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I conclude by an extract from a letter Dom Connolly wrote to me
while this paper was being prepared. He says:

‘As to the antiquity of the Homily there is a point worth noting,
which I have just indicated at the end of my Introduction (p. xli,
note 4): “The mere fact that A [ Homily xvii, discussed in this paper
treats only of the missa fidelium strikes me as a note of antiquity”.
What I meant was (though this only occurred to me at the last
moment) that the Homilies A, B, C, are really catechetical instructions
like those of Cyril of Jerusalem—and indeed all three of them seem
to shew acquaintance with Cyril’s Catecheses (see p. 28, note 4;
p. 38, note 1 ; p. 51, note 2).

‘In A (Hom. xvii) the author is, I believe, addressing those who
have just witnessed the Mysteries for the first time. They had seen
all the earlier part as catechumens often before, and so he has nothing
to say about it, but begins with the dismissal of the unbaptized and
non-communicants. Later people, like “George of Arbel” (cf. also
George of the Arab Tribes, and Bar Kepha), go through the whole
from beginning to end, but the Catechists don’t. They only deal tirst
with baptism and then with the “Mysteries” or central part of the
Mass. Such instructions were absolutely necessary, as nothing could
be said about the “Mysteries” during the time of catechumenate.
Hence all such—Cyril’s, Ambrose’s, the De Sacramentis—have this
limitation of scope.’

The conclusion is, that our Homily was composed while the Catechu-

menate was still a living institution.
F. C. BURkITT.

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

(continued).

IX. Lexical notes on (1) some dmaé heydpeva: words used once in Mark,
and nowhere else in the Gospels: (2) some words or phrases of
common occurrence in Mark but rarve in Matthew or Lukel

(r)
dwooTepety.

MARK x 19 pf) dmoorepiions. The word occurs among the list of the
Commandments, and is clearly intended to be one of them: but
because it does not in terms correspond to the Old Testament lists, it
is dropped by both Matthew and Luke. It is quite certainly genuine,

! The notes that follow are rather miscellaneous in character, but I hope that
they may be found to present not a few points of interest.

T 2
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and is indeed presumably the source of the inclusion of ‘fraud’ among
irremissible sins in the penitential discipline of the early Western
Church. If py wopvedays (after py powxevoys) at the beginning of the
Marcan list is, as I suspect, genuine, then just as the Seventh Com-
mandment is extended to include fornication, so here we may suppose
the Eighth is extended to include fraud as well as literal theft.

For the use of droorepeiv in non-Christian writers T need do no more
than refer to Field’s admirable note ad /oc. (Notes on the Translation of
the New Testament p. 33): its technical meaning is that of holding
back ‘money or goods deposited with another for safe keeping’. But
it is, I think, worth while to add some references from Christian
writers, or in one case from a non-Christian writer in relation to
Christian ethics; and with that object I begin by shewing that the
earliest Latin rendering of droorepeiv is abnegare.

Mark x 19 ‘ne abnegaueris’ % ‘non abnegabis’ ac. Hermas
Mand. iii 2 droorepyral o Kuplov, lat. < abnegant Dominum ’: Mand.
viii 5§ droorépnats, lat. ¢ ab abnegantia’. We can therefore confidently
assume that where we find ‘abnegare’ in an appropriate context, it
corresponds to dmoaTepeiv.

Pliny ep. ad Traianum 96 (Lightfoot S. Jgnatius i 50-53: the well-
known letter about the Christians) ‘seque sacramento non in scelus
aliquod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne latrocinia, ne adulteria commit-
terent, ne fidem fallerent, ne depositum appellati abnegarent’.

Hermas Mand. iii 2 oi odv Yevdopevor dferoton Tov Kipiov, xai yivovrat
droorepyral 100 Kuplov, p7 wapadidovres adré miv mapaxarabijxyy v
éafBov. &afov yip mvebpo dfevaTor’ Tobro éav Yevdis droddowow,
éplavay Ty &vrodiy Tob Kuplov kal éyévovro dmoorepnral.

1d. Mand. viii 5 kal ye woAMd, pyoly, érrw 4’ v el Tov doldov Tob
Ocod éykparelector xMéupo, Pedopa, dmoorépyos, Yevdopaprvpln, wheo-
veéla k).

Id. Sim. vi 5. 5 6 é&ixohos . . . kai & poixds xal & péfuoos kal & xard-
Aalos kal & Yedorys kai 6 wAeovékrys kai 6 dmooTepymis kal & TovTOlS TA
Spota moLdY KTA.

Cyprian ep. lii 1 (Hartel 617. 1) ‘Nicostratum quoque diaconio
sanctae administrationis amisso, ecclesiasticis pecuniis sacrilega fraude
subtractis et uiduarum ac pupillorum depositis denegatis . . .’

kedalidw,
Mark xil 4 kal wdAw dméoreev wpos adrovs dAAov Sodhov' kdkeivov
éxedpalivoar kal frinacar.

Our authorities vary between éepaliwoar (R B L ¥) and éxepadaivoar
(ACD® etc.): kedadibo is not given in Liddell and Scott, xedparaidw
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only—apart from this passage in Mark——in the sense ‘to sum up’.
The earliest Latin rendering is ‘decollaverunt’ %: but the injury
implied must be something between the &epav of verse 3 and the
dmékrewar of verse 5, and it must be on the same plane with Jrigyacay:
in other words, it must be some sort of treatment which would degrade
a man, or at any rate make him look ridiculous. I do not see that to
‘knock on the head’, even if we could get that sense out of the Greek
word, which is all but impossible, satisfies this condition : and I see no
alternative but conjectural emendation. Burkitt proposes éxoAd¢ioay :
but how is ‘slapped’ a worse form of punishment than ‘thrashed’?
and why should a fairly familiar word have suffered so gross a cor-
ruption? Very tentatively I suggest, that a metathesis of the syllables
xe and ¢a has taken place, such as might occur with an unfamiliar
word, and that we should read épakediworar (or épaxérwoar), étrussed
him up in a bundle’. ¢dxe)os is a classical word, and the verbal form
¢paxerdw is quoted in L. S. from the Byzantine writer Nicetas. I notice
too in Thumb that ¢axidAe is modern Greek for a turban. If this were
the true reading, the procedure indicated would be preparatory to some
degrading process expressed by jripacar.

wpodobrac,

Mark xiv 10 Ha adrov wpodol (07 mpodol adrov) abdrots is the reading of
D ¢i% vulg (proderet), where the other texts have the verb elsewhere
always used in the Gospels, wapadoi (traderet). 1n the next verse wds
atrdv edkalpws mapadol stands without variant. I suspect that the
Western reading in verse 1o is correct. The contrast between mpodo?
and wapado? is very much to the point, wpoSoivar meaning ‘to betray’,
rapadodvar properly to ‘hand over’, ‘deliver up’ to the chief priests.
. And it seems much more likely that the normal rapadotvar should be
introduced by scribes and editors in place of the unusual word, than
that the unusual word should have been, on this one occasion, intro-
duced at all. .

On the assumption then that mpoSoi is genuine, it will be, with
Luke vi 16 “lovay Iokupiwl s éyévero mpoddrys, the only New Testa-
ment source of any usage of wpodotvar mpoddrys, prodere proditor, in
early Greek and Latin Christian literature. But while proditor is good
Latin enough, there is no noun wapaddrys in Greek, and therefore
mpodérys was inevitable (as well as wpodoaia), but for the verb mapadoiva:
tradere is so all but universal in the Gospels in connexion with Judas
that any evidence for the use of the alternative word in Christian
antiquity seems worth collecting.
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Martyrium Polycarpi vi 1, 2 6 eipivapxos & kekhnpwuévos 7o adrd
dvopa, ‘Hpadys émheydpevos, éomevdev els 70 orddiov abrév eloayayeiv:
v éxeivos pdv Tov Bwov kAfjpov draprioy Xpwwrod xowwrds yevdpevos, of de
wpoddvres adTov T adrod Tod Tovda tmdoyoter Tipwplay.

But this single example of 7poSotvar® refers primarily to the betrayal
of Polycarp by a domestic rather than to the betrayal of Christ by
Judas. One cannot therefore, on the evidence so far available, establish
any influence of the solitary instance of mwpodotva: in St Mark, even if it
is genuine, on Greek Christian usage.

The case for prodere in Latin is more respectable. It is of course
clear that mpodoi in Mark xiv 10, whether or no it is original, was the
word rendered by the earliest Latin version: and the two writers now
to be cited may or may not have derived their use of prodere from its
use in this one instance in their Latin Gospels.

Cyprian de eccl. unit. 22 (Hartel, 229. 23) ‘nam et Iudam inter
apostolos Dominus elegit, et tamen Dominum Iudas postmodum pro-
didit [prodidit R M* prodit G tradidit WM*]. non tamen idcirco
apostolorum firmitas et fides cecidit quia proditor Iudas ab eorum
societate defecit’.

1d. ep. lix 2 (668. 2) ‘cum uideamus ipsum Dominum . . . ab eo
quem inter apostolos ipse delegerat proditum’.

Ps.-Cypr. ad Nowatianum 14 (Hartel, iii 64. 20) ‘Iudas ille inter
apostolos electus . . . ipse postmodum deum prodidit’.

Proditor occurs also in Iren. lat. T xxviii 9 [xxxi 1] and II xxxii 3
[xx 5], but in the latter passage Zraditor two lines farther on: and in
ps.-Tert. adv. omn. haer. 2. But as with wpoddrys this does not perhaps
take us very far; though "in Latin zredifor was a possible (and pre-
sumably the usual) equivalent for ‘the traitor’,

woyih

vii 3 ol yap Papiraior kai wdvres o "lovdalol éow pyy wuypy vijrovrar Tis
Xeipas odx éobiovow. Beyond question wvyuy stands rightly in the text :
so all Greek MSS except WW: but the word was unfamiliar, as the
varieties in rendering shew—the Sinai Syriac omits, while of the Latins
@ has momento, 4 subinde, 4 primo, ¢ff7 (more correctly) pugillo—and
N (followed, as so often, by Jerome in the Vulgate) W emend to mwvxvd,
crebro. But no one would have thought of altering a known word
giving apparently (though not really) a suitable sense to anything as
obscure as mvypuf. Now wvypu means ‘fist’; but it was also used
as a measure of length ‘from the fist to the elbow’, and the Greek com-
mentators Euthymius and Theophylact in fact interpret it here to mean

! T owe it to the kindness of Dr Darwell Stone, editor of the Lexicon of Patristic
Greek.
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thrusting the arm into the water up to the elbow (Swete). More than
twenty years ago I called attention in this JOURNAL (vi 353), when
reviewing Dom Butler’s edition of the Lausiac History of Palladius, to
the phrase in chapter lv, p. 148, . 21, viyacba 7as xeipas xal Tovs médas
muypg) voart Yuxpordre. A certain young deacon Jovinus was a member
of a party travelling from Jerusalem to Egypt, and one very hot day on
arriving at their destination he got a washing-tub and plunged hands
and feet mvypy into ice-cold water. Whereupon an elderly lady of the
party rebuked him for self-indulgence in so pampering himself in his
youth : she herself, though in the sixtieth year of her age, never washed
anything éxros Tdv depwv 7@y xewpdv. Since xelp in Greek means
properly the forearm, ra dxpa Tdv yewpdv may mean ‘the fingers’ or
even as much as ‘the hands’ in the modern sense of the word, but
not more: and in contrast with this, Jovinus’ washing must clearly have
been ‘up to the elbow’. That gives excellent sense also to the passage
in Mark, and justifies the exegesis of Euthymius and Theophylact. We
learn once more the value of the Greek Fathers, even the latest of them,
as interpreters of the New Testament.

(2)
a\NG (Mark 46 times, Matthew 37 times, Luke 36 times).

Obviously from these numbers the particle is a special favourite of
Mark’s : but obviously also there will be many instances where its use
is normal, and offered no temptation to change. There are however
some ten instances where Matthew does, apparently with intention,
substitute another word, generally &¢: though as it happens in only
three of these (3, 8, 9) have we a real parallel in Luke.

I ix 8 oddéva eldov dAAd Tov Inaodv udvov: so ACLW A® 565 sah.
arm. Matt. xvii 8 oddéva €ldov € pi) Tov Ingoiv pdvov. In Mark NB D
have introduced e pj} from Matthew, but the Latins should not be
quoted on this side, for they could hardly help rendering dAXd in this
context by ‘ neminem nisi’—I suspect indeed that the € i of D may
be due to assimilation to the *nisi’ of its Latin column. It is in the
last degree unlikely that any scribe should have altered ei w7 to the un-
grammatical dAAd, while the converse change, supported by the parallel
in Matthew, would be easy enough. Mark’s usage is probably in-
fluenced by Aramaic, but Moulton-Milligan in their Vocabulary of N.T.
cite from the papyri a close parallel py éérro Pidioke ywaika dAyy
érayayéofar GAAG ‘Arolhoviay.

2. ix 13 4AA& Aéyw Dpiv. Matt. xvil 12 Adyw 82 Suiv.

3. xi 32 dA\& ewoper E¢ dvfpdmov ; Matt. xxi 26, Luke xx 6, éw

8¢ elmopev E£ dvbpdmov . . .
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4. xiii 20 obk &v éodbn mwice cdpf’ dAAG 8 Tols dkhextols . . .
Matt. xxiv 22 did 8¢ Tods éxAexTods . . .

5. xili 24 4AA& & ékelvais Tols Mpépaus pere Ty BN dxelvyy . . .
Matt. xxiv 29 ebféws 8¢ pera Ty OAGfw TéV Yuepdv ékelvwv . . .

6. xiv 28 dA\a perd 70 éyepbival pe mwpodfw vuds els Ty Tallalo.
Matt. xxvi 32 perd 8¢ 10 éyepbijval pe . . .

7. Xiv 29 € kal wdvres ckavdahobijoovrar, dAN obk éyd.  Matt.
xxvi 33 omits the d\Ad, and writes el wdvres oxavdalictioovrar év ool,
éyd obdémore oxavdalictioouat. ’

8. xiv 36 wapéveyxe TO woripiov Tovro dn’ émod’ dAN of T éyd Oélw,
dAA& 7{ ov.  Matt. xxvi 39, Luke xxii 42, agree in substituting «Aaw for
&AM 19, possibly to avoid the double 4AAd of Mark. .

9. xiv 49 d4AX’ e wAnpwbdow of ypagal. The sentence is of course
incomplete: Matt, xxvi 56 completes it by dropping éAAd and sub-
stituting roiTo 8¢ SAov yéyovev. Luke xxii 53 on the other hand retains
dAAd but gives it a full construction, AN’ avry éotiv Sudv % dpa . . .

I0. Xvi 7 dAA& dmwdyere elware Tols pabyrais adrov . . . Matthew once
more drops dAAd, xxvili 7 kol 7axV wopevleicar elmare . . .

(wpds) éauTols.

(Mark kas mwpds éavrovs seven times, wpds dANjhovs four times: Luke
wpds éavrovs fwice, wpds dAAfhovs eight times: Jokn wpds éavrols fwice,
wpds AANhovs four times : Matthew never uses either phrase.)

There is of course no doubt about the meaning of wpds dAAjAovs
(Mark iv 41, vili 16, ix 34, xv 31): the problem to be resolved is the
meaning of wpos éavrovs.

1. i 27 Gore cwviyrely wpos éavrovs Aéyovras ... I read mpos éavrois
with ACD®W (adrods 565) and Marcan usage, cf. 3 below: syrsin
‘to one another’: adrovs R B Tisch. W-H. I do not doubt that
Alexandrian scholars disliked the phrase mpos éavrovs if it was used—
as cuv{yreiv shews it was here used—to mean ‘with one another’.
Luke’s oweldAovw mpos dAAjAovs shews that he had mpos éavrods, not
adrovs, before him in Mark. There is no parallel in Matthew.

2. iX 10 kal Tov Adyov éxpdrnoay mwpos éavrovs ocuv{yrovvtes T éoTiv . . .
The parallel of 1 suggests that, in spite of the unusual order of the
words, mpos éavrovs must be taken with cwiyrotvres, ‘discussing: with
one another ’: for the absolute use of oy Adyov «pareiv ‘keep in mind’,
cf. vii 3, 4, 8, ‘observe the tradition’. There is no parallel in either
Matthew or Luke.

3. x 26 ol & wepoads éferhijooorvto Aéyovres wpos éavrovs . . . Once
more the Alexandrians avoided wpos éavrovs, substituting wpds adrdy: so
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RBCAW and the Egyptian versions with W-H, against AD W latt,
syr-sin and all other authorities with Tisch. But Mark’s usage is quite
decisive, for Aéyew mpds adrdv is never found in his Gospel, but always
Aéyew adrg.  Both Matthew and Luke have simply Aéyovres (elmar).

4. XI 3I Kkai Siedoyilovro wpos éavrods Aéyovres . . . Here Matthew
alters to wap’ éavrols ‘among themselves’, and Luke, while retaining
mpos éavrovs, alters the verb to cwveloyioavro, Luc. xx 5, compare xxii
23 ovv{yTely mpos éavrovs.

5. xii 7 éxetvor 8¢ ol yewpyol mpds éavrovs elmrav 8t . . . Again Matthew
alters to elmov & éavrois ..., Luke to Swehoyilovro mpos dAljlovs
Aéyovres . .. Luke, as in 1, clearly understood Mark to mean ‘said to
one another’.

6. xiv 4 foav 8¢ Twves dyavaxrodvres mpds éavrovs . . . Textual complica-
tions abound in this passage, and the usual conditions are reversed,
for the Alexandrians and the mass of authorities with W syr-sin give
wpos €avrovs, while D ® 565 ¢ 7 %2 omit wpds éavrovs with Matthew (there
1s no parallel in Luke): but again Marcan usage must be the decisive
factor.

7. Xvi 3 kai é\eyov mpos éavrds Tis dmwoxvAicer . . . Neither Matthew
nor Luke has anything parallel here.

IIpds éovrovs ¢ with one another’ is thus a Marcan usage, which Luke
generally modifies, Matthew absolutely rejects. But Luke, wherever
he is parallel to Mark, always retains the sense: it is a more difficult
question whether Matthew, when he substitutes map’ éavrots (4 above),
or & éavrois (5 above, and similarly for mpds dAAfAovs of Mark viii 16),
means the same thing as Mark or no, since & éavrots might mean, what
év éavr must mean (Matt, ix 21, Mark v 30, Luke vii 39, xii 17, xvi 3,
xviil 4), ‘in their own hearts .

ék, émd,

(Mark has éx half as often again as éxd; Matthew and Luke have dmé
rather more frequently than éx; Jokn has éx more than three limes as
often as amd. The actual numbers for éx are rvoughly Mark 66,
Matthew 82, Luke 87.)

On many occasions of course the other Synoptists take no offence at
Mark’s use of éx: but some phrases they omit, and further in something
over a dozen cases éx of Mark is changed to ¢4 in one or both of them.
Since ék has given way to d=d in modern Greek, it does not seem likely
that we can appeal to the xows} to explain the preponderant use of éx in
Mark and John: and we seem thrown back on the Semitic atmosphere
of the two Gospels.

.
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1. i 10 dvafaivev ék 70v Udatos. Matthew dvéBy dwo Tob ¥datos: no
parallel in Luke.

2, 3. i 25, 26 el ¢ abrod [k Tob dvbpdmov]. .. éHAber é£ adrob.
Luke eMfe an” adrod . . . éqAbev dn aldrov. The whole episode is
absent from Matthew : but compare g below.

4. i29 xal ebfis ék Tis owaywyils éehfévres. Luke dvacras 8¢ dmo
s cwvaywyijs : no parallel in Matthew.

5. v 8 &eyev yap adrd "Eferbe. . . éx Tod dvfpamov. Luke mapijyyeddev
vap 70 mvelpart 70 drxafdpre éfeMfely dmd Tod dvbfpwmov. Matthew
abbreviates at this point and omits the whole verse.

6. vi 14 Oeyor o Twdvys 6 PBamrilwv éyfyeprar éx vexpdv. Luke
retains éx, doubtless because in the phrase ‘rose again from the dead’
éx vexpbv was almost universal (so Luke, John, Acts, Pauline epistles,
Hebrews, 1 Peter) : Matthew is the only N.T. writer who even here
prefers dnd, jyépfy amo Tév vexpdy xiv 2, cf. xxvii 64, xxviii 7 (xvii g is
the only exception).

¥. ix 9 a xaraBawdvtov airGv ék Tob Spovs. So 1 read with BD 33
(and ‘de monte’ of latt. perhaps suggests é rather than dmd) W-H : if
with the rest we read énd 7ob dpovs the explanation of the preposition
may be that éx vekpév follows immediately after. Luke xared@évrov
abrdv dwo Tod Spovs: in Matt. xvii ga WBCD W® and others agree
with the é« of Mark, and it is possible that the Lucan parallel is
responsible for the intrusion of dxé into the majority of MSS of both
Matthew and Mark. Of course 4=6 is the natural preposition to use
with keraBalverv: so Matt. viil 1, xiv 29, xxvil 40, 42, Mark iii 22,
Xv 30, 32, Luke ix 54, x 30, Acts viil 26, xxv 7, 1T Thess.iv 6. The
Gospel of John and the Apocalypse are alone in writing regularly
kaToSBalvew éx.

8. ix 17 els é 7ob dyhov. Matthew dvfpwmos: Luke dwijp dmd Tod
SxAov.

9. ix 25 ehbe & adrod. Matthew éA0ev dn” adrob : no parallel in
Luke. Conversely the same phrase in 2, 3, 5, is altered to dnd in Luke,
while there is no parallel in Matthew.

10. xi 8 orifddus kdavres éx Thv 8évdpwv. Matthew Ekomrov xAdSovs

. w6 Tév dévdpwv. Luke omits the clause.

IL Xiii I kai ékmopevopuévov adrod éx Tob iepod. Matthew é&feAfiv
6 "Inoots amd Tod lepod : the whole clause is dropped by Luke.

12. Xiv 25 obkére ob pi) wiw éx 10D yerjparos s dumélov. So in effect
Matthew : but Luke dmd Tob yevijparos s dumélov.

I3. xvi 3 7Tis dmoxuvicer Huiv Tov Alfov & Ths OVpas Tob pvnpeiov
Luke efpov 8¢ 76v Afov dmoxekvAiopévor éwd 1od pvypelov. No parallel
in Matthew.
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wd\w (Mark 27 times, Matthew 16 times, Luke thrice, John 43 times).

The mere enumeration of these numbers creates at once the suspicion
that the preponderant use of the word in Mark and John, coupled with
its practical absence from Luke, must be due either to the Aramaic
background of the thought of the second and fourth evangelists, o7 to
some characteristic of the Kows instinctively repugnant to the other two
and especially to Luke. I do not propose here to choose between
these two alternatives (they are not indeed mutually exclusive), but
I confine myself to the investigation of the meaning or meanings of the
word in Mark and of the procedure of the other two Synoptists when
they found the word before them. But the caution must be given
in lmine that since Mark most commonly uses wdAw in cases of
transition—as we should put it, at the beginning of a paragraph—and
since 1t is just these introductory phrases which Matthew and Luke
habitually drop in copying Mark, the proportion of cases where there is
no actual parallelism between the three is much smaller than the
numbers at first sight suggest. In fact out of the twenty-seven instances
in Mark, there are only nineteen where Matthew is strictly parallel, and
for Luke only nine. Even so, the results are startling enough: Matthew
retains wdAw five times—twice with some modification—Luke retains
it once.

Before giving the catalogue of the instances of wdAw in Mark, it may
be well to deal with, and dismiss, those cases where the textual evidence
is divided for or against wdAw. They are not many, and for the most
part they reflect simply the same tendency, on the part of ancient
scribes or editors, to dislike the word and therefore to remove it, which
influenced Matthew and to a still greater degree Luke. But the textual
problem is rather more complicated when it is a question of the place
of wdAw in the sentence, though it is probably a good general rule for
Mark that in case of doubt the earlier place is the more likely to be
genuine.

The most definite result that emerges is the bad record of the Textus
Receptus: in vii 14 it substitutes wdvra Tov Sxlov for wdAw Tov Sylov,
in viil 1 wapmodlot Sydov for wdAw moAlod dxov; in xi 3 it omits wdAw
entirely, and, as represented by cod. A, also in x 24 ; while in viil 13
and xiv 40 it moves wdAw to a later position in the sentence. But
again the record of the Western text is not wholly satisfactory, though
it must of course not be forgotten, so far as the Latin witnesses are
concerned, that either omission or transposition of .so apparently
unimportant a word may take place in the process of rendering into
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the vernacular, whatever was the form of the Greek before the trans-
lator: for omission compare ii 13 (Der, fam 13?), viii 13 (6¢), x 1
(W fam 13 be ff7), xi 3 (W 565 syr. sin. latt.), xiv 40 (D Wacf&), for
transposition iv 1 fjpfaro wdAw and v 21 eis 76 wépav mdhw (D 565 O.L.,
with the support on the second occasion of & and on the first of W).
On the other hand in ii 1 7dAw elojAfev of latt. (W) is a transposition
in the right direction, and in xiv 69 7dAw Sotoa adrov 3 waldioxy of
D ® 565 ¢ £ syr. sin. I believe to be right against the rest. The solitary
instance of a serious discrepancy in text is xiv 40, where wdAw éAfBow
elpev atrois of N B L (so syrsin, but with wd\w after adrods, and D
and O.L., but without wdAw) must unquestionably be right against the
tmwoorpéfas of W @ 565 vulg. and the mass of Greek authorities, since
tmooTpédpw, while common in Luke and Acts, is never found (apart
from this passage) in Matthew, Mark, or John : it is just an attempt to
vary the construction of xiv 4o from that of xiv 39.

L ii 1 xal eicedfov wdlw eis Kagapraoip .. . ¢ Again’, with reference
back to i 39 kai v kyploowv els Tas gwaywyds alréyv es SAny T
Talidalav. Matthew omits wdAw : Luke is not parallel.

2. il 13 kal éHA0ev mdAw mapa Ty Odhacaav. * And he left Caper-
naum again for the lake-side’, with reference to ii 1. IIdAw omitted by
Luke: Matthew not parallel. '

3. 1il 1 xai elofirlev wddw els cwaywyiv. IIdAw omitted by both the
others: in Mark are we to interpret ¢ again’, ¢ once more ’, with possibly
a reference to i 21, 39? or if that is too distant, are we forced to
render wdAw by something like ‘ next’?

4. 1li 20 kai cuvépyerar wdAw [&] xhos. ¢ And again a [the] crowd
collects’: we can quite easily refer back, if need be, to iii 9 dua rdv
oxMov. No parallels in the other Synoptists.

5. iv 1 kal wdAw fpfato Siddakew mwapd Ty Odracoav. The lake-side
had been mentioned in iii 7, and teaching by the lakeside in ii 13.
But with each recurrence of wdAw the impression seems to become
clearer that Mark has not really got these elaborate cross-references in

" his mind, the more so that wd\w, as the story proceeds, comes more
frequently at the beginning of the sentence, and so corresponds more
closely to our English use of ¢ Again’ in the same position. Omitted
by Matthew : no parallel in Luke.

6. v 21 kal Swamepdaavros . . . wdAw eis 70 wépav. Here the idiomatic
rendering would certainly be ‘back to the other side’: and viii 13,
X 10, X 32, xi 3, xi 27, Xiv 39, 40, are also cases, where with verbs of
motion, the same word ‘back’ may not be the right one. It appears to
be the only meaning of #dAw in Homer. Luke omits: no parallel in
Matthew.

7- Vil 14 xal wpooxaheoduevos wdAw Tov dxrov. ‘And summoning the
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crowd again’ The right rule for securing the equivalent sense in
English seems to be to put ¢ again’ into the most inconspicuous place.
‘Once more’ is certainly reading too much into Mark. Matthew
omits ; Luke is deficient as far as I1 inclusive.

8. vii 31 xal wdkw ee\Bov & Tév Splwv Tiépov fAfev. Omitted by
Matthew. Conceivably we should render ‘and on the return, leaving
the district of Tyre, he came”’.

9. viii T & éxelvats rals Huépais wdAw moAlod SxAov dvros. It is here
more aitractive to see a definite intention to hark back to the other
miracle of feeding, vi 34 €ldev woAdv dyhov, and if so we must render
‘there was again a great crowd’, in the sense of ‘ once more’. Matthew
has just mentioned ‘crowds’ twice over as present, and so omits the
whole verse. '

10. viil 13 kai depels adrods wdhw éufBas dnfrlev eis 76 mépav. Here
again, comparing verse 1o éufas els 70 wlolov, we must apparently
render ‘embarked again and went away to the other side’. Matthew
again omits the word.

IL vili 25 elra wdAw [én)éOnykev Tas xeipas émi Tods Spfalpods abrod.
IId\w obviously here refers back to the first imposition of hands in
verse 23, ‘again’ in the sense of a second time, cf. xiv 39, 40, 69, 7o.
The whole story is absent from Matthew.

12, I13. X I ouvépxetaw wdAw & dxdos (for the reading see on [owv]-
mopeveoou below) mpds adrd, xal bs eldber mdhw é8idaoev abrovs. It is
worth noting that the combination of ‘crowd’ and ‘teaching’ does
occur before in vi 34 ; but the interval is so great that we can hardly
suppose a direct reference, and must fall back on the indefinite ‘again’.
In neither clause does wdAw reappear in Matthew : there is no parallel
in Luke. )

14. X 10 kai eis ™v olxiav mdAw of pabyral wepl TovTov émyppdrev adriv.
It is very tempting to render ‘and when they were back in the house
his disciples asked him about it’: see 6 above. Again no parallel in
Luke : omission of the whole verse in Matthew.

15. X 24 6 8¢ "Inools wdAw dmoxpifeis Aéye. Here the reference to
verse 23 seems clear, ‘but Jesus repeated* his statement’, ‘said once
more’. Luke omits the verse, no doubt because it is a repetition:
Matthew, to avoid any break in our Lord’s words, ingeniously alters to
wdAw 88 Aéyw Spiv.

16. x 32 «kal waparefBiw wdAw rovs dwdexa, ‘taking the twelve back
into company with him’, because He had been walking on alone in
front. See again 6 above.

17. X1 3 «kal ebfis dmooréAder adrov wddw &8 If (as I think) these
words are past of the message the two disciples were to deliver, we
could render ¢ The Lord needs the colt, and will send back again here
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(i. e. to the place from which it was taken) as soon as ever he has done
with him’. The clause is omitted by Luke, the word by Matthew.

18. xi 27 «kai épyovrar wdlw els ‘lepocédvpa. Comparing verse 19
¢they left the city’, T should once more render ‘they come back to
Jerusalem’. Both the other evangelists omit the whole sentence.

19. xil 4 kai wmdAw aréorelkev wpos avrovs dANov Sotdov. The reference
is to the first sending of a servant in verse 2, ‘and again he sent them
a second servant’. Matthew retains wd¢Aw, Luke retains the idea but
avoids the word by wpogéfero wéupac.

20, 21, Xiv 39, 40 (kal mpoeA@ov pukpov . . . kai Zpxerar . . .) kai
wdAw dmwerbov . . . kal wdhw eNBov . . . It seems impossible here not to
translate ‘he went forward {z. 35] ... and he came and found them
asleep [. 37] ... and a second time he went away [2. 39]...and
a second time he came and found them asleep [z. 40] ... [Mark
leaves us to understand the third departure, which Matthew supplies,
xxvi 44 kol dels abrovs wdhw dmeddiv] . . . and he came the third time
and said unto them’. =dAw ... 76 7pirov correspond, that is, to one
another : Matthew makes this still clearer by writing wd\w ék Sevrépov

. & tplrov. But Mark is content with the less emphatic wdAw : it is
only when the second time is important as such that he writes in xiv 72
etfvs ék Sevrépov dréxtwp épdvnoev. Luke has no parallel : Matthew to
the double use of wdAw in Mark adds a third of his own.

22. Xiv 61 kal wdAw 6 dpxiepeds émmpdrta adrév: referring to a previous
émpparyoey of 0. 60, cf. 26. Matthew omits: Luke is not parallel.

23, 24, 25. xiv 69, 70 [¢pxerar plo Tév wadiokdv . . . kal Bofoa TOV
Iérpov . . . Aéyer . . . 6 8 Gprijcaro Méywy . . ] mdAw Boboa adrov 7 wor-
dloky fpéato Néyew . . . 6 8¢ wdhw prveiro. kal perd puxpdv wdAw of
mapeordTes Ieyov . .. Here we have, as in 21, 22, wdAw for the second

assertion and the second denial, but, in contrast to that passage, also of
the third assertion. Of the three cases of wdAw Luke retains none,
Matthew only the second.

26. xv 4 6 8¢ Iealdros wdlw émppoTa adrdv, referring to 2. 2 xai
émyppdryoey adrov 6 Ilehdros. ¢ Questioned him again’, exactly as in 22.
No parallel in Luke: Matthew substitutes his favourite rére.

27. xv 12 & & Ieiros mdho dmoxpibeis Eeyev adrols, referring back
(as in 22 and 26) to a previous contact of the same interlocutors,
2. 9 & 8 Healdrtos dwexplfy adTols Aéywy.

28. xv 13 oi 8 wdAw &kpafav Sradpwoov adrdv. A difficulty is raised
(see Moulton and Milligan Pocabulary s.v.) by Souter, on the ground
presumably that the crowd had not been said to have made the cry
before. But it must be remembered that in the case of the high priest,
and both times in the case of Pilate—22, 26, 27—Mark’s mélw does
not imply that the same question or statement was repeated, but only
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that ‘he questioned him again’ or ‘he made answer to them again’.
And we may well suppose that possibly z. 8 and more certainly o. 11
implies a previous &pafav on the part of the crowd. Luke at least so
interpreted the words of z. 11 dvécacav 7év dxdov va pallov Tov
BapafBBayv dwolioy abrols, for he writes in xxiii 18 dvéxpayor 8¢ mavmrinbel
Aéyovres: Alpe Tovrov, dmélvaov 8¢ Huiv Tov BapaBBav.

What are the general results of this perhaps over long and over
detailed enquiry? Primarily, I think, that wd\w is in Mark a very
light and unemphatic particle : and secondly that the original sense of
‘back ’ seems clear in certain connexions, e. g. 6, 17, and possible in 8,
14, 16,18, The vehement dislike of Luke for the word I should suppose
to be due exactly to his Hellenic sense of the importance of definite-
ness and precision in the use of particles. In the first five instances of
the list just given wdAw is really almost otiose as used by Mark.

omdyw and wopedeafar (with its compounds).

A. irdye.

(Mark 15 times, Matthew 19 times, Luke 5 times, John 32 times,
Apocalypse 6 times : not in Acts, Paul, or Hebrews.)

The first distinction that needs drawing about dwdyw is between its
use in the imperative and its use in other moods: for while Matthew
(17 times out of 19) and Mark (rz times out of r5) use it almost
exclusively in the imperative, this was exactly what Luke most disliked.
The imperative is found only twice in Luke, four times in John, and
twice in the Apocalypse.

Imperative.

I i 44 Owaye geavrov Setfov 79 iepei. So Matthew: Luke dweAfov
deifov . . .

[ii 9 xai dpov Tév wpdfarréy cov wkai Twaye WL A Tisch (and with
the addition eis Tov oixév oov D 33 aff arm.: this is perhaps the
earlier form of the corruption) is certainly wrong, and has come in from
v, 11. wepurdrer must be read with ABC W@ 565 éce vulg. sah.: and
so Matthew and Luke.]

2. il 11 kai Jmaye eis Tov olkdy oov. So Matthew: Luke wopedov . . .

3. v 19 "Ywaye els ov olkév oov. Absent from Matthew: Luke
iméoTpede . . .

4. v 34 "Ymaye els eipfyyv. Again no parallel in Matthew: wopedov Luke.

5. vi 38 TIdoous dprovs &xere; Imdyere idere. Matthew drops the verse :
Luke recasts, using mopevfévres. .

6. vii 29 Awx TovTov TOV Adyov Umaye. Matthew recasts: Luke is
defective.

7. vili 33 "Ymaye driow pov, Saravd. So Matthew: Luke omits the
episode.
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8. x 21 "Yraye doa xes wdAyoov.  Matthew retains vraye, Luke
omits it.

9. X 52 "Ymaye, % wiomis oov géowxév oe. Luke changes Jmaye to
dvdBAefov, Matthew omits the whole clause.

10. xi 2 Ywdyere els Ty xdpny v karévavre ipdv. Here the usual
condifions are reversed, for Matthew changes to wopevesfe, Luke on
this one occasion retains {mdyere.

IL Xiv 13 ‘Ywdyere eis iy wéAw. So Matthew: Luke elgedfévrov
Dudv els . . . :

12. xvi 7 dAN& Ymdyere, eimare Tols pabfyrais abdrod. Matthew sub-
stitutes wopevleiocar eimare, Luke omits the charge to deliver a message,
probably because of the reference to Galilee.

Other moods ( participle and indicative).

13. Vi 31 fjoav yap of épxdmevor kail of vwdyovres woAdol. Not in
Matthew or Luke.

14. Vi 33 kai €ldav adrods wdyovras. Again not in either Matthew
or Luke. ’ i

15. XiV 21 & pév vios Tob dvfpdmov vrdyer. So Matthew: Luke wopederad.

On the whole then Matthew retains Mark’s imperatives 5/7, but
substitutes wopederfe (ropevleioar) 2/7: in the other moods he retains
vwdyew only once, xiv 21 = Matt. xxvi 24. Luke never retains any
form of the verb where he finds it in Mark, save only xi 2 = Luke xix 30
four times he substitutes wopedeofar, Oonce z‘nrocr-rpe/’¢ew, and twice uses
the participles ameAfav, elced@évrav. It seems not unusual with Luke
to deal more drastically than in the rest of his Gospel with a word
which he finds often, and dislikes, in Mark.

tmwdyev must have been a xousj use, and appears to survive in modern
Greek (Blass Grammatik des N.T. Griechisch § 24 s.v.). The use
probably had its origin in the want of a word to express ‘go’ as
contrasted with ‘come’ (Mark vi 31 ol épxdpevor kai oi Twdyovres is
exactly our ‘coming and going’), and for this purpose it is more
expressive than the alternative wopeveofar.  Further it seems not
unlikely that the colloquial imperative Jraye ‘go’ is an echo of the
similar, quite classical, dye ‘come’: though it is not clear why.the
particular compound Jraye was employed for the purpose.

B. mopedecfar and its compounds.
wopeseafar (Matthew 28 times, Luke 5o times: never in Mark).
[Mec. ix 30 xdkeifev éeAbivres émopevovro Sib s Tahihalas B DcW-H
text. mapemopedorro the rest, and Marcan usage—see below on wapa-
mopevecfa—is decisive in favour of this reading. *Iter faciebant’ of
@ should not be cited (as by Tischendorf) on the side of the simple
verb : it would be an excellent rendering of mapamropesesta. |
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In Luke mopedesfar is three times substituted for dmeAfeiv of Mark,
four times for drdyew of Mark,
Swamopedeofar (Luke thrice : not Matthew or Mark at all).
[Mc. ii 23 xai éyévero abrdv & rols gdfBacw Swmopeieabar did Tdv
omopipwy B C D W-H text: wopedesfar W : maparopeteadar the rest,
according to Marcan usage. Swmopederfar has clearly come in from
Luke.]
kwopedecBou {Mark eleven times, Matthew four times [Mt. xvii 21 is
not genuine}, Luke three times).
Matthew twice substitutes the simple verb, twice éfépxeofar, once
B erfoi. Luke generally omits. Note that Mark three times uses
the word in the genitive absolute of the present participle, ékmopevo-
wévov adrod, of our Lord’s movements: x 17, X 46, xiil 1.
rapamopedesdar (Mark four times, Matthew once, copying Mc. xv 29,
Luke never).
Apparently the compound verb wapamopevesfar must have been
unfamiliar or unpalatable, for, as we have seen, B D agree in altering
it on two of the four occasions (ii 23, ix 30) when Mark uses it.
mapdyev too is never used by Luke.
wpoowopedeofor (not in Matthew or Luke).
Mc. x 35 «al wpogmopevovrar abrd TdkwPos kai Todvwys.
This compound is found in the LXX, but nowhere else in N.T.
ouymopedeadar (Luke three times: not in Matthew),
[Mc. x T xai ovwmopedovrar wdhw dxhot wpos abrév R B and the mass of
Greek MSS, followed by Tischendorf and W-H. Marcan usage
shews conclusively that dylos is right against dyloy, and I have no
doubt that cuvépxerar wdAw 6 dxhos should be read with D 565 syr.
sin. a@ b¢ ff ik (conuenit turba). The other reading has come in from
Luke xiv 25 guveropedovro 8¢ adrd SxAow moAdol. ]
The investigation leads to queer results as between the Gospels. The
simple verb is common in Matthew, very common in Luke, but never
occurs in Mark. Of the compounds Mark uses éxmwopedeafar rather
often, and is not averse to wapamropevesfac : but both are rarely or never
found in the other two Synoptists. Luke on the other hand uses two
compounds, dwumopedeofar and guvropevesfai, which are never found in
Matthew or Mark. Perhaps more curious still is the effort which
scribes of Mark, and especially we may say the Alexandrian editor
whose work is represented in B, have made to get rid of wrapamopedeafar
and to introduce the forms preferred by Luke (in ii 23 Swropedeafar,
n ix 30 wopeﬁea@a.t, cof x1 (rvwropeﬁscrem): some similar instinct of
Hellenic taste must, it would seem, have prompted both the evangelist
and the Alexandrian scholar.
C. H. TURNER.
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