinction there is is perhaps one of tense—
eldds being the present, yvods and érvyvovs the aorist: ywdorwv, ére
ywdookwy, are not found in Mark. In other words, when Mark wanted
to write a present participle, he used that of olda: when he was writing
an aorist, he turned to ‘ywu’;a‘xw or e’ﬂ'L'ywu')o'Kw. ]ust as with oldare and
yrdoeabe, so with el8ds and yvoids, we construct the complete paradigm
only by the help of the two verbs. '

The practical identity of ywdoxw and érrywdoke seems to be borne out
by a comparison of vi 33 xai &yveoav woldol (if we read &yvwoav with
BD and fam. 1) kal welp . .. owédpapov and vi 54 edbis émyvévres
adTov mepiéSpapor . .

C. H. TURNER.

"AramHTOC

A year ago Prof. Souter published in the JourNaL (Oct. 1926, xxviii
59) a passage of Plutarch illustrating the sense of dyamyrds for which
I have pleaded in reference to the Gospels. Shortly before the ap-
pearance of Prof. Souter’s note my friend the late Prof. A. H. Cruick-
shank, of the University of Durham, had communicated to me another
passage from Plutarch where dyamyrds is conjoined with pévos in the
same sense: d¢ genio Socratis 27 (Charon talking of his son) odros
(elrev) & dvdpes éuol pdvos éoti kal dyamyTds, bs loTe.

C. H. TURNER.

THE ‘SHORTER TEXT’ OF St LUKE XXII 15-20.

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

1 In the Teubner edition of the Moralia, iii 539.
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the bread, and should have omitted in connexion with the cup any
reference to its sacramental meaning’.

Dr Gore is surely justified, alike in abandoning the ‘longer text’,
and in feeling that the ‘shorter text’, as commonly presented, is
extremely hard to accept and to understand. It is the purpose of this
note to give reasons for thinking that a different ‘ shorter text’ can be
reconstructed, on the basis of the textual evidence, and that such a text
is both likely to be what St Luke actually wrote, and also offers none
of the difficulties which are involved in the acceptance of the reading
found in Codex Bezae

Before passing on to consider the textual evidence, I would call
attention to a question which is more important than some scholars
have appeared to realizez The Marcan narrative provided St Luke
with the words odkért od uy wiw éx 700 yerjpoTos Tijs duarédov s Tis
Huépas ekelvrns Srav adrd wive kawdv év T Baoihelp Tov feot. Since Luke
was purposing to add at a later point a reference to eating and drinking
at the table of the Lord in His kingdom, he wrote down Mark xiv 25 in
a shortened form—ob u3 #w . . . &ws drov % Bacihela Tod feod ENby ; but
he also deliberately duplicated the whole utterance—éribvuiy érebiunoa
payely . . . AMéyo yip Spiv émi od p3) dyw adrd éws drov mAnpwbi év T§
Bocurely Tob feod. What was the point of this duplication? This
will appear more clearly later on ; but it is to be noted that the effect of
the duplication is to open the story of the Last Supper with a solemn
and mysterious reference to (1) eating and (2) drinking. In the Zextus
Receptus this double reference is then repeated, in full liturgical form ;
whereas in the text of D the reference to drinking is followed only by
a curiously abrupt account of the eucharistic breaking of the bread.
Thus it is misleading to speak of that text as though it merely inverted
the normal liturgical order, and placed the cup before the bread; it
does not do so?; it merely adds a reference to bread and eating after

1 The whole passage Luke xxii 14—23 was the subject of a very interesting study
by Dr H. E. D. Blakiston which appeared in this JournaL in 1903 (vol. iv, pp. 548-
555). Dr Blakiston, who was definitely inclined to prefer the ‘longer text’
to that of W-H, propounded the hypothesis that the whole section was ‘not
the Synoptic tradition with additional details perhaps affected by St Paul’s version,
but a deliberate, though intentionally incomplete, conflation of two distinct, in-
dependent, and perhaps equally original narratives of the Institution’. The acute
arguments by which this hypothesis was supported do not concern me here; but
it is interesting to find that the narrative which Dr Blakiston assigned to the Lucan
source is exactly identical with the Lucan text towards which, as I believe, the
textual evidence really points.

2 The view here rejected is maintained by Loisy (E'uangiles Synoptiques ii 528):
¢le récit de Luc a toujours embarrassé les commentateurs, la bénédiction de la coupe
précédant celle du pain, sauf & revenir une seconde fois aprés le souper.’ Loisy
holds the common view that the Lucan account and order, as given in D &c., is to
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the twofold utterance about eating and drinking which is found in
29. 15-18. This ‘shorter text’, then, ought not to be thought of as
narrating a complete eucharistic Institution in an abnormal order. Its
difficulty is not one of order but of redundance; for if it be accepted
we have to explain why one half of the Institution-narrative is appended
to a passage in which the twofold elements of the eucharistic action
are already represented, enigmatically indeed, but in their normal
sequence.

The textual evidence is reduced by Dr Zahn in his Commentary
(pp. 671 ff) to four main types of reading, namely :—

I. an early Syriac-Latin form, in which 22. 17-18 are placed after

odpd wov, and take the place of 1gb-20 as the conclusion of the
narrative ;

I1. the text of the great uncials, &c. ;

III. that of the Peshitto, which omits 17-18 altogether, but includes
19—20 as they are found in II;

IV. the reading of D & ff* &c., which inserts xai AaBov . . . cOud pov
only, after v. 18.

This classification is rather a rough one, as a closer glance at the
Syriac evidence would shew, but it is adequate, perhaps, for our present
purpose. Of the types thus distinguished, III may clearly be dis-
regarded ; and in spite of Professor A. C. Clark’s rehabilitation of II
(Primitive Text of the Gospels pp. 77 ff) T will take leave to assume
that the weight of evidence is definitely unfavourable to II, and that II
is a deliberate and non-Lucan assimilation of a difficult passage to more
familiar texts and usages. But it must not be forgotten - that the
evidence for II, or something very like it, is extremely early. Justin
Martyr (4pol. i 66), harmonistic though his reference to the Eucharist
may be, clearly thought of the words robro woieire els iy dvdprnoly pov
as Gospel words, and when he wrote «al 76 worypiov éuolws it is to be
presumed that the Lucan doadrwes was in his mind. Marcion also—
though the evidence for his reading at this point is incomplete—
appears to have had in his text the words diwabijxy & 7§ alpori pov.
Therefore, if IT is the product of a process of assimilation, that process
must have begun very early indeed.

This being admitted and bome in mind, we have next to ask
whether any of our extant Gospel-texts is so pure as to preserve the

be illustrated from the Didache; it reproduces the normal Jewish order of the
benedictions, which was not the order in which the distribution took place. The
order bread-wine was due, he thinks, to St Paul, ‘qui a vu surtout dans ’eucharistie
le symbole et la continuation du sacrifice de la croix . . . De ce point de vue
théologien, la fraction du pain, symbole de la mort, s’offrait la premicre a Vesprit,
et permettrait de comprendre sans difficulté le symbolisme du vin’.
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original text from which the process of assimilation and amplification
took its beginning ; and since the reading of D &c. has been accepted
as the standard type of ®shorter text’, we have to ask whether D pre-
serves what St Luke wrote, or whether even this text has undergone
any amplification. '

In order to answer this question we must look more closely into
the texts roughly grouped by Zahn under the heading I. Within this
group Syr-sin seems to stand over against Syr-cu and & ¢ as representing
a more advanced stage of textual evolution, while & ¢, again, are more
primitive than Syr-cu. A conspectus will make this clear:—

Syr-sin

embupug erebvunoa
ro magya payew el vpwv
mwpo Tov pe wabew

Aeyo yap v

(o7t) ovkeri ov pn payew avro

ews orov wAnpwly
ev 7 Bacideq Tov Geov
kat AaSwv aprov

evxaploToas ekhacey
ki €dwkev avTols Aeyov
TOUTO €CTLV TO TWMA JLOV
10 vTep vpwy Sibopevoy
OUTWS TOLELTE

€S TNV €UV avapvnoty
Ko pera To Seurvmoal
Aafwv To woTnpLov

€UXAPLOTNTAS €T QUTW
evrev Aafere TovTo

Siapepioare ets eavrovs
TOUTO €0TL TO QLUO LOV

7 xkawn dwabnky

Aeyw yap vy

OTL OV y1) LW QWO TOV VUV
Ao TOV YEVNUATOS TOUTOV

ews otov 1 Bactleta Tov

fecov erby

e (Syr-cu, b)
concupiscentiam concupi
hoc pascha manducare uobiscum
priusquam patiar
dico enim uobis
quia iam non manducabo illud
doneque adimplear (impleatur &)
in regno dei
et accepit panem et (et accepto
pane 4)
gratias egit (+ ex avro cx) et fregit
et dedit eis (illis 4) dicens
hoc est corpus meum
(+ 70 vrep vpowv
OUTWS TOLELTE
€S TV epny avapynow i om & ¢)
et
accepit calicem et
(accepto calice 4)
gratias egit (4 er avro o)
et dixit accipite (+ hoc et &
+ rTovTo fu)
uiuite (diuidite &) inter uos

dico enim uobis
quod non uiuam (bibam 4} amodo
de potione uitis (de generatione
uitis huius 6: amo 7ov yernuaros
TOUTOU TS QUTENOV CU)
quoadusque (donec &) regnum
dei ueniat.
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The Greek text underlying the Sinaitic Syriac, with its additions of
70 Swép Suav Wdduevov (¢ which I give for you’), olrws moeire k., perd
75 Sevmvijoar, and Tobré o T ofpa pov 7 kawn Swabiky, is clearly later,
at this point, than that represented in the Curetonian, while the
Curetonian is in its turn later than the Latin authorities grouped with
it ; and we may conveniently take e, therefore, as representing Zahn’s
group I in its earliest extant form.

What, then, is the difference between the text of I (¢) and that of IV
(D a % &c.)? Neglecting minor details, it amounts simply to this,
that IV has the words xat AaBdv dprov . . . 76 obud pov after the clause
¢ws drov ) Pacirela Tod Oeot by, whereas I has the same words ap-
pended to the clause &ws drov mAnpwdy év ) Baoilela Tod Beot. Dr
Sanday (in H. D. B. ii 636 {) regarded the reading of ¢ as an attempt to
improve upon that found in D. ¢The omission of zw. 19P-z20
(D a % 7 I) belongs to the oldest form of the Western text. The next
step was to transpose the order of 9. 17-18 and 19?, so as to make the
sequence of the Bread and Cup correspond to that in the other
authorities.” Yet, with all due deference to so high an authority, it is
permissible to doubt the correctness of this reconstruction of the
textual developement, and to suggest an alternative,

Since £ is not extant at this point, ¢ is our only available representa-
tive, though by no means a consistent representative, of the African
Latin; and it is not impossible that e should be regarded here as
parallel to D rather than derivative from D. In fact, I would suggest,
these two manuscripts represent two extremely early and almost
identical attempts to emend a difficult passage, or rather they represent
one and the same attempt, marred in one case and not in the other by
a mischance.

Is there not a presumption, where a piece of ¢ over-matter’ is found,
in two different but kindred authorities, at two different points in
a paragraph, that it is in both cases an interpolation? If that is so,
the present case is surely one in which that presumption is of ex-
ceptional strength. We have here a little section, very strangely
placed in D and less strangely in ¢, but occurring in both cases after
the words Baculela Tob feot. Is it not probable, at least, that the
clause is a very early interpolation, intended from the first to be
inserted where ¢ has it, but added by mischance, in an ancestor of D,
after the wrong Bagihelq 700 feod P Professor Turner, to whom I made
this suggestion, amplifies and illuminates it thus: ‘one might suppose
that the first change was that a very early annotator put in the kai
AafBov . .. cdud pov clause between two columns of his papyrus roll,
and that ¢’s ancestor copied it into his copy in the left-hand column of
the text, D’s ancestor into the column to the right, that is, at a later point.’
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This interpolation, if we may now venture to call it so, is not based
on 1 Corinthians nor on Matthew but on Mark ; &wker adrols appears
in Matthew as dods Tois pafyrais and is absent from the Pauline text.
Moreover, with its omission of AdBere it is closer to the text of Z in
Mark than to that of the critical editions, although it does not go so far
with £ as to include ¢ et manducauerunt ex illo omnes’; which Professor
Turner (Jnaugural Lecture ed. 2z p. 71) believes to be the authentic
Marcan text. Both D and ¢, however, with ebxapiorioas and gratias
egit shew a slight assimilation to the Pauline text, or to that of Luke xxii
17, whereas the Marcan reading is undoubtedly eddoyroas (bene-
dixit £).

It may be asked whether after all it is not possible that the ¢ text as
it stands is original. The answer seems to be that in its present form
it cannot be the parent of the text of D, nor does it in any way serve
to explain the reading of the great uncials. On the other hand, it is,
as I believe, the most primitive text that we possess; but in order to
explain the other and later forms we seem forced to go back behind all
extant MS authority, and to discern behind ¢ a text in which there was
no explicit eucharistic reference at all.  Such a text must bave seemed
from the first to cry out for amplification?; and such a text alone
would afford a simple and adequate explanation of all the subsequent
variants. That it explains the present reading of ¢ is obvious; while
Zahn’s text-form II may either have been an independent amplification,
or, conceivably, may have originated on the basis of the error now
perpetuated in D and its congeners. In any case, there is a direct
road from the shortest of all the possible ‘short forms’ to any of the
longer ones.

A word must now be said about the resultant text: «xai elmev wpods
alrols émbuply émefipmoa Todro 6 wdoxa payelv pel’ Sudv wpd Tod
pe mabelr Aéyw yip dpiv 6r o py ddyw adrd Ews drov wAnpwly &
77} Pacilely 10D Oeot. kal defdpevos moripiov ebxapioTicas elmer: Adfere,
Swapepioare els éavrovs. Aéyw yap piv i ob py wiw &md Tod ViV dwd
100 yerjuatos [rovrov] Tis dumélov ws Srov IOy 4 Pacikela Tob feod.
whyp Bov 4§ xelp Tob mapadiovrds me xtA. All this is deliberately
substituted for the explicit eucharistic reference of Mark. The motive
for the duplication o? py ¢dyw .. .od iy wiw, which replaces Mark’s
obkéri ob py wiw, at once becomes plain. The words are ¢wvivra
owveroiow ; the double reference to eating and drinking, coupled
with the promise uttered later of a Suaffxy, wherein the faithful,
and they only, would eat and drink at the Lord’s table in His

! The amplifying process is presumably older than Marcion, but the form in which
his text appears to have presented it would have commended itself to him on the
ground of its Pauline character,
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kingdom, would be understood to veil from all but the initiated the
intimacies of a familiar rite. But even so veiled a reference must
touch, though allusively, upon food as well as upon drink: and the
duplication of the Marcan utterance serves to clothe the allusion in
a perfectly appropriate form.

I do not infer, as some recent German scholarship is inclined to do,
that the story of the Last Supper was not, in St Luke’s mind, linked
closely with liturgical usage, that it was not Aultisch gedack?. Contrari-

- wise, I am tempted to think that we have here such a genuine trace of
a disciplina arcani as reappears in the Fourth Gospel. One can quite
readily conceive that St Luke’s narrative was published under circum-
stances which made it inadvisable to disclose the inner meaning of
Christian wosship. Dr Blakiston, in the paper alluded to above, called
attention to some of the contacts between the Third Gospel and the
Fourth at this point. A recent study by von Harnack, dealing with
Marcionite readings and their influence upon Catholic texts, has
suggested others. Here, perhaps, we have one more; and the signifi-
cance of these contacts offers a problem for which no one yet, so far as

I know, has provided an adequate solution.?
: H. N. Barte.

THE THEOPHANIES OF GIDEON AND MANOAH.

IN the course of the criticism of the Old Testament it is often
necessary to conclude that a particular narrative or element of a
narrative is unhistorical, on the ground that it is contradicted by other
evidence which appears to be more trustworthy. But the task still
remains of considering the details, for in the effort to understand them
we may often throw light upon beliefs and ideas of great value for the
study of History in its widest sense. For example, if the opening
chapters of Genesis are not regarded as an authentic account of the
beginning of the world, we find in its stead a quantity of evidence
which illumines the ideas and beliefs of the Hebrews, and what we
seem to lose in objective’ history we gain in a deeper knowledge of
Hebrew life and thought. In the long run we acquire material which

! This note was written, and had left my hands, before the publication of
Professor Burkitt’s note on the same passage in the January number of this
JournaL (pp. 17811.). Professor Burkitt holds that the ‘shorter text’ preserves
the true Lucan reading, while the ‘longer text’ dates from the formation of the
Church’s official Canon of Four Gospels. I should prefer to say that the ¢shorter’
and the ‘longer’ texts both date from successive stages in that process, and that
the earlier of these stages cannot be placed later than the first decades of the
second century, : ‘



