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It is not improbable that the branch of the family which traced
descent through Zerubbabel and the long line of kings of Judah was
more exposed to the jealousy of the Hasmonaeans than the family of
Nathan; and it may well be that they deemed it politic to settle
outside Judaea. We have no certain dafa to go upon, and can only
consider what would be likely to happen, the political circumstances
being as they were. If, however, we may suppose—and there is no
great improbability in the supposition—that in the first century after
Christ there were living in Palestine #wo families claiming descent from
David through Solomon and Nathan respectively, we have ready to
hand a simple explanation of the discrepancy between the first and
third Gospels in the lineage of Joseph. The first evangelist, or the
source which he followed, assumed that Joseph was the heir of David
through the Solomonic line ; the third evangelist, who may be sup-
posed to have had access to a genealogy of the descendants of David
through Nathan, assumed, or was informed, that it was to this branch
that Joseph belonged. This indeed is mere conjecture, but conjecture
which takes account of whatever daza are available need not be lightly
set aside. Certainly in the Apostolic age more was known about the
.descendants of David than a casual reading of the Old Testament
would lead us to expect. If ‘the family of Nathan’ remained in
Judaea, it may perhaps have perished in the troubles of the siege of
Jerusalem ; and after A. . 70 ¢ the family of David’ who traced descent
through Solomon may well have been the sole surviving hope of those
who still looked for the restoration of David’s rule.

R. H. KENNETT.

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

VII. Particles (continued)
(2) O recitative (after Néyew or similar verbs).

MucH more common in St Mark than the odd use of ériinterrogative,
discussed in the number of this JourNat for October 1925 (xxvii 58-62),
is the idiom of a superfluous 87 after the verb ‘to say’ or the like,
introducing not the oratio obligua, as we should expect, but the oratio
redta. In the large majority of cases, as will be seen, Matthew and
(where a parallel is extant) Luke, drop the particle.

I proceed to catalogue some forty instances.

L i14, 15 xypdoowy 7o edayyélov o6 feod {kal] Aéywy &r MerAdjpura
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6 Kkapds . . . peravoeire kal mioTevere . . . ‘Ore is undisputed in Mark,
and disappears in Matthew: there is no Lucan parallel. What is
doubtful in Mark is Aéyor which is omitted by Tischendorf and by
W-H margin. But the authorities for omission are quite inadequate
(X* Origen c syr-sin), and the constant use of Aéywv in the passages to be
cited in this list is practically decisive of Marcan usage.

2. 1 37 xai ebpov adrov xai Aéyovow atrd v Mdvres {yrodolv ge. No
parallel in Matthew or Luke.

3. 140 Aéywv aitrd é1i "Edv Géys, Sivacal pe kabapioar. "Oriis dropped
by both the other Synoptists. Their influence has caused it to dis-
appear from many authorities in Mark, including CDLW® 28 and
most Latins : but it has rightly survived in RA B Aa.

4. ii 12 dore éioracbar mdvras xal Sofdlew tov Oedv Méyovras dme Odrws
ovdémore eidapev. Matthew alters the last half of the clause and omits
ére: Luke retains. In Mark Aéyovras is omitted by B Wb.: but the
combined evidence of Luke and of Marcan usage is too strong to be
overthrown even by B. .

5. ii 17 Aéye adrois 6rv O ypelav Exovow of ioyxdovres iatpod . . . ol
#bov karéorar dikalovs. Both Matthew and Luke omit r.: and in this
familiar saying of our Lord their texts have exercised even more than
their usual disintegrating influence on the authorities for Mark : but 67
is rightly retained by B A ® 565.

6. iii 11 74 Tvedpara T4 dxdfupra . . . Epalov Aéyovres ri SV €€ & vids
709 feot. No parailel in Matthew: Luke, as in 4, retains Aéyovra 7
(iv 41), though Aéyovres, not Aéyovra, must I think be right in Mark.
There is the same mixture of masculine and neuter in the story of the
demoniac in Mark v 10-13: and the change by scribes of Aéyovres to
Aéyovra is far more probable than the converse one. Aéyovres is read
only by 8 D W 69 and a very few others, followed by Tischendorf and
W-H margin.

*7. 1l 21 é\eyov yip 7 'Eféory. There is no parallel in the other
Synoptists. But for Marcan usage, we could of course treat é&éory as
oratio obligua. [I mark with an asterisk this single instance of past tense
after Adyew 6]

8. iii 22 &\eyov 81t BeeAleBod Exet, xai d71 "Ev 16 dpxovre tév Saupo-
viwv éxBdAre Ta Saupdvia. Both Matthew and Luke have efrov without
érv: in Mark only D omits. '

[9. iii 28 duiw Aéyw Suiv St ldvra dpebijoerar Tois viols Tdv dvfpimov

Matthew omits re: Luke has no parallel. No authorities omit in
Mark. I place within square brackets those instances where §r. follows
duap Méyw duiv, since Matthew towards the end of his Gospel not infre-
quently retains ér in this connexion, see on 34 : so too Luke in 32, 34.]

10. iv 21 «kai E\eyev adrols Sri Mijr dpxerar § Mdxvos tva imd rdv pdSiov
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refy; No parallel in Matthew : and the introductory words as far as
ér. are dropped in Luke. Most authorities in Mark omit érc: the
Ferrar group substitutes {Sere : for 4o we have B L 892 sah and Marcan
usage.

IL V 23 kai wapaxalel adrov woAAd, AMéyov &1 To Guydrpidy pov éoxdrws
Ie.. Matthew omits 87 : Luke changes the construction. In Mark some
Westerns—D and the Ferrar group: so too the best Old Latins, but
in such cases versions must be cited with caution, or perhaps not at all,
because the earliest translators rendered with some regard to the genius
of their own language—wrongly omit ér..

12. v 28 &eyer yop or ‘Bav dfopar «dv mév ipatiov adrod, cobjoopar.
Matthew omits §r.: Luke is not strictly parallel. In Mark only 28 and
33 of Greek MSS omit.

13. v 35 épxovrat dmd 10 dpxrovvaydyov Aéyovres o1t ‘H Guydryp oov
4mwébavev. Matthew has no parallel: Luke retains the &=, as do all our
authorities in Mark.

I4. Vi 4 kai \eyer abrols 6 *Inools 8 Odk domwv wpoijrys dripos el un
& T woarpidi avrod. Matthew again omits: no Lucan parallel. In
Mark only A and the Ferrar group, with a few others, omit.

15. Vi 14, 15 &eyov on Twdvys 6 Bamwrilov éyiyeprow éx vexpiv . . .
dMou 8¢ Aeyov om "Hlelas éorive dAhor 8¢ Edeyov 6t Hpogojrys . .
Matthew has no parallel to verses 14 and 15: Luke, as in 13, retains
dr, but in each case he has aorist tenses after éri, so that oratio obligua
is more easily suggested than by the present tenses of Mark. There is
no variation in Mark.

16. vi 18 &\eyev yap 6 Twdrys 7@ ‘Hpddy ér Ok eariv oor Exew iy
yuvaira Tob ddehpob gov. Once more Matthew drops, and there is no
Lucan parallel. Omission in Mark is supported only by D 28 and
a very few others.

17. Vi 23 ral Gpooev abry b "0 édv pe alrjoys ddow sor. No Lucan
parallel, and in Matthew a change of construction. In Mark we have
dissident witnesses in B A rt édv, and D € 7¢ dv.

- 18, vi 35 wpooeMfivres [adrd] of pabyral adrod é\eyov Sr"Bpnuds dorw
6 7émos . . . dwélvaov alrovs. Both Matthew and Luke omit the &r.:
but the authorities in Mark are unanimous for it.

19. vii 6 @ elwev adrois 6me Kalds érpodijrevaer mepi dpév . .. The con-
struction is changed, and &« omitted, in Matt. In Mark the authorities
are divided : those who retain & here omit it later in the sentence (see
no. 20), and vice versa, save that A ® 33 omit in both places. No wit-
ness gives it in both places: yet Marcan usage suggests that it is right
in both. A D W etc. give it here.

20. vii 6 & Kalds émpodjrevoer "Hootas wepl Dpudv Tév vmokpirav, ds vé-
ypamwrar 8re Ofros 6 Aads 7ois xefheolv pe mud ... Matthew drops &r.:
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Luke ceases to offer any parallels till no. 23. In Mark only three
witnesses support &ri, 8 B L (syr-sin) : but Marcan usage puts aside any
doubt of their being right.

21, vii 20 Aeyev ¢ ri TO éx Tod dvfpdmov éxmopevdpevoy, éxevo Kowol
rov &vBpomov. Matthew drops the introductory words &\eyer 3¢ oru
altogether, so offers no real parallel. No variant in Mark.

22, vill 4 kai dmexpifpoay adrd of pabyral airod ém Ildfev Tovrovs
Suvioeral Tis &8¢ xoprdoar dprwv ém’ épyplas; Matthew, as we should
guess he would, omits the ére: even in Mark it is found in only three
authorities BL A, but Marcan usage of course proves it right, and both
Tischendorf and W-H accept it.

23. viil 28 of 8¢ elrav adrd Aéyovres 6 Twdvmy 1ov Barrioriv . . . dAAo
8¢ §ru efs Tov wpodyrdv.  Small wonder that this strange phrase with its
tautology elmav Aéyovres is not reproduced by either Matthew or Luke—
both drop &r, Matthew drops Aéyovres, and Luke changes it to dmoxpt-
Gévres.  In Mark }4*B (syr-sin) are the only witnesses to give o7, of course
rightly.! _

24. ix 31 kal é\eyev omv "0 vids Tob dvbpumov wapadilorar els xelpas
avbpdmwy. Matthew ornits ére: Luke changes the construction, and
so gets rid of it.  All authorities retain it in Mark.

[25. ix 41 duny Méyw Suiv Ore O pay dwodéon Tov puobov adrod. There
are no parallels in the other Synoptists : in the text of Mark &7 is sup-
ported by 8} B C* D L W A ® syr-sin and, exceptionally, by several Latins
including k. ]

26. x 32, 33 iplaro abrois Aéyew & péAhovra adrd ovuBaivew, o 180Y
avaBaivopev els ‘Lepogddvpa . . . Both Matthew and Luke omit éme: but
there is no variant in Mark.

27. xi 17 O yéypamrar 6r ‘O olkds pov olkes mpooeuxijs xkAnbicerac
waow Tots éfveow; Both Matthew and Luke turn the question into
a statement of fact, and both omit the dr.. Omission of §r. in Mark is
confined to a small group including C D 69.

28, xii 7 ékeivor 8¢ oi yewpyol wpos éavrovs elrav d1i Odrds éorw & KAy~
povépos- Sebre dmoktelvopev airdv. Again both the other Synoptists
drop the &r: and again the omitting group in Mark is small,
D@1 28 565 being the only Greek authorities on that side.

29. xii 19 Aldokale, Muwvoijs éypatrer Hutv 87i "Edy iwos 48ehpds drro-
fdvy . .. Once more &7 disappears in Matthew and Luke: but in
Mark it is only absent from D 69 108 of Greek MSS.

30. xii 28, 29 Tlola éoriv &vrodi) mpdry wdvrawy; dmwexplfy 6 "Inoods o
TIpéry éoriv "Axove "lopadh ... Matthew and Luke both abbreviate
here, and both drop not only r« but the words that immediately follow.

! It may be noted here that k faithfully reproduces elmav Aéyovres by dixerunt
dicentes : for dicentes and not ommnes is the true reading of the MS,
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The omitting group in Mark tends to be stereotyped: here it is
D W@ 1 28 565 with three other cursives.

3L xii 32 KaAds, &ibdokale’ ér’ dApbelas elres Sr Els éoriv kai odx
éorv d@\dos mAyw abrod. There are no parallels in Matthew or Luke:
and no dissentient voices in Mark.

[32. xii 43 "Apyw My Spiv 6m “H xijpa adry % wroxy mielov wdvroy
éBakev. “Or is retained by Luke (there is no Matthaean parallel) and
is found without variant in Mark. As often, the phrase Aéyw Spiv e
passes unchallenged.]

33 xili 6 wollol e\edoovrar éri T3 Svépari pov Aéyovres i "Eyd eipe
A striking instance, where the agreement of Matthew and Luke against
Mark in the omission of gr. well reflects the ‘usage’ of the three writers.
In Mark D ® 33 omit.

[34. xiii 30 dpyy Myw Tuiv re O pi) wapéAdy % yeved adry... “Orcis
read by all authorities in Mark and almost all in Luke : in Matt. xxiv 34
the reading is doubtful, but B D L @ fam. 1 fam. 13 give &=, and they out-
weigh . The phrase Aéyo duiv é7u is not so unusual or so repellent to
the sense of style as the ordinary Marcan Aéyew ér: in narrative: and
towards the end of the Gospel, as will be seen, Matthew who consistently
rejects the latter, not infrequently accepts the former, see nos. 36,
37, 39-]

35. Xiv 14 eimare 1§ oikodeoméry o1t “O Siddokalos Aéyer od éoTiv TS
kerddvpd pov; In Mark some twenty MSS (but none of importance)
omit, influenced no doubt by omission in both Matthew and Luke.

[86. xiv 18 *Auiy Aéyw piv ore Els & dpdv rapaddoe pe.  Sreis with-
out variant in Mark and Matthew, cf. no. 34: in Luke there is no
parallel.]

[37. xiv 25 duaw Aéyw duiv &rv Odére o i) miw éx Tod yemjuaros Tis
dpmédov ... Again no parallel in Luke: again no variant in Mark, but
as in g4 authorities are divided over ér: in Matt. xxvi 29. For omission
are RDZ ®1 33 and half a dozen others: for insertion ABCLAW
and the rest. It is rather surprising that W-H omit without even a
marginal variant.]

38. xiv 27 «xai Aéye adrots 6 ‘Inoovs dre Mdvres oxavdahobGioesbe.
"Ore is without variant in Mark, and omission is without variant in
Matthew : no paralle!l in Luke.

[39. %iv 30 ’Apiy Méyw o dri S ojpeporv rodmy Th vokTl . . . Tpis pe
dmraprijoy. "Om is without variant in Mark and Matthew: but omission
is without variant in Luke.]

40. xiv 57, 58 é&pevdopapripovw kar' abrod Aéyovres 6m1 “Hpuels frovoa-
pev adrov . . . "Oruwithout variantin Mark : omission without variant in
Matthew : no Lucan parallel.

4L xiv 58 drolgaper odrod Aéyovros Sri "Eyd karalicw tov vadv Todrov
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T0v XewpomoiyTov . . . The details are the same exactly as in the last case,
Matthew omitting ére.

42. xiv 69 doboa adrdv ijpfato wdAw Aéyew Tols mapeardow v Odros
¢ abrav éorlv. "Or is omitted by both Matthew and Luke, but is
without variant in Mark.

48. Xiv 71 6 & Fpfaro . . . dpvivar érv Odk olda 7ov dvfpwmoy. Trans-
ferred without change by Matthew to his own Gospel. Luke, not liking
to say that Peter ‘ cursed and swore’, abbreviates the sentence, and in
the process drops ér.
 44. Xiv 72 kal dveurijaby 6 Mérpos 70 prjua bs drev adrd 6 “Inaols oru
Tpiv . . . 7pis pe draprjoy. “Or is given by all three Synoptists on the
practically unanimous testimony of all Greek MSS other than D.

45. xvi 7 elmare rois pabyrais adrod kai 76 Mérpy dre Mpodyer tpds eis
v Taldalav. "Ore is retained by Matthew, but the whole sentence
undergoes drastic rearrangement in Luke and dr. disappears in the pro-
cess. Did Matthew, towards the end of the Gospel, tire of making as
many changes as in the earlier part in the process of making the Marcan
material his own? He retains duyy Aéyw tuiv &re first in 34 (Matt.
xxiv 34), and én in other connexions only in 48, 44, 45 (Matt. xxvi 74,
75, xxviil 7).

What are the results to be gathered from this long enumeration ?

In the first place, that in all these forty-five instances not more than
four verbs are employed in introducing the érc clause. Three times
ypdpew ypdpeabor (of Scripture), 20, 27,29 : twice durivar, 17, 43 : twice
dmwokplveafai, 22, 30: but thirty-eight times Aéyew (elmelv). The mere
statement of ‘ Marcan usage’ is enough to prove that in the one case
where our authorities differ, I, Aéywy must be right. Nothing emerges,
I think, more decisively from the whole series of notes on ‘ Marcan
usage’ than the immense superiority in Mark of the text of B to the text
of M. The edition of Tischendorf (and to a less extent that of W-H)
is vitiated by the too great deference shewn to the latter MS.

In the second place, if we classify our forty-five instances according
to the type of the ér. clause, we find

(@) that seven times it occurs not in narrative but in direct statements
of our Lord, 9, 25, 32, 34, 36, 87, 39, dunw Aéyw tuiv ére . . ., and that
the other two Synoptists retain ére in these cases much oftener than in
the rest : Matthew accepts it in 34 (probably), 36, 37 (probably), 39—
he has no parallel to 25 and 32 ; Luke has no parallel to 9, 25, 36, 37,
but retains ér. in 32 and 34. That is to say, Matthew only drops ér
once, in 9, Luke only once, in 39. Clearly, then, in dealing with drc
recitativum, we must isolate these cases from the rest: and indeed they
are not strictly  recitative’ at all.
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(¢) that, of the remaining thirty-eight cases, (i) three introduce quota-
tions from Scripture, 20, 27, 29; (ii) two introduce questions, 10 and
22; (iil) ten® introduce statements in the third person which, if they
stood alone, might be treated as oratio obligua, 7, 8, 14, 15, 19, 21, 24,
30, 31, 42; (iv) in the other twenty-three cases dr. is followed by a first or
second person, so that these are necessarily in oratio recta. Now of all
these cases, Luke omits ér. in all but five (4, 6, 13, 15, 44), Matthew
in all but three (43, 44, 45), sometimes of course by changing the con-
struction, more often by simply dropping the particle. As there are
many more parallels in Matthew (thirty-one) than in Luke (twenty-two),
the proportion varies as between the two, Luke retaining ér five times
out of twenty-two, or nearly one in four, Matthew only three times out of
thirty-one, or one in ten.

On twelve occasions Matthew and Luke agree in simply dropping the
ér of Mark, g, 5, 8, 18, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 33, 35, 42. Twelve agree-
ments, then, of the two later Synoptists against Mark are cleared off the
ground on examination of ¢ Marcan usage’.

(3) Asyndeta or absence of particles in Mark.

The following rough list is probably not at all exhaustive,® but it is
sufficient to illustrate my point, and it is reinforced (see § 4 below) by the
special cases of vai, odv, and i8ov.

1 i 8 éy» éBdrriga vuas vdar. So NWB L @ 33 69 Origen b c Aug: the
rest add uév with Matthew and Luke.

2. 122 d&s éovoiar Ewy, ody bs ol ypaupareis. So D®bcde: the
rest read xoi ody with Matthew: Luke omits the last half of the
phrase.

3. 127 7{ éorw rovro; Bidaxy xawr. So RBL 33 (fam. 1). Not in
Matthew : Luke 7és 6 Adyos obros, 67t &v éfovoia . . . The remaining
authorities in Mark prefix +{s %. _

4. 118, 9 7{ radra duwhoyilecle . ..; 7{éorw ebkomdrepov ...; SoLuke:
Matthew 7 ydp éorw edxomdrepov . . . ;

5. il 17 ob xpelav Egovow of loxvlovres larpod . . . obk HAfov kaléoar
dikafovs . . . As in the last case Luke follows Mark, and Matthew
inserts ydp, of yip HAGov kadéaar . . .

6. ii 21 oddeis émiBAqua pdxovs yvdgov émpdmrer.  oddels 8¢ Matthew
{followed by D and a few Latins in Mark) : dr oddels Luke.

7. ii 25, 26 od8émwore dvéyvore T{ émolnoev Aaveld . . .; eleiAber els Tov
olkov T0b Beot ... So BD (and a ‘et’): the remainder #&s elofjAfer with
Matt.: &s elojrfev Luke, though B D omit as in Mark, perhaps rightly.

1 But in only one of these, 7, is the statement in the past tense.
3 I have omitted all instances where there is no parallel in Matthew or Luke.
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8. iii 27 od Sdvarar oddels els Tiv oiklav Tob loxupod eloedbov ... So
A D W and most Greek MSS, e and most Latins, and syrsin: R B and
a few other good authorities prefix dA\d, but dAAd at the beginning of
a sentence is extraordinarily rare in Mark, xiii 24 being the only other
example. Luke is not strictly parallel : Matthew has # =6s . . .

9. iii 34, 35 8¢ % wirnp pov kai oi ddeApol pov.  Bs &y wouoy 10 é\njra
rob feot . . . So Bbe (and ‘et "ac Aug): the rest read 3s yap dv wovjoy.
Matthew Goris yap dv movjoy : Luke again has no exact parallel.

10. iv 24 PBAémere i drodere &v ¢ pérpy perpeire, perpnbicerar Suiv.
In what are practically the parallels, Matt. vii 2, Luke vi 38, ydp is added
by both the other Synoptists.

1L viii 15 Spare BAémere dwd s (s dv Papwoalev . .. Matthew
opire kal wpogéxere dwd, Luke wpooéyere éavrols dmd: BAémew dxrd in the
sense ‘to beware of’ is a Marcan vulgarism (cf. xii 38), which the other
Synoptists instinctively avoid. In Mark the reading is not doubtful:
but three separate attempts are made in different authorities to emend
the text and get rid of the asyndeton or of the double verb: D ® fam. 1
565 omit pare, A omits BAémere, C fam. 13 insert xa{ between the verbs.

12. ix 38 &by aitrd & 'Twdvys. No parallel in Matthew: Luke
darokpifets 8¢ 6 Twdvys elrev.  In Mark all authorities but R B D A ®sah
and a few of the best Old Latins including k, with syr-sin, avoid the asyn-
deton, either by adding 8¢ or by prefixing xa/.

13. X9 & 6 Oeos owélevéev, dvbpwmos pi) xwpléro. No parallel in
Luke : Matthew & ofv § feds ..., and from Matthew most MSS of
Mark. The true reading without odv is preserved only in D and k.

14. X 14 ddere 784 wudia Epxeabar mwpds pe, pn kwAiere adrd. Both
Matthew and Luke alter to xal p3 kwlvere adrd, and they have drawn
after them a large majority of the MSS of Mark. But the shorter
reading has for it BWA, a dozen more uncials and some eighty
cursives.

15. X 24, 25 .7ds Sokoddv éotw els Ty Bacidelav Tob feod eloerfeiv
ebkomdTepdy éoTiv kdpnlov. . . Matthew ér edxomrdrepov, Luke edxordrepov
vdp. Evidence for the asyndeton in Mark is only qualified by 8¢ in A,
and ydp ih a few others,

16. x 27 éuPBA&fas obrols 6 Iygols . .. éuBréyas 8¢ Matthew, & &t
elrev Luke. Most MSS of Mark follow Matthew: the true reading
survives in ]} B C* A 1 syr-sin.

I7. x 28 “jpéaro Méyew & Iérpos adrd. rére fipfaro Matthew, lrev 8¢
Luke. In Mark we find xai ijpéaro, fjpéaro 8¢, ére fjpfaro, fpfaro odv:
but #fpéaro without connecting particle in R A BC W A ® syr-sin, and
a good many others.

18. x 29 (the fourth asyndeton in five verses) ¢y 6 ‘Inoos. Matthew
6 8¢ Tyools elwev abrois: Luke 6 8¢ elwrev adrois. In Mark only B A
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give ¢py alone, and it is possible that with the rest we ought to prefix
groxpufeis : but even so most of them retain the asyndeton.

19. xii 9 7{ wovjaer & Kkipios Tob dumeddvos; i odv woujoe Luke, and
similarly Matthew drav odv é\fy 6 «ipios 7ob dumeldvos, ¢ worjoe . . .
In Mark only B L (syrsin sah) give the shorter reading without odv:
but they are certainly right.

20. xii 17 6 8¢ ‘Inoods elrerr Ta Kaloapos drddore (al. "Amdbore o Kai-
aapos) Kaioap., Matthew drddore ofv 7o Kaloapos, Luke rofvuy drddore
7o Kaloapos. This time only a few authorities in Mark insert ofv.

21. xil 20 értd ddeddol foav. Luke érra odv d8eddol foav, Matthew
Hoav 8¢ wap Huiv émta d8eddol. In Mark WA BC* LW A @, the great
majority of Greek MSS, syr-sin and k, read as above.

22. xii 23 & 7 dvaordoe . . . Tvos adrov &raw yurip; Both Matthew
and Luke insert odv : omitted in Mark by ®} B C* L A, many other Greek
MSS, and k.

.23. xil 24 &by adrois 6 "Iyoovs. So in Mark W BCLA 33 k, much
as in 21 and 22, but without support from later MSS: «ai elwev Luke,
dmokpbels 8¢ . . . etmev Matthew.

24. xil 36 adros Aaveld elrev. So without particle R BLW A fam,
13 28 565 a k sah: the other MSS mostly adrds ydp with Luke.
Matthew 7és odv . . .

24 bis. xii 37 airés Aavad Méya adrdv ipov. So in Mark
RBDLWAG® 28565 aiksah (syrsin). The rest add olv after adrds
with Luke Aaveld olv: Matthew el odv Aaveid xalet . . .

25. xili 5, 6 BAémere wi s Spas whavijoy ToAlol éleloovtar émi TG
dvépori pov . .. So N BL W: the rest add ydp with Matt. and Luke.

26. xiii 7 pv Opoeicfe el yevéabur. So only R B W and the Egyptian
versions : the rest have 8¢t ydp after Matthew and Luke.

27. xill 8 éyepbijoerar yip &vos ér’ vos kal Pacihela émi Paocihelav
doovtar cewopol kata Tomovs, éoovrar Mpol. The first érovrar with
N B DLW 28 124 and the Egyptian versions, the second éoovrar with
Ne BL(W) 28 sah: the rest in each case prefix xo/. Matthew and Luke

_combine the two érovrar clauses into one, Matthew connecting with the
éyepbrijoerar clause by xai, Luke by 7e. ‘

28. xiii 84 dpxy) ddivwy Tadra. So without connecting particle Mark :
but Matt. wdvra 8¢ Tatra dpxy ddiver: no parallel in Luke.

29. xiil 23 Tpels 8¢ BAérere mpoelpyra duiv wdvra. So BL W 28a:
the rest follow Matthew’s 8oy mpoelpyra . . . No parallel in Luke.

30. xili 34 &s dvbpwmos dwddnpos ddeis T oixiav adrod xal Sods Tols
dovAois atrob Ty éfovaiav . .. So all the best authorities in Mark:
but many MSS borrow ydp from Matthew darep yap dvfpwros drodyudv

No parallel again in Luke.
3L xiv 3 H\Bev yury éxovoa dNdBacTpov pipov vipdov mioTikis oAU~
VOL. XXVIIIL. C
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Telovs: ovvrplpaca Ty dAdBacTpov katéxeer alrod Tis kedalis. So only
N B L: the rest prefix kal to owrpifaca. Matthew, omitting cvvrpifasa
T d., gives xal karéyeer. Luke omits the whole incident, having related
a parallel story in vii 36-50: this covers also 32, 33..

82. Xiv 6 7( odrj kdmovs moapéyere; kahdv Epyov fpydoaro & éuol
So all but a few MSS of Mark : R W fam. 13 28 have xaldv yap épyov
with Matthew’s &pyov yap xadov . . .

33. xiv 8 5 &oxev émoinoer wpoéhafev pvploar pov 70 chpo els TOV
&vraduoopdr. The asyndeton is without variant in Mark: Matthew
adds ydp, Baloloa yip avry 1o pipov TodTo émi 70D rdpards pov.

34. xiv 19 Jpfavro Avrelobor kal Aéyew adrd €is xard els” Mijre éyd;
So 8 B L Origen in Mark: nearly all the rest avoid the asyndeton by
ot 8¢ djpfavto . . ., not on this occasion following Matthew’s «kai Avmrov-
pevor opodpa fpfarto Néyew. .. There is therefore somewhat less cer-
tainty in this case : yet Marcan usage, combined with the excellent record
of B in the whole series of passages here enumerated, is I think decisive.
Luke, as so often in the Passion narrative (cf. 35), has no parallel.

35. Xiv 41 kafeidere 70 Aourdv kol dvamaveofe dméyer fAbev 5 &pa,
i80d wapadidorar & vids Tod dvbpdmov ... So with few exceptions (D W
and Old Latins) the texts of Mark : Matthew omits the difficult dwéye,
and substitutes iSov fyyiker 7 Gpa kai 6 vios Tob dvBpdmrov mapadidorar . . .

86. xiv 63, 64 7/ & xpelav Exoper papTipwy ; frovgare Ths Blacdy-
wias.) No important witness differs in Mark save 8, which follows
Matthew i8¢ viv jrovoare .. . Luke adroi yap jxovoaper . . .

37 xvi 6 py ékbapfBeicbe "Inoodv {yreire Tov Nalapywov Tov eoravpw-
plvov.  Mark leaves us in doubt whether the second clause is a state-
ment or a question : Matthew with olda yap v . .. {yreire interprets
in the former sense, Luke with 7{ {yretre in the latter.

38. xvi 646 dyépln, obx &orw &3 So Mark without variant:
Matthew oik éorwv bde, fyépfy ydp. Luke ol &orw &8¢, AAAL Hyéphy.

These passages are enough to prove to demonstration, in the first
place, Mark’s fondness for asyndeta—it corresponds to his rough
unliterary style—and, in the second place, the constant tendency in
Matthew and Luke to remove the asyndeta by providing particles to
supply some sort of connexion with what precedes. Sometimes, as we
should expect, they provide the same particles, sometimes different’
ones. Out of some twenty-five cases where both Matthew and Luke
have parallels to the Marcan text, Luke retains the asyndeton twice
(4 and 5),*> Matthew never: in twelve cases they give different supple-

' I think ‘Marcan usage’ is. decisive against W-H’s punctuation frodcare 77s

Bracpnpias; Compare e, g. ii 7, the statement SAacpyuei between two questions.
2 Possibly also in 7.
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ments, in ten cases the same, namely 1 péy, 10 ydp, 14 xai, 16 3¢, 18 &¢,
19 olv, 22 odv, 24 b5 olv, 25 ydp, 26 ydp. Ten cases may seem a large
proportion: but the supplements are always natural ones, or indeed
the most natural ones, and the agreements against Mark—side by side
with a rather larger number of divergent supplements—mean no more
than that the two later Synoptists, editing the text of the earlier Gospel,
often hit independently on the same obvious improvements.

But further we learn of course something of the relative value of our
authorities for the text of St Mark. ~In this particular section of our
enquiry, the excellence of B stands out unchallenged: in eight
instances the asyndeton is practically without variant, at any rate in all
the older authorities, but in the remaining thirty-one B is right—on the
assumption that an ‘asyndeton’ reading is to be preferred—in no less
than twenty-eight, the exceptions being 2, 8, and 13. W is right in
twenty-one cases ; the exceptions (besides the three just mentioned,
which it shares with B) are 7, 9, 14, 19, 29, 32, 36. D is right in only
nine cases, though it should be noted that in 2, 7, 12, 13, 28, it
gives the shorter reading with only a few companions. But k, for the
part of the Gospel for which it is extant (from 12 onwards), has a better
record than D of asyndeta : 12, 13, 21, 22, 23, 24, 24 bis, four times against
D. In1g, a quite certain case, D k stand alone with the right reading.

' (4). Larticles absent from Mark.
i. VG(.

val is found eight times in Matthew, v 37, ix 28, xi g, xi 26, xii 51,
xv 27, Xvii 25, xxi 16: four times in Luke, vii 26, x 21, xi 51, xii 5.
On two occasions the passages in Matthew and Luke are parallel, Matt.

" xi g = Luke vii 26 vai Aéyo Gpiv mepioaidTepov mpodrjrov, Matt. xi 26 =
Luke x 21 val 6 warip, 61t oUTws eddokia éumposfév gov: both passages
presumably come from Q. But further the two other occasions where
val is found in Luke belong also it would seem to Q sections: Luke
-xi 51 vai Ayw dpiv (Matthew duny Adyw Duiv), Xil 5 vai Aéyo Spiv (omitted
by Matthew). It is possible therefore that Luke never uses val except
where he is following Q.

Of the other six instances in Matthew, five occur in matter not
found in Mark: the sixth, Matt. xv 27, is parallel to Mark vii 28. The
printed texts give va{ in both Gospels as introducing the answer of
the Syrophenician woman to our Lord’s objection about throwing the
children’s bread to dogs. There is no other case of the use of val
in St Mark: and ¢ Marcan usage’ is reinforced by the testimony of
witnesses who omit it even here.

These witnesses are D W @ fam.13 565b c ff i syr-sin : all ‘Western’

C2
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indeed, but Western of very varied types. It is noteworthy that W-H
gave the omission of vai a place in the margin of their edition before
the evidence of either W or ® or the Sinai Syriac was available: and
obviously, whatever was to be said on internal grounds before the new
witnesses were known, the external evidence is now very strongly
reinforced. The VB group, in fact, have suffered assimilation to
Matthew : and the solitary instance of val in St Mark disappears.!

ii. odv.

olv is found in Matthew nearly sixty times, in Luke some thirty
times—i. e. in proportion to the length of his Gospel about half as often
as in Matthew—in Mark at the outside seven times : but on three of these
seven W-H omit ofv entirely, and on a fourth they bracket it. The
weight of ‘Marcan usage’ is, so strong that omission is presumably
right where there is even a small body of good witnesses in support
of it ; and possibly right, where a parallel in Matthew will account for
its insertion, without any external evidence at all.

I. X9 6 odv & feos owélevéer dvlpomos py ywpléro. So word for
word Matthew, and so the critical editions of Mark with the vast
majority of MSS. But Dk omit odv: and omission is so like Mark’s
style, while the correction from Matthew would be so easily and so
obviously made, in a terse familiar saying, that I accept the shorter
reading without hesitation. See Asyndeta 13,

2. xi 31 éaw elmoper: "Ef odpavod, épeir Aw i obv odk émioredoare adTd ;
Here Matthew has odv, but it is important to note that it is absent
from Luke: and omission in Mark has for it AC*LWabcdffiksyr-
sin. W-H give omission a place in the margin ; but where Marcan
usage, Lucan parallel, and good Greek and Latin evidence, all coincide,
omission is, I think, incontestably right.

8. xii 8, 9 kai Aafdvres dmékrevar aitdy, kal éféBalov atrov Ew Tob
dumedvos. 7{ ofv wonjoel & kUpos Tod dumeldvos ; So all MSS of Mark,
except B L (syrsin) sah. But both Luke and Matthew have odv, Luke
following Mark closely 7 ofv movjoe: . . ., Matthew inserting it into an
introductory clause drav odv é\y & «ipios 10V dumweldvos, i Torjoel . .
We shall have therefore no hesitation in accepting, with Tischendorf
and W-H, the evidence of B, and in ejecting once more the particle
otv from the text of Mark.

" 4. xil 23 & T dvagrdoe olv ... So (or & Ty oliv dvaordoea) many
MSS of Mark, including ADW® 1 28 565 and most Latins, with

Matthew év 19 dvaordoe odv . . . and Luke 5 yuiy odv év 1y dvaordoe . . .

1 1 have dealt with this reading, more briefly, in my Study of the New Testament
(ed. 2, 1924) p. 0.
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Omit odv in Mark with ¥B C*L A, very many Greek MSS, and k:
so also Tischendorf and W-H. See under Asyndeta 22.

5. xii 37 adrés olv Aaveld Aéyer adrov kiprov. So in Mark A and the
great majority of Greek MSS, compare Luke Aaveid odv xipiov abrov
xake, and Matthew e ofv Aaveld xolé adrov xipiov ... Again omit
ot in Mark with RBD L W A @ 28 565 a ik, the Egyptian versions (syr-
sin), and the critical editions. See Asyndeta 24 bis.

6. xiii 35 ypiyyopeire olr' ofx oldare yip wdre & klpos Tis oikias
épxerar.  No variant in Mark : and though ofv may conceivably have
been borrowed by the scribes of Mark from Matt. xxiv 42 (there is no
parallel in Luke), it would be hazardous to question it without any MS
sapport, the more so that there is another instance to follow where our
authorities are unanimous for the word.

7. xv 12 6 8¢ Heldros wdlw dwoxpilfeis éeyer airois T{ olv Gélere’
Toumjow Sy Aéyere Tov Pacihéa 7ov "Tovdalwy ; Again no variant in Mark,
7{ olv in Matthew, and no parallel in Luke. The same considerations
apply as in the last case : I am not sure that ofv in Mark is right, but
I should not venture to remove it from the text.

Thus out of seven instances odv should be banished from Mark in
five. In three of these both Matthew and Luke have the particle:
that is to say, three instances of agreement between the two other
Synoptists against Mark are seen to be meaningless, because we have
once more the key to the solution in ‘ Marcan usage .

iii. i8e6 in narrative.

Neither Mark nor John ever uses {3o¥ in narrative : Luke employs it
fairly often.(sixteen times), Matthew twice as often (thirty-two times) as
Luke. In Luke it is regularly in the form xai i8os: that is also the pre-
dominant form in Matthew, but ido? is also found in this Gospel with
a genitive absolute preceding it as often as nine times. In both

- Matthew and Luke the usage is found alike in portions that are parallel
to Mark and portions that are not—about three-quarters of the instances
in Matthew and something over half of the instances in Luke belonging
to the ‘triple tradition’.

There are in fact some twenty-five passages where one or other of the
later Synoptists grafts idod on to the Marcan stock, three of these being
peculiar to Luke, sixteen peculiar to Matthew, and six common to both.
Again it may be asked, Is not this a high percentage of agreement?

1 W-H omit 6érere with ® B C A fame. 1 fam. 13 33 and the Egyptian versions :
but the omission I believe to be due either to assimilation to Matt. xxvii 22 or to
a desire to get rid of the construction 8é\ere moinow. Tischendorf retains féAere,



22 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

In two out of every three cases where Luke uses it Matthew has it too,
and can this be due to chance? The answer is twofold,

In the first place Matthew uses the phrase so commonly, when a new
character or new element in the story is introduced, that it is not
wonderful that Luke, using it much more sparingly, should be found to
coincide with Matthew in a high proportion of his relatively few cases.
If idov were to be introduced at all, certain occasions would stand out
as specially calling for it. The six occasions common to Matthew and
Luke are in fact (2) the commencement of three stories of miracles,
Mark i 40, ii 3, v 22: () the appearance of Moses and Elias at the
Transfiguration, Mark ix 4: (¢) the appearance of Judas in the Garden,
Mark xiv 43: (<) the appearance of the angel or angels who announced
the Resurrection, Mark xvi 5.

In the second place, as Mark is never found to use the phrase in
narrative, we can hardly explain any coincidences of Matthew and Luke
against Mark as pointing back to a more original text of Mark. It was
not Mark, but much more probably the Old Testament, that taught
Matthew, and to a less degree Luke, the value of the employment of
80¥ to give vigour and movement to the narrative.!

VIII. *‘The disciples’ and °the Twelve’.?

Eduard Meyer, in his important work Ursprung und Anfdnge des
Christentums (3 vols., Stuttgart and Berlin, 1921-3), attempts to analyse
the sources of St Mark and assumes a distinction between a ‘disciples’
source and a ‘Twelve’ source according as of pafyral or ol Sddexa is
the phrase employed (i 133-147).

These ‘Notes on Marcan usage’ are being put together primarily
as a contribution to the examination of the history of the text and of
the Synoptic problem. But it is also part of their purpose to test, and
if the evidence tends that way to establish the truth of, my own working
hypothesis that the authority of St Peter stands, as tradition has always
indicated, very closely behind the authority of the Evangelist.

Of course it goes without saying that that hypothesis applies especially

1 It is worth noting that in several of the cases where Matthew and Luke have -
1507, it replaces an &pyerar of St Mark: Mark i 40, ii 3, v 22.

2 The following pages were originally written as an appendix to ¢ Marcan usage :
V. ¢ The movements of Jesus and his disciples and the crowd’ (/. 7.S. April 19235,
xxvi 225-240), where I tried to emphasize the indications in Mark, as contrasted
with Matthew and Luke, ofthe evidence of an eye-witness, indications which appear
to be spread over practically the whole story of the Ministry. It seems simpler
now to print this examination of a rival theory as an independent section of my
Notes. : i
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to the period between St Peter’s call (i 16) and the flight of the disciples
(xiv 50). For the story of the Baptism® and Temptation the ultimate
authority must be that of Jesus himself, though it must have reached
the Evangelist through the medium of some personal disciple to whom
Jesus had confided it—naturally, in this case, St Peter. For the story
of the Crucifixion and (so far as the extant part of the Gospel extends)
the Resurrection one primary authority is presumably that of the holy
women or one of them—if one must select, that one whose name is
otherwise unknown to us, Mary the mother of James and Joses.

But it does not follow that, even if the authority of St Peter stands in
the main behind the narrative i 16—xiv 50, it stands in equal degree
behind every part of it. Distinction must be made in the first place
between that part of the story where we may presume that he was
spectator or auditor, and those exceptional passages where the contrary
was certainly or probably the case. There is the story of Herod and
John the Baptist, vi 14—29 : there is perhaps the journey of our Lord to
Tyre and back, vii 24—37, where from the absence of any allusion to
disciples it may not improbably be deduced that the journey was under-
taken without companions.

Even in these passages the information may still have reached the
Evangelist by way of St Peter. But I should not want to exclude the
possibility that there may be episodes which the Evangelist derived
from other sources and has interwoven into the Petrine tradition. Such
in particular might be the second account of miraculous feeding, viii 1—g,
of which the most probable explanation seems to me to be that it is
a variant, derived by Mark from another source, of the first (Petrine)
account in vi 34—44.

But returning, with the reserves indicated, to the working hypothesis
that the account of the Ministry is a homogeneous whole depending on
the Petrine tradition, let us see whether the actual use or interchange
of the phrases ‘the disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’ suggests an actual inter-

! Note that in St Mark’s Gospel, and in his Gospel only, the Baptism is related
- throughout as our Lord's experience : i 10 dvaBaivwr . . . €idev, i 1T o € & vids
pov & @yamyrés. Matthew changes the latter part, and, as in the Transfiguration
where the Voice from heaven is addressed to the three apostles (Mk. ix 7 = Matt.
xvii 5 = Lk, ix 33), writes ofirés éorv 6 vids pov . . ., while Luke changes the former
part into a historical statement, éyévero . . . dvepxOivar 7or olpaviv . . . kal pawiy
o yevéchar : Matt, iii 17, Lk. iii 21, 22.

2 See Dr Headlam’s Jesus the Christ (1923), p. 14. As Dr Headlam points out,
the second distinguishes itself from the first by the absence of those vivid details
which we are accustomed to call ¢ Marcan touches’. But if these details are found
in the Petrine, and are absent from the non-Petrine account, the important conclu-
sion results that the vivid touches of tke Evangelist go back in the main to the
apostle. It does not follow, of course, that the disciple and ‘interpreter’ has not
caught something of the style and spirit of his master.



24 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

change of sources or whether it grows naturally out of the situation in
the process of developement described in St Mark’s Gospel. That is
the first test of all theories of partition of sources, whether in this or
any other document.

Mabyral are first mentioned in ii 15, when we are told that they were
now ‘many’ and were beginning to collect round him and ‘follow’
him : before that we have only (1) the call of four disciples who came
¢after him’ (émizw,1 17, 20)—these form at once a group of four (i 29):
it may be only these four, it may already be others, who are included
in the ‘Simon and his companions’ of i 36—and (2z) the call of a fifth
personally named disciple,! with the summons ‘Follow me’, in ii 14.
Then we hear (in the next verse) of the ‘many disciples’ who were
‘following’ Jesus. From this point onwards begins the regular usage
of the word, perhaps ‘thy disciples’? ii 18, at any rate ‘ his disciples’ in
ii 23, iii 7, 9.

Obviously the term ‘the Twelve’ cannot be used till the formal
separation of an inner group among the disciples, iii 13 ff, and obviously
at that point the use of some such phrase was imperative to express what
was happening, and all three Synoptists agree so far. Luke (vi r3-17),
unlike Matthew, keeps close to the order of Mark, but inverts the call
of the twelve apostles and the notice of the wide districts from which
hearers were now being attracted. In Mark it may be supposed that
it was just the extension of the work which caused our Lord to create
the first rudiments of organization in selecting the Twelve to be his

1 Levi, son of Alpheus, who is not identified either by Mark, or by Luke who
follows Mark (Luke v 2%-29), with Matthew. On the other hand we should
naturally suppose that one whose call is thus given in detail was in fact one of the
Twelve, as his brother ¢ James son of Alpheus’ (Mark iii 18) certainly was. The
Western text solves the difficulty by reading ¢ James [not Levi] son of Alpheus’ in
Mark ii 14 ; but St Luke’s cupport of ¢ Levi’ seems to disprove this otherwise at-
tractive solution. We may perhaps either’suppose that AeBBaiov of the Western
text is right in the list of the Apostles iii 18—©addaior would then have come in
from Matt, x 3—and that AeBBalos is a variant form of Aeveiv (Origen has 6 AeBys
7TeAdwys) ; or alternatively that we should read in iii 18 'TavwBor [xal Aeveiv] rov
‘AAgaiov. If the mention of Levi had accidently dropped out from a very early
copy, we could understand both the presence of the variants ®addafos and AeBBaios
in Mark and Matthew and the appearance in Luke of a new name ’lovdas TaxwBov.
The number of the Twelve had somehow to be filled up. [I think I owe this’
suggestion to the Rev. A, E. J. Rawlinson].

2 Probably B is right in omitting pafyrai, and reading of 82 gol ob vporedovow : for
(1) Luke has not got the word, which a little suggests that he did not find it in
Mark, (2) the MSS which give it differ among themselves as to the place where
they put it. I think it has come in from Matt. ix 14; and, if so, the reason of
Mark’s phrase may be that Jews hardly recognized the new Teacher’s followers
yet as organized ‘disciples’ in the same sense as those of the Baptist and of the
Pharisees—it is something like ¢ Your people’.



NOTES AND STUDIES 25

companions and his delegates. Of the actual call Luke’s account is
limpid in its clearness, ¢ He called his disciples, and chose out of them
twelve, whom he named “apostles”, Simon, whom he named Peter,
and ... Doubtless Luke understands himself to be giving the sum
of Mark’s rather involved account, ‘ He called whom he would and they
came to him and he appointed twelve to be’ his companions and
apostolic delegates ; ‘and he appointed the Twelve and gave Simon the
name Peter, and James...’: and it is just this involved character of
Mark’s account which prompts Meyer to see in it, quite unnecessarily
as I think, a conflation of two separate strata of tradition.

In the first place, then, when Mark says ‘ he called whom he would
and they came to him and he appointed twelve’, I do not think he
means to describe two acts, as Luke thought, but one, ¢ He summoned
whom he would’ is in fact the selection of the T'welve: and so Matthew.
appears to understand him when writing ‘ He summoned his twelve
disciples’ Matt. x 1—odd as is the phrase rods 8ddexa pabyrds adrot,
when we have so far heard nothing about the disciples being twelve.
Mark’s kai érofporer dwdexa is a characteristic piece of redundancy, due
to his desire to emphasize the formal nature of the act, and should not
be separated from the preceding verse by more than a comma.

So far any difficulty has been removed by exegesis and punctuation:
for the next problems textual evidence must be called in to assist.
Modern critics seem fairly unanimous in following Tischendorf, as
against Westcott and Hort, and ejecting the words ofs xai dwosrélovs
ovépdoev from verse 14 as a plain contamination from Luke vi 13.
Decision is not quite so simple as to the opening words of verse 16,
kai érolnaev Tovs dwdeka: but the omitting and inserting groups are so
nearly the same as in the last case that, if there is anything in the
principle noscitur a socits, this phrase is naturally treated as a companion
interpolation and should also disappear.’’ The names in the accusative,
verses 17-19, will then depend directly on éroiyger of verse 14, an
awkwardness which Matthew removes by commencing a new sentence,
‘Now the names of the Twelve Apostles were these’. Meyer’s
mountain has by now crumbled down to the rather ungrammatical
parenthesis ‘and he gave Simon the name Peter’. ?

1 ods xal dmoorérovs dwéuacer absent from AC2DLW all Latins syr-sin and
Armenian: found in XBC* (uf vid) A® Ferrar group 28 sah. «al éroingev Tous
S&dexa, absent from A C2D L W @ fam. 1 fam. 13 all Latins syr-sin sah and Armenian:
found in RB C* A 565 700. The latter insertion may have been a marginal gloss
to xal émoingev dddexa of verse 14: the glossator wanted to substitute ¢the Twelve’
for ‘twelve’, and fearing that a mere 7ods would not make his meaning clear, wrote
the phrase in full. .

% If with the Ferrar group and sah we could for émolnger Tods dddexa read wpiTov
Sipwva, the last difficulty would go. But the evidence is far too slight, I am afraid.
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Our Lord had thus formed an inner circle, for intimate com-
panionship and for missionary work, out of the whole number of
his disciples. That is exactly the situation reflected in the two next
mentions of the Twelve. In iv 1o ‘those who were round him with
the Twelve’ ol wepi adrov alv Tols dwdexa, ask of him the meaning of the
parables. In vi 7 he summons the Twelve, and sends them out in
pairs. on a missionary tour, mpogkaleirar Tovs dddexa xal Ypéaro abrovs
dwooré\hew o So: in vi 3o the ‘apostles’ or ‘missionaries’ return
and report to him the results, and he retires with them privately to the
wilder country across the lake. '

That is to say, he is from now onwards more and more concentrating
himself on the training of a select few, more and more withdrawing
himself from his public ministry in Galilee. It was not done at any
definite moment. There is a transition period, during which he re-
appears from time to time in Capernaum and its neighbourhood. ¢ His
disciples’ is a general term describing those who were associated with
him at any particular moment. It becomes therefore a synonym for
the Twelve, just in proportion as he journeys about more and more
exclusively with them. Only the Twelve were with him in the desert
place to which he retired for privacy, so that of pafyral adrod in the
episode of the feeding of the multitudes who had followed him there
(vi 35-41) are naturally the Twelve. ©On the other hand when he
returned to the west of the lake and the neighbourhood of Capernaum,
‘his disciples’ (vii 2) may reassume the larger meaning, though it
should be noted that ‘his disciples’ who enter the house with him
(vii 17) cannot have been an indefinitely large company.

From vil 24 to vii 37 there is no mention either of the Twelve or of
the disciples : Jesus was, it would seem, alone. The succeeding verses,
vili 1~10 are probably a variant tradition of vi 35-45. In the
continuous narrative ‘his disciples’ first therefore reappear at viii 27
on the road to Caesarea Philippi, on the occasion of the great confession
of faith which forms the climax of the earlier part of the Ministry. If
I read the Gospel rightly, the ‘disciples’ are from this point onwards
practically identical with the Twelve, and I do not think that the
Evangelist or his authority intended to make distinction between them.
Perhaps the summoning of ‘the crowd with his disciples’, viii 34, may
denote the older and larger body of followers. But the interval, if it
was an interval, was a brief one, for less than a week (ix 2) separates
the Confession from the Transfiguration, and the disciples of viii 27 are
presumably also the disciples of ix 14. From Caesarea Philippi to
Jerusalem the record is one of almost continuous movement. Once
indeed Jesus revisited the scene of his earlier preaching, but it was,
if one may use the phrase, incognito: ‘they passed aleng through
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Galilee, and he would not that any should know,’ for the subject-matter
of his teaching was appropriate to a narrower circle only, ix 3o, 3T.
Three times the Evangelist reiterates the prophecy of the Passion,
viii 31, ix 31, % 33.. On the first occasion the recipients were apparently
the group of disciples who accompanied Jesus on the way to Caesarea
Philippi, since when Peter was shocked by what was told him and burst
into vehement protest, Jesus ‘turned round and saw his disciples’,
viii 32, 33. On the second occasion the teaching was again addressed
to ‘his disciples’, ix 31 ; on the third to the Twelve, x 32-34. There
is an increasing definiteness of detail in the prophecy, but there seems
to be no suggestion that those to whom it is addressed are other than
before.

No other interpretation of the later chapters of the Gospel, viii 27
onwards (with the possible exception of viil 34), is so simple and so
satisfactory as that which treats the phrases ‘the disciples’ and ¢the
Twelve’, of pabyrai adrod and of Swdexa, as practically synonyms.

‘He was teaching his disciples ... and they came to Capernaum,
and after going indoors he asked them what they had been talking
about . . . and he called the Twelve . .. and set a child in the middle
of them,” ix 31-35. Is it reasonable to think that one set of persons
had been discussing who was greatest, and that the moral was pointed
to a different set?

The next two examples of the use of ¢the disciples’ tell us just
the same tale. ‘And when he was in the house the disciples again put
questions to him about’ the teaching he had been giving on divorce,
x 10. Again we remind ourselves that those ‘in the house’ must have
been a limited number, asinvii 17and ix 33. And when ‘ the disciples’
rebuked the forwardness of the mothers who brought children for his
blessing, our Lord expressed his indignation in similar words and with
the same action, évayxahicduevos, as he had employed on the last
occasion of the mention of the Twelve, x 1316, cf ix 36, 37.1

After the episode of the rich young man, ¢ Jesus looked round on his
disciples’ with the saying ‘How hard it will be for those with possessions
to enter into the Kingdom of God’, x 23. But immediately after, x 24,
the disciples are addressed as réxva—here only in the Gospels, save for

1 If these two episodes stood alone, there would no doubt be something to be
said for Meyer’s hypothesis : the ‘ Twelve’ source and the ‘disciples’ source had
each, it might be suggested with some reason, an episode which emphasized by an
appropriate action the necessity of the childlike spirit, the two stories being really
variant accounts of the same thing. But they do not stand alone. We have in fact
abundant evidence for the repetition by Jesus of the same teaching on different
occasions, and also for the indifferent use by Mark, in the later chdpters of his
Gospel (ix 31, 35; xi 11, 143 xiv 12, 17), of the two phrases ‘his disciples’ and
‘the Twelve? in reference to the same occasions.
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Jo. xiii 33, rexvia, ére pucpdv pef tudv epi—a term indicative of affection
and intimacy such as could not be applied outside a very narrow circle.
Those to- whom he spoke had given up home and everything to follow
him (x 28). That need not mean the Twelve only: but it must
mean a very few.

‘And they were on the road going up to Jerusalem: and Jesus went
on ahead . . . and they followed him in fear. And he took the Twelve
again into his company’, and repeated to them the prophecy of the
Passion, connecting it now definitely with the very journey on which
they had set out, x 32-34. It is an unnatural exegesis to distinguish
between those from whom Jesus for the moment separated himself, and
those whom he took ‘again’ into his company.

Precisely the same conclusion is suggested by the request of the
brothers James and John, x 35 ff. It created grave indignation—among
whom ? among ‘the disciples ’? No, but among the remaining members
of the Twelve, of déxa, x 41. There may have been some few others
with him : but it is the Twelve who fill the foreground throughout the
journey.

Once more “his disciples’ leave Jericho with Jesus and the crowd,
x 46: ‘they draw near Jerusalem’, and at the Mount of Olives he
sends on ‘two of his disciples’ to prepare for the triumphal entry, xi 1:
he entered the city, went into the Temple, swept his glance round over
everything, but it was late and he did no more that night, but went out
to Bethany—with the Twelve, pera rév 8d8exa, xi 11.  Next day on his
return he pronounced the doom of the barren fig-tree ¢ and his disciples
heard it’ xi 14. Were the Twelve, then, who went out with him to
Bethany in the evening, different from the °disciples’ who came back
with him in the morning ?

From xi 27 to xii 34 the narrative is occupied by the public debates,
if we may so put it, with the authorities at large, with the different
parties separately, and with an individual scribe. The crisis is
approaching : the breach is complete : for the last time Jesus teaches the
crowd, and forces the situation by direct denunciation of the religious
leaders of the people. If they give largely to the treasury, their income
is extracted from helpless widows: and one such widow, he tells ¢ his
disciples ’, had given more than any of them, xii 35-44. . .

As he left the Temple, ‘ one of his disciples’ called his attention to
its magnificence : he answered with a prophecy of its destruction. They
ascended the Mount of Olives: and the four leading apostles—the only
apostles, unless Levi was one, who are mentioned by name (apart from
Judas Iscariot) in the Gospel—asked him to explain himself further,
It was apparently in answer to their request, and to them only, that he
imparted his teaching about the End, xiii 5-37.
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So far then in these chapters there seems no valid reason for
distinguishing between ‘the disciples’ and the Twelve’: and now
we come immediately ' to a very clear case for identification in xiv 12
-17, where ‘his disciples say to him Where do you want us to go
and prepare for your passover ? and he sends two of his disciples [ Peter
and John, according to Luke xxii 8] ... and the disciples went out
and . . . found just what he told them and prepared the passover: and
in the evening he came with the Twelve’. Once more we ask, were
the disciples who spoke about the passover in the morning a separate
set from the Twelve who kept it with Jesus in the evening ?

After this the phrase oi dé8exa is not used again, save as a definition of
Judas Iscariot, xiv 10,° 20, 43: nor oi pafyrai, save in the Garden
of Gethsemane, xiv 32, where it must mean those who were at the
Last Supper, and in the angelic message, xvi 7, where it is in close
connexion with Peter, eimare 7ols pafyrals adrod xail 76 érpw. ¢ His
disciples’ are a group of which Peter is head. It is impossible not
to be reminded of the apostolic Creed-form in 1 Cor. xv 3—5 wapéhaBov . ..
Sre &by Knod, elra tots ddidexa.

The argument here developed does not imply an absolute identification
of the phrases ‘ the disciples’ ¢ the Twelve ’ in the latter part of St Mark’s
Gospel. There may have been a few in the band that accompanied
Jesus on his last journey who were on the fringe of the Twelve but not
actually belonging to it. What is asserted is that for practical purposes
the phrases come to the same thing, and that the Evangelist neither
meant a sharp distinction himself between the two nor composed his
narrative out of two sources each of which used one, and one only,
of them. The discrimination of sources in the case of secondary
documents like Matthew and Luke is of course one of the principal
tasks of the critic. That every document is constructed on the basis of
different literary sources is an assumption and an unjustifiable one.
That Mark in particular used a ‘ disciple’ source and a ¢ Twelve ’ source
is in my judgement pure fantasy—or rather it could only be due to
fantasy if it were not in fact due rather to Zendenz.

Meyer has made up his mind that Jesus cannot have foreseen the
continuity of the movement which he called into being so far as to
have equipped it with the rudiments of authority, and in that sense of
organization, in the persons of the Twelve. That conclusion can only
be established by a ruthless undermining of the evidence of St Mark’s

! The reading of D and some Latins (not k) in xiv 4 of &¢ pabnrai adrod is
a mere assimilation to Matt. xxvi 8.

% Xiv 10 ¢ €ls 7@y 3ddexa N B C* L. The reading is too strange to be an invention.
I take it to mean ¢ the Judas who was one of the Twelve’ as opposed to the Judas
who was, according to St Mark’s list, not of the Twelve.
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Gospel as it stands: and Meyer does not shrink from this. I have
tried to shew on the other hand, firstly, that this Gospel represents
a natural developement in the Ministry of Jesus by which he gradually
restricted his teaching, as it became more advanced and faced more
and more clearly the apparent failure of the movement, to a limited
number of his followers ; and secondly, that the ‘ disciples’ who receive
this later teaching being in effect the ¢ Twelve’, the Evangelist uses one
or other phrase indifferently to describe them, and that any analysis
which attempts to separate the two uses as indicating two rival sources
raises so many difficulties that it can only be called, even on literary

grounds, a failure.
C. H. TURNER.

THE MEMORIA APOSTOLORUM ON THE
VIA APPIA.

THE excavations which have taken place in recent years beneath the
Church of S. Sebastiano have awakened great interest on account of
the light thrown by them on the cult of the Apostles Peter and Paul on
the site now occupied by that church, which in its present form is
a building of the sixteenth century. They have been officially described
in the Notizie degli Scavi, series v, vol. xx (1923), by G. Mancini and
O. Marucchi, and have been the subject of a large literature, to which
the most important of recent contributions is the posthumous article of
Mgr Duchesne in the A2 della Pontificia Accademia romana di Archeo-
logia, series iii, Memorie vol. i. Since the work of excavation has, at
any rate for the time being, ceased, the time seems opportune for a pro-
visional interpretation of the results obtained in the light of the traditions
connected with the site. A

The existence of a liturgical cult of the Apostles in this region as
early as the fourth century is established by a comparison of the
Depositio martyrum, a document incorporated in the Calendar of Philo-
calus (a. D. 354) and the fuller versions of the Mardyrologium Hierony-
mianum, which may be presumed to go back to the fifth-century
original. Inthe Depositio we have the entry (under June 29) Petri in
Catacumbas et Pauli QOstense, Tusco et Basso Consulibus; while the
fullest form of the entry in the Martyrologium reads thus :—Romae Via
Aurelia, natale Sanctorum Apostolorum Petri et Pauli, Petri in Vaticano,
Pauli vero in via Ostensi, utrumgue in Catacumbas, passi sub Nerone,
Basso et Tusco consulibus. The consular date is A.D. 258, and its
presence in the entry can only be explained by some connexion with
the celebration 7z Catacumbas, which took place in addition to those



