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NOTES AND STUDIES

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

(continued).

X. Usage of Mark: (1) Titles of address to Christ; (2) Diminutives;
(3) The verd at the end of the sentence ; (4) va not of purpose only |
(5) absence of Néywv (Méyovres) before a statement or question, where
the main verb seems sufficient to imply it.

As this series of notes draws to a close, each separate instalment
becomes, almost inevitably, more miscellaneous in character. As some
feature of St Mark’s Gospel in relation to the other Synoptists strikes
me, I proceed to group instances together, and to consider what
general induction, if any, can be drawn from them. Many of the points
have emerged in the course of the investigation into the ‘agreements of
Matthew and Luke against Mark’ on which I have been engaged in
my Seminar for some years—an investigation now nearly complete.
To the members of my Seminar (and I may be allowed to single out
the Rev. R. H. Lightfoot of New College and the Rev. C. H. Dodd of
Mansfield College) I owe very much, and I must not omit also to
mention the expert help of Mr J. U. Powell of St John’s College, on
whose knowledge of the literature concerned with the history and
developement of the Greek language I draw whenever I am at a loss
myself, and never draw in vain.

One characteristic of the present notes I should specially wish to
emphasize, though I claim no finality for the conclusions which I have
suggested, and that is the possibility that the Greek of St Mark has
owed something, through his residence at Rome, to the influence of
Latin. We all know that he transliterates Latin words more frequently
than the other evangelists: but I suspect that Latin influence goes
much farther than that, and I doubt whether writers on New
Testament Greek have given adequate consideration to this side of
their subject. I should like some one to treat systematically the Greek
of Mark and of Hermas—both of them non-literary authors, both of
them writing Greek in Rome—{rom this point of view.

My last instalment (IX: / 7..S. April 1928, xxix 275-28g) was
prepared under some pressure, during recovery from illness, and needs
supplementing at two points.

i. Too late for insertion into my note on drocrepeiv, pp. 275, 276,
I consulted the ZZesaurus Linguae Latinae under abnego, and the
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reference there given to Wolfflin’s article in his Archiv fir lateinische
Lexicographie iv (1887) pp. 574-577. Wolflin did not, I think, fully
grasp the relation between adnego and dmwoorepelv in early Christian
writers : but his collection of examples of aénego, as used of the refusal
to return a sum deposited, is admirably full, and I complete my own
list, Joc. cit. p. 276, by the following :

Irenaeus ady. Haer. 11 xxxii 1 (xlviii 4) ‘non solum non abnegare
quae sunt aliena, sed etiam si sua auferantur illis [?aliis] non ex-
postulare ’.

Tertullian ad Scapulam 4 * Praeter haec depositum non abnegamus,
matrimonium nullius adulteramus, pupillos pie tractamus, indigentibus
refrigeramus, nulli malum pro malo reddimus’.

de fuga 12 ad fin. *Quid autem Deo debeo, sicut denarium Caesari,
nisi sanguinem quem pro me filius fudit ipsius ? quodsi Deo quidem
hominem et sanguinem meum debeo, nunc uero in eo sum tempore ut
quod Deo debeo expostuler. utique fraudem Deo facio, id agens ne
quod debeo soluam : bene obseruaui praeceptum, Caesari reddens quae
sunt Caesaris, Deo uero quae sunt Dei abnegans’.

ii. In dealing with the compounds of mopedesfiar (p. 289) I omitted
elomopevecBar (Mark 8, Matthew 1, Luke 5). Mark i 21 (no parallels):
iv 19 (Matthew omits, Luke substitutes wopevdperor, but also changes
the sense): v 40 (no parallels): vi 56 (Matthew omits ; no parallel in
Luke): vii 15, 18, 19, of the things that ‘go into’ a man (no parallel
in Luke; Matt. 10 substitutes eloepxduevov, 20 retains elomopevduevor,
3° omits): xi 2 (Matthew omits, Luke retains). Luke certainly does
not dislike the form, for twice where Mark has eloépxeafar (Mark x 23,
xiv 14) he substitutes eiomopetecfar. Matthew on the other hand, it
seems, avoids very generally any compound of wopedeofac (though he
shews no reluctance to use wopedesfa itself), preferring the compounds
of &pxeabas, especially eloépxeafar and mporépyecbar.

(1) Zitles used in addressing Christ.

1. ‘PafBel ("PaBBourel)
(Mark four times: Matthew once [by Judas): Luke never).

I. ix 5 ‘PafBel, kaAdv éorw Hpas &de elvar Matthew «ipie, Luke
émordra.

2. X 51 ‘PafBovvei, va dvaBréfo. Matthew and Luke xvpee.

3. xi 21 ‘PafBel, Be % ovky v xarppdow éjpavrar.  Matthew
changes the form of the sentence: no parallel in Luke.

4. Xiv 45 ‘PafBel xal xarepiAnoev adriv. Luke omits the address

of Judas : Matthew, here only, retains the vocative ‘Paffel.
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il. Abdoxale

(Mark ten times . Matthew six : Luke twelve).

5. iv 38 Awldokale, of péder gou Ot dmoAddpeba ; As in 1 above,
Matthew has «Jpie, Luke émordra.
6. ix 17 Addoxale, reyka Tov vidy pov. Again Matthew sub-

stitutes xvpee: Luke retains Siddoxale, as in 8, I1, 12, 13, in each case
because it is not a disciple who is speaking.

7. ix 38 Awddokale, edapéy Twa & 7% dvduari cov. .. Luke
émordra, for John is the speaker. No parallel in Matthew.
8. x 17 Awdorake dyabé, 7{ mwovjow . . . Both Luke (see on 6)

and Matthew (as also in 11, 12) retain 8:3doxale, for the reason given
on 6 above.

9. X 20 Awlddorale, Tavra wdvra épviaduny . . . Omitted by the
other two, no doubt because the formal address had been used only
three verses before.

10. X 35 Addoxale, Oéhoper va & éav alrioopey . . . Onmitted by
Matthew : no parallel in Luke.

11. xii 14 (Pharisees and Herodians) é\févres Aéyovow aird Ac-
ddorake . . . So both the others: they had no objection to the word
as used by other Jews than the disciples.

12. xii 19 (Sadducees) émppdrav adrév Aéyovres Addokale . . . So
both the other two, for just the same reason as in the last case.

13. xii 32 elwev ad1d & ypapparets Kalds, 8iddoxale . . . Retained
by Luke again on the same principle as before: no parallel in
Matthew.

14. xiii 1 Awddokale, {de worawol Aifor . . . The exclamation came
from disciples, or a disciple, and so 8ddoxale is avoided by Matthew :
Luke, quite exceptionally, retains it in effect, for he inserts it two verses
farther on.

ii. Kipe

(Mark once, by a non-few: Malthew twenty-two times, of which four
occur in our Lord’s teaching about Himself : Luke eighteen times).

15. vii 28 Kbipie, kal Ta xvvdpia dmokdTw 775 Tpamélys . . . And so,
as we should expect, Matthew: there is no parallel in Luke. This
unique occurrence of Kvpie in Mark is simply due to the fact that the
woman was ‘EAlyvis, a heathen, and therefore used not the Jewish
term ‘ Rabbi’, but the ordinary title of respect © Sir’.

Kipue is inserted, where Mark has no title of address, at i 40 by both
Matthew and Luke, at xiv 19 by Matthew, at xiv 29 by Luke.
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iv. ‘Incod
(Mark three times, but always with a further defining phrase, and twice
in the moutk of evil spivits : Luke six times: Maithew never).

16. 1 24 T Huiv xai ooi, Inocod Nofagyvé ; So Luke: no parallel
in Matthew.

17. v 7 T époi kal oof, Tyood vit Tod Beob 10V Wiorov ; So again
Luke : Matthew omits the personal name.

18. x 47 Yi¢ Aaveid ‘Inood, éNénadv e Again Luke follows Mark,
though he inverts the personal and the official name : again Matthew
retains the latter, but again omits *Igeo? : according to many MSS he has
Kipie also. If an explanation is wanted of this isolated usage of the
address ‘Jesus’ in Mark, it should perhaps be found in the setting of
the episode as a whole. It is full of details that give it a place by
itself in St Mark’s Gospel : I believe it represents a story given viva
zoce by Bartimaeus to the evangelist, and therefore the phrase may well
be that actually used by the man himself.

The deductions from the daZe here accumulated can be very briefly
expressed. ‘Rabbi’, the Aramaic word, represented in Greek by
Siddoxados, would have been in fact the form of address used to our
Lord by any Jew, whether a disciple or not: and so Mark uses it,
reserving «vpe for the solitary case where the speaker was not a Jew
at all. But while Mark, or rather Peter, thus represents to us the
language actually used in the days of our Lord’s Ministry, the writers
of the second generation could not picture our Lord’s own disciples as
addressing Him in the same way as those Jews did who were not His
disciples : and therefore Matthew and Luke, while they retain the
address Rabbi (Teacher) in the mouth of others than disciples—and
Luke more consistently than Matthew—never allow it with disciples,
save that Matthew keeps it in the case of Judas, no. 4, and Luke by
exception in no. 14. Where Matthew and Luke differ, is just in this,
that Matthew, when he substitutes another word, regularly employs
xipie (I, 2, 5, 6); Luke only once changes to «dpie (2), more often
(1, 5, 7) to émwordra. "Emwordre is only Lucan (six times in all): but
even in Luke «dpee is much more common, and no doubt both Matthew
and Luke mean by xpie in this connexion not ‘Sir’ but ‘ Lord .

(2) Diminutives in Mark.
i. Gvydrpiov
(twice in Mark : never in Matthew or Luke).

Y. v 23 70 bvydrpidy pov éoxdres éxe.. Both Matthew and Luke
substitute Guydryp.

2. vii 25 fs elxev 10 Ovydrpiov adris mvedpa dxdbaprov. Matthew
again Gvyarjp: no Lucan parallel.
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il. ix@8wov
(Mark once, Matthew once).
3. vili 7 kai elxov ix6idia SAiya. Retained in Matthew: there is
no Luke. )
1il. kopdoiov
(Mark five times, Matthew thrice : never in Luke).

4, 5. V 41, 42 To xopdoiov, oot Xe’yw, éyepe.  xal ebfis dvéoTy 70
kopdaoov. Matthew omits the first, but retains the second, kopdaov:
but he also uses xopdaiov for the wadiov of Mc. v 39. Luke changes
the first xopdowov to ‘H wals, and omits the second.

6. vi 22 6 3¢ Bucikeds elmev 7 kopaciy. The episode is absent
from Luke, the word from Matthew.

7, 8. vi 28 Buker adriy 16 ropaciy' kai TO kopdawov Ewkev alrTiy TY
prpl. Matthew retains the word on the first occasion, omits it on
the second. :

iv. kwvdpiov

(Mark and Matthew twice eack: not in Luke).

8, 9. vii 27, 28 AafBeiv Tov dprov TGV Téxvev xal Tois xuvaplors Balety.
7 8¢ drmrexpifn kai Aéyer adrd Kipre, kal 7 kvvdpia Smokdrw Ths Tpawélns. . .
Not in Luke: Matthew has both the episode and the double mention
of xwvdpra. Phrynichus (quoted by Wetstein : Rutherford New Fhry-
nichus p. 268) says that kuvidiov, not xvvdpiov, is the correct form of the
diminutive. :

V. ocavddiiov
(once in Mark, but nowhere else in the Gospels).

10. Vi 9 dAA Umodedepévovs oavddhua. Not in either Matthew or
Luke: Luke omits the item, perhaps because it breaks into the cata-
logue of things that the Apostles were 7of to take with them ; Matthew
more skilfully adapts it to the negative framework of the catalogue by
substituting und¢ tmodjuara—if they were to wear °little sandals’, they
were not to wear boots or shoes. The diminutive cavddhov is ap-
parently commoner in Greek than the form advdadov.

vi. yaxiov
(once eack in Mark and Matthew).
IL Vil 28 kol 7& xwvdpa . . . doblovow dmd TEV Yixlwy ToV waidlov.
And similarly the parallel in Matthew. Both i and Juylov appear to

be rare words, but Suidas recognizes both forms: cod. D has yixwv in
both Gospels,
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vil. drdpioy
(once in Mark, followed by John: not in Matthew or Luke).

12. Xiv 47 dpeiler adrol T6 @rdprov. So ¥BD1; and in the
parallel passage John xviii 10 WB C*L W. The rest have ariov,
following Matthew. Luke has ofs in xxii 50 without variant, in the
next verse D (with the Old Latins) again gives ofs, the other MSS driov.
Of all examples of diminutives in Mark, this is the most instructive,
for, in contrast to words like Gvydrpiov ropdotov wa:diov, ears of adults
are more or less similar in size—we cannot suppose that Mark means
that Malchus’ €ar was a particularly small one—and the diminutive
must be due simply to the writer’s fondness for that type of word.
Moreover érdpiov is not only a diminutive, but a diminutive of
a diminutive. ods is the classical form, and as such is used by Luke:
arlov is the first stage of change, occurs occasionally in the LXX, and
was probably in common use in the xowy (ofs drrucds, driov ENArikds is
quoted from a grammarian by Wetstein on Matt. xxvi 51): drdpioy
is a further stage of change, but is cited mainly from comic verse
—it was doubtless only colloquial. It is typically Marcan, and John
has followed Mark. The preservation of @rdpiov in the Alexandrian
text (with D in Mark, and W in John) is a striking testimony to their
faithfulness, for it must have been just the word they would have liked
to alter. Note that Matthew goes only one stage back in substituting
driov, while Luke goes the whole way with ofs.

One word, diminutive in form, is not included in the above list,
namely wa:dlov. All three Synoptists use it regularly,! but again there
is a significant distinction to be drawn: mais is, used, though less
frequently than wadlov, in both Matthew and Luke, but it is nowhere
found in Mark, and therefore wa:dlov takes its place. Thus in the story
of Jaeirus’ daughter Mark has (besides Ovydryp, Bvydrpiov, and kopd-
owv) four instances of maidiov, Matthew has fvydryp and kopdoiov, Luke
has fuvydryp and (twice) wals. The child was twelve years old, so that
Luke made the dividing line between wais and wadiov at an earlier
point than twelve. Again in the miracle of ix 17-27 the boy healed
had suffered éx waididfev (2. 21), and therefore cannot have been a mere
child : moreover he is brought to Christ, not carried (2. 19, 20)—not to
say that he is called by his father at the opening of the story (. 17)
‘my son’: yet we have in Mark (z. 24) § wamjp 70d wadlov. We are
not surprised that both Matthew and Luke call the boy not 7wadlor but
mais. Clearly then there is no justification for translating the word

! Mark 12 ; Matthew 18, but chapter ii accounts for just half the instances ; Luke

13, and again about half in chaptersi and ii. Thus Mark is the one of the three who,
apart from the Infancy narratives, uses the word most.
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in Mark ‘little child’, as R. V. in ix 36, 37, x 13, 14, 15: in ix 36, 37
A.V. rightly has ‘child’ ¢ children’, and in x 13 ‘young children’ of
A. V. is less incorrect than R.V.’s ‘little children’?

In the result Mark’s fondness for diminutive forms is well estab-
lished ; at least with @rdpiov and wadlov, perhaps with other words, he
uses such forms without any necessarily diminutive sense about them.
Luke uses none of Mark’s diminutives at all except waidlov, and that,
as we have just seen, as strictly diminutive in contrast with wals.
Matthew, as so often, takes an intermediate place. Put in other words,
Luke upholds a literary tradition stringently, Matthew makes some
concession to popular usage, Mark reproduces whole-heartedly the
colloquial talk of everyday life. The fondness for diminutives grows
with the growth of the language. They are absent from Homer : they
begin to abound in Aristophanes and the later comedians : in the first
century after Christ it must have been a conscious literary archaism to
avoid them.

(3) The verd at the end of the sentence, after noun or personal pronoun.
(a) with the verd dmrecbou
(Mark eleven, Maitthew ten, Luke ten).

drrecfar is thus a rather favourite word of Mark’s, and his fondness
for putting the verb after the pronoun (or noun) is specially noticeable
in relation to it, so that I have treated it separately.

I 141 éxrelvas v xeipo alTob wpato. Both Matthew and Luke
ixtelvas ™ xeipa ato adrod. Perhaps the caution should be given
that in Mark adrod goes of course with fifaro and not with v xelpa,
which according to Greek idiom (and Latin usage is similar) would
mean ‘ his hand’ without the addition of any pronoun.

2. iii 10 dore émmirrew odrg va adrod dywvrat Soor elyov pdoTiyas.
No parallel in Matthew : but Luke again changes the order xds 6 dxAos
éfrow dmreofar atrod.

{v 27 fpato 100 ipariov airod. So by exception (though the ad-
dition of ro ipaslov makes the exception less marked), and so naturally
the other two Synoptists here retain the same order of words.]

3. v 28 & dyopar kdv Tév ipatiwy abrod. So the critical editions,
and so Matthew (Luke drops the verse): but Marcan usage makes it
more than probable that the Alexandrian reading—it is only found in
N B C LA ®—is an assimilation to the previous verse or to Matthew,

1 Luke, however, here (xviii 15) has Bpé¢n, interpreting Mark’s naidia—rightly or
wrongly—in this sense. He also uses Bpédos four times in chapters i and ii, of the

babe in the womb or newly born : his terms for age are more clearly articulated
(as we should expect) than those of the other evangelists.
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and that we ought to follow the rest of our authorities, including D and
the Latins (it is true that Latins may be just following the idiom of
their language), and invert the order xiv v ipariov adrod dYwpat.

4. v 30 Tis pov ffparo tév iwariwv;  Luke substitutes Tés 6 dydpuevds
pov ; Matthew drops the verse.

5. v 31 kai Aéyas Tis pov fpato;  Matthew again gives no parallel:
Luke, changing the interrogation to a statement, alters the order to
"Hyard pov ris.

6. vi56 fva kdv Tob Kpacmwédov Tob ipariov adrod EYwyrar No
Luke : but Matthew makes the expected change lva pdvor &fovras Tob
kpaomédov ToD {pariov airod.

7. vi 564 kal Soou &v fpavro adrob Swecdfnoav.  But I suspect that
with the Old Latins and Matthew (there is no Luke) we ought to omit
adrov. If Matthew had found airod in that position in his text of Mark,
why in the world should he have omitted it? )

[vii 33 wrioas fato Tis yAdoons adroi. Compare v 27 above:
no parallel in either Matthew or Luke.]

8. vill 22 mapaxalotow odrov iva adrod dymrar. Again no parallels.

9. X 13 wpooépepov atr®d madlo o adrdy dymrac. So W-H with
NBCLA®124 and Luke: Matthew fva 7as xelpas émify adrols.
But Tischendorf in Mark has dymrat adrdv with the mass of authorities,
including D W Old Latins and Origen. Decision is difficult : yet can we
suppose that Luke found before him in Mark dyyras adrdv, and altered
it to adrdv dymrar ?

(b) Other instances in Mark of the verb placed last, after its object, or the
noun after the pronoun depending on it.

10. i 44 oeavrov Seifov TQ iepel. So Matthew : but Luke 6&elfov
ageavrov. _
"I i1 §, 9 aplevral oov ai duapriar, with Matthew : Luke dgéwrral oo
ai duaprios gov.
12, iii 11 drav adrov édedpovy. No parallels.
13. iv 30 év Tl adriy wapafoly} Obpey ; No parallel in Matthew :
Luke 7ént $potdow adriy ;

14. iv 41 6 dvepos xai 7 fdlacoa adrg Iraxover So in effect
Matt. : Luke again inverts verb and personal pronoun, iraxodovew adrd.

15. v 4 oddeis loyvey adrov Sapdaat. No parallels.

16. v 10 va py adra dmooTeldy . . . No parallel in Matthew :
Luke va pi) émrdéy adrois . . .

17. Vi 17 éri admiy éydpnoer. No parallel.

18. vi 20 Hdéws adrod Frover. Matthew in effect retains the con-

struction while he alters the sense, s wpogiiryy odrdv elxov. No
Luke.
VOL. XXIX, Aa
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19. vii 18 od Svarar adTov kowdaad. No parallel.

20. ix 18a dmov é&w adrov karaddfSy. Matthew omits: Luke,
though with a change to the direct construction, {Sod wvetpa AapBdve
ovToV.

21. ix 184 Wva abro ékBdrwow. Omitted by Matthew: Luke again
transposes, iva é&fBdlwow adrd.

22. ix 19 Ews wire mpds Spds Eropar ; So in effect Matthew : Luke
éws wore doopar wpos Vuas ;

23. ix 32 épofodvro adrov émepurijoar.  Matthew has another phrase:
Luke transposes épofBoivro épwriioar adrév.

24. ix 37 s dv & 1ov radlwy Totrev 8éfyTar. Here both the other
Synoptists transpose, s éw 8éénrac & wadlov 7owdro (Luke tobro 70
waudiov). .

25. X 2 €l &eotw avdpl yvvaika drodioat. No Luke: but Matthew

dmrodiaar Ty yuvaike, adTob.

26. x 32 7paTo adrols Aeyew. Matthew and Luke both omit
fpéaro, but both put the personal pronoun last, elrev adrois, élmev mpos
adrovs. ‘

27. xi 28 7is oo Ty &fovaiav Tavry Boker : . . ; Both Matthew
and Luke transfer mj fovoiav Todrqw to the end, after the verb.

28. xil 12a &ljrovw adrov kparfoat So Matthew: Luke é/jmoav
« . . émPBalélv ér’ adrdv Tas xelpas.

29. xil 126 81 wpds adrods Ty mapaBolyy elmev. Matthew omits
the noun, Luke transposes it elrev ™y mapaBodyy Tadryw.

80. xil 13 lva abrov dypedowow Adyw. So Matthew : but Luke @va
érMdBuvrar adrod Adyov.

31 (cf. 23). xii 34 obddeis odxére érdhpa adrdv Emepwrioot. Matthew
érepotiioal adrov odkéry, Luke érepordyv adrov oddév.

32. xiv 1 7hs adrov . . . dmwokTelvugw. So in substance Matthew,
but with +ov "Ingotv for adrdv: Luke o 7és avélwow adrov.

33. Xiv 10 a adrov wpodol [mapadot] adrols. iBoth the others
invert dative and accusative : Luke 76 7&s adrols wapadd adrdy, Matthew
¢yd dpv mapaddow adriv.

34. Xiv IT 7whs adTov edkarpws wapadol. So Matthew va adrov
mapadd : but Luke edkaiplav 10D mapadotvar adrdv.

85. xiv 1z &re 70 wdoxa évov.  No paraliel in Matthew : but Luke
& §f Bew Gbecbar T wdaxa.

36. xiv 14 &mov 70 wdoxa . . . pdyw. Luke by exception agrees: it
is here Matthew who inverts, wod o mdoya.

37. Xiv 30 Tpis pe dmapvion. Both the other Synoptists invert:
Matthew rpis araprion pe, Luke 7pis draprijoy puy eldévar pe.

88. xiv 42 & wopadidois pe fyykev.  No parallel in Luke : Matthew
Tyywev & wapadidovs pe.  Strictly speaking this instance does not come



NOTES AND STUDIES 355

under the heading of verb and object, as 7yywev is intransitive ; but the
change of order in Matthew seems significant.

39. xiv 47 dgeider adrov TO drdplov. So Matthew: but Luke
dpeihev 70 ols adrod 10 defidv. Possibly Mark meant adrod to depend
upon d¢eider, and if so his phrase would stand: but certainly Luke
interpreted him in the other sense.

40. xiv 63 7{ érv xpelov Exopev papripwv; with Matthew. Even here,
where change seems less necessary, Luke alters to =/ &r. &oper pap-
Tuplas xpelav ;

41. Xiv 65 ol Ymypérat poriopaow adrov EBalov. No parallels.

42. xiv 72 dMécrwp épdmoer, and so Matthew: but Luke épdvyoer
dAékTorp. '

43. xv 31 dAhovs éowoev, éavrov ob Svatar ohoaL. So Matthew,
and the emphasis on d\\ovs . . . éavrdv seems to justify the order: but
again Luke’s instinct is for change, d\ovs drwoer cuodro éovriv.

44. xvi 7 éxel atrov Sfeale. Here, though Matthew follows Mark
the order seems indefensible in Greek : but unfortunately there is no
Lucan parallel.

It is not suggested that these instances are typical of Mark in the
sense that this order of words is his normal usage : but they are not in-
considerable in number, and Luke’s alteration of them in almost every
case, whether instinctive or intentional, is certainly no mere accident—
not even though the actual converse happens on occasion, as for
instance (if our texts are correct) Mark xi 17 weroujkare adrov omijlatov
Apordv, where the others give adrov émoteire (érovjoare) omijlaiov Ayardv.
In thirteen of our forty-four cases there is no Lucan parallel: of the
remaining thirty-one, Luke makes the change to the normal Greek
order of words in no less than twenty-nine, the exceptions being only
9, 36. Matthew, as so often, stands in between Mark and Luke,
altering the Marcan order about as frequently as he leaves it un-
changed ; that is to say, out of twenty-eight cases where his text is
parallel, he follows Mark in fourteen and diverges in thirteen (7 being
a doubtful reading in Mark).

Whence did Mark derive his occasional use of an order of words so
fundamentally alien to the Greek language? Greek puts the emphatic
words in the forefront of the sentence, and the verb therefore cannot
be left to the last. Latin, on the other hand, habitually closes the
sentence with the verb. The conclusion seems irresistible that—just
as Jerome in the Vulgate introduces a Graecizing order, putting words
like efus, for instance, at the end of the sentence—Mark introduces in
the Greek of his Gospel a Latinizing order. The influence which
Mark’s years of residence in Rome exercised over the developement of

Aa 2
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his literary ‘Greek style (if one may use such a phrase about his Gospel
at all) was doubtless not inconsiderable. The Greek he had picked up
in his boyhood at Jerusalem was, we may assume, wholly non-literary
and colloquial. That it came in a Latin-speaking city to such maturity
as it attained, is suggested forcibly by the feature of it which we have
now been examining.

(4) Wa (Mark 1} columns, Matthew barely 1, Luke 1 ; Jokn nearly 3).

But in the following list iva is only included when not used with its
proper sense of purpose.

L iii 9 kal elmev Tois pabyrals adrod Wa whowdpiov mpookaprepl) alTd.

No parallels.

2. v 18 7wapexdhet & Sapoviocfels va per’ adrod J). Luke édéero . . .
evae gbv avrg. No parallel in Matthew.

3. V 23 kai wapakadel adrov woAAd ... iva éNOov émbfs Tis xelpas
atry—so I think Mark means to construct the iva (cf. 10). Matthew
turns the sentence into oratio recta, GA\& éNOov érifes . .. Luke omits.

4. V 43 kai dicoreidato adrols moAN& Iva puydels yvoi TovTo. Nothing

parallel in Matthew : Luke again has infinitive wapijyyelev adrols punderi
eimeiy 70 yeyovds.

5. vi 8 kai mapiyyethev adrols va pmdev aipwaw els 686v. Both the
others substitute the oratio recta, pay xrijonabfe, pndtv alpere.

6. vi 12 xal éeMdvres éxjpvéav Wva peravobow. Luke omits the
phrase : Matthew has no parallel.

7. vi 25 6é\e Wa éavriis 88s pou éml wivaxi ... . Matthew omits

0é\o va and writes 86s por &8¢ émi wivaxe. Luke has no parallel for the
six cases 7J-I2.

8. vi 56 kal mapexdhowv adrov Wa kdv T0d Kpagwélov Tob ipatiov adrod
dpwrrac. Here for the first time Matthew follows Mark.

9. vil 26 FpdTa atrév va T Baypdviov EkBdly . . . Matthew again
substitutes the oratio recta.

10. vii 32 kai wapakalobow adrov va émdy adrd Tyv xelpa. Matthew
omits the whole clause.

IL vii 36 kal Sicoreldato abrols lva pndevi Mywow. No parallel.

12. Vill 22 kai wapaxkarolow adrdv e adrod dymrac. No parallel.

13. vili 30 kal émeripyoer adrols o pmdevi Aéywow wepi airod.
Matthew for the second time agrees, diecreilato Tois pabyrals iva undevi
elrwow . .. Luke, as in 2 and 4, substitutes the infinitive, wapiy-
vethev underi Aéyew Tovro.

14. ix 9 Steoreldato adrols va underi & eldov dumyrjowvrar. Matthew
changes to a command in the oratio recta, pndevi elryre 76 Spapa, Luke
to a statement of fact, oddevi dmjyyethav . . . obdtv dv édpaxar.
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. ~ I3
I15. 1X 12 wis yéypamrrar émi 7ov vidv Tob dvbpwmov o moAdd wdby.

No parallel.

16. ix 18 kai elra Tols pabyrats ocov va adrd éxBdlwaw. Matthew
omits the a clause, Luke (with é8eify for elra) here retains it.

17. ix 30 xal odx 7fehev lva Tis yvol. Both the others omit the
phrase. '

18. x 35 Oédopev Iva & & almjowuédy oe woujoys Huiv. Matthew
omits the clause, Luke the whole episode, including 1g.

I9. X 37 80s fpiv Wa els oov éx dekdv . .. kabiTwper. And so
Matthew, eime va kablowow . . .

20. X 48 «al éreripwy adr§ oMol va crwmioy. So both Matthew
and Luke, as in the next case.

21. X 51 § 8¢ Tupos elmev adrg PafBowi, va dvaBréfw. I believe

that the construction with fva depends (cf. no. 3) on the verb of the
preceding verse 6é\e woujoys. Both Matthew and Luke follow Mark
closely here, and presumably constructed #va in the same way after
Oé\ew. )

22. xi 16 kai odk ijpiev va Tis Sievéyxy okelos S Tob iepod. No
parallels.
23. xi 28 % 7is cov Ty éfovaiav TadTyy wkev va Tavra worgs;  The

a clause is strictly superfluous after radryv, and both Matthew and
Luke seize on so good an excuse for omitting it.

24. xii 19 Mavos Eypapev futv 61 éav . . . va Adfy . . . It would
appear that {va, which is not part of the O.T. quotation, must depend
on Iypapev. Matthew re-writes the quotation: Luke follows Mark,
possibly supposing that fva AdBy was from the LXX.

25. xiii 34 «ai 76 Gupwpd dverellato iva ypryopy. No parallels.
26. xiv 12 7ob Gédes éroypdowper va pdyys 70 wdoxa ; Luke omits

the iva clause, Matthew substitutes the infinitive dayeiv.

27. xiv 35 wpoonixero o el Swordv dotw wapédy dn’ adrod % dpa.
Where Mark as here, and occasionally elsewhere, makes a statement in
oratio obligua and follows it by the same thing in oratio recta, Matthew
and Luke do not repeat both of the two but prefer that in oratio recta;
Matthew, however, has clearly taken e 8wvardv éorwv mapelfdrw from
Mark’s fva wopéAy, so that in his case at least the iva clause is turned
into a direct prayer.

28. xv 11 ol 8¢ dpxiepels dvéseirav Tov SyAov va udAlev Tov BapaBBav
dmwodoy abrols.  So in substance Matthew, with érecav for dvéracar:
Luke has the oratio recta, dvéxpayov 8¢ mavwAnbfel Aéyovres Alpe Todrov
dmwélvaov 8¢ fuiv BapaBBar.

29. xv 15 «ai wapédwker Tov 1. ¢payelddoas o oravpwly. So
Matthew : Luke mapéduxer 1§ Oelvjpore adriv.

0. XV 20 kal édyovow adrév Wwa orTavpdowev. Both 30 and 29
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could be rendered ‘in order that’, but in both cases the meaning is
just ‘to be crucified’ ‘to crucify’, and Matthew rightly interprets with
eis 76 oravpooar.  There is no parallel in Luke.

3L XV 2I kai dyyapebovow . . . Sipova . . . va dpy TOv oTavpov alTod.
As in 29 Matthew follows Mark: Luke substitutes an infinitive,

Pépew.

Some of these instances of ive, and perhaps especially the last three,
are not so clearly non-purposive as the rest, and it is hardly surprising
that Matthew here and there (8, 13, 19, 20, 21, 28, 29, 3I) accepts the
construction, as even Luke, though more rarely, does sometimes (16,
20, 21, 24). But the general instinct of both is to make a change,
Matthew twelve times out of twenty, Luke thirteen times out of
seventeen. Sometimes they merely omit: in other cases they sub-
stitute the orativ recta (so especially Matthew, five times: Luke twice)
or an infinitive (so especially Luke, four times: Matthew once or
twice).

But what then is the explanation of Mark’s fondness for va after
verbs like rapakalely SiaoréAhecbar wapayyé hew émurypdy érréddeotac
and others? I cannot help thinking that we have here another illustra-
tion of the influence of the Latin of Rome on Mark’s Greek : for in
Latin we have rogo u?, oro ut, impero ut, moneo (admoneo) ut, suadeo
ut, and so on.

No doubt a in the Kowy generally was coming into much more

- general use than it had enjoyed in Attic Greek : any grammar of New
Testament Greek will illustrate the point that ive is no longer confined
to the sense of purpose, and references need not be accumulated here.
But writers on New Testament Greek are (naturally) inclined to exag-
gerate the extent to which it is a single self-contained whole: if these
‘notes on Marcan usage’ have done nothing else, they have, I hope,
established the result that the Greek of one of the three Synoptic
writers does shew broad, almost fundamental, differences from the
Greek of the other two. And the more we emphasize the enlarged use
of fva. throughout the range of the Kow), the more pressing, as it seems
to me, is the need for accounting for the contrast in this respect
between Mark and Luke. If Mark’s extended use of iva is not to be
explained as a vulgarism, some other way of explaining it must be
sought,

Now there are two or three directions in which recent investigations
cited in Moulton’s Prolegomena to the Grammar of N. T. Greek (19o6)
offer instructive parallels. Thumb (Moulton, p. 205) concludes that
there were two rival tendencies, with a geographical dividing line
between them, in this matter, Asiatic Greek leaning to a larger use of
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the infinitive, Western and European Greek to the universalizing of &va
(it will be noted that Luke, as pointed out above, sometimes replaces
the &a of Mark by an infinitive), the European use having in modern
Greek ousted the other alternative. To a similar result are we led by
Kilker's emphasis (Moulton, p. 206) on the frequency of #a in Polybius
—for Polybius spent a large proportion of the years of his adult life in
Italy. Add to this that Mark has been shewn, half a dozen pages
back, to adopt, often enough to call for explanation, an order of words
in his Greek which is not a Greek order but a Latin: and I submit
that the thesis needs consideration that his exaggerated use of &a
should be traced back to the same source, his years of residence in
Rome.?

These scholars who, like Moulton himself (p. 20)! and Rademacher
(Neutestamentliche Grammatik p. 11), restrain within very narrow limits
the influence of Latin on Hellenistic and New Testament Greek have
perhaps not sufficiently investigated the possibility of this influence
being specially great in individual writers such as St Mark: and it is
only with regard to St Mark in contrast to the other two Synoptists
that I plead for a reconsideration of the case.

(5) Aébsence of Nywv (Méyovres) affer werbs introducing a statemént or
a question, where Matthew and Luke add ov substitute it.

i. dyovakrely

. - , N ~ \ e / s, 7€ 3 7 o
LI Xiv 4 foav 8¢ Twes dyavoxrodvres mpos éavrods Eis 7 ) drdhea odry
.5 Matthew fyavdkrgoar Aéyovres Eis 7{. .. No Luke.

. dmoxplveabar

2. vill 4 dmexplfnoay adrd of pabyral adrod 61 Mdbev Tovrovs Suvijoeral
TS . . . Matthew Aéyovow aird ol pabyral Tdfev ywiwv ... No
Luke. ’

3. ix 17 dmexpifn alrd €is ék 10V Sxhov Awddokale, fveyka Tov vidy pov.
Matthew mposfiAfev . . . Aéywr, Luke éBénoer Aéyov,

4. xii 29 dmwerpln & ‘Inoods ore Mpdry éovly ...,  Matthew § &
iy adrg . . . Luke 6 8¢ elrev mpds adrdy . . .

1ii. Body
5. xv 34 éBdnoer 6 'Inools puwvy peyddy "HXel "HAel . . . Matthew
dveBénoev & 'I. dwvi peyddy Aéyov ... No parallel in Luke: but

cf. no. 3.

! Moulton {p. 2T and p. 21 n. 3) admits that some writers are more disposed than
he is himself to allow some place to Latin influence, e, g. Blass Grammatik des
NTliichen Griechisch p. 4; and on more general lines W, Schulze Graeca Latina.
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iv. SadoyifeoBor
6. ii 6 Swadoyldpevor & rals kapdlaws adriv T olros olrw Aahel;
Luke fpfavro SiadoyileoBac Myovres Tis . . . Matthew elwov év éavrols
Obros . . .
7. vill 16 Siedoyifovro mpods dAAsfhovs S dprovs odx Exovow.,  Matthew
Stedoyilovro év éavrols Aéyovres GTi "Aprovs otk éAdBopev. No Luke.

v. SaoréAeafar

8. ix 9 dweoreihato adrols Wwa udén & eldov Supyicwvrar Matthew
évereldhato avrols 6 'L Méywr: Mndeii eimyre 76 papa. No Luke.

vi. érepordw (épurdw)
9. v 9 émypdra adrév T dvoud oo Luke érepdmoer abrov 6
'I. AMywv T{ ot dvopd éorwv; Nothing parallel in Matthew.
10. Vil 26 dpdra adrov a 1o Sayudviov EkBdAy éxk Tis GuyaTpds alris.
Matthew mpooexiver aird Aéyovoa Kipie, Boife por. No Luke.

IL viii 5 fpdra adrovs Tdaous &xere dprovs; Matthew substitutes
MAéye for jpdra.  There is no Luke.
12. vili 29 érppira adrods Yuels 8¢ tiva pe Aéyere elvas ; Matthew

and Luke substitute Aéye (elmev) for émppdra.

13. ix 28 kar’ dlav émypdrev abrdy Ot fHuels odx Edvrilbnuer éxBalely
avtd ; Once more Matthew a7’ i8lav elwrov' Awk v{ fueis ... No
parallel to this verse in Luke. ’

14. X 2z émypdrov adrdv El éfearv dvdpl yvvaixa dwolboar; mwepdlovres
adTov. Matthew wpoafidfov adrd . . . wepdlovres abrov kai Aéyovres Bi
éeorw ... Again no Luke.

I5. X 17 mpoodpapwy €is kal yovvmemjoas avTov émnpdra adtdy Add-
agKkale . . . Luke adds Aéywv (émypdryoér s adrov dpyov Aéywrv Add-
oxale . . .), Matthew as elsewhere substitutes elrev (els mpooedfov adrd
elrev Addorale . . ).

16. xii 28 émypdmoey adrév Mola éoriv évrods) mpamy . . . Matthew
for once repeats Mark’s phrase; Luke, in a more or less parallel
passage, substitutes dvéory . . . Aéyor.

17. xiii 3 émypdra adrév xar’ Blay Mérpos xai TdxkwBos . . . Bimwov fHuiv

wére . . . Both Matthew and Luke add Aéyovres : Luke keeps émypirnaar,
for which Matthew has his favourite phrase wpocfirfov adré.

18. xv 2 émppurgorer adrov & Ileddros 30 € 6 Bacdeds tov 'L ;
Both the others retain the verb (Luke #pdroer), but both add Aéywr.

{vil. émrudw
- 19 i25 éreripnoer adrd 6 Ingods Biudlnre xai ¥ele.  So Tischen-
dorf with N*A*, but the rest agree with Luke émer{unoer atrg 6 L
Aéywv . . ., and that may probably be right: though the caution must
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be given that the Old Latins frequently add dicesns where Mark’s text is
without it (so % in ix 29, x 19, xii 28, xv 2: not in x 2, xiil 3), pre-
sumably following the idiom of their language.]

Vill, karaxpivew
20. xiv 64 oi 8¢ Tdvres karékpwov adtov &voxov clvar favdrov. Mat-
thew turns it with Aéyew into the orafio recta oi 8¢ dmoxpféyres elmov'
"Evoyos favdrov éoriv. No parallel in Luke.

[ix. xnpiooew
21. 1 14, 15 Kkyploowv 70 edayyéhov [tfis Bacilelas] Tob feod, o
MerMjpoTar & katpds . . . So again Tischendorf with ¥N*¢ Origen,
against the rest, who add Aéywv or xal Aéywv before &r.; Matthew
fplaro kppiooew kai Aéyew. Once more, as with éreriudr, the want of
clear Marcan parallels weights the balance against the reading of N.]

x. kpdalw (with Aéyew, however, 5/8)

22. xi 9 épafov ‘Qoawvd. Matthew and Luke both add Aéyovres,
and Luke substitutes aiveiv 7ov fedv for xpdlew.

23, 24. xv 13, 14 pafav' Sradpwoov alrdy . . . wepoods éxpalov
Sradpwoov adrév. Here Matthew has Aéyovow wdvres . . . wepirads
éxpafov Aéyovres; Luke has émeddvovy Aéyovres on the first occasion, and
phrases the second differently.

xi. Aahey
25. Xiv 31 6 8¢ ékwepioads éddher ‘Edv 3ép pe ovwamobavely oot . . .
Matthew Aéyer atrd & Iérpos Kiv 8ép pe . . ., and so Luke, though he
has only a rougher parallel, 6 8¢ elrev adre. '

Perhaps no very striking results emerge. Nearly half the instances
cited are in connexion with a single verb érepwrdw (épwrdw), and here
we may safely say that Mark uses it without Aéyw, the other two tend
either to add Aéyw (so Luke 4/6) or to substitute it (so Matt. 7/g). As
to the remaining ten verbs, it is not meant to be suggested that Mark’s
normal usage is to employ them without Aéyw: but even if the instances
are exceptional, they are at the same time numerous enough to justify the
impression that he can on occasion use any verb which implies ¢ saying”’
without adding the actual phrase ‘saying’, while with Matthew and
Luke the rule is almost absolute the other way. And just as with
Mark’s érepwrdw, so with the other verbs, Matthew prefers the substitu-
tion of Aédyw, Luke the addition. Mark’s omission of Aéyw is no
Latinism, but is probably just colloquial rather than literary language.
But it accounts for some half-dozen of these agreements between
Matthew and Luke against Mark which have disturbed the judgement

of so many critics. C. H. TURNER



