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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—
«idgs being the present, yvods and émyvods the aorist : ywoakey, ére
ywwo-xaw, are not found in Mark. In other words, when Mark wanted
to write a present part1c1ple, he used that of of8a: when he was writing
an aorist, he turned to -ywwa'xw or émywookw. Just as with oidare and
yvéoeabe, so with eidws and yvols, we construct the complete paradlgm
only by the help of the two verbs.

The practical identity of ywdoxw and érvywdake seems to be borne out
by a comparison of vi 33 xal éyvwgar wodhoi (if we read &vwoar with
BD and fam. 1) xkal wel3j . .. ovwédpapov and vi 54 edfds émyvivres
abdrov mepépajiov . .

C. H. TURNER.

"AramHTéC

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 dyamyrds is conjoined with udvos in the
same sense : d¢ gento Socratis 27’ (Charon talking of his son) ofros
(elrev) & dvdpes éuol pdvos éori kal dyamyrds, bs iore.

C. H. FTURNER.

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

! 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 Bezael

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 olxért od py wlw ék 103 yerjpatos T7s dumélov Ews Tijs
nuépas ékelvys Srav abrd Tivw xawov év ) Bacidela 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—obd p3) miw . . . &ws drov 7 Bacikela Tod feod ENFy ; but
he also deliberately duplicated the whole utterance—émfupia émebipnoa
bayely . . . Aéyw yap Spiv 1L ob p) Pdyw adrd éws drov wAnpwly év Th
Baoirely Tob feod. What was the point of this duplication? This
will appear more clearly later on ; but it is to be noted that the effecs 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 Zzxzus
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 (£vangiles 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.’ 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
vv. 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 bave to explam 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 eatly Syriac-Latin form, in which 2. 17-18 are placed after
cdpd pov, and take the place of 1g9b-20 as the conclusion of the
narrative ;

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

II1. that of the Peshitto, which omits 17-18 altogether, but includes
19—20 as they are found in II;

IV. the reading of D a fi* &c., which inserts xai Aafow . . . edpd pov
only, after #. 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. 77ff) 1 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 (Apol. i 66), harmonistic though his reference to the Eucharist
may be, clearly thought of the words rotro wowcire eis iy dvdpmoiv pov
as Gospel words, and when he wrote «ai 76 morijpiov dpolws it is to be
presumed that the Lucan éoadres 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 Swijxy & 13 aipari pov.
Therefore, if II is the product of a process of assimilation, that process
must have begun very early indeed.

This being admitted and borne 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 premiére a D’esprit,
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 4 ¢, again, are more
primitive than Syr-cu. A conspectus will make this clear :—

Syy-sin

embvpig emebupnoa

10 Tacxe payew ped’ vuwy

wpo Tov pe wabew
Aeyw yop v

(oTi) ovkert ov un dayw avro

cws otov TAnpoly
ev Ty Baciheq Tov Geov
xar Aafwv aprov

€vXapLoTNTaS ekAager
kar edwkev avtols Aeyov
TOUTO €TTLV TO TWUO MOV
70 vTep vuwy didouevov
OUTWS TOLELTE

€S TYV €UV aveurew
kat peta To devmimoat
Aafwv To TOTNpPLOY

€UXOPLOTYOAS €T QUTW
eurev Aaffere Tovro

dapepioare es eavrovs
TOUTO €0TL TO QUL OV

7 kawy Swabnky

Aeyw yap vy

OTL OV 7} MW ATO TOV VUV
070 TOV YEVUATOS TOUTOV

ews otov 1 Bactlea Tov

feov el

e (Syrcu, 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 &)
gratias egit (+ ex” avre a) et fregit
et dedit eis (illis 4) dicens
hoc est corpus meum
(+ 70 vrep vpwy
OUTWS TOLELTE
€S T euny avouvnow (i Om b €)
et
accepit calicem et
(accepto calice &)
gratias egit ( + exr avrw o)
et dixit accipite (+ hoc et &
+ Tovro cu)
uiuite (diuidite &) inter uos

dico enim uobis
quod non uiuam (bibam 4) amodo
de potione uitis (de generatione
uitis huius 4: amo 7ov yeyuaros
TOUTOV TS QMTENOY C2)
quoadusque (donec &) regnum
dei ueniat.
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The Greek text underlying the Sinaitic Syriac, with its additions of
16 Gwep v Siddpevov (¢ which I give for you’), ofrws moueire kTA., perd
16 Semviioat, and Tot7é éoTi 76 afpa pov ¥ kawny Suabixy, 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 ¢, 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 f?, &c.)? Neglecting minor details, it amounts simply to this,
that IV has the words xai AaBav dprov . . . 76 cdud pov after the clause
Zws otov M PBacirela Tob Oeod éNfy, whereas I has the same words ap-
pended to the clause &ws rov wAnpwbiy & T4 Bacgidele 10D feot. Dr
Sanday (in H. D. B. ii 636 f) regarded the reading of ¢ as an attempt to
improve upon that found in D. ‘The omission of #o. 19P-20
(D a ff2 7 7) belongs to the oldest form of the Western text. The next
step was to transpose the order of 2. 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 4 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 ¢ 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 Bacihely Tob feod. 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 Bacihefg 0¥ feot 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 xai
AaBiw . .. odud 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.’



NOTES AND STUDIES 367

This interpolation, if we may now venture to call it so, is not based
on 1 Corinthians nor on Matthew but on Mark ; &éwkev adrots appears
in Matthew as Sods rois pafiprais 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 (/rnaugural Lecture ed. 2 p. 71) believes to be the authentic
Marcan text. Both D and ¢, however, with edxapworicas and gratias
egit shew a slight assimilation to the Pauline text, or to that of Luke xxii
17, whereas the Marcan reading is undoubtedly edhoyroas (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 have 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 IT 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 mpos
atrols: émibuple émebipmoa Tovto T6 wdoyxa dayey ped tudv Tpo Tod
pe mafeiv: Aéyow yap Tpiv Ot ob iy Pdyw alro éws Grov wAypwly év
7 Bacikely Tob feod. kal Sefdpevos momipiov ebyapiomioas elrev Aafere,
Siapepicare eis éavrovs. Aéyw yap duiv Sm ob pi) mlw dwd TOU viv dmd
100 yevijpartos [TovTov] Tis duméhov Ews Srov MOy 1 Paocilela ToD Beod.
mhap Bov 7 xelp Tob mapadidovrés pme xtA. All this is deliberately
substituted for the explicit eucharistic reference of Mark. The motive
for the duplication od uy ¢dyw ... od uy miw, which replaces Mark’s
ovkér. ol 3 wiw, at once becomes plain. The words are ¢wvarra
ovveroiow ; the double reference to eating and drinking, coupled
with the promise uttered later of a 3wafijxy, 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 kwl#isck gedackt. 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 worship. 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

1 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
JourNnaL (pp. 178ff.). 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, '



