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NOTES AND STUDIES

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

(continued)

VIII. Auwxiliary and quasi-auxiliary verbs.

i. The past lense of the substantive verb fv foav with present active,
Dresent ov 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. 16 v 6 Twdvys évdedupévos Tpixas kapdlov . . . kal éofwy 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 Jvév ™ éprjpw . . . mepaldpevos Ymd Tov Saravi, ‘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 yiap 8iddorwy adrols ds éfovoiav Exwy, * was teaching’. ‘The
only case where both Matthew and Luke retain the Marcan construction.

4. 133 v 8\y ) wokis émovwyypévy wpos Ty Gdpav. Not (of course)
‘had been gathered’, but ‘ was gathered’. No Synoptic parallel.

5. 1 39 v kyploowy eis Tas gvvaywyas airdy, ‘was preaching’. As
pointed out in ch. III of these Notes (/. 77 5., Oct. 1924, xxvi p. 15)
W-H give a wrong reading here with R BL #Afev, due to the desire
to find a construction for els. Not only does the Lucan parallel (iv 44)
support 7w, 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 Hoav 8¢ Tves Tdv ypapparéwy ékel kabruevor kai Suadoyilpevor,
¢ were sitting there and discussing’. Matthew alters : Luke retains foar
kaffpevor, but removes it to the opening of the story, v 17.

7. il 18 Foav oi pabyral Twdvov kal oi Papioaior vyoredovres. The
statement is dropped at this point by both Matthew and Luke.

8. iv 38 adrds fv év rf wpvpvy . . . kabeldwy. Again altered by both,
by Matthew to the imperfect, by Luke to an aorist.

9. V5 7v kpdlwv xal karaxémrov éavrov Ao, ¢ 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 7 8¢ el . . . dyékn xolpov peyddy Boaxopévy. Re'tained
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 Bookopéver.!

IL Vi §2 v adrdv § kapdla merwpopévy. No parallels.

12. ix 4 kai foov cvvharodvres 7§ ‘Inood. Both Matthew and Luke
alter, Luke to the imperfect gurveddhovy, Matthew by suppressing oay
and connecting the participle with the preceding verb.

13. X 22 v yip &wv xpipara [2./. kripara] moAAd. Here it is
Matthew who retains the Marcan construction, Luke who alters it (v
mhovoos) . but see further, on this verse and context, § v 15 below,
p- 359-

14. x 32 foov 8¢ & 14 686 dvaPaivovres eis Teposdlupa. Luke omits
the verse, Matthew quite alters the construction.

15. X 324 «kai Gy wpodywy adrods 6 Ingovs. No parallels.

16. xiv 4 Foav 8¢ Twes dyavoxTolvres mwpos éavrovs. No parallel in
‘Luke : Matthew alters to the aorist.

I7. Xiv 40 Jfoav ydp adrdv ol ddpbalmol karofopuvduevor. 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 parallel in Luke. )

18. xiv 49 xaf Huépav Junv wpos Huds & 16 iepd Sddoxwy. Altered
by Luke to a participle, dvros pov {avoiding two verbs connected with
xai), by Matthew, because he disliked the construction, to éxafeldunv.

I9. Xiv 54 7v ouvkaOjpevos perda Tov vmnperdv. Here for the first
time both Matthew and Luke make the same alteration, substituting
éxdbyro for fv ouvvkabijpevos—though one has pera rév with Mark and
the other péoros adrov. 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 7v 8¢ 6 Aeydpevos BapafBas pers. tdv araciacTdy Sedepévos.
‘Now the fellow called Barabbas was . .. lying in prison’: A.V. wrongly
separates fv from dedepévos, 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.

2. xv 26 v % émypady Ths airias adrov émiyeypoupévy. Both the
others change, partly perhaps because the brevity of the Marcan account

! Booxopévn in Luke viii 32, in spite of the strong authority of XBD (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 yuvaires dwd paxpéfev fewpodoar.  Retained by
Matthew, probably for the reason suggested on no. 10 above: altered
by Luke.

23. XV 43 bs xal abros v mwpoodexduevos T Bookelav Tod Heod.
Altered by both, by Luke to the imperfect of the same verb, by
Matthew to the aorist of another verb.

24. XV 460 & prijpari b fv Aedarounuévov éx mérpas,  which was hewn
out’ AV, 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 & Tf mérpe, Luke to the shorter
but perhaps more ambiguous phrase év uwjpar: Aafevrd.

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-
tiCipley ([2]1 3 5, 6’ 7 8’ 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, I5, 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 perfgct 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, 3, 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 il 27 @eyev abrois To odBBarov dus v dvfpwmov k7A., Or V 30 émorpa-
deis é&v 76 SxAe Eeyev Tis pov fypato ; it seems quite impossible to read
into & eyev any sense different from that of elrev. When Mark wants
to give the continuous sense of the imperfect, he uses 3 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, #j» with present participle and #pfaro with present infinitive, reflect
Aramaic use, as [ 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 dpxopar (fpfato fpéavre) with present infinitive as auxiliary
Jor the imperfect (Matthew 10 times, Mark 26, Luke 18),

I. i45 & 8¢ élerov qpéato kypiooew . .. Matthew omits the verse:
Luke has a (roughly parallel) imperfect.

2. ii 23 oi pabyrai adrob fpavro 680y wowely TAXovres . .. Matthew
retains 7pfavro: Luke again substitutes an imperfect.

8. iv I «ai wdAw ijpéaro Siddorew wapa Tiy Bdhagoav. Both Matthew
and Luke omit the phrase.

4. v 17 «kai fpéavro wapakalely abrov dwredfetv . . . Both the other
Synoptists change into an aorist.

5. v 20 kai &mfAGev kal Wpfaro kypiooav . . . No parallel in
Matthew : Luke substitutes a participle, dzfjAfev xknpioawr.

6. vi 2 kal yevopévov caffdrov jjpfaro Siddokew év T quvaywyh. No
parallel in Luke : Matthew gives the imperfect.

7. vi 7 fpéaro airovs droorTéAAew Svo Yo, kal édidov abrols éfovalav .. .
No strict parallel in either Synoptist : but for the imperfect &@ov both
substitute the aorist &wxev. Here, and often in Mark, fjpéaro marks
a ‘beginning’ in the sense of a new departure rather than a continuous
process.

8. vi 34 «ai 7jpfaro diddaxew abrovs woAdd. The whole phrase dis-
appears from both the other accounts : but in the next verse Luke ix 12
has % 8¢ jjuépa jplato 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 jjpfavro émi Tols kpafdrTois Tovs kakds Exovras wepipépew,
The whole paragraph is absent from Luke: Matthew substitutes an
aorist, mpooijveykav. '

10. vill 11 kal éABov ol Papraior kai dplavro cwlyrey aidre.
Matthew has an imperfect: Luke has the Q account of the demand for
a sign (xi 29), and therefore leaves out Mark’s account.

I1. vill 31 «ai fipéaro dbdorew airovs ST del. .. Retained by Matthew :
Luke has an aorist participle.

12. vili 32 «xal wpoocAaBduevos 6 Ilérpos airov djplato émmiudy adre.
So also Matthew : Luke omits the episode,

13. x 28 #péaro Méyew & Iérpos adr. In both the other accounts elrev.

14. x 32 Tpfaro abrois Méyew Ta péXlovra obrd cvpBaivew : just as
viii 31, no. 11.  Once more both Matthew and Luke have simply elrev.

I5. X 41 «kal dkoboavres ol déka npfavro dyavaxtey . . .  Luke, to save
the credit of two leading apostles, omits all personal references in this
episode : Matthew leaves the main story untouched, but for fpgavro
dyavaxrely substitutes the aorist Jyavdxrnoay.

16. x 47 (of Bartimaeus) 7péaro kpdlew xai Aéyew ... 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.

I7. xi 15 #pfaro ékBdAhew rods wwlodvras. Matthew again has the
aorist: Luke by exception (and so in no. 18) retains the Marcan
phrase.

18. xii 1 xal 7pfaro adrois & mapafolais Aalely "Apmeddva . . .
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.

19. xiii 5 Wpfaro Aéyew adrois BAémere i mis duds mAamjoy.  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 Jpfavro Avreicfar xai Aéyew adré . . . Matthew retains
fpfavro: 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?’

21. xiv 33 7pfato ékbapSBeiofar kai ddnuovelv. Matthew once more
retains 7jpfato: Luke omits the whole verse.

22, xiv 65 kal fjpfavrd Twes éurriav adrg. For this Matthew has an
aorist, Luke (better) an imperfect.

23. Xiv 69 xal % wadloxy oo abrov jjpfaro wdhw 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¢ Jjpfaro dvabfeparilev. 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 dxMos fpfato airelgfar . . . . The verse has nothing corre-
sponding to it in the other two accounts.

26. xv 18 «kai 7jplavro domwdlecfar adrév. Cf. no. 22: there, as here,
Matthew has, instead of #jpfavro, 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 fjpéa(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, II, 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
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iiil. Z%e verb Sivapar as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 27 times,
Mark 33, Luke 26).

Not only is the verb 8ivauar 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
dtvapar 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 Svvaua
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 Suwjoerac (ili 25, viil 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 aux111ary use
is probable or at least possible.

I i 45 &ore pnrért adrov Svvaclar els méAw pavepds elcedfetv. There
was no physical impossibility: A.V., R.V,, rightly ‘could no more’:
No parallel in Matthew or Luke.

2. iii 20 dore py SVvacbar adrovs umdé dprov payetv. No parallels:
but cf. Mark vi 31 03¢ payelv edxalpovv where the sense is practically
the same as in iii 20 ¢ They could not even get a meal’. Again no
questlon of physical impossibility.

8. iil 23, 24, 2 5, 26 wos Svarar Saravas Saraviy eK,BaM\ew, ]
Stvarar orabjrar . . . ob Suwijoerar orivar .. . od Stvatat oriwar.  Probably
Matthew and Luke take the passage from Q: in any case they avoid
the use of S¥vapar right through. (But Matthew follows Mark iii 27
in using it of the entry into the strong man’s house.)

4. iv 32 dore Sdvachar Imd Ty oxidy adTod T merewd To odpavod kata-
aryvodv. Matthew retains Mark’s construction but substitutes éxfetv for
8tvacbar :- Luke turns the clause into a statement of fact xal .. . kare-
gjvocer. Q may once more have affected Matthew and Luke: but
anyhow they have in fact both avoided Mark’s §¢vacfar, which AV,
very well renders’¢ may’.

5. iv 33 He spoke the word to them in parables xafos #8évarro
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dxoew. 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. vi 5 obx éddvato éxel moujoar ovdepiov Svapw. 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. vil 15 & Sidvarar kowaoar adrdv (cf. v. 18). No parallel in Luke:
Matthew substitutes the simple xowo?, because ‘ can defile’ hardly means
more here than ¢ does defile’. .

8. ix 39 ob8els ydp doriv bs movjoe Stvapw érl 76 dvépari pov kal Svif-
getaw Tayy kakohoyfoal 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 $8dvaro yap Toiro 76 pipov wpabivar ... So Matthew: no
parallel in Luke. ‘Might have been sold’ A.V. and R.V., rightly.
10. Xiv 7 &rav Bé\yre Sdvacle . . . & 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 geod’ would be an exaggeration of emphasis.

Consideration of Mark’s use of Svvapac 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 ioxvo begin
to replace the stricter meaning’ of S¥vapa: in later Greek. In Mark ix
18 ‘I said to thy disciples that they should cast it out’ xai obx loxvoay,
both the other Synoptists substitute oix $8uifnaav, perhaps from odx
#8umifyuev of Mark ix 28. Did the father use a stronger word than the
apostles ?

iv. The verd 6é\o as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 39 times, Mark 25,
Luke 28).
®é\w is even mere definitely an auxiliary in Mark than 8dvapar It
cannot indeed be distinguished from BovAopas, since the latter word has
almost dropped out from the language of the Gospels, and féAw has
replaced it. But fé\w itself hardly expresses the idea of a stror.lg
definite wish : for that sense other words have to be found, and fé\w in
Aaz2
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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 6éhw §éopev : Mark vi
25 iAo Wa avris 8s pou is really mistranslated by the ‘I will” of
both A.V. and R.V.: x 35 Oéloper lva & &w alrfowpéy oe mounjoys
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 6éxw and
Sdvapar, our ¢ would’ and ‘could’, stand in context and contrast with
one another: i 40 &w Gé\ys dtvacal pe rxabopioar, ‘If you would, you
could make me clean’; vi 19 7jferer adrov dmwoxrelvar kal odk 7dUvaro,
¢she would have killed him, but could not’{A.V. is right : R.V. ¢ desired
to kill him’ is wrong); vii 24 o?8éva 7ferev yviovar xal otk Hduvdaby
Aafeiv, ‘he would have remained incognito, but could not’; xiv 7
drav Békyre Sivacbe avrols wdvrore &b wodjow, ‘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 jfedev maperfeiv adrovs, 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 mpooxaleirar ovs 7fedev 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 adrds.
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 adrés
was to add the element of personal choice to the colourless word 7lerev,
and so for A.V. ‘whom he would’ I would substitute ‘ whom he willed *,

vi 26 odx H0éAyoev derijoar admiy. TFor ‘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 6é\e.

viil 34 € s Gélet Smicw pov ENfev. A.V. is right with ‘will come
after me’, rather than R.V, with ‘would come after me’. Note that in
the next verse 8s éaw 0é\y odoar is strictly parallel to és & &v droéoer—
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 émolpoav adrd Soa Ffeov. Both A.V. and R.V. ‘what they
" listed ’ : that is, in modern English, “ what they liked’. Not ¢ what they
willed ’.

X 36 7 0é\ere moujow Ppiv; Our authorities vary a good deal in these
words, but the reading is borne out by x 51 7{ goc éheis morifow ; Xiv 12
7wob Béleis dwedbovres érowudowmer ; XV 9 Oélere dmodvow Tpiv; and
possibly xv 12 7{ ol [ Gérere] movjow ; ¢ What would ye I should do?’ or
in more modernized English ¢ What do you want me to do?’! The
extraordinary reading of X¢ B¥ in x 36 7({ Géheré pe movjow Tuiv; is
relegated to the margin of W-H, and must presumably be a conflation
between two readings woujow and ue Tojoac,

xii 38 7év ypapparéwy T@v OehdvTwv év oroddis mepuraretv. 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 wa.? It is found three times in Mark, vi 25
0éhw Wa éavris 88s pot émi mivake Ty redayy ‘lodvov, IX 30 kai odk
n0ekev va 1is yvol, X 35 Oédoper va b éav almjowpéy oe movjons Nuiv,
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 Oé\yre (kabbs Oélere) o mordow Tuiv of dvfpwmor,
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 6éw vd is the
modern Greek for the future tense: obviously the xous of the first
century A.D. was already moving in that direction, and Mark of all the
Evangelists most nearly represents the xows unaffected by literary
tradition. The usage of auxiliary verbs was already beginning to
establish itself.

v. The verd ixw (73 times in Matthew, 68 in Mark, 716 in Luke).

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

1 In ix 5 the ordinary texts give xal moifjowper Tpeis oxnyds, and Luke too has rai
mohowpey 1 but Matthew has el 8éAeis mothow, and whence did he derive el 6éres,
unless he read in Mark either §éiets moifiow with D b ffi, or 0éress morjomper with
© fam 13 565 ? ¢ 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 %abeo with the past participle passive which has as
we know established itself in the languages of Western Euope: iii 1
dvbpomos ééppappéry Exwv ™y xepa, Vil 17 werwpoubmy Exere T
xapdlav Sudv; That does a little bit suggest arefactam habens manum,
and Matthew and Luke both instinctively substitute the adjective &npd
for the participle énpappuéry: 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 &ew 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.
I do not propose to examine all, or anything like all, of the sixty-eight
instances where &w 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 122 &s éovoiav &wv. So Matthew: but Luke gets rid of &wy
by writing }v & éfovaiy 6 Adyos abrod. Inii 1o, iii 15, the same phrase
is followed by an infinitive, which makes all the difference.

2. 1 32 7ods xaxds yovras, cf. i 34, il 17, vi 55. In classical Greek
this would be .xaxds wpdooovras or xaxds mdoyovras: 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 ypelav
&ovow . .. laTpod . . . oi kakds €xovres—probably a proverbial phrase,
and for that reason also more difficult of change.

3. il 19 Soov xpdvov Eéxovow Tov vuuplov per’ aidrdv, cf. xiv 7 wdvrore
Tobs mrwyovs éxere pel éavrdv. In ii 19 both Matthew and Luke omit
the phrase, primarily no doubt because it is redundant after év ¢ 6
vupdios per’ adrdv éorlv. But the use with evar is the use satisfactory
to Luke, ¢f. 1, 5, 9, 13. ’

4. ii 25 xpelav &rxev. 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. iii 1, 3 énpapnédvyy Ewv Ty xepo (see above, at the top of the
page), T@ Tiv xeipo &xovrt &npdv: on the first of the two occasions
Luke vi 6 substitutes 5 xeip adrod % 8elx v &ypd, cf. 1, 3. See the
next note.

6. iii 10 dooc elxov pdoriyas, cf. iii 22 BeeleSodA e, ili 30 mvedua
dxdfoprov éxel, Vv 15 Tov éoxmrdTa ToV Aeyidva, Vil 25 elyev 76 Buydrpiov
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avis wvedpa dkdbaproy, ix 17 Iyovra wvebpa dhadov. Of these six cases
of &ew neither Matthew nor Luke (where they have parallels at all)
retain any one. Luke paraphrases with of é&voyAotpevor 37 . . . d¢p’ ob 7
Sapdvia é&4A0ev (but in viil 27 he writes Iov dapéna), Matthew with
kakds Eovres, kakds darpovileral, kaxds wdoye. 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. iii 29 oix &e dpeow. Both Matthew and Luke substitute the
cognate verb dgilecfar.  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 éew could be found.

8. iv 5, 5, 6, 17 obx elxev yiv oAy, 81d 7O pi) Eer Bdbos yiis, Sia TO
p7 Ixew pilav, odx &ovow pifav. 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 éxew. Precisely similar is his
repeated usage, for instance, of &yeofac.

Q. iv 40 ovmw &ere wiotw; cf. xi 22 Igere wloTw Bfeod. Again
nothing absolutely incorrect, and Matthew has the construction three
times, the Epistle of James twice. But common as wiomis is in
St Paul’s Epistles, éxew wiorwv only occurs three times. Luke viii 25
changes to mod % wioTis Ypov ;

10. v 3 7iv kartolknow elxev év Tois pvipacw. Again Luke changes
noun with &yew to verb &uever, viil 27. ‘

IL v 23 éoxdres Ixe. 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 mpéBara py &ovra woyéva, ‘as sheep without a
shepherd’, see on 6 above. The phrase is adopted by Matthew in
another context, Matt. ix 36. The idea (s frequent in O.T., but the
LXX (cf. Luke’s usage, see on 3 above) always renders ofs oix &orwv
oLV (Swete).

13. vi 38, vili 5 wdoous 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 elvay, see on 3, odk eloiv

.pv whelov 4 ... But in viil 16, 17 e dprovs odx Exovow, éri dprovs
otk Ixere (no Lucan parallel), Matthew substitutes éxdBouev, édBere.

14. ix 50 ¥yere & éavrols dha. No parallel: but perhaps Matthew’s
Spels éore 70 dhas Tis yis (Matt. v 13) represents the Q form of the
same Saying.

15. X 21 doa s mdyoov, 22 v yip Exwv Xpipata modrd, 23 ol Ta
Xpipara &ovres. It is curious that Luke retains the first and third of
these contiguous phrases, and changes the second to v yip wlolaios
opé8pa, while Matthew retains in substance the second (with kmjuata
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for xpijpara) but changes the first to wdAyodv gov 7o tmdpyovra and the
third to wAodoiwes. 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 oukfv . .. &ovoav ¢UAAg, ¢ a figtree in leaf’ ¢ with leaves’.
Luke omits the whole episode because of its difficulty, Matthew omits
Ixovoav ¢pvAAa, perhaps simply because the phrase immediately following
‘nothing but leaves’ sufficiently implies that there were leaves.

17. Xii 6 &n &a elyev viov dyamqrév. 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 elyev vidv, but
W abTd vids.

18. xiv 8 B oyev émoinoev, ‘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 éue od wdvrore &xere & éoxev ... But the parallels which Swete
quotes trom Luke to this use of é’xw (Luke vili 42, xii 4, xiv 14, Acts iv
14) are not strictly in point, for in each of them a negatlve precedes,
and that makes a real difference.

Nothing was said above of i 38 ras éxopévas kwpomddes, 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

eldévai, ywhokew, émywdokew, substantially identical in sense in Mark.

We are all familiar with the distinction in classical Greek between
eidévar ‘ 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 ?

L iv 13 obk oldare Ty mapafolyy TabTyv; kol wds wdoas Tés wapa-
Bolis yvdaeabe ; (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 ’. Our versions are right, if only for the reason that there
is no future of €idéva: in N. T. : eidijow is only once found (Heb. viii 11), -
and that in a quotation from the LXX. But if yvdoopa: is used as the
future of eidévar—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 éyvo 1§ gopar dri lata dwd Ths pdoriyos . .. eidvia B
yéyovey abry.

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, odpare or wvedpar, is expressed. :

3. xiii 28, 29 ; 33, 35 ywdokerar Sri éyyds 16 Oépos darly . . . ywdokere
St dyyls éorw émi Gipass . . . oDk oldare Yip wéte & kawpds [éorev] . . . oDk
oiBare yap wére 6 xipios tijs oixius dpyerar.

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 ywdokere: cf. iv 27, ix 6, x 38, xi 33,
xil 24, xiil 32, xiv go.

4. xii 12 &yvooav yap 61t wpos adrovs Ty mapafolyy elmev, and xv 10
éyivwokev yap ore S Pphdvoy mapadedixeirav adrév (where Matthew at
any rate thought that 7j8e. was the proper word to use) contrasted with
il 10 a 3¢ eldfjre oru ¢fovalay Eer & vids Tov dvbpomov dduévar dupaprios
and xi 32 dmavres yap pdecay Tov Tudvyy Svrws dru mpodirys fv. - Here
I read ydeioav 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) yjdecrav suits better than elyov with the word dvrws
—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 yvovUs, émiyvols, eidds, as
used of our Lord.

ii 8 kai edbs émyvods & Ingols 7 wvelpart adrod St oTTws Sahoyi-
fovrar . .. For this and the next case see on 2 above.

v 30 kal edfVs 6 “Inoods émuyvovs év éavrd v & adrol Stvouw éfe)-
fovoav . . .

vili 17 xal yvovs Aéyer adrois T{ Siadoylleabe 3 dprovs odx Exere;

xii 15 6 8¢ eldos adrdv Ty Iwdkpiow elmev adrols T pe mepdlere; SO
BCLAAWY g %4 Vulg. Syriac and Egyptian versions against iddv of the
rest : and in spite of xii 34 (and xii 28 ?) the preponderance of authority
for eidds here seems decisive.

1 Even if e8s is not the correct reading in this passage, the participle reappears in
v 33 (quoted above) and vi 20 of Herod épofSeiro 7ov ‘lwdsmy, eidds adrdv dvdpa
dixaiov xal &yiov. So for the other two verbs cf. vi 54 €08ds imyvévres abrév and
XV 45 yvobs 4md Tob KevTupiwvos.
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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—
eidds being the present, yvods and émiyvois the aorist: ywdokwy, ére
ywookov, are not found in Mark. In other words, when Mark wanted
to write a present participle, he used that of ol8a: when he was writing
an aorist, he turned to ‘ywu’m’xw or émywdokw. Just as with olSare and
yrooeobe, so with €idds and yvovs, we construct the complete paradlgm
only by the help of the two verbs.

The practical identity of ywooxw and ériywdoxe seems to be borne out
by a comparison of vi 33 «ai &yvwoay moddol (if we read éyvooav with
BD and fam. 1) kai welfi ... ovvédpapov and vi 54 eifds émyvévres
abrov meptéSpapov . .

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 dyamyrés 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 dyamyrés is conjoined with uévos in the
same sense: d¢ gento Socratis 2% (Charon talking of his son) ofros
(elrev) & dvdpes Euol pdvos éoTi kai dyamyrds, bs loTe.

C. H. TURNER.

THE ‘SHORTER TEXT’ OF St LUKE XxXII 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 oixéri ob pa wiw éx T0d yemjparos rhs dumédov s Tis
npépas éxeivns Grav adTd wive xawdv év ) Baoikelg Tod feod. 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—o? py wiw . . . &ws drov % Bagirela Tod feod ENFy ; but
he also deliberately duplicated the whole utterance—éribvuin érefipnoa
dayew . . . AMyw yap Suv te od i) ¢pdyw abro &ws drov mAnpwly év T
Baorelo Tob Oeoh. 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 Zezxzus
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.

? 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 a revenir une seconde fois aprés le souper.’ L‘olsy
holds the common view that the Lucan account and order, as given in D &c., is to



