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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

THE present edition is little more than a reprint of the second.
A few corrections and additions have been made, chiefly in the
footnotes; the most important of these being the iusertion at
p. 404 of the Greek fragment which follows ¢ Mark’ xvi. 14 in the
Freer MS. of the Four Gospels.

Of one important source of new knowledge I have been unable
to make as much use as I could have wished. Professor Deissmann
and Dr A. Thumb in Germany, and Professor J. H. Moulton and
Dr G. Milligan in Great Britain, have taught us how much the
papyri and the inscriptions have to contribute to the study of
New Testament Lexicography. DMost of their researches have
appeared since the publication of the first edition of this book,
and it would be impossible to avail myself of them without a
serious interference with the plates. I can only refer the reader
to the published papers and books of the above-mentioned
scholars, and in particular to the Lexical Notes contributed by
Dr Moulton and Dr Miiligan to the Ewpositor, and to the work
which, it is understood, will be based upon them.

The conclusions with regard to New Testament Grammar
which have been drawn from the non-literary papyri are not as
yet, in my opinion, established beyond doubt, and I am therefore
content still to rely upon the authority of Winer-Moulton, Winer-
Schmiedel, and Blass. But the subject is one upon which I desire
to keep an open mind, and the time may come when this com-
mentary will call for a more extensive revision in this respect
than I am at present prepared to undertake.

H.B. S

CAMBRIDGE,
F. of St Michael and All Angels, 1909.



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

THE years which have gone by since the first issue of this
Commentary have been singularly fruitful in publications bearing
upon the study of the Gospels. In the work of preparing a
second edition for the press these new helps have not been left
out of sight; and from several of them—more particularly from
Dr Chase’s and Dr Salmond’s articles in the third volume of
Dr Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, the second volume of
Professor Theodore Zahn's Ewnleitung in das Neue Testament,
Sir J. C. Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae, and Mr P. M. Barnard’s
Biblical Text of Clement of Alexandria—much assistance has
been derived. If my conclusions have not often been modified,
it is not because I have failed to reconsider them in the light of
these and other recent contributions to Biblical knowledge.

I am glad also to acknowledge my debts to the kindness of
reviewers, and of not a few private friends and some unknown
correspondents, who have pointed out errors or deficiencies in
the first edition of my book. These corrections have all, as I
trust, received respectful attention, although in some cases the
plan of the work has refused to lend itself to the proposed changes,
or after full consideration I have found myself unable to accept
them.

In the preface to the first edition I expressed a desire to
discuss more fully at a future time some of the larger questions
raised by the Gospel of St Mark. This purpose has not been
fulfilled. The book has been revised throughout; the critical
apparatus has been enlarged by the use of the fresh evidence
printed in Mr Lake’s Texts from Mount Athos, of which advanced
sheets were sent to me through the kindness of the author; the
foot-notes have been here and there expanded or re-written. But
the pressure of other work and the call of fresh studies have
precluded me from attempting the dissertations which I had
intended to write. My book therefore goes forth under its
original limitations. But I am confident that younger students
will be found to fulfil the task which I am constrained to leave.
The growing interest manifested in all problems connected with
the Gospels, and more especially the earliest of the Gospels,
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Jjustifies the expectation that the next generation of New Testa-
ment scholars will carry our knowledge more than one step
nearer to the fulness and certainty which all must desire to

attain.
H. B. S.

CAMBRIDGE,
F. of St Peter, 1902.

PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

THE earliest of extant commentators on St Mark urges as
his apology for undertaking so serious a task the neglect which
that Evangelist appeared to have suffered at the hands of the
great teachers of the Church. While each of the other Gospels
had received separate treatment, the Gospel according to St Mark,
so far as he could discover, had been passed by, as if it needed no
elucidation or none which could not be gathered from expositions
of St Matthew and St Luke.

If this plea can no longer be used, it is still true that St Mark
has gained far less attention than he deserves. The importance
of his work as an independent history, and the beauty of its
bright and unartificial picture of our Lord’s life in Galilee, are at
length generally recognised ; but no monograph has yet appeared
which makes full use of the materials at the disposal of the
expositor.

I cannot claim to have supplied this deficiency in the present
volume, nor has it been my aim to do so. I am content to offer
help to those who desire to enter upon the serious study of the
Gospels. Such study should begin, as it appears to me, with the
Gospel which I believe to be the earliest of the four and, through-
out a large part of the narrative, the nearest to the common
source.

My chief aids have been the concordances of Bruder and
Moulton-Geden, the grammatical works of Winer-Moulton, Winer-
Schmiedel, Burton, and Blass, and the Greek text, introduction,
and notes of Westcott and Hort. Next to these, I have learnt
most from the concordance to the LxX. compiled by Hatch and
Redpath, the text and indices of Niese’s Josephus, and the illus-
trations from the later Greek literature which are to be found
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in the pages of Field, Grinfield, Grotius, Kuinoel, Kypke, and
Wetstein, together with those which Deissmann has collected
from the papyri. For Aramaic forms I have consulted Kautzsch
and Dalman, and for Jewish thought and customs the well-known
works of the elder Lightfoot, Schittgen, Schiirer, Streane, Taylor,
Weber, and Wiinsche. Of ancient expositors Origen, Jerome,
Victor of Antioch, Bede, and Theophylact have supplied valuable
help; among those of recent times I have consulted with ad-
vantage Schanz and Knabenbauer, Meyer-Weiss and Holtzmann.
But no effort has been made to collect and tabulate the views of
the commentators upon disputed points; it has been thought
that a mere list of authorities, apart from a detailed statement
of the grounds on which their opinions are based, could render
little assistance to the student and might discourage individual
effort. Nor have I appealed to any expositor, ancient or modern,
until an effort had been made to gain light from a careful
study of the Gospel itself. A prolonged examination of the
text, and a diligent use of the lexical and grammatical helps
to which reference has already been made, will almost invariably
guide the student to a true interpretation of St Mark’s rugged
yet simple sentences. It is chiefly in the attempt to penetrate
the profound sayings of our Lord, which this Evangelist reports
in their most compact form, that valuable assistance may be
gained from the suggestiveness of Origen and the devout insight
of Bede and Bengel.

The text of Westcott and Hort has been generally followed ;
the few changes which I have permitted myself to make consist
chiefly of the introduction within square brackets of words which
the New Testament in Greek either omits or relegates to the
margin. Even if we regard as proved the contention of Dr
Salmon that “ what Westcott and Hort have restored is the text
which had the highest authority at Alexandria in the third
century “—i.e. that it is “ early Alexandrian,” rather than strictly
“neutral —we may still reasonably prefer this text on the whole
to any other as a basis for the interpretation of the Gospels. At
the same time it is desirable that the student should have before
him materials for forming a judgement upon all important variants,
or at least discriminating between the principal types of text,
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and explaining to himself the grounds upon which any particular
reading is to be preferred. With the view of enabling him to
do this, I have printed above the commentary an apparatus of
various readings, largely derived from the apparatus of Tischen-
dorf’s eighth critical edition, which has been simplified and to
some extent revised and enriched.

It had been part of my original plan to discuss in additional
notes and dissertations some of the points raised by this Gospel
which seemed to require fuller investigation. But as the work
grew under my hands, it became apparent that this purpose could
not be carried into effect without unduly increasing the size of
the volume and at the same time delaying, perhaps for some years,
the publication of the text and notes. If strength is given to me,
I hope to return to my task at a future time; meanwhile I have
thrown into the form of an Introduction a portion of the materials
which had been collected, and I trust that the present work may
be regarded as complete in itself within the narrower limits which
circumstances have prescribed.

It would be difficult to overestimate what I owe to the
kindness of friends. While in each case I am responsible for
the final form assumed by the text, apparatus, and notes,
I desire to acknowledge with sincere gratitude the generous
assistance which has enabled me to make them what they
are. To the Bishop of Durham I am indebted for permission
to use the WH. text of St Mark as far as I might find it con-
venient to do so. My colleague, Professor J. Armitage Robinson,
has supplied me with copious notes upon the readings of the
Armenian version, and has also frequently verified and corrected
my references to the Sinaitic Syriac and the other Syriac versions.
Mr F. C. Conybeare has contributed a photograph of the page of
an Armenian MS. in which the last twelve verses of the Gospel
are ascribed to the “presbyter Ariston.” From Mr F. C.
Burkitt I have received much valuable help, especially in the
earlier chapters of St Mark, in reference to the readings of the
Old Latin and the treatment of various points connected with
Syriac and Aramaic words. Mr H. S. Cronin has given me access
to his yet unpublished collation of the new fragments of cod. N,
and to the results of a fresh examination of cod. 2?°; and through



X PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

the kindness of Mr A. M. Knight I have been permitted to use the
proof-sheets of a new edition of Field’s Otium Norvicense (pt. iii.).
Not less important service of another kind has been rendered
by Mr J. H. Srawley, who has revised the proofs and supplied
materials for the index of subject-matter, and by Dr W. E.
Barnes, to whom I owe many corrections which have been embodied
in the sheets or appear in the list of corrigenda. Lastly, it is due
to the workmen and readers of the University Press to acknow-
ledge their unvarying attention to a work which has necessarily
made large demands upon their patience and skill.

Few readers of this book will be more conscious of its short-
comings than the writer is. The briefest of the Gospels is in
some respects the fullest and the most exacting; the simplest of
the books of the New Testament brings us nearest to the feet of
the Master. The interpreter of St Mark fulfils his office so far
as he assists the student to understand, and in turn to interpret to
others, this primitive picture of the Incarnate Life. To do this
in any high degree demands such a preparation of mind and
spirit as can rarely be attained; to do it in some measure has
been my hope and aim.

Domine Deus...quaecumquediazi tn hoc libro de tuo, agnoscant
et tui; si qua de meo, et Tu ignosce et tus.

H. B. S.

CAMBRIDGE,
F. of the Name of JEsvs, 1898,
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I.

PERSONAL HISTORY OF ST MARK!

I. The Roman praenomen Marcus was in common use among
Greek-speaking peoples from the Augustan age onwards. The
inscriptions offer abundant examples from every part of the
Empire, and from every rank in society.

The following are examples of the widespread use of the Greek
name. Attica: CIG 191 ypappareds BovAijs kal Sjpov M. EdrapmiSov
‘Algrieds. 192 Séfrrior... Emlyovos Mdpkov, ‘Trmoxpdrys Mdpkov.
254 M. AvagpAdarios. Lydia: 3162 M. taples. 3440 Myloves M. xat
Netkos. Mysia: 3664 M. ‘Povdov pvorys. Nubia: 5109 M. orpate-
&rs. Oyrene: 5218 M. Mdprov. Sicily : 5644 Maapkov vics Madp-
keMos. Italy: 6155 Mdapros Koooovrios Madprov dreXeifepos. The
last two inscriptions justify the accentuation Mapkos, which has
been adopted in this edition after Blass: see his comm. on Acts
xil. 25, and his Gramm. d. NTlicken Griechisch, § 4. 2.

In all these instances the name stands by itself in accordance
with Greek practice. The same is true of its later Christian use;
thus we have a Marcus who was the first Gentile Bishop of
Jerusalem (Aelia), a Marcus who was a Valentinian leader con-
temporary with Irenaeus, and another who was eighth Bishop of
Alexandria; even at Rome the praenomen occurs as a single
name in the case of Pope Marcus (+ 336). Christian inscriptions
of the fourth century collected by Prof Ramsay in the neigh-
bourhood of Laodiceia combusta supply several examples of the
same kind.

1 The first two sections of this Intro- from articles published in the Ezpositor
duction have been reproduced in part  (v. vi. pp. 8o ff., 268 fi.).
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Mitth. d. k. d. arch. Instituts (Athen. Abth.) 1888, p. 233 ff.:

55 7¢ mobewordry pov vi§ Mdpry wpesfurépe. 56 Mdpry kal

Ilavrep. 61 Mdpke Suaxdve.

In the N.T. the name occurs eight times (Acts xii. 12, 25,%v.
37, 39, Col. iv. 10, Philem. 24, 2 Tim. iv. 11, 1 Pet. v. 13). In the
Acts it is the surname of a Jew of Jerusalem whose name was
John (xii. 12 "Twdvov oD émikalovpévov Mdprov, 25 "lwdvmy Tov
émucAnOévra Maprov, xv. 37 "lodvny Tov raobpevor [émik. N°CD
min®™*] Maprov, 39 Tov Mdprov) : the Epistles use Mapros by
itself and without the article, as if it were the only or at least
the familiar name by which the person to whom they refer was

known®.

The N. T. bears witness to the readiness of the Palestinian Jew
to adopt or accept a secondary name, whether of Aramaic or
foreign origin®. Latin names were frequently used in this way,
whether epithets such as Justus (Acts 1. 23), Niger (¢b. xiii. 1),
Secundus, xx. 4, cognomina like Paulus, Lucanus, Silvanus, or
praenomana, of which Caius (I'dios Acts xix. 29, Rom. xvi. 23,
1 Cor. 1. 14, 3 Jo. 1) and Lucius (Acts xiii. I) are examples.
Marcus is an exact parallel to Caius and Lucius, except that in
the Acts, where St Mark appears in Jewish surroundings, his
Jewish name precedes, and the Roman praenomen which he had
assumed occupies the place of the cognomen.

For other examples of the use of Marcus as a secondary name see

Dittenberger inscr. Att. aet. Rom. 1137 Aebrios 6 kal M., Mopa-

Odvios mapaTpifins, 1142 "Adios 0 kai M. XoAleldns &pyBos (time of
L. Verus and Commodus); Ramsay ap. op. cit. 9z Adp. Mdpko.

2. Themother of John Mark wasa Mary who was a member of
the Church at Jerusalem (Acts xii. 12). She was clearly a woman
of some means and a conspicuous person in the Christian com-
munity. Her house (m9v oixlav Mapias)?® is approached by a porch
(mvhov): a slave girl (waudiown), probably the portress (4 Bupw-
pos, Jo. xviii. 16, 17), opens the door; there is an upper room or

! It seems to have been rarely borne  same fact see Deissmann, Bibl. Studia

by Jews; cf. Chase, in Hastings D. B. (E. T.), p. 314

iii., p. 245. . 3 See foot-notes to Mc. xiv. 14, 52.
2 On the witness of Josephus to the
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guestchamber large enough to receive a concourse of the brethren
(foav ikavol cvvnBpoigpévor). It is to Mary’s house that Peter
naturally turns his steps, when released from prison; he is con-
tent to leave in the hands of the party who are assembled there
the duty of communicating the tidings of his escape to the rest of
the Church (laxdBe xai Tols d8ehois)’. John is not mentioned
in this narrative, except for the purpose of distinguishing his
mother Mary from others of the same name; but it is reasonable
to suppose that he was present,and that he wasalready a believer,
and intimate with St Peter and the heads of the Church at
Jerusalem.

Conjecture has connected the name of John Mark with certain
incidents in the Gospel history. In the Dialogue of Adamantius
de recta fide (Lommatzsch, xvi. 259) we read: Mapxos odv kai
Aovkds ¢k Tév éBBoprirovra kai Svotv ovres Ilavdw T@ drosrélw
edyyyerloavro. Epiphanius (haer. 21. 6) adds: els érdyyaver éx
76y éBdoprkovra Svo TGV Sackopmalévrev émi 1§ pripart § elrev
6 «bpios ‘Eav py mis pov ¢pdyn T odpra xtA. The statement is
probably as baseless as many others which are due to that writer;
it may be that the reference to Jo. vi. 66 has arisen from what
is said of John Mark in Acts xiii. 13, xv. 38. That he was the
veavioros of Me. xiv. 51 f. is not unlikely: see note ad loc. Bede’s
supposition that he was a Priest or Levite, which is probably
borrowed from the comm. of Ps.-Jerome, or from the preface
to Mark in mss. of the Vulgate (c¢f. Wordsworth-White, p. 171
“Marcus evangelista...sacerdotium in Israhel agens, secundum
carnem levita”), rests ultimately upon Mark’s connexion with the
Levite Barnabas.

John was at Jerusalem during the famine of 45-6, when
Barnabas and Saul visited the city for the purpose of conveying
to the Church the alms of the brethren at Antioch; and on their
return they took him back with them to Syria (Acts xii. 25). He
may have attracted them as the son of a leading member of the
Church at Jerusalem, and possibly also by services rendered
during the distribution of the relief fund which revealed in him a
capacity for systematic work. If we assume his identity with the
Mark of St Paul’s Epistles, there was doubtless another reason.
Barnabas was still leader of the Christian body at Antioch; he

1 On the interesting traditions con- in this commentary on Me. xiv. 13ff.,
nected with the house of John Mark see 51 f.
Zahn, Einleitung ii. 212 ., and the note
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had been sent there by the mother Church (Acts xi. 22), and
Saul’s position in the Antiochian brotherhood was as yet
evidently subordinate (¢b. 25, 30, xii. 25, xiil. 1f). It was for
Barnabas to seek fresh associates in the work, and John was a
near relative of Barnabas (Col. iv. 10 o dveyrds BapvdBal).
Whether the father of John had been uncle to Joseph of Cyprus
(Acts iv. 36), or the mother his aunt, is unknown ; but the re-
lationship accounts for the persistent favour which Barnabas
extended to Mark.

Mark’s association with the Antiochian leaders was doubtless for
the purpose of rendering assistance to them in their growing work.
As Saul had been brought from Tarsus (Acts xi. 25 f.), so Mark
was now taken from Jerusalem; the same verb cvvmraparaBeiv is
used again in xv. 37, 38, and seems distinctly to indicate the
position which Mark was called to fill—that of a coopted colleague
of inferior rank (cf. Gal. ii. 1 avéBny...uetd BapvaBa cvvmrapaia-
Bwv kat Tirov):. It was natural that when the Holy Spirit
designated Barnabas and Saul for a new field of work, Mark
should accompany them. The general character of his duties is
now expressly stated ; it was personal service, not evangelistic, to
which he was called (elyov 8¢ kai "lwdvny Omnpérnr)s. Blass de-
fines this service too strictly when he comments “ velut ad bap-
tizandum*”; Mark may have been required to baptize converts
(cf. Acts x. 48, 1 Cor. 1. 14), but his work would include all those
minor details which could safely be delegated to a younger man,
such as arrangements for travel, the provision of food and lodging,
conveying messages, negotiating interviews, and the like.

An examination of the passages where dmypérys is used in Bib-
lical Greek will shew that the word covers a wide range of offices:
cf. e.g. Prov. xiv. 35 Sexrds Baoilel 4. vorjpov (a courtier ; similarly
Sap. vi. 4, Dan. iil. 46); Mt. v. 25 wiroré oe Tapadd ¢ rxpiris 7@
vmpéry (the officer of a court); Me. xiv. 54 cvvkabijuevos perd Tév
tmyperav (temple police); Le. 1. 2 dmypérac vevépevor 700 Nyov, Acts

1 On dvefrds see Bp Lightfoot ad loc. was an extra hand, taken by Barnabas

2 Cf. Ramsay, St Paul the Traveller, and Ssul on their own responsibility.”
p. 71: ‘“he was not essential to the 2 Acts xiii. 5. For dwnpérqr D reads
expedition ; he had not been selected by  Smyperotwre avrois : K substitutes &yovres
the Spirit; he had not been formally  uef' éavrdv xal’l. els diaxoviav.
delegated by the Church of Antioch; he 4 Acto App., p. 146.
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xxvi. 16 tmypérmy kal pdprvpa (a person employed in the service of
the Gospel); Le. iv. 20 dmodods 7¢ vmmpéry (the synagogue minister
or {IM)%.  Official service, not of a menial kind, is the prevalent
idea of the word which distinguishes it from Jotlos on the one
hand, and to some extent from Siuaxovos on the other: see Trench,
syn. 9. Oepdwwv is similarly used in reference to Joshua (Exod.
xxxiii. 11, LXX.).

For such forms of ministry John possessed perhaps a natural
aptitude (2 Tim. iv. 1T edypnoTos els Siakoviav), and his assistance
would be invaluable to the two Apostles, whose time was fully
occupied with the spiritual work of their mission. But it was
rendered only for a short time. At Perga in Pamphylia he left
his colleagues, and returned to Jerusalem (Acts xiii. 13 dmoyw-
pricas &m avTdv UméaTperer els 'lepocohvua). If St Luke
records the fact in words which are nearly colourless, the censure
which he represents St Paul as having subsequently passed upon
Mark’s conduct at this juncture is severe and almost passionate
(xv. 38 ffiov Tov amooTdvTa am adTov dmo llaudulias kai uiy
guveNbovTa adTois eis TO épyov, wy cuvmapalauSavew TolTOV).
Nevertheless, as Professor Ramsay has pointed out? there is some-
thing to be said on Mark’s behalf. He was not sent to the work
by the Spirit or by the Church, as Barnabas and Saul had been.
The sphere of the mission, moreover, had not been revealed at the
first ; and when the Apostles determined to leave the seacoast and
strike across the Taurus into the interior, he may have considered
himself free to abandon the undertaking. He had left Jerusalem
for work at Antioch, and had not engaged himself to face the
dangers of a campaign in central Asia Minor (2 Cor. xi. 26); and
he may have felt that duty to his mother and his home required
him to break off at this point from so perilous a development of
the mission.

To Barnabas, at any rate, Mark’s withdrawal did not appear in
the light of a desertion, nor was St Paul unwilling to be associated
with him again in the work at Antioch; for from Acts xv. 37 it

1 Dr Chase (in Hastings, D. B.iii. p.  John, the synagogue minister.”
245f.) suggests that the word may be 2 The Church in the Roman Empire,

used in this sense of John Mark, trans-  p. 61; St Paul the Traveller, p. go.
lating, ““and they had with them also

s. M.2 i b
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would seem that he was with the Apostles there till the eve of the
second missionary journey. St Paul, however, declined to accept
the cousin of Barnabas as a companion in another voyage to Asia
Minor, and Mark consequently set out with Barnabas alone.
Whilst Paul went by land through the Cilician Gates, Barnabas
sailed with Mark to Cyprus. In the first soreness of the separa-
tion each turned to the home of his family. Barnabas was
Kimpios ¢ véve, for Levite though he was, he belonged to a
Hellenistic family which had settled in the island (Acts iv. 36),
and Mark was also probably a Cypriot Jew on one side’. Un-
fortunately the author of the Acts leaves the two men at this
point, and there is no early or even moderately trustworthy
tradition to carry on the thread of Mark’s story. The Acts of
Barnabas (meplodoc BapvdBa), a work ascribed to St Mark, but
of the fourth, or, in its present form, the fifth century, represents “
the Apostle as suffering martyrdom in Cyprus, and adds that after |
his death Mark set sail for Egypt, and evangelised Alexandria. |
The book as a whole is quite unworthy of credit, but it is not
improbable that Mark proceeded from Cyprus to Egypt, whether J

in company with Barnabas or after his death. ,

Barnabas was still alive and at work when St Paul wrote 1 Cor. |

ix. 5 (j pdvos éyd kai BapvdBas otk Exoper éovaiav py) épydleaar;),

i.e. in A.D. 57, or according to Harnack 52—3. In the Clementine

Homilies Barnabas is represented as doing evangelistic work in

Egypt (i. 9 &e.). MeQGiffert conjectures, but without probability,

that B. was the author of 1 Peter, which with Ramsay he places

in the reign of Domitian (Hist. of Christianity in the Apostolic age,

P- 597 f£.).

A widespread series of traditions connects St Mark with the
foundation of the Alexandrian Church? According to Eusebius,
whose statement is possibly based on Julius Africanus or an
older authority?, his first successor in the care of that Church
was appointed in Nero’s eighth year, i.e. A.D. 61-2. If the date

1 On Jewish settlements in Cyprus

see Schiirer 1. ii. pp. 222, 232 (E. T.),
or ed. 3 (1898) iii. p. 27 n.; and cf.
Acts xi. 19, 20, xxi. 16.

2 Against this must be placed the fact
to which Chase (Hastings, D. B. ii. 248)
calls attention, that ‘the great Alex-

andrian Fathers, Clement and Origen,
make no reference to any sojourn or

work of Mark in that city.”

3 Cf. Lipsius, Die Apocryphen Apostel-
geschichten, ii. 2, p. 323; Harnack,

Chronologie, p. 123 f.
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lis approximately correct, it may be that of the departure of
Mark from Alexandria after the completion of his mission there.
Such a hypothesis helps to account for part at least of the long
interval between Mark’s separation from St Paul and his reappear-

ance in St Paul’s company at Rome.

The following are the chief early authorities: Eus. H.Z. ii. 16
dacly émi tis Alyimrov oTelhdpevor 70 edayyéhiov 8 &) kal cuve-
ypayaro rknpivéar, éxkAyoias Te mpdrov ém avriis *Aleavdpelas ovoTi
cacbar. 1. 24 Népwvos 8¢ ydoov dyovros Tijs Bagilelas éros mpdros
pera. Mapkov Tov edayyehiomiv 1is év Alefavdpeln wapoikias *Avviavds
v Aetrovpylav Siadéxerar. Cf. Hieron. de wirr. ¢ll. 8 “adsumpto
itaque evangelio quod ipse confecerat' perrexit Aegyptum...mor-
tuus est autem octavo Neronis anno et sepultus Alexandriae
succedente sibi Anniano.” Const. Ap. vil. 46 mjs 8¢ "Alefardpéwv
*Avviavos wpéros two Mdpkov 70D edayyehioTod kexepordvyrar.  Epiph.
haer. li. 6 ¢ Mapkos...ypdJas 10 evayyéhiov dmooTé\\erar ¥mod Tod
dylov Xérpov eis myv 16v Alyvrrivv xdpav. Cf. Mart. Rom. (Apr. 23)
¢ Alexandriae natalis b. Marci evangelistae... Alexandriae S. Aniani
episcopi qui b. Marci discipulus eiusque in episcopatu successor...
quievit in Domino.”

We have assumed the identity of John Mark of the Acts with
Mark of the Pauline Epistles. It is placed beyond reasonable
doubt by Col. iv. 10, where St Paul refers in one sentence to the
lirelationship which existed between Mark and Barnabas, and the
hesitation which the Colossians would naturally feel as to receiving

the man who had forsaken the Apostles on occasion of their first
Wvisit to Asia Minor (Mdpros 6 aveyrios BapvafBa, wepl ot énaBere
svrords Eav éNOpy mpos Duas, déEaabe adrov?). Mark, it appears,
thad thought of visiting the Churches of the Lycus valley some
fitime before the writing of the Colossian letter, perhaps when he
liwas on the point of leaving Cyprus; and St Paul had on that
HWoccasion sent orders to Colossae that he was to be received.

1 An inference from the ambiguous
phrase of Kusebius. Bishop J. Words-
worth (Ministry of Grace, p. 603 f.) sug-
dgests that ¢ the close connection of
Alexandria with Rome” was ¢ due pro-
bably at first to the mission of St Mark

from the imperial city.” But it is
explained as easily by the constant
communication between the two cities.

2 See Lightfoot ad loc.; for détacbe
comp. Mec. vi. 10, ix. 37, and Didache
C. II.

b2
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There, perhaps to his surprise, he found St Paul a prisoner. A
complete reconciliation took place, and the vmnpérns of the first
missionary journey became the guvepyés of the Roman imprison-
ment (Col. iv. 11, Philem. 24). The fact is the more remarkable,
because of all the Jewish Christians in Rome at this time only
three were loyal to St Paul, Aristarchus, Jesus Justus, and Mark;
his other colleagues, Epaphras, Demas, Luke, were Gentiles. The
Apostle’s grief was alleviated by the ministry of his Jewish
friends (éyevriOnoav por mwapnyopia), and especially no doubt by
the revival of his old association with Mark. After this Mark
seems to have returned to the East, for in 2 Tim. iv. 11, Timothy,
who is apparently at Ephesus (cf. v. 19), is directed to “pick up
Mark” on his way to Rome (Méprov dvaraBwv dye pera oeavrod®).
The reason which is given assigns to Mark his precise place in the
history of the Apostolic age; he was elypnoTos eis OSuaxoviaw.
Not endowed with gifts of leadership, neither prophet nor teacher,
he knew how to be invaluable to those who filled the first rank in
the service of the Church, and proved himself a true servus servo- |
rum De.

Mark’s early history had connected him with St Peter, and
it is therefore no surprise to find him described by St Peter |
(1 Pet. v. 13) as his ‘son®” The Apostle who had been most
prominent in the beginnings of the Church of Jerusalem must have
known Mary and her son John from the time of their baptism,
and may have been the instrument of their conversion. Yet |
0 viés pov does not involve spiritual relationship of this kind,§
which is more naturally expressed, as in the Pauline Epistles, by
réxvoy (cf. 1 Cor. iv. 17, Phil. ii. 22, Philem. 10, 1 Tim. i. 2, 18,
2 Tim. i. 2, ii. 1, Tit. i. 4). Rather it is the affectionate designation

1 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, p. 407.

? The Petrine authorship of 1 Peter
may be assumed, notwithstanding the
recent attempt of Professor MeGiffert to
assign that epistle to Barnabas (History
of Christianity in the Apostolic Age,
p. 598 1f.). It is difficult to follow him
when he writes (p. 599f.): *that Bar-
nabas should speak of him (Mark) as
his son was very natural, but it is not

N

likely that any one else would do it |
save Paul himself ” ; the epithet is surely.
at least as appropriate on the lips of St
Peter. As to the ¢ Paulinism’ of 1 Peter |
see Hort, Romans and Ephesians, p. 169
¢St Peter makes them [the thoughts de-
rived from St Paul] fully his own by the
form into which he casts them, a form
for the most part unlike what we find in_ |
any epistle of St Paul.” ‘
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of a former pupil, who as a young disciple must often have sat
at his feet to be catechised and taught the way of the Lord,
and who had come to look upon his mother’s old friend and
! teacher as a second father, and to render to him the offices of filial

piety.
: But the Mark of 1 Peter is not merely described as St Peter’s
§ son; he is represented as being with that Apostle at Rome.

The words are: domdlerar dpds 7 év BafvAdve cuvexhexty kal
Mapxos ¢ vids pov. ‘Babylon’ has been identified with (1) the
city on the Euphrates, (2) a fortress in Egypt now Old Cairo?,
(3) Rome. The evidence in favour of the last is summarised by
Lightfoot, Clement, ii. p. 492, Salmon, Introduction to the N.T.,
p- 439 ff., and Hort, First Epistle of St Peter, p. 5f.; the first and
second identifications are without ancient authority, and beset with
difficulties. Blass (Philology of the Gospels, p. 27 ff.) regards
St Peter as having proceeded to Babylon from Antioch (Gal.
ii. 11) shortly after A.p. 46. But apart from Strabo’s statement
that Babylon was at this time a desert, which Blass seeks to
minimise, the facts which Josephus (ant. xviii. g sqq.) relates as
to the condition of the Jews in Babylonia render this hypothesis
highly improbable.

According to the constant and probably true tradition which
brings St Peter to Rome, that Apostle suffered martyrdom there
in the time of Nero and at the same time as St Paul (Diony-
sius of Corinth ap. Eus. ii. 25 éuapripnocav kata Tov avTov
xpovov). “The expression (as Lightfoot urges, Clement, ii. p. 499)
fl must not be too rigorously pressed, even if the testimony of a
Corinthian could be accepted as regards the belief in Rome,” or,
we may add, the testimony of a bishop who lived in the latter
half of the second century as regards matters of fact which belong
to the history of the first. Lightfoot himself placed the martyrdom
4 of St Peter in A.D. 64, and that of St Paul in A.D. 67; but if the
two martyrdoms may be dissociated, it is open to consideration
whether St Paul’s was not the earlier.

Harnack? who holds that the two Apostles suffered together in
A.D. 64, refers to Clem. 1 Cor. 6 Tovrois Tois dvdpdow (sc. Ilérpy rai

1 Cf. Jerome de virr. ill. 8 ““meminit  Churton),ii.p.353ff. ; and cf. A, J. Butler,
huius Marci et Petrus in prima epistula,  Ancient Coptic Churches, i. p. 155 ff.
sub nomine Babylonis figuraliter Romam 3 Chronologie, p. 708 ff. ; cf. C. H. Tur-
gignificans.” ner, Chronology of the N. T (in Hastings,
3 See Pearson’s Minor Th. Works (ed.  Dictionary of the Bible). That the
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Haﬁkq})...avmapofa'arl woAY wAHbos éxhexTdv olrwes wollals alkiats
kol Pagdvois...dmédetypa kdAMigTov éyévovro. But the words of
Clement do not necessarily imply that the Apostles and the woAd
wAjfos suffered at the same time, or that the martyrdom of the
Apostles took place at the first outbreak of the persecution. Nor
does the fact that St Peter was believed to have been huried in
the Vatican amount to a proof that he was among the first
sufferers. Early as the tradition is (cf. Eus. ZLE. ii. 25), it may
rest upon inference only.

An examination of 1 Peter supplies more than one reason for
believing the Epistle to have been written subsequently to St
Paul’s death. (1) It is addressed to the Christian communities
of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia, some of which *
were distinctly Pauline Churches and had received letters from
St Paul during his imprisonment. It was transmitted to them by
the hands of Silvanus, a well-known colleague of St Paul. It con-
tains reminiscences of two of St Paul’s writings, the Epistle to the
Romans and the Epistle to the Ephesians’. The conclusion can
scarcely be avoided that at the time when it was written St Paul
had finished his course. The care of the Churches had fallen on
St Peter; the two oldest associates of St Paul had transferred
their services to the surviving Apostle ; both had originally been
members of the Church of Jerusalem, and, when the attraction of
the stronger personality had been withdrawn, both had returned
to their early leader. St Peter on his part is careful to shew |
by the character of his letter and by his selection of colleagues |
that he has no other end than to take up and carry on the work of
St Paul. (2) Further, it has been pointed out by Professor |
Ramsay that 1 Peter contemplates a state of things in Asia Minor
which did not exist before A.D. 64, and was hardly realised before
the middle of the eighth decade of the century?. Reasons have
been advanced for hesitating to push the year of St Peter’s death
so far forwards as 75, or beyond 70?; but even 68, the last year

martyrdom of St Peter took place in p- 168; Salmon, Intr. to the N. T.7, p.
AD. 64 is also maintained by Chase 4421l
(H‘astfngs, D B. iii. y771.); cf. Zahn, 2 The Church and the Empire, p.
Tiinleitung, ii. p. 1. 279ff. Cf. Exp, 1v. viii, 285 ff.

! Banday and Headlam, Romans, p. 3 Dr Sanday in the Ezposttor, 1v. vii
Ixxiv. ff.; Hort, Romans and Ephesians, p- 411 f.
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of Nero’s reign, will leave time for a considerable interval during
which Mark may have ministered to St Peter at Rome.

Of the services rendered by Mark to Barnabas or to St Paul
the tradition of the Church preserves but the faintest traces; in
post-canonical Christian writings his name is persistently associ-
ated with St Peter.

An exception occurs in Const. Ap. ii. 57 7a edayyéh d...of
ovrepyol Ilavdov mapeihnpores karéeupav Huly Aovkds kai Mapxos, and
another in Hipp. haer. vii. 30 rodrovs [sc. Tods Adyous] ovre Iadhos
¢ dmdorolos ovre Mapkos...avijyyelhav. But the former writer has
perhaps been influenced by the order of the Gospels with which he
was familiar ; and the latter seems in this passage to have strangely
confused St Mark with St Luke (see Duncker’s note ad loc.).

3. One of the oldest and most trustworthy of Christian
traditions represents Mark as St Peter’s interpreter, and as the
author of a collection of memoirs which gave the substance of
St Peter’s teaching.

The chief authorities are as follows: (1) dsiatic and Western.
Papias ap, Eus. H.E. iii. 39 xail %090 ¢ wpesfirepos éeyer Mapkos
pév, éppmvevrys érpov yevdpevos, Soa dumudvevoer drpfas éypaey,
ob pévror Tdler, 70 Vo 10D XpLoTOd ) Aexbévra 7 mpayBévra., ovre vap
7Kkovee Tob Kkuplov ovTe Tapnkolovbnoey adrd: Jorepov 8¢, s Edyv,
Ilérpo, 6s wpos Tas xpelas émoieito ras Sbackakias, dAX oy domwep
olvralw Tdv kvpiakdy moiopevos Adywv. dore od8ev tjpapre Mapkos,
obrws évia ypdas &s dreprnudvevoer: évds yip éroujgaro mwpdvorav, Tod
pndiv v rovee mapalirely 1) Yedoacbal T év adrois’. TIren. il 1. 1
petd 8¢ T Tovrwv [sc. 1ob ITérpov kal Tod Ilavdov] &odov Mapkos, &
pabnrys kal éopmrevrys Ilérpov, kai adros T& vwo Ilérpov knpuoodpeva
éyypdpws fjuiv mapadédwke. Ib. 10. 6 ¢ Marcus interpres et sectator
Petri initium evangelicae conscriptionis fecit sic.” Fragm. Murat.
ad init.  “[Marcus...(?) alilquibus tamen interfuit et ita posuit®”
Tertullian adv. Marc. iv. 5 “licet et Marcus quod edidit Petri
affirmetur, cuius interpres Marcus.” (2) Alexandrian. Clement,
hypotyp. ap. Eus. H.E. vi. 14 76 8¢ kata Mapkov tavryy éoymxé-
var v oikovoplay: 1oV Ilérpov Snposie év Pduy knpiéavros Tov
Adyov «kal mvedpare 10 ebayyéhiov éfamdvros Tovs mwapdvras mwoldovs
évras mapakaléoar Tov Mapkov s dv dkolovbrioarta atrd wéppwber kal
pepmpévor Tov Nexfévtov dvaypdipar T& eipnpéva, moujoarta 8¢ 70
ebayyélov peradodvar Tols Seopévols adrod. Gmwep émyvovra Tov Mérpov
TpoTperTikGs prjTe kwAdoar wijre wporpépacbar. (Cf. Eus. ii, 15 yvovra

1 For the interpretation of this pas- chen Kanons, i. p. 8y1 ff.; Link, in
sage see Westcott, Canon of the N. T8,  Studien u. Kritiken, 1896, 3.
p. 74 f.; Lightfoot, Supernatural Reli- 2 Comp. Lightfoot, S, R.} p. 205 ff. 3
gion, p. 163 ff.; Zahn, Gesch. d. NTli-  Zahn, op. cit., ii. p. 14 fI.



XX1V PERSONAL HISTORY OF ST MARK.

8¢ 75 mpaxBév dpagt Tov dmwdaTodov, a’.-rroxa.)\ﬁu,bav-(og avTd :rm'} TVelpaTos,
qabivar T Tév dvdpdv mwpobuuie, kupdoal Te TV ypadyy els é'vrevf:.v
rals exxhoiarss Khjuns & &ro Tav dmoTvmrdoewy wapareteewat ™y
{oroplav.) Adumbr. in 1 Petr. v. 13: “ Marcus Petri sectator
palam praedicante Petro evangelium Romae coram quibusdam
Caesareanis equitibus et multa Christi testimonia proferente,
petitus ab eis ut possent quae dicebantur memoriae commendare,
scripsit ex his quae Petro dicta sunt evangelium quod secundum
Marcum vocitatur.” Origen ap. Eus. vi. 25 elrepov 8¢ [rdv Teo-
odpov edayyellwv] 16 Katd Mépkov ws Ilérpos ddyyrioaro al’rr@
moujoavra. Jerome gathers up the substance of the traditions
recorded by Papias and Clement (de virr. ill. 8); but elsewhere
he follows Origen (see p. xxi).

It will be observed that while the two lines of tradition have
much in common, they are by no means identical, and probably
depend on sources partly or wholly distinct. The Asiatic
tradition goes behind St Mark’s work as an Evangelist, and
describes the nature of his services to St Peter. He had been the
Apostle’s interpreter. According to its usual meaning in later
Greek, the épunvevtrs is the secretary or dragoman who translates
his master’s words into a foreign tonguel.

Thus when Joseph as an Egyptian prince communicates with his
brethren from Palestine he uses the services of an interpreter
(Gen. xlii. 23 6 yap éppyvevrys avi péoov adrdv fv). St Paul directs
that the gift of tongues shall not be exercised in Christian
assemblies unless there be an interpreter at hand (1 Cor. xiv. 28
éav 8¢ p3) 1) Sweppmpevrrs (V.. épumrevris), rydro &v 1 Ekkhyoia).
Now John Mark had enjoyed opportunities of becoming a

serviceable interpreter to an Aramaic-speaking Jew. As a resident
in Jerusalem he was familiar with Aramaic; as a Jew who on one
side at least was of Hellenistic descent, he could doubtless make
himself understood in Greek. His Graeco-Latin surname implies
something more than this; he had probably acquired in Jerusalem
the power of reading and writing the Greek which passed current
in Judza and among Hellenistic Jews. Simon Peter on the other
hand, if he could express himself in Greek at all, could scarcely
have possessed sufficient knowledge of the language to address
a Roman congregation with success. In the phrase épunrevras

1 For a different view see Zahn, Einleitung, ii. pp- 209, 218 ff,
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IIérpov yevouevos we catch a glimpse of St Mark’s work at Rome
| during St Peter’s residence in the city®.

The traditions differ also as to some important points con-
nected with the origin of the Gospel.
Irenaecus expressly says that it was written after St Peter’s death ;
Clement of Alexandria on the other hand states that the Apostle
knew and permitted or even approved the enterprise. He adds
that Mark wrote at the request of the Roman hearers of St Peter;

Papias suggests and

but this feature in the story bears a suspicious resemblance to
the account which the Muratorian fragment gives and Clement
repeats in reference to the Gospel of St John. On the whole,
notwithstanding St Mark’s Alexandrian connexion, the Alexandrian
tradition appears to be less worthy of credit than the Asiatic.
Clement indeed attributes it to “the elders of olden time” (rapd-
Socw Tdv avékabev mpecBurépwy TébeiTar), meaning probably
Pantaenus and others before him. But it must have passed
through several hands before it reached Clement, whereas the
statement of Papias came from a contemporary of St Mark”.

John the presbyter, on whose witness Papias relies, describes
the character of St Mark’s work with much precision. It was not
an orderly or a complete account of the Lord’s words or works.

Mark had no opportunity of collecting materials for such a
history, for he had not been a personal. follower of Christ, and
depended upon his recollections of St Peter’s teaching; and that
teaching was not systematic, but intended to meet the practical
requirements of the Church.. On the other hand there was no
lack of industry or of accuracy on the part of the Evangelist; he
was careful to omit nothing that he had heard and could recall,
and in what he recorded he kept strictly to the facts. It will be
observed that John does not describe St Mark’s work as a ¢Gospel.

1 Jerome ad Hedib. 11 suggests that
St Peter may have employed more than
one interpreter, basing his belief on the
differences of style which distinguish
1 and 2 Peter (“ex quo intellegimus pro
necessitate rerum diversis eum usum
interpretibus”). The argument applies
with greater force to 1 Peter as com-
pared with St Mark; the evangelist was

assuredly not the interpreter who sup-
plied the Epistle with its Greek dress.

2 The Alexandrian elders were so im-
perfectly informed as to the relative age
of the Gospels that according to Euse-
bius (H. E. vi. 14) they held mpoye-
ypdpbar T@v edayyeNwr T4 mepiéxovTa
Tas yeveahoylas.
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It was a record of St Peter’s teaching or preaching (r7js &:8ac-
garas, of. Iren. Le. Ta vmd Iérpov wppuociueva). Yet it was
certainly limited to the Apostle’s reminiscences of the ministry of
Christ (rd dmd Tod ypioTod 4 hexBévra 1) wpaybévra), and thus
in its general scope answered precisely to the book which was
afterwards known as edayyéhiov xatd Maprov. Later forms of
the story exaggerate St Peter’s part in the production. Even
Origen seems to represent the Apostle as having personally con-
trolled the work (és IIérpos v¢nyicare adr@), whilst Jerome
(ad Hedib.) says that the Gospel of St Mark was written “ Petro
narrante et illo scribente.”

The subscriptions which are appended to St Mark’s Gospel
in certain cursive Mss. enter into further details, e.g. 293
subscr. éypdgy idoxelpws adrod 708 dylov Mdpkov...kal é£e8obn
wapd lérpov...tols & ‘Pduy odor migrols ddelpois. Others add
Smyopedfy (or Supyopeify) two Ilérpov, or émedoly Mdpke 76
edayyeiory. On the other hand the subscriptions to the versions
recognise Mark’s authorship without mention of St Peter: e.g.
“explicit evangelium secundum Marcum” (Latin Vulgate); ex-

arTeAron TWHC RATA MApPROI (Memph.); ___cuNm( 7:\:_
wani=sa  (Sin. and Cur. Syriac); wKwam —al\Naod Rle
<mamin  dumami  3mma 1 monimy  whinw
(Peshitta ; similarly Harclean). The last of these seems to be
an attempt to combine the Papias tradition with the ordinary
attribution to Mark; the Gospel is a record of preaching at
Rome, but the preaching is Mark’s and not St Peter’s.

4. One personal reminiscence of St Mark survives in a few
authorities of Western origin. According to Hippolytus (Phslos.
vil. 30) he was known as 6 xohoBodaxTvhos, and the epithet is
repeated and explained in the Latin prefaces to the Gospel. A
Spanish ms. of the Vulgate, cod. Toletanus (saec. VIII), says: “colo-
bodactilus est nominatus ideo quod a cetera corporis procerita-
tem (sic) digitos minores habuisset'”; whilst the ordinary Vulgate
preface states that the Evangelist after his conversion amputated
one of his fingers in order to disqualify himself for the duties of
the Jewish priesthood (“amputasse sibi post fidem pollicem dicitur
ut sacerdotio reprobus haberetur”). The explanation is ingenious,

1 Wordsworth and White, p. 171.
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but it is evidently based upon the conjecture that Mark, like
Barnabas, belonged to the tribe of Levi. An attempt was made
by Dr Tregelles? to shew that the word is used by Hippolytus as
an equivalent for ‘deserter,’ in reference to Mark’s departure from
Perga. But this account of the matter can hardly be regarded as
satisfactory ; it is far-fetched at the best; and so offensive a
nickname is not likely to have attached itself to the Evangelist in
Roman circles, where he was known as St Paul’s faithful colleague.
The word itself determines nothing as tc the cause of the defect,
or its extent; it may have been congenital, or due to accident; it
may have affected both hands or all the fingers of one hand or one
finger only%. The preface in cods Foletanus seems to ascribe it to
a natural cause. No authority can be allowed to a document of
this kind, but the statement is not in itself improbable; at all
events there seems to be no reason for setting aside the literal
meaning of the word, or for doubting that it describes a personal
peculiarity which had impressed itself on the memory of the
Roman Church. Such a defect, to whatever cause it was due,
may have helped to mould the course of John Mark’s life; by
closing against him a more ambitious career, it may have turned
his thoughts to those secondary ministries by which he has ren-
dered enduring service to the Church.

Kolof3ds is either (1) of stunted growth, or (2) mutilated. Both
senses occur when the word is used as part of a compound; the
former appears in koloBavfis, kolofBoképatos, kohofBorpdymAos, the
latter in xolofBékepros (Lev. xxil. 23 LXX., where it is coupled with
drérpnros), kohofBdpy (Lev. xxi. 18); cf. 2 Regn. iv. 12 rolofodow
Tas xelpas adTév Kal Tovs médas adTdv.

As to the time and manner of St Mark’s death we have no
trustworthy information. Jerome, as we have seen, fixes his
death in the eighth year of Nero, at Alexandria; but the state-
ment seems to be merely an unsound inference from the Eusebian
date for the succession of Annianus. The Paschal Chronicle
assigns to Mark the crown of martyrdoms?, but the story cannot be

1 Journal of Classical and Sacred to some mutilation or malformation of
Phrilology, 1855, p. 224 f. the foes, resulting in lameness.”

2 Dr Chase (in Hastings, D. B. iii. p. 8 Chron. Pasch. : éml Tovrov Tod Tpaca-
247) suggests that «“ the word may refer  »od xal Mapkos 6 edayyelhorys kal émi-
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traced back further than the fourth or fifth century, when it is
found in the Acts of Mark, an apocryphon of Alexandrian origin?;
the particulars as they were elaborated at a later time may be
seen in Nicephorus, or in the Sarum lections for his festival2. No
reference is made to the fact in the prefaces to the Vulgate,
or by Jerome, though he relates that Mark was buried at

Alexandria?.

oxomos ANefavdpelas “yevbuevos...éuapti-
pnoev.

1 See Lipsius, Apostelgesch. ii. 2, p.
321 ff.

2 Niceph. Call. H. E. ii. 43 els mip

Tas dwatpiBas mwoobuevos ¥ €év Tols
ké\ov dvopalouévors uerd Twwy ddekg

Mark with the Church of Aquileia and
the translation of his body to Venice
see the Acta Sanctorum (Apr. 23), and
as to the latter point cf. Tillemont,
Mémoires, ii. pp. 98 f., 513; Lipsius,

Aquileia Ado of Vienne (t 874) writes
Chron. vi., Migne P. L. cxxul. col, 78):

’ANetdrdpetay md\w émdvewrw, Smov Bi‘ op. cit., p. 346 ff. ~ On the mission to

wappnate TOV xpwTdY KMpboowr. ol Toi
vy TGV elddhwy Oepamevral alpyns alrg
émiféuevor oxowios Tods wédas dalaBdy-
Tes  ammpéoTepor elhov...ofrw &) oupb-
pevos TO myebpa waparinor TR Oe.
Procter and Wordsworth, Sanctorale,
col. 262 f. The day of his martyrdom
was Pharmouthi 30 in the Egyptian
Kalendar, and virr Kal. Mai=Apr. 28 in
the Roman (Lipsius, op. cit., p. 335).

3 For the traditional connexion of St

¢ Marcus evangelista evangelium quod
Romae scripserat Petro mittente primum
Aquileiae praedicavit, itaque...ad Ae-
gyptum pervenit.” The extension of the
older story (Eus. H. E, ii. 16) in this
passage is instruetive. The mosaic at
St Mark’s, Venice, which represents the
removal of the Evangelist’s body is
described by Ruskin, St Mark’s Rest,
p. 109 ff. ; for his account of St Mark’s
see Stones of Venice, ii. p. 56 ff.
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II1.
HISTORY OF THE GOSPEL IN THE EARLY CHURCH.

1. A work which was ascribed by contemporaries to a dis-
ciple and interpreter of St Peter, and believed to consist of carefully
registered reminiscences of the Apostle’s teaching, might have
been expected to find a prompt and wide circulation in Christian
communities, especially at Rome and in the West, where it is said
to have been written. Yet the letter addressed to the Corinthian
Church by Clement of Rome, c. A.D. 95, contains no certain refer-
ence to the Gospel according to St Mark, although it quotes
sayings which bear a close affinity to the Synoptic record.

Clem. R. 1 Cor. 23, mpdrov pév PpvAloppoet, elra Slactos yiverar,
€lra  ¢pUAAov...clta  oTaduly wapesryrvia, reminds the reader of
Me. iv. 28, 29 ; but the passage in Clement is part of a quotation
(cf. ypag...omov Aéyet) which occurs again in Ps.-Clem. 2 Cor. 11
and appears to be derived from some Christian apocryphon (cf.
Lightfoot ad loc.), so that the reference, if there be any, is
indirect. In Clem. 1 Cor. 15, odros 6 Aads Tois xelAeow pe Tiud, 7j O¢
kapdia advTdv woppw dmeoTw dm’ épod, Isa. xxix. 13 is cited in words
which are nearer to Me. vil. 6 than to the Lxx., but the quotation
is given by Mt. in an almost identical form, and Clement (cod. A)
differs from both Evangelists and from the Lxx., writing arecrw
for améxe.. The passage had probably (Hatch, Zssays, p. 177 f.)
been detached from its context and abbreviated by some compiler
of testimonia before the middle of the first century, and, if so, no
argument can be built upon the general coincidence of the form
used by Clem. with that which appears in Mec. 7b. 1 Cor. 46, obai
76 dvbpdTe ikelver kaddv Ty atr@ €l ovk éyeviify, agrees fairly well
with Mec. xiv. 21, but still more exactly with Mt. xxvi. 24, and
may have been cited from a pre-evangelical tradition.

The same may be said of the writings of Ignatius, Polycarp,
and Barnabas. Bishop Westcott, after a careful examination,
arrives at the conclusion that “no Evangelic reference in the
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Apostolic Fathers can be referred certainly to a written record.”
Yet these writers with Clement represent the chief centres of
both East and West—Rome, Antioch, Smyrna, and perhaps
Alexandria. If we add other documents of the same period—
the Didache, the so-called second Epistle of Clement, the Epistle
to Diognetus, the martyrdom of Polycarp, the fragments of Papias
and the Elders—the general result will not be different?. On the
other hand the Shepherd, which is the next document emanating
from the Roman Church,and cannot be placed later than A.D. 156,
while it may possibly belong to the first years of the second
century, seems clearly to shew the influence of the second Gospel.

Herm. sim. ix. 20 oi Towodrot odv Svokélws eloeleboovrar els
\ ’ ~ ~ ~ ’ ’ /’ 3 kg
v Bagirelav 70b feod...Tols TowovTols dvoKkoAdy daTiv els 7. .
7. 0. eloelbely (cf. Mc. x. 23, 24 ; Mt. has merely wAotoios eloeled-
gerac els 7. 3. 7Gv ovpavay, and Le. drifts further away from the
Marcan form of the saying). Ib. mand. ii. 2 &oxos éoy Tijs duaprias
g:f. Me. iii. 29). On the general question as to the use of our four
ospels by Hermas see Dr C. Taylor, Witness of Hermas, p. 5 ff.

In Justin, again, we have an echo of Christian opinion at
Rome, and though the point is open to dispute, there is ground
for believing that he not only refers to the second Gospel, but
identifies it with the “memoirs of Peter.”

Dial. 106 70 elmely perwvopaxévar avrov Ilérpov &va TGy drooTolwv
kol yeypdpbar & Tols dmopvmuovedpacy avTod yeyernuévor kol TodTO
perd Tod kal dAlovs dvo ddeddods viovs ZeSedalov dvras perwvopakévac
dvépati o0 Boavepyés, § éoTwv viol Bpovris, onpavtikdv By TOV
avrov ékelvov O ol ral 70 émdvupor ‘laxdB ¢ “Topayh émudnbévr
édfy. It is clear from this that Justin knew certain *Amoprn-
povedpara, Ilérpov which contained the words évopa Boavepyés, &
éorw viol Bpovtijs, or their substance. But the actual words occur
in Me. iii. 17, and in no other evangelical record®. The assump-
tion that they were borrowed not from our second Gospel but
from Pseudo-Peter appears to be arbitrary, notwithstanding the
support of some great names (Harnack, Brucksticke d. Ev. d.
Petrus, p. 371, and Sanday, Inspiration, p. 310). A second
reference to Me. has been found in Dial. 88 rékrovos voulouévou

1 Canon of the N. T, p. 63. possibly a reminiscence of the saying in
% Ignatius has (Eph. 16) the Marcan  Me. ix. 35, &orac...mdvrwy Sidkovos, but it
phrase 78 wip 7 dofeorov, but of. Mt.iii.  is too uncertain to establish direct in-
12=Le. iii. 17; all the passages rest on  debtedness.
Isa. Ixvi. 24. In Polye. Philipp. g (rod 3 See the writer’'s Akkmim Fragment,
Kkuplov 8s éyévero dudkovos wdvTwy) thereis  p. xxxiii. ff.; J. Th. St. ii. p. 6 ff.
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(Mec. vi. 3); other passages might be quoted, but they relate to
contexts which are common to Mec. and Mt. or Lec, or to the
non-Marcan verses xvi. g—20 (see Intr. § xi.).

Meanwhile the Gospel was known and used by more than one
of the earlier Gnostic sects, and in other heretical circles both in
East and West,

Thus Heracleon (ap. Clem. Al strom. iv. 72) in a catena of
extracts from the Synoptic Gospels cites Me. viii. 38; cf. Zahn,
Gesch. d. NTlichen Kanons, i. p. 741 f. Irenaeus (1. 3. 3) refers
to the use of Mec. v. 31 by a Valentinian school, and Mec. i. 13
is distinctly quoted by the Eastern Valentinians, Clem. exc. 83
(atrika 6 xipios perd 76 Bdwriopa yiverar wpdrov perd Onplwy év
77 épipw). A Docetic sect mentioned by Irenaeus manifested a
preference for the Second Gospel (iii. 11. 7 “qui autem Iesum
separant a Christo et impassibilem perseverasse Christum passum
autem Iesum dicunt, id quod secundum Marcum est praeferentes
evangelium ”). But a mistake may perhaps lurk in this state-
ment. Basilides, we know (Clem. strom. vii. 17), professed to have
received instruction from one Glaucias, who is styled an interpreter
of Peter. If this Gnostic rival of St Mark wrote a Gospel, it is
possible that the words of Irenaeus refer to the Gnostic Gospel,
and not to the true St Mark. In Pseudo-Peter there are distinct
indications of the use of St Mark (dkhmim PFragment, p. xL.).
The Ebionite Clementine Homilies also shew an acquaintance
with it, e.g. xix. 20 Tols adrod pabyrals xar’ idlav émélve s Tdv
otpavev Pacihelas pvornpia (Me. iv. 34); a reference to Mec. xii.
29 in hom. iil 51 is less certain, but probable (cf. Sanday, Gospels
in the second century, p. 177 f.). Hippolytus (phil. vil. 30)
strangely represents St Mark’s Gospel as forming part of the
canon of Marcion'. But apart from Marcion the Second Gospel
seems to have found no opponents in early Christian communities,

" heretical or catholic.

The early circulation of St Mark’s Gospel is further attested by
| its place among the primary Gospels, which were regarded, perhaps
before the middle of the second century, as a sacred quaternion.

This idea is first expounded by Irenaeus iii. 11. 8 éredy Téoaapa
k\ipata 100 kdopov év & éopev elol xol Téooapa kabolikd mvelpata,
Ka.re'aﬂrap'ra.t 8¢ 5 exxlyaia érl wdays Ts 'yﬁs...eixéﬂ'wc (consequens est)
Téooapas Exew admy oTilovs...éf v davepdv St 6 TV dmdvTwy
Texvitys Adyos, & kabhjpevos éri Tdv xepouBip kal ovvéxwv T4 wdvra,
pavepwleis Tois dvfpdmois Bwkev futv Terpdpoppov TO elayyéiov
(quadriforme evangelium), éi 8t wveipare cuvexopevov. But the
conception of a terpdpopdov edayyéhov does not seem to have

! Marcion was probably acquainted with St Mark (cf. Westcott, Canon®,
P- 316 n.; Zahn, Geschichte, p. 675).
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originated with the Bp of Lyons. Dr C. Taylor ( Witness of Hermas,
i. passim) with much probability traces it to Hermas, ie. to
the generation before Irenaeus. Between Hermas and Irenaeus
we have the witness of Tatian, whose Diatessaron reveals the fact
that the four Gospels which had received general recognition were

none other than those of the present canon. Moreover there is |

reason to believe (J. R. Harris, Diatessaron, p. 56) that Tatian’s
Harmony was not the first attempt of its kind; certainly the
harmonising of portions of the Synoptic narrative appears to
have begun before his time.

If it be asked why St Mark’s Gospel took its place among the
four, the answer must be that in the belief of the post-Apostolic
Church it was identified with the teaching of St Peter. It did not
appeal in any special manner to the interests of the Ancient
Church, or, like the first and fourth of our Gospels, bear an
Apostolic name. It was saved from exclusion, and perhaps from
oblivion, by the connexion of its writer with St Peter. Thus its
position in the primitive canon bears witness to a general and
early conviction that it was the genuine work of the ¢nferpres
Petra.

In Irenaeus the identification of the work of St Mark with the
Second Gospel is formal and complete. The great Bishop of
Lyons is “the first extant writer in whom, from the nature of
his work, we have a right to expect explicit information on the
subject of the Canon’,” and he does not disappoint our expectations
here. He quotes our Gospel repeatedly, he quotes it as St Mark’s,

and he declares the author to have been St Peter’s disciple and

interpreter.

Tren. iii. 10. 6 “Marcus interpres et sectator Petri initium evan-

gelicae conscriptionis fecit sic: initium evangelii Tesu Christi Jilii

Dei,” ete. (Mec. i. 1—3). Elsewhere Irenaeus quotes wverbatim
Me. i. 24 (iv. 6. 6), v. 31 (i. 3. 3), 41, 43 (v. 13. 1), Viil. 31 (il
16. 5), 38 (iil. 18. 6), ix. 23 (iv. 37. 5), 44 (ii. 32. 1), x. 38
(i 21. 3), xiti. 32 (ii. 28. 6), xvi. 19 (iil. 10. 6). The last of these
passages shews that the Gospel as he possessed it included the
supplementary verses, and that he attributed the whole to Mark :
“In fine autem evangelii ait Marcus £t quidem Dominus Iesus,
postquam locutus est eis, receptus est in caelum, et sedet ad dexteram.

Dez”

! Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, p. 271.
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The century ends with the witness of an anonymous Roman
writer, the author of the so-called Muratorian fragment, and that
of Tertullian, who represents the belief of the daughter Church of
Carthage.

The Muratorian writer recognised four Gospels (“tertio secun-
dum Lucam...quarti evangeliorum Iohannis”), and the single line
which is all that remains of his account of St Matthew and
St Mark doubtless refers to St Mark. The words are quibus
tamen interfuit et ita posuit. Quibus may be regarded as the
second half of aliguibus, the first two syllables having perished
with the preceding leaf of the ms., or quibus tamen may represent
ofs 8¢ in the Greek original’. The sentence cannot mean that
St Mark was on certain occasions a personal attendant on our
Lord, as the next sentence (“Lucas...Dominum...nec ipse vidit
in carne”)? clearly shews, and must therefore refer to St Peter’s
teaching®, which Mark reported carefully so far as he had oppor-
tunity, This may be either a reminiscence of the words of
Papias (oddv 7jpapre Mapkos, ovrws éva ypdyas os dreprnud-
vevoev), or part of an independent Roman tradition. In either
case it is important as evidence of Roman opinion at the end of
the second century.

Tertullian’s belief is clearly shewn in adv. Mare. iv. 2, 5 “nobis
fidem ex apostolis Toannes et Matthaeus insinuant, ex apostolicis
Lucas et Marcus instaurant...licet et Marcus quod edidit Petri
affirmetur, cuius interpres Marcus.” His references to Mark are
few, but some of them at least admit of no doubt; they will be
found in Rénsch, d. N. T. Tertullians, p. 148 ff.

From the end of the second century the literary history of
St Mark is merged in that of the canon of the Four Gospels.
The Gospel according to Mark holds its place in all ancient
versions of the New Testament and in all early lists of the
canon. No voice was raised against its acceptance; East and
West, Catholics and heretics, tacitly recognised its authority.
The evidence comes from all the great centres of Christian life;
from Edessa and Antioch, from Jerusalem and Asia Minor, from
Alexandria and the banks of the Nile, as well as from Rome,
Carthage, and Gaul.

The Gospel according to St Mark was contained in the Old
Syriac version (it appears in 