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Textual variants
in the
Gospel of Matthew

Results from the variant evaluation:

The best MSS of Mt:
1. Primary (=best) witnesses: 01, B, L2 7 085

2. Secondary (= good) withesses: D, ©'%8 0281, f1,33%1%8 372'"1° 892 it, Co

3. Tertiary:  C, (22), 33, 700", sy-S, sy-C
[372, 2737, (2786) data incomplete]

"Caesarean": O, f13, (1424)

"Western": D, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C
fl-type: f1, 22

MSS with Lacuna: (noted also in the commentary)

Lacunae of C:
1:1-2 17:26-18:28 24:10-45 27:11-46
5:15-7:5 22:21-23:17 25:30-26:22 28:15-end

Lacunae of D:
1:1-20 6:20-9:2 27:2-12

Lacunae of L:
4:22-5:14 28:17-end

Z/035 contents:
N.B.! The lacunae of Z are not mentioned explicitly in this commentary.

1:17-2:6 12:43-13:11 19:21-28 23:13-23
2:13-20 13:57-14:19 20:7-21:8 24:15-25
4:4-13 15:13-23 21:23-30 25:1-11

5:45-6:15 17:9-17 21:37-45 26:21-29
7:16-8:6 17:26-18:6 22:16-25 26:62-71

10:40-11:18 19:4-12 22:37-23:3



Lacunae of O:
1:1-8 1:21-4:4

Lacunae of 1424:
1:23-2:16

Lacunae of Sy-S:
6:10-8:3 16:15-17:11

Lacunae of Sy-C:
8:23-10:31 23:25-end

Complete NA analysis:

4:17-5:4

20:25-21:20 28:8-end

To check if the selection of our variants is a good one, we compared the analysis
by checking all variants in NA. An extensive analysis of all variants in NA? gave:

Best MSS are: 01,B,Z

Secondary witnesses with good text are: C, D, f1, f13, 33, 892, Lat

additionally Mt1-14: W
Mt 14 -28: L,0O
Mt 15 - 21: 579, 700
Mt 8 - 14: 1424
Ranking: 1.01,B,Z

2.D,L,0,f1,892, Lat

3.C, W, f13, 33,579, 700, 1424

Clearly discernible Minority groups:

1.D, Lat, (Sy)

2.0, f13 (700, f1, 1424)

This confirms the above results.

"Western"
"Caesarean"



Additionally the T&T analyses
found the following minuscule MSS as especially noteworthy:

"2"  "Special" These are comparable to:
372 36% 10% 33 38% 14%
2737 33% 9% w 22% 7%
2786 24%  T% 579 16% 4%

22 32% 8%
1192 22% 5%

279 22% 7%

2680 20% 10%
517 15% 10%
1675 16% 15%

22 and 1192 form a group with 48/56 (86%) agreement. 22 is close to f1in Mt.
372 and 2737 form a group with 59/64 (92%) agreement. All of these are not
outstanding, but only tertiary witnesses. 372 has some remarkable agreements
with B.

Codex Schoyen:

We note in the following also the newly discovered middle-Egyptian Codex
Schoyen MS 2650, dated early 4™ CE. Tt will be listed as mae-2, against mae-1
for the Codex Scheide. mae-2 has text for chapters 6, 7, 14-17, 22 and 28.

The Codex has a curious mixture of Western and Alexandrian readings combined
with many singular readings.

The nearest neighbors are: 01, B, 892, f1, D, it, Sy-S

Compare extra file on this MS.

99 of the 327 variants (30%) are difficult to evaluate (Rating either "-" or "12").
Mt has 1068 verses. This means that we have

- one significant variant every 3™ - 4™ verse, and

- one difficult variant every 12™ verse.

About 34 variants (10%) should be reconsidered in NA.

Of the 327 variants noted only 42 (13%) have an umlaut in B (plus 8 unsecure
cases). There are 93 umlauts overall in Mt. This means that 51 of the 93 umlauts
indicate rather minor (or unknownl) stuff.



TVU 1

NA?" Matthew 1:6 "Teooal 6¢ €yévvnoer tov Aavld tov Bagliéo.
Aould ¢ eyévvnoer oV Xoioudve ék thic Tod Ovplov,

BYZ Matthew 1:6 'Teconl &¢ éyévvmoer Tov Aauld TOV PaoLicn
Aovld 8¢ 0 BaoLdelg éyévvmoer Tov Xoiopdvw €k thic Tod Ovplov

Byz C,KIL L, W,A,33,157,892, 1071, Mqj, Lat, Sy-H, geo

txt P1(3" CE), 01, B, T, f1, f13, 579, 700, pc, ¢', k, vg™**, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P,
Co, arm, Did

omit previous TOV PaGLAéx: 700, bo™

Lacuna: D, ©
B: no umlaut

Probably a repetition from 1:6a. The addition breaks the symmetry of the
verses.
Aowld O PaoLAeVg appears nowhere else in the NT, but 16 times in the LXX.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 2

Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 1:11 "Iwoleg 8¢ €yévvnoer T tov Teyoviay kol TOUC
adeddpole adtod émi Thc petotkeotog BoBuirdvoc.

T&T #1

T tov Iwokelp Iookell de éyévvnoev
(D), M, U, ©, %, f1, 33, 1342, al'®8, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, geo, (Ir*""), Epiph

D (in Lk): Tou Ieyoviov Tov Iwakely tov EAlakely touv Iwoelon

Ir: "Joseph enim Joacim et Jechoniae filius ostenditur, quemadmodum et
Matthaeus generationem ejus exponit."

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare:

LXX 1 Chronicles 3:15 ketl LLol Iwoie Tpwtotokog Iwowvay 6 deltepog
IwokLy 0 Tpltog Xedekia 6 T€TapTo¢ LaAoupl6 kol viol Iwekiy
Ieyoviac LLOC a0TOD XedekLag LLOC aDTOD

And sons of Josiah: the first-born Johanan, the second Jehoiakim, the third Zedekiah, the
fourth Shallum.16 And sons of Jehoiakim: Jeconiah his son, Zedekiah his son.

According to Mt 1:17 there are 14 generations in each of the three sections
(Hebdomadic principle, gr. "seventh"). Counting though, there are only 13 in the
last section. Several explanations have been put forward to overcome this
problem.

From early on it has been realized that Ieyoviac is not the son of IwoLia, but
the grandson. Compare 1.Chr 3:15. The (relevant) son is IwakLiL, which had been
omitted by Mt. So, many scribes added the name here. Then we have 42
generations in total, but 15 generations in the second section and still only 13 in
the last. It is possible to take lexoviac with the third section, which give 14
generations in each section. The only problem is that Mt counts up to the
deportation to Babylon, which includes Ieyoviag into the second section.

Either the name has been omitted to make the passage fit to 14 generations
(unlikely), or it has been added to make it consistent with Chronicles, ignoring
the number of generations (more probable).



For the D reading compare:

2. Chr 36:4 The king of Egypt made his brother Eliakim king over Judah and Jerusalem, and

changed his name to Jehoiakim.

So, EALakip is just another name for IwakLp. Perhaps a marginal gloss that

found its way into the text?

D also adds three other names, compare discussion of D's genealogy in Lk.

Abraham
Isaac
Jacob
Judah
Perez
Hezron
Aram
Aminadab
Nahshon
10. Salmon
11. Boaz
12. Obed
13. Jesse
14. David

CoNoOOhRWNE

Abraham
Isaac
Jacob
Judah
Perez
Hezron
Aram
Aminadab
Nahshon
10. Salmon
11. Boaz
12. Obed
13. Jesse
14. David

CoNoOoGRWNE

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

©COoNoO~WNE

©COoNoGO~WNE

Solomon
Rehoboam
Abijah
Asaph
Jehoshaphat
Joram
Uzziah
Jotham
Ahaz
Hezekiah
Manasseh
Amos
Josiah
Jechoniah

Solomon
Rehoboam
Abijah
Asaph
Jehoshaphat
Joram
Uzziah
Jotham
Ahaz
Hezekiah
Manasseh
Amos
Josiah
Jehoiakim

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)

©CoOoNoOGO~WNE

©CoNoGO~WNE

Salathiel
Zerubbabel
Abiud
Eliakim
Azor
Zadok
Achim
Eliud
Eleazar
Matthan
Jacob
Joseph/Mary
Jesus

Jechoniah
Salathiel
Zerubbabel
Abiud
Eliakim
Azor
Zadok
Achim
Eliud
Eleazar
Matthan
Jacob
Joseph/Mary
Jesus



TVU 3

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 1:16 "Takwf 6¢ €yévvnoer tov Twond

oV dvdpa Moaploc, €€ fic éyevvndn Incodc 0 Aeyouevoc ypLotoc

T&T #2

OV avdpa Moaploc, €€ fic Eyevvnon 0 Aeyouevoc xpLotdc
f1, pc'

Twond ¢ €yévvnoer tov dvdpae Maploc, €€ fic éyevvndn Incodc 6
Aeyouevoc YpLatoc
2670

® purnotevbeioe  mopOévoc Mapiop éyévvnoer Incodv Ttov
A€yOuevoy YpLoTOV

D?, ©, f13,L547, it(a, b, ¢, d, ¢*, k, q)

“to whom, being betrothed, a virgin Maria bore Jesus"

Tov avdpa Maploc,

® urnotevfeioa Ay Mapioy mopBévoc 1 €tekev ‘Inocodc XpLotdc
Sy-C, arm

"the husband of Mary, to whom was betrothed a virgin Maria, who bore Jesus"

Twong,

® uvnotevbetoa v Maplop mapBévog, éyévvnoey Incody toOV
Aeyouevov YpLoTOV

Sy-S

"Joseph, to whom was betrothed a virgin Maria, begat Jesus"

Twond 8¢, @ éuvnoteldn A mapBévoc Moaplap, €yévvnoer Ingodv
TOV AeyOpevov yYpLotov
von Soden (1)

txt P1(3™CE), 01, B, C, K, II, L, W, (f1), 33, 579, 892, Maj,
Lat (aur, f, ff', vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co



Latin:
cui desponsata virgo Maria genuit Tesum
cui desponsata virgo Maria peperit Christum Iesum

a, 1
d
cui desponsata ____ Maria genuit Iesum q
c
b

g.k

cui desponsata virgo Maria, Maria autem genuit Tesum
cui desponsata erat virgo Maria, virgo autem Maria genuit Iesum

virum Mariae de qua natus est Iesus (= txt) aur, f, ff', vg

Lacuna: D (d is extant!)
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 1:18 Tod 8¢ ’Incod Xpiotod 7 yéveolc oltwg mv.
uvnotevdeiong  the untpog abtod Mopleg T Iwond, mpiv 1§
oUVEABETY hTOVG €DPEBN €V YOOTPL €YOVON, €K TVEDUKTOS (YLOU.

NAZ" Matthew 1:19 Twong 8¢ 0 drnp obThg, Slkolog OV Kl Ut OéAwy
a0TTY SeLypatioot, €ovANON Aabpe dmoAdonl adTHY.
Sy-C, Tatian: Twond &€  avnp dLKoLOC QY

This verse is famous for the "heretical" Sy-S reading which indicates Joseph as
Jesus father! It is probably a translation/comprehension error, originating from
the ©, 13 reading, which is awkward, because the subject of éyévunoev is not
immediately clear. The Sy-S reading fries to continue the pattern from the
previous verses. P. Williams notes that from a grammatical/syntactical point of
view the Syriac translator had to provide a subject for €yévvmoer ‘Inoodv.
Otherwise the sentence is ambiguous, leaving open even the possibility that
Jakob was Jesus father. The scribe chose for whatever reason Joseph as
subject and not Maria.

Compare Streeter "Four Gospels", p. 87:
"To me the reading of Sy-S looks as if it was translated from a Greek MS of the
©, f13 type in which by accident the name “Twond has been written twice. ... The
reading of Sy-C will then be explained as one among many other attempts to
correct this MS by a MS of the D type."

Burkitt (Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe II, p. 262-4):

"But the reading of S itself I have come to regard as nothing more than a
paraphrase of the reading of the Ferrar group, the Syriac translator taking @
to refer to €yévvnocy as well as to pvnoteubelon."



Compare also the discussion by Bruce Metzger in:

"The text of Mt 1:16" in "Studies in the NT and Early Christian Literature",
Festschrift Allen P. Wikgren, Leiden 1972, p. 16-24

Metzger discusses several references from the apocryphal literature allegedly
supporting the Sy-S reading, but he concludes: "there is no evidence that
reading (3) [= Sy-S] ever existed in a Greek manuscript of the First Gospel. It
arose either as a paraphrase of reading (2) [= ©, f13] - this was Burkitt's view -
or as a purely mechanical imitation of the preceding pattern in the genealogy."

Pete Williams also doubts that Sy-S represents an independent reading:
"Thus S's reading, as reconstructed by NA27, differs formally in only three
respects from that of © f**. The word order difference is normal translation
procedure, the addition of the subject would be obligatory, and the presence
of ¥ has long been doubted. Parsimony suggests that, though belief in a
special reading of S has been widespread in modern scholarship, it should be
abandoned unless new evidence is produced. (Again, it should be stressed
that NA27 is at the better end of the methodological spectrum in handling
such a variant. Von Soden, on the other hand, intfroduced an imaginary Greek

reconstruction based on Sinto his main text.)"
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 240-44.

So, to conclude, one can probably add Sy-S as a witness to the O, f13 reading.

The origin of the [®, f13, Old Latin] reading was possibly motivated by the
problematic phrase TOV dwdpe. Moplag. It appears possible that the reading
was originally a Latin-only reading. The text of ©, f13 then is a back-translation
from the OId Latin. (But it is of course also possible that the reading already
existed in the Vorlage of the Old Latin.) We should note that the Greek part of
D is not extant, but the Latin part is, which reads the © et al. reading. It is
therefore quite certain that D read this, too! It is a characteristic "Western"
variant.

Note a similar change in 1:19 by Sy-C!

The Sy-C reading appears to be a conflation of the Old Latin reading and the txt
reading.

The Diatessaron lacked the genealogies, as far as we know, but it would be
interesting to know what Aphraates (Homilies) reads here exactly, because he
has the same strange genealogy as the one given in D. Compare Lk.



Stemma:
txt

N

OLat txt

SN/

Sy-S ©,f13 Sy-C,arm

It must be noted that on internal arguments alone, the Sy-S reading is certainly
dogmatically the harder one. Claiming Joseph to be Jesus father s
objectionable. Then the other readings would be attempts to overcome this
difficulty.

The reading of 2670 is funny.

There is a marginal note on this verse in S/028 (from Swanson):

MotBov o Lepevg ev BnOieep yvevva Buyoatepag tpelg: Maplov, XoBpn,
Avvaw.

n MopLo yevvo ZoAwuny tny deLoy.

n ZoPpn yvevve tnv EAloofert.

n &e Avvo Ty ayar Bkov (Beotokov = mother of God)

wg ewal v EAwoofer kor tny aywer Moploy kol ZoAwuny thy

oLy €k TpLwy adeAdwr OnALwr (BHjAug, women).

tov &€ mpodpopov (forerunner) Kol TNV ZoAwuny tny yuvolke loong
V0 wOEAPWY aPEVWY. (LPOEVWV?)

o Boapoaylag yevva tov Zoyapiov kol tov Ayyoiov, ovtog Tn(v)
Lw(avvny), ovtog Ty Zadwuny Ty yuvalke Iwong Tou tekTovod.

0 06e lwond L& avtng yevva lokwPor, Xipwve, Iovoav, Iwon, Eafnp,
MopLov.

Mattan (Mt 1:15), the priest in Bethlehem, begat three daughters: Maria, Sobbe, Anna.

Maria gave birth to Salome, the midwife.

Sobbe gave birth to Elisabeth.

But Anna (gave birth to) the holy mother of God.

So are Elisabeth and the holy Maria and Salome the midwife from three sisters (lit. female
brothers).

But the forerunner and Salome the wife of Joseph are from two male brothers:

Barachias begat Zacharias and Haggai, the former (then) Johannes, the latter Salome, the wife
of Joseph, the carpenter.

But Joseph with her begat Jakobus, Simon, Judas, Jose, Esther, Maria.



It might be interesting to identify the earliest source of this text. S was
written in the year 949. The tfext shows certain agreements with the
Protogospel of James (Zacharias father of John, a Salome appears, Anna as Maria's
mother).

Compare:
A. Martin "Matthieu 1:16 dans le palimpseste Syriaque du Sinai" Filologia
Neotestamentaria 15 (2002) 87-94 [has a "living text" approach]

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 4

Minority reading:
NA? Matthew 1:18 ToD &¢ 'Incod XpLotod 1) yéveoilg ovTwe M.

Xprotod Incod B, Or'2, Jerome, Weiss, WH™

XpLatod pc, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, pers/arab™?®, Irt" Diatess®,
Jerome, Aug
WH have 'Incod in brackets.

christi d (= D?)

‘Incod W, pc, pers/arab™*

P1(3™ CE) reads txf.
D has a lacuna, but d has "christi" so it is quite probable that D read this too.

The Origen quote is doubtful, as Tregelles (Account.., 1854, p. 189) notes: "The
passage occurs in Jerome's Latin translation of Origen's 28™ Homily on St.
Luke, where the words are, 'Christi autem Jesu generatio sic erat.’ This is
rather doubtful ground for citing Origen's authority, especially as in the Greek
fragments of this very homily we find the common reading."

According to T. Baarda (Lille Collog. 2000) the reading of the Syriac Diatessaron
is: "The birth of Christ thus was"

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 17:
NA? Matthew 1:17 ... €éw¢ T0D XpLOTOD Yevenl SekaTéoonpeC.

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 1:1 BifAoc yevéoewe Inood Xprotod viod Aauid

NAZ" Matthew 11:2 ‘0 6¢ "Twavvng akolong €V TG SeopwTNPLY T6 épyo
10D Xprotod meufoc oL v padntdr adtod

NA?" Mark 1:1 "Apy1 10D €daryyeAlov 'Inood Xprotod [vioDd Beod].

NAZ" John 1:17 1) xapLc kel 1 aAndeta v "Inood Xprotod éyévero.

NA? John 17:3 altn &€ €0ty 1) alwviog (wN re YLWWOKWOLY o€ TOV

Lovov aAndLror Beov kol ov améoteldac ‘Incodr XpLotov.




Compare also:
NAZ" Matthew 2:1 T'oD 8¢ ‘Inood yevvnOévtoc év Bniéeu thc Toudaiog
‘Incob Xprotob Q, 346, pc

NA?" Matthew 16:21 ’Am0 t0Te fpEato 0 ‘Inoodc delkvieLy Tolg uabntol
'Incolc XpLotdc 01*, B*, sa™*, mae-1, bo

NAZ?” Matthew 16:20 OTL 0DTOC €0TLY O YPLOTOC.
BYZ Matthew 16:20 OtL a0TOC €0TLY ‘Inoodc 0 ¥pLoTog
Byz 01%,¢, (D), K, W, f13°¢, 892, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, mae-1+2, bo
txt 01*, B, L, A, ©,T1, 1, f13°, 28, 565, 700, 1342, 1424, 1675, al,
it, vg™**, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, Or

Gospels Acts/Epistles
"Jesus Christ" 5 130
"Christ Jesus" - 95

In only very few of the cases an article has been applied to the term! TOV
xpLotov Inoodv appears 3 times in Acts and once in Col 2:6. Ehrman
(Orthodox Corruption, p. 173, note 96) writes: "Against this it should be noted
that the wording of the entire clause is peculiar."

It has been suggested that the omission of "Jesus" is not simply an accidental
error, but that it was deliberate. That this was the Genesis of **Christ**, not
Just Jesus.

Unfortunately D has a lacuna here.

Regarding the Persian/Arabian versions, it is possible that they have been
translated from Syriac (K. Lake, Text of the NT, notes: "traces of Caesarean
readings").

Metzger suggests that the Western reading might be a conformation to the
previous verse 17. Zahn argues the reverse, that verse 17 shows the correct
form and that verse 18 is corrupted.

Ehrman writes: "Perhaps the best way to resolve the problems of both sequence
and terminology is to observe that the clause provides the transition between
the genealogy of verses 2-17 and the birth narrative of verses 18-25. The
article, then, serves as a weak relative whose antecedent is the subject of the
preceding pericope ((Incob XpLotob, v.1).



"We know that this verse was important for orthodox heresiologists: they quote
it explicitly to confute Gnostic Christologies that separate Jesus from the
Christ. Irenaeus in particular accrues some significant mileage from the
Western reading: 'The birth of Christ occurred in this way." Irenaeus argues
that because the text speaks specifically of the birth ‘of Christ', it directly
confutes those who 'assert that Jesus was he who was born of Mary but that
Christ was he who descended from above' (Adv. haer. III, 16:2). Thus the
shorter text proved particularly amendable for the proto-orthodox in their
struggles against Gnostic Christologies: Mary's infant was the Christ."

"... the change was made some time earlier in the second century by an orthodox
scribe who shared Irenaeus’ concern to emphasize against the separationists
that it was precisely the Christ who was born of Mary." (Ehrman, p. 138f.)

Zahn (Com. Mat) thinks fo the contrary that the Western reading is original. He
says that the phrase 100 &6¢ XpLotoD 1) YéveoLg was striking as a hote for
the birth of a child with the name Jesus. The addition of "Jesus" is only natural.
But the resulting style is bad. Therefore the change of B et al. ToD &¢
XpLotoD fits Matthean style (Mt 11:2).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 5

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 1:22 ToDTO 6¢ OAOV yé€yover Tva TANPWOR T0 Pnder LTO
kupLlov dL Tod mpodnTov A€yovTtoc:

due "Hoatov tod mpodntou
D, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa™, arm, Diatess®, Irt

Sy-C has: 816 0topatoc "Hootov Tod mpodgntou
k, vg do NOT read "Howiou !
Legg lists 1582*"¢ for this reading too!

According to T. Baarda (Lille Collog. 2000) the reading of the Syriac Diatessaron
is: " ... Isaiah ... who said:"

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Mark 1:2 Kabw¢ yéypanmtal €v 1@ "Hooly t¢) mpodntn:
BYZ Mark 1:2 ‘Qc¢ yéypamtal €V Tol¢ TpodnTuLe,

Also:
NAZ?" Matthew 13:35 0 pndev Sie tod mpodgnTou Aéyovtoc:

8L "Hootov tod mpodntov 01*, O, f1, f13, 33, pc
(in this case the attribution is wrong!)

LXX Isaiah 7:14 180U T TopBEévog €v yaotpl €Eel kol TEEETaL LLOV Kol
KeA€oeLg T0 Ovopw vtod Eppavouni

Quite certainly a secondary addition. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 6

Minority reading:

4 \ 4 \ ’ /
NA?" Matthew 1:23 180U T) TopBEvog €V yaotpl €Eel kol T€EeTol LoV,
Kol KeAéoovoLy T0 Ovopn adtod "Epperouna,

KaAéoeLg D, pe, d, ff!, bo™*, Or, Eus
Swanson adds: 2*

Lacuna: ©, 1424
B: umlaut (1236 A 6 L) ULOV, KoL KOAEGOUGLY

Parallel:
. b \ e ’ b \ (V4 \ 4 (4
LXX Isaiah 7:14 LOOL 1| ToPOEVOC €V yooTpL €E€L Kol TEEETOL LLOV
Kol KeA€oeLg To Ovopn adtod Eppavouni
KOAEGOUOLY  LXX-mss

Compare context:

/4 ~
NA?” Matthew 1:21 TéEetal 6€ LLOV, Kol KOAEOELC TO OVOU oUTOD
'Inoodr: adtog yop 0WoeL TOV AxOV a0TOD GO TRV GUXPTLOY adTOV.

Clearly a harmonization to Isaiah and/or context. The singular fits better to
verse 21.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVWU 7
Minority reading:

’ O 4 \
NA?" Matthew 1:25 KoL OUK EYLVWOKEY DTNV €WC 0D €Teker ULLOV® Kol
exareoer 10 Ovope adtod ‘Inoodv.

omit: k, Sy-S

Sy-C has the words, basically:

"and chastily lived with her until she bare the son."

According to T. Baarda (Lille Collog. 2000) the reading of the Syriac Diatessaron
is: "[and?] chastily he lived with her"

Lacuna: ©, 1424
B: no umlaut

Is it probable that the words have been omitted due to h.t. (OU - OU). If the
00 is expressed in the versions is not clear. Compare next variant.

Zahn (Com. Mat) suggests that perhaps from the negation of marital relations
before the birth disagreeable conclusions for the time after the birth have
been drawn.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 8
Minority reading:
4 o)
NAZ Matthew 1:25 Kol 00K €YLVWOOKEY DTNV €we 0D €TeKey
LLOV® KoL ékadeoer TO Ovopn odtod ‘Inoodv.

omit 00:  B*, 10425*, Weiss
NA?°, WH both have it in brackets

B: 00 was added in minuscule script in the left margin (p. 1236 A 17), acc. to
Tischendorf by B

Lacuna: ©, 1424
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA27pMatthew 2:9 Tpofiyer adtole, €we EABwY €0Tadn émovw ol fV TO
ToLdLov.
NA?" Matthew 5:18 GuUNV Yop A€yw DULY® €w¢ AV TapeAdn 6 olparog kol
N YA, 0T €v 1) plo kepaler 00 un TapeAdn amo Tod Vopov, €we Av
TOVTO YEVTTOL.

omit 1.av: 13

omit 2.Qv:  B*, L2211, pc
NA?" Matthew 5:25 1001 €0VOGVY TG AVTLOLKW 00V ToXV, €wg OTOL €l WeT’
a0TOD €V T1) 060,

€wc o0 124, 788(=f13), 28
NAZ?" Matthew 5:26 GUNV A€Yw 0OL, 00 UT) €EEADBNC €kelbey, €wg v
amodGC TOV €0YMTOV KOSPAVTNY.

€wg o0 L, W, 1424

€wg 33
NAZ?" Matthew 10:23 00 W1 TeAéonte To¢ mOAeLc ToD "Topamd €wg av €Adn
0 LLO¢ TOD aVOpWTOU.

omit dv: 01*, B, pc
NA?" Matthew 12:20 KOAQULOV OUVTETPLUUEVOV 0D KoTenfel Kol ALVov
TupoUeror ol oféocl, €wg v ekPain €lg vikog TV kploLy.

€we L, 700
NA?" Matthew 13:33 TV AaBodoe yuvt €vékpuier €lg aAedpov oot TP Lo
€w¢ o0 €Cuuwdn OAov.
NA?" Matthew 14:22 KoL TPOOYELY aDTOV €L¢ TO TEPOY, €we 0D GTOADOT
TOUC OYAOUC.



NAZ" Matthew 17:9 undevi e€lmmte 10 Opaphee €wg oL O LLOG ToD AYOPWTOUL
€K VEKPRY €YePOT.
NA%" Matthew 18:30 0 6¢ 00Uk NOeAer aAAG ameAbwy €Paier adTOV €Lg
PUAOKTY €W ATOSD TO OPpelAdUeroV.
€wc 01,B,C,L, 892
€wg o0 D,K,TII, W, 0, f1, 13, 33,157, 579, Maj
NA?" Matthew 18:34 KOLL opyLGGELg 0 KUpLog a0TOD TPEdWKEY KDTOV
T01¢ BroovLotelc €we oD GmodE TaY TO OdeLAduerov.
omit o0: B, 579V'd, 892, pc
NA?" Matthew 24:34 UMV A€Y® LPIV OTL 0D WN) ToPEAON 1) yeved olTn
€we Av mavte tadte YEvnToL.
omit av: 01, 1241, pc
€wc ob 157
NA?" Matthew 24:39 KL ODK €yvwonl €w¢ HABEV 0 KOTOKALOROC Kol
APEY AToVTHG, 0UTWE €otal [kal] N Tepovoie tod viod Tod arépwTou.
€wc o0 A, 33,157
NA?" Matthew 26:36 koOionte adtod €wg [00] ameAbwy éxel

TPOOCVEWNL .
€wgav  D,KILL, WA, O,fl,f13,157,565,al
€we 01, ¢, 0281, 28, 33, 700, 892, 1424, pc
€w¢ oL v P53'“ A, pc
txt B, 067, 124,579, 1071, Maj

Possibly the 00 was unintelligible to the scribe or it was simply an oversight.
Weiss argues (Textkritik, p. 95) that €wC alone is rare and that there is a
tendency to insert the fuller form (€w¢ o0, 6Tov or AV, compare Mt 18:30).
Note that in 5:18, 10:23, 18:30, 18:34 B omits, too, but in 26:36 it preserves it
almost exclusively.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 9

27 \ 5 b ’ ) \ N4 QU4
NAZ" Matthew 1:25 Kotl 00K €YLvwokey adTNY €we 0D €Tekey
VIOV KoL €kdAeoer TO Ovoue adtod Inoodv.

BYZ Matthew 1:25 kol 00K €YLVWOKEY DTNV €W 00 €TeKey
TOV LLOV 0dThC TOV TPWTOTOKOY: Kol ékadeoer TO Ovoue adtod "Inood

T&T #4

Byz C,D,L,W,A, 087,124 + f13*¢, 892, 1071, Maj, aur, f, ff!, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H,
(Diatess™), Basil(4™ CE)
Variant: L, D*, d, g: TOV vidv* TOV TPWTOTOKOV

txt 01, B,Z"9, 071", f1, 788(=f13), 33, 1192, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, mae-1, (sa, bo)
TOV LLOV bo
viov adtiic 1182, sa
o0T@ Loy Sy-S

According to T. Baarda (Lille Collog. 2000) the reading of the Syriac Diatessaron
is: "until she bare her first-born" (omitting "son")

Lacuna: ©, 1424
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 2:7 KoL €Tekery TOV ULOV oDTAC TOV TPWTOTOKOV

Compare LXX:

LXX 2 Samuel 11:27 kol €yevndn odt@) €1 Yuvalke Kol €Tekey odTe
uLoV

LXX Hosea 1:3 kKol €mopevdn kol €Aafer tny [Mopep Ouyatépo AefnioLp
Kol OUVEAXBEV Kol €Teker DTG LLOV

Clearly a harmonization to Lk. There is no reason to omit this important clause.

T. Baarda gives the following discussion (Lille Collog. 2000):

"As a consequence one might conjecture that in early textual history there were
two rival readings: (1) ULOV and (2) a0tfic TOV TPWTOTOKOV. Perhaps we may go
even further and posit the view that the latter reading 'her first-born' was
original and corrected into 'a son'. For the conclusion that might be drawn from



the word 'first-born' is that Mary had other sons, a view that was not very
welcome in the church.". (compare complete discussion, p. 131 ff.)
Baarda seems to be unaware of the Lukan parallel.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 10

Minority reading:
NA? Matthew 2:11 kol €ABOVTEC €l¢ TNV olklow €ldov TO ToLSLloV WeTd
Maptloc thHg pnTtpog adtod,

ebpov 2¢,474, al, Lat(aur, b, ¢, ff!, g, vg), TR
(invenerunt)

Legg notes 892 for this reading, probably in error (it's not noted in Harris'
collation, JBL).
a, d, f, k, g read txt (=viderunt).

Lacuna: ©, 1424
B: no umlaut

Compare:
~ 0 ~ Q) ’
NA%" Mark 7:30 kol ameABobon €i¢ TOV olkov alThC €vper TO ToLdlov
4 b \ \ ’ \ \ /4 b /4
BePAnuevor emL Ty KALYMY Kol TO doLovior e€eAnAvBog.

Probably from the Latin.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 11

Minority reading:

NAZ?" Matthew 2:13 "Avoywpnoartowy 8¢ adt@dr T 18obL &yyeAoc KupLlov
dolvetar kot’ Ovep TG Twond Aeywy: éyepbelc Tapaiufe TO ToLSlov
Kol THY untépo adtod kol pedye el Alyumtor kol 1oL ékel €wg av
clmw oou perrer yop Hpwdng {ntelv to maLdlov tod amoiéont odTO.

T J \ 4 ) ~
elc TNV ywpav aT®V B

ko’ Ovop Ebown B, WH™, Lachmann

épovn kot Ovep 372 (acc. to Legg)

one of these: sa, mae-1

apparuit in somnis Latt

Kot® Ovep poivetol C, K, 11, 33, 157, 700, 892, 1071, pc, Trg
txt 01, D, L, f1, f13, 22,579, Maj, Sy?, bo

’ ~ \ s N
dalvetar T Toond kot’ ovap W

If the versional assignment is really clear here is doubtful.
Lacuna: Z, ©, 1424
B: no umlaut

(I)OLICVE‘EOLL indicative present middle/passive 3rd person singular
éd)O,LVT] indicative aorist passive 3rd person singular

Compare immediate context:
NAZ" Matthew 2:12 Kol YPNUOTLOOEVTEC KOT™ OVOp UM GVeKoUol TPOC
‘Hpwdnv, 81" aAing 0600 dvexwpnooy €ig Ty YWpoy edTV.

NA?" Matthew 1:20 ToDToe 8¢ ohTOD €VBUUNOEVTOC LEOL (Y yEAOC KUPLOV
Kot' Ovep €povn adT® A€ywy:

NAZ" Matthew 2:19 1800 &yyeAoc kuplov dailvetal kat’ dvap t¢ Twond
BYZ Matthew 2:19 160U &yyeAog kuplov kot’ Ovap ¢olvetal T¢ Twond
txt 01,8, D, Z, 0250, f1, f13, L2211, pc

Byz C,L,W,0233,33, Maj

Two rare, but typical errors of B.



The word-order variant is either inspired from 1:20 or from 2:19 (Byz). Or both,
2:13 and 2:19 are harmonizations to 1:20.
In verse 19 B does not repeat the careless error.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 12
NAZ" Matthew 2:18 pwvr €év ‘Poud Hrovodn, KAOWOWOS Kol
08LPUOC TOAVC

BYZ Matthew 2:18 ®wvr év ‘Pop Akovodn Bpfivoc kol kAwvBuoc Kol
O8LPPOC TOADG

T&T #5

Byz C,D,KTI L, W,A, 0233, f13,33, 892, 1071, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, Or
txt 01, B,Z, 0250, f1, 22, 279, 372, 1491, Lat, Sy-P, Co, Justin(2" CE)

bo omits KAUBOG Kol OBLPUOE TOADG
Z has PpuyROC for OBUPUOC (c.f. Mt. 8:12)

Lacuna: ©
B: umlaut! (line 1 A, p. 1237) KAXULOUOC KoL OBLPUOC

LXX parallel:
LXX Jeremiah 38:15 oUtw¢ €lmer kVpLog ¢pwvr év Pope Mkovodn 6prirou
Kol kKALOUOD kol O6LPOD

Compare also:
Mt 8:12, 13:42, 13:50, 22:13, 24:51, 25:30 and Lk 13:28
€kel €0ToL O KAoLOUOC kol O Bpuypoc TV 060VTWV.

The Byzantine reading could be a harmonization to the LXX text.
An omission by h.t. is not very probable because it is the first word that is
omitted and not the second.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 13

Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 3:3 oUtTo¢ yop €otiy 0 pnoelc S "Howolov tod mpodnTou
Aéyovtoc: dwrn Bodvtoc €V TH EPUW”

ETOLUAONTE TNV 080V KLPLOV,

eVBeloc ToLelte TOC TPLBouc adto.

omit 1: Sy-S
omit 2: k, Sy-S

Sy-C has the words.

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Mark 1:3 ¢wrr Bodrtog €V T €pMuw: €ToLudonte TNHY 060V
KupLov, €bBelag ToLelte Tac tpiBoug adtoD,

NAZ Luke 3:4 w¢ yeypamtol év BiPAw Adywy "Hoolov tod mpodntou:
dwrn PodrTog €V TR €PNUK: €ToLUaonTE TNV 080V Kuplov, €DOELug
ToLelte Tog tplBoug adtod:

LXX Parallel:
LXX Isaiah 40:3 pwvn Bo@dUTOC €V T €PN E€TOLUKONTE TNV 0d0V

kuplov €0Belog ToLelte tag TplPoug ToD Beod MUY

It is basically possible that the long reading is a harmonization to the parallels.
For the second omission h.t. (kupLov - «OTOD) is possible.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 14

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 3:5 T'0Te €Eemopeteto TPog adtov T ‘TepoooOivua Kol Taow
n Tovdalo kol TRoe 1 Teplywpoc tod Topdavov,

Not in NA and SQE, but in Legg, Tis and Greeven!

T macw | fl,22,1365,aq,k, |, vg™, arm, Or

Tooo 517, 892, 1424, pc

T, 157, 1071¢

filii Sy-S, Sy-C
Lacuna: ©

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 1:5 kol €Eemopeveto mpog adtov maow 1) Tovdeio ywpo Kol
oL ‘Tepocoivuitol TavTec,

27 \ > b ~ \ ’ ~ 9 ’
NA*" Luke 3:3 kol MABev €lg ooy [tnv] meplywpov tob Topdavou
KNPVOOWY BOTTLORK HeTovolag €lg ddeoty auapTLdv,

Compare:
NA*" Matthew 8:34
kel LOOL oo 1 TOALS €ERABer €lg vmavtnowy T¢ ‘Incod

NA?" Matthew 21:10 Kol eloeABovtoc adtod ei¢ ‘Tepoodiuvp €oeclodn
Tooe N TOALC A€youow: TLC €0TLY 0DTOC;

Probably a natural addition from immediate context.

Note that we have here with Teplywpog a significant Minor Agreements of Mt
and Lk against Mk:

Taow 1) Teplywpoc Tod Topdarov, M+t

ooy [tny] meplywpov tod Topdovov Lk

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 15

1. Difficult variant:
NAZ” Matthew 3:6 kol €Battilovto év T@ Topdavrn motape vm ohTod
€EOOAOYOUUEVOL TOC QUOPTLC aDTOY.

BYZ Matthew 3:6 koL €Bamtifovto €v 1) Topdown U aOToD
€EOOAOYOUUEVOL TOC QUOPTLOC aDTAY

Byz (¢ D,KII, L, 13, 892, Maj, Lat, mae-1, Gre, Bois
eic tov Topdowny 983, 1683(=f13°)

txt O01,B,C*, M, S, W, A, 0233, f1, 22, 33, 157, 346, 579, 1424, al,
q, Sy, sa, bo, arm, Or

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ Mark 1:5 kol €Bamtilovto UM adtod év t@ ’Topdavy TOTHUGD
€EOOAOYOUUEVOL TOC QUOPTLC aDTOY.

>

Topdavn D, W, ©, 28, 565, 700, L2211, Lat

Note also:

~ I4 ’ / ~ 4 >
NA?" John 1:28 tadtee €v Bnbavig €yéveto mépov tod "Topdarou, 6mou fy
0 Twavvng Pamtilwy.

mépav toD “Topdavov motouod 01, Sy-C

Topdavn TOTOWG is a rather unusual phrase. It appears only here and two
times in Joshua. Topdovng alone appears 232 times (13 times NT). Topdavm
TOTOL® is (probably) used in Pap. Egerton 2.

Note Mt 3:5 and 3:13 where "Topdav alone is used too.

Topdavn Toteyse could be a harmonization to Mk. ‘Topdavn alone could be a
correction to the more common usage.

Compare the previous verse:
NAZ?" Matthew 3:5 T'OTe €EeTopeveto TPoOg adTov TepoodAvpn Kl TEoW T
Tovdator Kol Taoo N Teplywpog tod Topdaov, [the region along the Jordan,]

Is it possible that TOTap® has been added to distinguish the river from the
region?



Sometimes Trorocu(')q can be translated as "water", compare: Joshua 4:7 and 5:1

LXX Joshua 4:7 Kl 0L SMAWOELG TG ULLE 00V AEYWwV OTL €EEALTEV O
Topdavng TOTEROG GO TPOoWTOL KLBwToD SLabnkne kuplov

"then you shall tell them that the waters of the Jordan were cut off in front of
the ark of the covenant of the LORD."

LXX Joshua 5:1 ... OTL &meEnpaver kVpLog 6 Beoc tov lopdavny TOTOUOV
€Kk TOV €umpoaber TV vy Iopanh ...

"When ... heard that the LORD had dried up the waters of the Jordan for the
Israelites ..."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 16

2. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 3:7 LéwV 6€ TOALOUG TV PapLociwy kel Zaddouknlwy
€pYOUEvoLg €Tl TO Bamtiope adTod elmer adtole: yevvnuate €xLovav,
Tlg UMEdeLEer DUTY duyely amo Thg peArodong opyhg;

omit: 01*, B, L1043, sa, mae-1, geo, Or, NA*>, WH, Bois, Weiss, Bal
01 corrected by 01¢
Tregelles has 0TOD in brackets. Tis has the word!

Twdvvov 346

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 3:7 "EAeyer olv 1ol ékmopevopévole 0xAoLc PamtLodfjval v’
a0DTOD" YEVVIUOTH EXLOVAD, ...

Possibly omitted to improve style: a0ToD €lmev ahTOLC. It is also possible that
it's a conformation to Lk, but the support is rather slim. The term BamTLoM
®0TOD is unique. It could have been omitted to avoid the notion of different
baptisms.

Compare:

Acts 18:25  ..though he knew only the baptism of John.

Acts 19:3  Then he said: "Into what then were you baptized?"
They answered, "Into John's baptism."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 17
NA?" Matthew 3:10
nom 6¢ M aflvn mpog Ty pLlov TRV 6EvpwY KELTL®

BYZ Matthew 3:10
non 8¢ kol M aElvn mpog Y PLlar TV SEVSpwY KeLToL:

Byz L,f13,22, 33,157,892, Maj, L1043, Sy-H
txt 01, B,C,D° W, A, 0233, f1,372, 700, pc, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, Or

Lacuna: ©
B: umlaut! (line 37 B, page 1237) t¢) ’ABpooy. 10 fi6n 8¢

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 3:9 161 6¢ kal 1) &Elvn Tpog Ty pLlov TV &vdpwy KeltoL:
omit Kal: D, 713, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm

(for 713 compare variant Mt 17:26, Diatessaron)

Clearly a harmonization to Lk, probably to improve style.
IQP's Crit. ed. has 101 6¢ 1 GELvn as safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 18

3. Difficult variant:
NAZ?" Matthew 3:11 a0TO¢ UG Pamtioel év mrelpatl ayly kol mTupl:

BYZ Matthew 3:11 «0TOC UUAC Pamtioel €V TYeDUaTL oyLlw

Not cited in NA and SQE!
Byz E,S,V,Q, 2, 28,517,579, 1424, Mqj, Sy-Pal

txt P1019,01,B,C, K, IL L, M, U, W, A, f1, f13, 22, 33, 565, 8922, L1043,
Latt, Sy, Co, Or, Basil(4™ CE)

P101 reads: [ev] VL oy, ke[l TUPL OV TO]
Lacuna: ©
B: umlaut! (line 9 C, page 1237) ayiw kol Tupl: 12 oD TO WTOOV

Parallels:

NA% Mark 1:8 €yw €Pamtion LWAG UBaTL, a0TOC 6¢ PomtlocL ULUdC €v
TVeUUOTL Oy L.

NAZ Luke 3:16 dmekplvato A€ywy maow 0 Twavvne éyw per DoutL
Bamtilw VMAC ... xDTOC VMAC PamTioeL €V mreduatl aylw Kol Tupl:

Compare:

NAZ” John 1:33 k&yw 00K deLy adTov, GAL’ 0 méuac ue Bamtilely év
VBUTL €KELVOC WoL €lmer: €’ Ov v 1dng TO Tredue Ketoefalvov Kol
HEvor €m’ ahToV, 00TOC €0TLY O Pamtilwy €V TYeDUNTL QyLw.

NAZ Acts 11:16 éuvnodny 8¢ tod pPNUato¢ ToD Kuplou w¢ EAeyev:
Twovvng uer Efamtioery VoutL, Lpele 8¢ Pamtiodnoeobe év Treluotl
aylw.

Lk 3:16 Trebuotl aylw kol Tupl  fixed (1194, 1574 omit kol Tupl)
Mk 1:8 TVEOUOTL YLW fixed (P, pc, Sy-P, add kil mupl)
Jo 1:33 TreluatL aylw. fixed (P75, ¢*, sa add kol mUp()

It is noteworthy that TUp is also mentioned in 3:10 and 3:12, same in Lk.

The addition of kal Tupl could be a harmonization to Lk.

The omission of kol Tupl could be a harmonization to Mk.

Normally a harmonization to Lk is more probable than to Mk.

On the 2SH the pericope is in Q and the omission would be the only serious
difference. The IQP has kol Tupl for Q.



Note also that the IQP Crit.Ed. has aylw in double brackets (= "probable but
uncertain"). They comment: "Is &YLw in Q or from Mk?".

NA lists as support for the omission the Byzantine minuscule 64 and Tert: "in
spiritu et igni." Tis additionally lists min. 63 and a similar Latin Augustine quote.
He also has a Clem quote: "epyetol 6€ HOUL OTLOW O PamTi{WV €V MVELUATL
KoL TupL”.

John Kloppenborg comments (private communication, 03/2002):

Q 3:16 is one of the Q-Mark overlap texts. It seems clear that Q's text read at least PURL.
The problem is whether it also read PNEUMATI or PNEUMATI AGIW, in agreement with Mark,
or whether the latter phrase in Matt and Luke is due fo both conflating Mark (PNEUMATI
AGIW) and Q (AGIW). The variants #9-10 are present because there is in the body of
discussion of the reconstruction of Q those who have argued that Mark and Q had different
formulations, and that Matthew and Luke have conflated them (even though the IQP itself
decided that Q probably had both spirit and fire. Thus the variant simply signals that there is a
*potential* problem that reconstruction has to deal with. The reason for the [[ ]] around AGIW
has to do with the argument, commonly found in the literature than PNEUMATI KAI PURI is a
hendiadys, referring to divine judgment and might well have been what was in Q, with Mark
supplying AGIW (And Matt and Luke taking it over from Mark. Again, in the end the IQP decided
that AGIW was in Q, but with less certainty than PNEUMATTL.

Note also the following addition:

NAZ" John 1:27 0 OTlLOW WOU €PYOUeroc, ol olk eipl [éyw] &Eroc Tva
Aow adtod Tov Luavte tod LTOdNUoTOS ' .

T exelvoc LUAC Bamtioel év mreduatl aylw Kol Tupl:
E,F,G H,N,2*

Rating: - (indecisive)
(variant should be cited in NA and SQE!)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 19

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 3:12 00 TO TTUOV €V TH yeLpl adtod kol Srakaduplel Ty
aAwve o0tod Kel ouvatel TOv oltov abtod €ic TNV &mobnkny, T O¢
AYLPOV KUTUKOVOEL TUPL GOBEOTH.

T&T #6

lelc Ty amobkny f13, pc'®, Did

2 el¢ Ty amobnknr adtod E,L, U, 279, 892, 983, 1424, pc®®, Sy, mae-1

3 a0Tod €ig TNY amodnkny 01, ¢, D®, 0233, f1, 22, 2786, Maj''®, L1043,
Lat, sa, bo

4 o0toD eic TNV dmodMkny adtod B, W, 372, 828, 1071, 1243, 2737, pc*,
WH"™, Trqg

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut (but on previous line 12 C, p. 1237 a0toD Kol ouvoEeL TOV)

Parallel:
NA? Luke 3:17 KXL OLVOYEYELY TOV OLTOV €L¢ THY amodnkny avtod,
015, D, pc: €l TNV GmodnKnY

Reading 1 omits «0TOD because there are already two such pronouns in the verse
(Metzger: "literary purism").

Reading 2 could be a harmonization to Lk.

Reading 4 adds a fourth a0TOD either to make it more symmetrical or
accidentally while monotonous copying.

On the other hand reading 4 might be the original and the other readings are
attempts to correct the repetitive style.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Lukan €i¢ Tt amodnkny «dtod for Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 20

4. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 3:14 0 6¢ “Twavvng SLekwAver adTOV AEYwY: €yw Ypelov
€xw LTO ood PamTLodfjvaL, kol oL €pyn TPOC WE;

omit: 01*, B, L1043, L1602?, sa, Eus, NA*°, WH, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
01 corrected by 01¢
Tregelles has Twovvng in brackets.

579 omits due to h.t. (13 oV Twovvny .. 14 0 8¢ Twarvng)

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

SLAKWADW "prevent"

Compare previous verse:
NAZ?" Matthew 3:13 Tdte mapoylvetor 0 ‘Inoodc amo thc IuAtdeiog €ml
tov “Topbovny Tpog tov Twavvny tod Bamtiodfvel LT wdToD.

Similar to the omission of the a(toD at 3:7.
There is every reason for the addition of "Twdvyng here to make clear that it is
John who is speaking and not Jesus.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 21

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 3:15 aokpLBeic 8¢ 0 'Inoodg eimer mpog adtov: ddeg dptL,
0UTWE YOP TPETOV EOTLY MULY TANPQOL TRoKY SLKeLooOYNY. TOTE
apinoy adtov T .

" BamTiobfjvor - Sy-S, Sy-C

T et cum baptizaretur . lumen ingens circum fulsit de aqua, ita ut timerant

omnes qui advenrant a (4™ CE)

T et cum baptizaretur Tesus, lumen magnum fulgebat de aqua, ita ut timerant

omnes qui congregati erant g' (6™ CE)

Lacuna: ©
B: umlaut! (line 30 C, page 1237) ddinory adtov. 16 Bantiobelg

"And when Jesus was being baptized a great light flashed from the water, so
that all who had gathered there were afraid."

Isho'dad of Merv's Diatessaron commentary:
"a great light shown"
Ephraem's commentary on the Diatessaron, IV, 5:
ex splendore lucis super aquas
"from the bright light upon the waters"
Romanos Melodos, First Hymn on the Epiphany, XVI.14.7-10:
kol TOp €V Tt "Topdovn Aqumov
"and fire in the Jordan shining"
A similar form appears in several other Gospel harmonies, probably based on the
Diatessaron.

Justin(2" CE) in his "Dialogue with Trypho the Jew", 88:3:
kol TOp avnddn év T Topdavn
"and a fire was kindled in the Jordan"

Epiphanius(4™ CE) reports (haer. 30:13) a variant from t0 ‘EPpaikov, the
Gospel of the Ebionites:

kol €0BUC mepLédaple TOV TOMOV OOC UEYX

"and immediately a great light shone around the place"




The words can also be found in the Hudra (Hudhra), an East Syrian liturgical
book, presumably from the 6™/7™ CE. It is based on earlier liturgical material
from the 4™ and 5™ CE.

The tradition is very early (2" CE).

It has been speculated by W. Petersen in his Diatessaron book that Justin used
a Gospel harmony which was basically identical with T0 ‘EPpaikov. This then
was used by Tatian as an additional source for his Diatessaron. If TO
‘EBpaikOv was intended as a harmony or if it was just another Gospel is not
known. This fradition originated probably in Jewish Christian circles, but
managed to get respect in the West.

All this is speculation. It is clear though that the above OId Latin reading is a
relict of this ftradition.

The Old Syriac reading is probably just translation freedom. So also P. Williams:
Sy-S reads "then he permitted him to be baptized" and Sy-C similarly with no
significant difference in meaning. The problem with NA27's citation is that
without the last word it could be ambiguous. Williams:
"I suspect it would be most naturally read as ‘then he /eft him'. There is
enough in the context to indicate that this is not the proper meaning ...
Granted that a motivation for SCs addition can so readily be proposed, it is

precarious fo use SCto reconstruct an unattested Greek reading."
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 275-76.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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5. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 3:16 BamtLofelc 6€ 0 'Inoolc €vOug avePn amod tod VowTOC
kel 180U Mreydnoay [adT@] ol odpavol, kel €idev [to] mredue [tod]
Bcod katoPuivor woel mepLotepar [kal] épyoucvor €m’ adTov:

BYZ Matthew 3:16 ketl BamtLofeic 0 'Inoode avéfn eddug amo Tod Véwtog:
Kol LOoU arewydnoay adTe ol odpavol kol €idev 10 Tvedun tod Ocod
KeTOPOIVOV WOEL TEPLOTEPLY KoL EPYOevor €T adTov"

T&T #7+8

omit 1: 01*, B, 789°, 842, 1029, L1043, L1602?, L2211, vg™*, Sy-C, Sy-S, sa,
Irenaeus™, Cyr-Jer, NA%, WH, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
(789 + 1029 are Byzantine minuscules)
avewyOfiveL ol odporol L1043 (from Lk?)

WH have 00T in the margin
01: the word has been added by corrector B (=01¢%).

omit 2: 01, B,bo,Ir, NA%°, WH, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal

omit 3: 01, B,bo, Ir, NA?® WH, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal

omit 4: 01*, B, L1043, Lat, Ir*™", NA®°, WH, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
01 corrected by 01¢, Trg has kol in brackets

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

’ ~ » ’
BNT Mark 1:10 kol €00U¢ avaPalvwy €k tod Vontoc €ldev oy Ll ouéroug
TOUG 0VPOVOUC KoL TO TVEDUN WG TEPLOTEPOY KaToBulvov €l ahTov:

BNT Luke 3:21-22 kol ’'Inood PamtioBévto¢ kol TPOOEUYOUEVOU
avewyOfiral  TOV olpavor 22 kol KoToffival TO TYeduo TO  KyLov
OWHNTLKG €LdeL ¢ TepLoTepay €T adTov,

Everything seems to be in favor of retaining the words. Only problem is that the
omission is difficult to explain.
Weiss thinks that the articles have been added to make the phrase more solemn.



[ Note also the double Augment for fvewyOnowy (indicative aorist passive 3rd
person plural) supported by B, pc. The same word appears in Mt 9:30 supported
by B, D, N, 33 and in 27:52 by C¢, L, f1, 33,579. In Jo 9:10 it is supported by
P66,P75,01,B,C,D,L,N, W, ¥, 579, 700; Byz is divided.]

The LXX prefers the anarthrous mvebuo 6eob (16 times). Isa 11:2 alone has
mvebpe ToL Beol. In the NT both forms are equally present (7:8).

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)



TVU 23
T 14

NAZ" Matthew 3:17 kol 160U Gpwrm €k TOV 0Dpav@dV A€yovoe ' * oDTOC
€0TLY 0 ULOC MOV O &yamTOC, €V () €DBOKNOW.

T TpOg adTOV D, it(a, b, d, h), Sy-S, Sy-C
Lat(aur, c, f, £f', 1, vg) read txt

YU €l 0 vidc pov D, a,d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Ir

Tregelles notes add.:"Ev. Ebion. ap. Epiph. 30.13"
Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Mark 1:11 kKol Gwun €YEveto €k TV o0pav@Y: oL €l 0 LLOC Hov O
&yomToC, €V 0ol €DSOKMOC.

NAZ" Luke 3:22 .. kel pwrny €€ odpavod yevéabul: oL €l 0 LLOC Pov O
GyomToC, €V ool €DSOKMOC.

Possibly a harmonization to Mk/Lk.

Peter M. Head argues ("Christology and the Synoptic Problem", p. 204) that Mt
presents the baptism of Jesus as a public event whereas Mk has it more private.
This can be seen in connection with the previous variant in verse 3:16, the
addition of a0T®, which "makes it a private revelation".

There is no reason why all other witnesses should have changed the text here.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 4:10 TOTe Aéyel adT@) O Inooldc Umoye, ootovd: YEYPoTToL
YOp* KOPLOV TOV OOV 00L TPOOKUVNOELG Kl (VTR HOVW AXTPEVOELC.

BYZ Matthew 4:10 T0Te A€yeL adT® 0 ‘Inoodc Umaye Omlow pov Xotowd:
véypantol yap Koprov tov Bedv oov mpookuvnoelg kol odT@ WOV
Ao TpeoeLe

T&T #9

Byz (¢ D,L,Z, 13,28, 33,118° 157, 1582, 579¢, 1071, 1424, Maj"°,
b, h, I*, (Sy-S), Sy-C, Sy-H**, sa”', bo™*, Justin'/2

txt 01,B,C* K,P,S,V,W,A,ZX, 0233, f1, f13%*, 22, 372, 565, 579*, 700,
892*, 2680, 2737, al', f, k, I, vg, Sy-P, sa®", bo, mae-1, Or, Basil(4™ CE)

Sy-S: Burkitt has "Get behind, Satan!"

Vade, retro Satanas it (a, aur, ¢, ff', g), Ire™

Lacuna: ©
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 16:23 otpadelc eimer @) Ilétpw: Vmaye dmiow pov, ootova
NA?" Mark 8:33 émetiuncer Ilétpw kol Aéyel:  Umoye dTiow pov, ontavd,

same addition by Byz in Lk:

NA?" Luke 4:8 kol &mokpLOelc O Inoodg eimer adtd-

YEYPUTTOL: KOPLOV ...

BYZ Luke 4:8 kal &mokpLBeic adt® eimer 6 ‘Inoodg Yrmoye 6miow Wov, Zotevd:

YEYPOTTHL: KUPLOV ..

Byz A,®, ¥, 0102, 13,157, 1071, Maj, it, Sy-H, bo?", Justin'’?

txt O1,B,D,L, W,E, fl1, 788(f13), 22, 33, 579, 700, 892*, 1241, 2542, pc’,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, sa, boP', arm, geo, Justin'/2

Probably a harmonization fo Mt 16:23 or Mk 8:33. There is no reason for an
omission.

The long form must be old here, because it appears already once in Justin (Dial.
103:6).

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Lukan 0 'Inoodc elmer adt®: yéypamtuL: for Q.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 4:17 "AT0 t0te fipfato 0 'Inoodg knplooely kol Aéyely:

LETOVOELTE: Ry yLkey yop 1 Baolielo TAV o0pav@v.
omit: 1582, k, Sy-S, Sy-C, (Eus, Victor Antioch?), WH™

1582 is not in NA, compare Amy Anderson (Family 1, 2004)
1582M%: 10 petavoe[ite] EEwder maplélkerto we Votep[ov] TPooTedéy
= "the LeTOVOELTE stood outside, as later added"

This marginal comment has been written by the original scribe Ephraim (10™ CE). Anderson
thinks that it is more likely that Ephraim copied those marginalia from his exemplar, than that
they are his own comments. Ephraim is known from his other work fo have copied faithfully his
material. The text of 1582, as well as 1739 is closely related to Origen/Caesarea. The archetype
has been assigned to the late 5™ CE.

Legg hotes: "pro Yo.p hab. guia ante adprop. k", this would be against NA, which
has k for both omissions. Jiilicher has for k: "Exinde enim coepit Iesus
praedicare et dicerem: Quia adpropinquavit regnum caelorum.”

Eusebius writes:

9 \ ’ ~ 4 [ ~ ’ \ ’ (%4 b4 e
Ao tote yobv np&ato 0 'Incolc knpULOOELY KoL AEYELV OTL MYYLKEV 1)
BooLAela TRV obpav@Y.

Victor of Antioch writes:

" \ \ ) ’ J \ 14 b4 S ) / \ 4

Kool MeTe OALyo: amo tote Mp&ato 0 Inoov knplLOOELY Kol A€YeLy,
LLETOVOELTE TYYLKE Y0P ... but in the followmg paragraph he says, cn‘mg
Matthew: Kol &m0 toTe TpEato Knpuocsew Kool keyew ovYL, TO
UETOVOELTE, Kol T €ERC, GAAe povor 10, Myyikey 1) Paoiielo TV
0VPUVAY.

According to Barnard (Biblical Text of Clement Alex. 1899) both Cl and Origen
omit y&p. In the critical Klostermann edition of Origen's Mt-Comm. the Yo is
present in both quotations.

Lacuna: ©

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 \ 4 V4 4 [S \ \ b4 €
NAZ" Mark 1:15 kol A€ywr OTL TEMANPWTOL O KOLPOS KoL TlYYLKEV 1)
BooLAelo ToD BeoD: peTooelte Kol TLOTEVETE €V TR €Dy YEAL®.

Context:
NA?" Matthew 3:2
[Kel] Aéywr: petavoelte NyyLker yop T Paotieio TV odpov®y.




Is the txt reading a harmonization to 3:2? The support is just too weak to
consider this seriously.

Fee analyses the proposed church father support for the omission, but comes to
the conclusion that in case of Justin and Clement the support is based on an
argument of silence. Origen cites the verse twice in full, with the word, and
later he cites it as TYYLKeV ... without LETOVOELTE, because it was unnecessary
to the focus of the discussion.

Regarding Eusebius Fee notes the addition of yoUV and 0TL and writes: "This is
adapted just enough to give doubts as to the Greek text Eusebius actually
knew."

Regarding Victor of Antioch Fee notes that this is "his attempt to reconcile
Matthew with Mark as to what Jesus preached affer he went to Capernaum. In
any case this is the only patristic evidence for the 'omission’, and it is flimsy
indeed."

In any case, the compiler of the archetype of 1582 provides evidence that there
were indeed MSS, that omitted petavoeLTe.

Compare:
6.D. Fee "Modern Textual Criticism and the Synoptic Problem" in Epp/Fee
"Studies in the Theory and Practice of NT TC" S&D 45, p. 177-8

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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6. Difficult variant:
NAZ" Matthew 4:23 Kol mepLijyev év 0An th TaAdidole
BYZ Matthew 4:23 Kol TepLfiyev 0Anv tv FeAtdelov 0 ‘Incoig,

T&T #10

10Anv v Fadtdelor 6 'Incodc W, 0287, 13, Maj, Basil(4™ CE)
2 OAnv ™y TeAtdatoy pc’

30 ‘Incodc oAny tqv FeAtdator  01¢, D, f1, 346(=f13), 33, 157, 892,
1424, 2786, pc'®, Lat, Eus

46 'Inoodc év A ToaAtdale — O1*

50 ‘Inoodg év OAn th Lodtdale €, 279, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, Trg

txt év OAn th Foddale B, L1043, k, Sy-C, sa, mae-1

Tregelles has 0 'Inooic in brackets.
Lacuna: L, ©, 22
B: no umlaut

Note next verse:
NA? Matthew 4:24 Kol amfiAder 1 dkorn adtod eic OANY Tty Xuplay:
A:év OAny T Xvplov:
01,157, 983: €ilc maoay TNV Zuploy:

Compare:
NA? Matthew 9:26 kol €ERABer 1) dnun altn €lg OANY Ty yijv ékelvny.

NA?" Matthew 14:35 GTE€OTELAXY €L OANY THY TeEPLYwPOV

NA?" Matthew 9:35
Kol mepLijyer 0 'Inoodc Tog TOAELC TOONC KOL TOC KWMKG

NA?" Matthew 9:31

oL 6¢ €EeABovteg SLedpnuLoay alTOV €V OAN T Y1) €kelvn.
NAZ?" Matthew 24:14 knpuyOnoeteL ToDTO ... €V OAn TH olkouuévrn
NA?" Matthew 26:13 OTOUL €0V KNPUYXOT ... TODTO €V OAW TG KOOUW

NA?" Mark 1:28
kol €ERABer 1) dkon ... €ic OANY TNv meplywpor the IaAidoloc.




NA?" Mark 1:39 KoL fA8ev knpooowv ...€i¢ 0Any Ty Laiiioloey

NA?" Luke 7:17 koL €ERABer 6 Adyog oltog év 0An tf Touvbule mepl
a0TOD KoL TEON Th TEPLYWPW.

The support for txt is extremely thin. The current argumentation goes probably
like this: 01 and B both have the dative. But only 01 has the direct subject
Jesus. B is supported for the omission of Jesus by k and Sy-C. So, it is more
probable that the direct subject Jesus has been added later, because in the
previous verse James and John are the subject. Stemma:

txt

45

3

1
2

Even though the accusative (1, 2, 3) is the more usual construction after
mepLiyeV, from external support reading 3 is also quite strong. Stemma:
3
1 45
2 txt

Note also that with 4:23 a new pericope begins in the Greek lectionary.

Also note the next verse 24, where the accusative is safe. Is Matthew using two
different cases here or only one?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 5:3 MoKkapLOL OL TTWYOL TG TVEDUATL, OTL aUTOV €OTLY T
BooLAela TRV obpav@Y.

NA?" Matthew 5:4 okopLol ol mevBodrteg, 0TL whTOL TopaKANONoOVTHL.
NA?" Matthew 5:5 JOKIPLOL OL TPaELE, OTL ®DTOL KAMPOVOUNOOULOLY TNV

Yhv.

NA?" Matthew 5:3 MaKkapLOL OL TTWYOL TG TVEDUATL, OTL GUTOV €0TLY T
BooLAclo TRV 0bpav@Y.

NA?" Matthew 5:5

HOKAPLOL OL TPOELE, OTL adTOL KANPOVOUNOOLOLY TNV YAV.

NA?" Matthew 5:4 pokopLol ol mevBodrteg, 0TL ahTol TopakAndnoovTaL.

T&T #11

Different verse order!

Support: D, 33,17,130, Lat, Sy-C, Cl, Or, Eus

5-3-4 have: q, ¢, d, ff', g4, h, k, I, m, aur
3-4-5 have: b, f, q
B: no umlaut

Compare:
LXX Psalm 36:11 0oL 0¢ TpaEl KAMPOVOUNOoOLOLY  YyfjY Kl
KT TPUPNOOLOLY €Tl TANOEL €lpnung

It seems that some scribes put verse 5 which speaks of inheriting the "earth"
next to verse 3 which speaks of possessing the kingdom of “heaven."

Tregelles (Account.., 1854, p. 187f.) speaks in favor of the order in D et al.
because of Origen's testimony.

Streeter "Four Gospels" (p. 250 footnote 2): “.. it may be an interpolation. I
incline to agree with Harnack that Mt 5:5 is an interpolation from Ps. 36:11,
against Dr. Charles, who, in his The Decalogue (Clark, 1923), argues that verse 4
is the interpolated verse, through assimilation from Luke."

Already Wellhausen (1844-1918) was of this view (noted in NA as cj.).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 5:11 HoKaPLOL €0T€ OToV OVELSLOWOLY VUAC Kol SLOEWOLY
Kol €LTWoLY TEY Tovnpov ka®® LUV [Pevdopevol] €veker éuob.

BYZ Matthew 5:11 pakapLol €0Te Oty OVeLdlowoLy DUAC Kol SLOEWOLY
Kol €LTwoLY may Tovnpor pfipe kb L@V Peudouerol évekey €uod

vg: et dixerint omne malum adversum vos mentientes, propter me.
and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely on my account.

T&T #12

Byz C,W, A, 0©,fl,f13, 33,565,579, 1071, Maj,
q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™, mae-1, Or

txt 01, B, (°D), L1043, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo, Tert(2" CE)

Lacuna: L, 22
B: umlaut! (line 40 A, p. 1239) ToVNPOY KO’ VUGV

Probably inspired by LXX:

Deu 17:1 Tav pfijue TOUNPOV

Deu 23:10 TOVTOC PHUATOS TOVNPOD

Jos 23:15 TAVTH TO PHUETE TG TOVNPO

also sometimes in the LXX: T0 pfjue TO Tovnpov

For D compare also next variant!

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

14 4 14 ~ \ ’
NA?" Matthew 5:11 HoKOPLOL €0T€ OToV OVELBLoOWOLY VAC Kol SLOEWOLY
Kol €LTWoLY Ty Tovnpov kee®® VUV [Pevdopevol] éveker éuod.

BYZ Matthew 5:11 pokapLol €0te Oty OVeLdlowoLy DUAC Kol SLOEWOLY
Kl €lTwoLy Ty movnpor phue kad LUV Wevdouerol €veker Euod

"and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely on my account."

omit Wevdouevolr: D, it(b, c, d, gl, h, k), Sy-S, Tert, Aug, Gre, Bois

Tregelles has JievB0eVOL normal in the text and with brackets in the margin.

D, (it) read:

HOKAPLOL €0TE OTo SLWEOLOLY VHAC Kol OVeELSLoOVaLY
KoL €ELTWOLY Ko® DUV TaY Tovnpov évekey dLkeLoolvnc:
€veker dLkaLoolYNG: harmonization to Mt 5:10

€veker &uod JevdopevolL L1043

Lat(aur, f, ff, 1, q, vg) read txt ("mentientes"). For the details of the Old Latin
variations consult Jiilicher.

Tischendorf and von Soden cite Origen in favor of the omission. Von Soden adds
also Eusebius. Boismard adds Tatian'.

Lacuna: L
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 10:

4 I4
NA?" Matthew 5:10 LOKEPLOL OL O€SLWYUEVOL €vekey SLkoLoolYng, OTL
a0TOV €0TLY M Baotielo TOY odpavGV.

Difficult. It could be an addition to enhance the saying. The verb appears only
here in the Gospels.

Weiss argues (Textkritik, p. 151) that the word has been omitted, because it
disturbs the connection of the €veker €uob with the previous words.

To the contrary Zahn (Com. Mat) thinks that the word has been added to avoid
abuse of the saying. He prefers the D reading.

Overall, especially in light of the complete rewriting of the verse in D, it appears
more probable that we have in D a secondary variation, typical for D.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
remove brackets.
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA?" Matthew 5:18 GUTV YOp AEYW LRIV €wg QY TopEABn O olpowoc Kol
N v, Ot v f ple kepole 00 un TopeéAdn amo tod vopov T, €wc
AV TEVTO YEVTTOL.

T kol TQV mpodnTdV

¥, ©,f13, 565, 1071, al, Sy-Pal, arm, Ir-

Lacuna: C, 22
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 17:
NA?" Matthew 5:17 M) voplonte 6tL fABov kotoADowl TOV vOuoV fi tolg
TpodNTac: o0k MABOV KataADooL GAAL TANPGOWL.

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context. There is no reason for an
omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 5:22 €y 8¢ A€Yw LMLV OTL TaC O OpYL{OUevoc T¢) GOEAPR
a0TOD €voyog €otal TH kploeL:

BYZ Matthew 5:22 €y 8¢ A€yw LULY OTL TAC O OpyL{OMeroC TG GSeAPER
a0ToD €ikf) €voyog €otal Tf kploeL

T&T #13
€lkf = "without cause"

Byz 01¢™, p,K,II L, W,0,ZX, 0233,0287, f1, f13, 33, 700, 892, Maj,
it, Sy, Co, arm, geo, goth, Ir, Eus, [Trg]

txt  P67"9=P64(200 CE), 01*, B, Q, 372, 1424™9, 2737, al®®,
aur, vg, aeth, Justin, Or, Hier™s, Basil(4™ CE), Trq™

P67: This is the last line f the papyrus and only the upper half of the letters can
be seen, but it is almost certain: cv]toUv €voy[og

A: According to Tischendorf/Legg A* reads Byz and A®® reads txt! Zahn (Com.
Mat) writes: "Acc. to Rettig, p. 31, €EKNevoxog is written very cramped, and
before K and after 1 is a small check below the line, instead of an L in the line.
Justin reads (Apol. 16:2): 0¢ 8" av O0pYLOBT €voxog €0TLY €ig TO TDp*
Jerome: "in plerisque codicibus antiquis 'sine causa’ additum non est."

Lacuna: C, 22
B: umlaut! (line 19 C, page 1239) T} 48eAd@ adTOD €V0Y0C

The word €Lkf] appears only here in the four Gospels, but five tome in Paul.

The txt reading is normally considered the harder reading. But thinking about it,
this is not clear. If the reader/scribe identifies himself with the mc, then
certainly the addition of "without cause" would be a relief for him, because he
can now be angry WITH cause.

But if the reader identifies himself with T() adeAD®, then it would be better
for him that every anger is condemned and not only the one "without cause".
Zahn thinks that the word has been added for a similar reason as JevdoeVOL in
verse 11.

The support for the txt reading is rather slim.



Compare:

David A. Black "The text of Mt 5:22a" NovT 30 (1988), 1-8 [he argues for the
inclusion of €Lk, but the arguments are not convincing.]

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA?" Matthew 5:22 €yw 6¢€ A€YW LULY OTL TG O OPYLLOMEVOC TG GOEAPED
a0ToD évoyog €otal T kploel: 0¢ 8 v €l ¢ adeAde adTod: Poka,
€voyoc €otal TG ouredplw’ 0¢ & av €l T pwpé, €voxog €0t €Lg
TV yéevvow Tod Tupoc.

T 10 adeddd adtod L, 0233, 0, fl, f13, 700, 1071, pc,
ff!, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, arm, geo

Lacuna: C, 22
B: no umlaut

A natural addition from immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 5:25 T00L €DVOdV TG GUTLOLk®W 0oL TaXD, €wg OTOL €l et
a0TOD €V Th 080 UNTOTE o€ TuPad®d O AVTLOLKOC TG KPLTH Kol O
KPLTNG TG LINPETY Kol €lc puiakmy PAnBHon:

BYZ Matthew 5:25 1061 €0vodV TG GVTLOLKG 00U TayL €w¢ OTOL €l €V T
08® pet ahToD PNToTé o€ TopPade 0 GUTLOLKOC TG KPLTH Kol O
KPLTTC 0€ Topad® TG UTMPETN Kol €ic Guiakny BAnONon:

Byz (D), L, W,0,0233, 22, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth, [Trg]
txt P67'9=P64(200 CE), 01, B, 0275, f1, f13, 372, 892, pc, k, arm, Cl

Sy-S omits Kol 0 KPLTNG TG LTIMPETT.
0275 (7™ CE) is a small fragment, located in Dublin and contains only 4 verses
from Mt 5.
P67: Even though the words are not visible, from space considerations it is
certain that they were not present:

[tw kpL]tn kor 0 kp[LTnc]

[tw vT]npetn KoL €L[¢ du]
[Aaknp] BAnbnon aun[v]

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 12:58 WC YOp UTKYELS HeTh TOD qutidlkov cou €m dpyovta,
ev Th 080 80¢ €pyaoiov GmMAALYOuL &m wdTOD, PNTOTE KATHOUPT O€
TPOG TOV KPLTNVY, Kol O KPLTNG O€ TopadwoeL T¢) TPOKTOPL, Kol O
TPAKTWP o€ Paiel €lc pviaknv.

Conformation to immediate context and/or harmonization to Lk.
It is on the other hand possible that the words have been omitted as redundant
or to improve style.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 5:28 €yw 8¢ A€yw LWLV OTL TMAC O BAETWV yuveike TPOC
10 eémbuufioot adTNY 76N éuolycvoer bty év Tf kepdle odToD.

first TNV
abthe 01, M, 5, f1, 22, 346, al, Or/*, Justin®® 1
omit:  P67=P64(200 CE), 01%, T,
Cl, Tert, Or¥’*, Cyr-Jer(4™ CE), Basil(4™ CE)?/3, Tis, Bal

WH, NA?® have o 0TNV in brackets o

second oOTNV:
omit: A, T1, Or'#, Justin?P° 191

Justin reads:
“Oc¢ av euPAEYm yuvalkl TPoOg T0 €mLbuvufionl adThC
non €uolycvoey TH kopdle Top T6) Oed-

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Mark 10:11 kol A€yel a0TOL OC @V GTOADOT TNHY YUVKIKK 0DTOD
KoL Younon GAANY pouydtol ém’ adthiy:

NAZ" Luke 16:18 II&c 6 GTOADWY TNHY Yuvalke o0TOD Kol YLDV €TEPRY
HoLyeleL, Kol O GTOACAUUEVTV GTTO GVEPOC YOURDY UOLYEVEL.

a0TTV is a grammatical problem here, éMLOUUEW is normally used with the
genitive. So it has either been changed to ®UTNC or has been omitted
completely.

Weiss argues (Textkritik, p. 147) that O1 omits the accusative pronoun five

times alone and twice with D, so the weight of 01 is reduced.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 5:30 kol €l T 8efLa. oou yelp okavdaiilel o€ €kkoyov
aDTNV Kol Pode amO 00D OULUGEPEL YOpP OOL Lvo QTOANTHL €V TOV
HEADVY 00U Kol WT) OAOV TO OQUK OOV €i¢ yéevvay GTEABT.

BYZ Matthew 5:30 kol €L T &€fLot oov yelp okowduillel o€ €ékkoov
a0THY Kol PaAe &m0 00D OUUGEPEL Yap OoL Ly GTOANTHL €V TRV
LEADY 00U Kol Un OAov TO oRue oov BANOT eic yéevvov.

Byz (L), W, A, ©,0233, f13, Maj, f, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, goth, Basil(4™ CE)
txt 01, B, f1, 22, 33,157, 517°, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-C, mae-1, bo

D, pc, d, Sy-S omit the verse probably due to haplography (see below).

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare ending of previous verse 29:
NA? Matthew 5:29 ... TO 0@ua oov BANOR el yéevvav.
D, 700, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo: QmEADN €lc Yéevvow

Other parallels:

NA?" Matthew 18:9 PAnOfvaL eic TNY yéevvoay tod mupoc.

NAZ?" Mark 9:43 T 800 Ye€lpag €xovto GmeAdeiy elg TNV yéevvoy
NA? Mark 9:45 tou¢ 800 mOdeg €xovta BANOAvaL eic Tty yéevvav.
BYZ Mark 9:47 BAnBfvaL elc tny yéevvay tod Tupog,

NA?" Luke 12:5 €Eovalay €uBaAely el TNV Yéevvay.

The Byzantine reading is probably a harmonization to verse 29. There is no
reason why the Byzantine reading should have been changed into the txt reading.

D reads in verse 29: 4TEAOY) €lc Yécvvow. The Byzantine form of verse 30 also
ends with elc yéewow. Thus it is possible that the omission is accidental and
would add D as a possible witness to the Byzantine text. On the other hand it is
also possible that the exemplar of D read (singularly) GTEAOT) €lg Yéevvav in
verse 30 as in verse 29. Then D would be rather a witness for txt.

Regarding the versions one cannot really decide if they read ameAOn elg
véevvaw or €1¢ Yéevvoaw GméADBT. Tischendorf has in verse 30 GTEAON €ig
véevvay for Lat. No Greek MS reads GmeAOY €l¢ yéevvav in verse 30.
Nevertheless it is possible that the Greek ancestors of the Latin and Syriac
versions read &TEAON €l yéevvay in verse 30.



So, the evidence here is not conclusive. The Western omission can be explained

in fwo different ways.
See also discussion in Mk 9:43-47.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 5:32 €Y® &€ A€Yw VWLV OTL TAC 0 GTOADWY TNV YUVKLKE
a0TOD THPEKTOC AOYOL Toprelac TOoLEL DTNV HOLXELOfvaL, Kol OC €xv
GTOACAUUEVTY YOUTIOY), HOLYETCL.

BYZ Matthew 5:32 €yw &€ A€yw LWLy OTL 0¢ dv dmoAlon thy yuvalko
a0TOD THPEKTOC AOYOU TOPVELnG TOLEL adTTY WoLydoBul, Kol 0¢ €0
GTOACAUUEVTV YOUTION) LOLYETOL

Only Byz in NA!

Byz D, 0250, 28,579, Maj-part[E, 6, S, U, V, Q], it(a, b, g", h, k),
Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™, bo, geo, Or, Basil(4™ CE)
omit OTL: d, 346, pc, it

txt 01,B,KII L, M, W, A, O, f1, f13, 22, 33, 157, 372, 517, 565, 700, 892,
1071, 1424, Maj-part,
Lat(aur, c, f, ff', |, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa, arm, goth

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 19:9 Aéyw &8¢ VWiV OTL O¢ @V amoAlon Tny yuvailke odToD
Un €Tl Toprely Kol Younorn GAANY poLydTeL.

NAZ" Mark 10:11 kol A€yer a0TOle OC GV GMOALOY TNV YLValke oDTOD
KoL Younon GAANY polydtol ém’ adthy:

NAZ" Luke 16:18 IIac 0 amoAdwr Ty yuveike «dToD Kol YUV €tépey
HoLyeVeL, Kol O GTOAEAUUEVTV GTTO GUEPOC YOURDY UOLYEVEL.

Compare also context:
NA? Matthew 5:22 €yw 8¢ Aéyw LWLV OTL Tag 0 0pyLLOuerog

NAZ?" Matthew 5:28 €yw 6¢ A€yw VWLV OTL TRC O PAETWY YUVKIKE
NAZ" Matthew 5:31 "Eppé0n 8¢ 0¢ Qv &moAivorn Tty yuvaike a0toD,

It is most probable, that the Byzantine text is a conformation to the previous
verse 31. Additionally the Byzantine text could also be a harmonization to Mt
19:9 or Mk 10:11. Note that D, it, Sy-S also conform Mt 19:9 back to 5:32:

For U1 €L TOpVeLy they have from 5:32 TapekTOC AOYOU TOPVELNC.

On the other hand, txt could be a harmonization to Lk 16:18 or to previous
verses 22, 28 (so Zahn, Com. Mat).



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 5:32 €y 6¢€ A€yw LWLV OTL TAC O GTOADWY TNV YUVKLKE
a0TOD TMPEKTOC AOYOU Toprelag ToLel adThY poLyeudfvul,

KoL OC €0V GTOAEAVUEVTIV YOUNOT), LOLYBTOL.

omit: D, pc, a, b, d, k, Or™®
Origen: this is a scholion in MS 1507: "in many MSS we do not find ‘the

man marrying a divorced woman commits adultery".

txt 01, (B), L, W, ®, 0250, f1, 13, 22, 33, Maj, Lat?, Sy, Co, goth
Kel O GTOAEAVUEVY YOUN oK HoLY&ToL B, pc®, Or, Trg™
WH have the words in brackets.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 19:9 Aéyw &8¢ VWiV OTL O¢ v amoAlon Tny yuvalke odToD
UT) E€TL Toprely Kol younorn GAANY poLyatel.

BYZ Matthew 19:9 A€yw 8¢ LWLV OTL OC AV GTOADOT THY Yuvalke oOTOD
UT E€TL Toprely Kol yonorn GAANY poLyaTel
KoL O GTOAEAVEVTV YOUNO0C LOLYGTOL.

Byz P25 (4™ CE), B, C*, W, Z, ©, 078, f1, f13, 33, 892, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, mae-1, WH™
younoog B, 700, 892, 1342, Maj
YOUUOV P25, C*,N, W, Y, A, 0,11, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1424
add amo avdpoc 579 (Lk)

txt 01,C% D,L,S, 2%, 69, 828, 1241, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-2, Or, WH

Other parallels:

NAZ" Mark 10:11-12 kol Aéyel adTolc O¢ Av gmoAlon Tty yuvalke odTod
KoL YOUNOT GAANY pouydtol € odThy: 12 Kol €y ohTn GmoAvoeow
OV Gvdpe o0TAC Yoaunon &AAOV LOLYATOL.

NA?" Luke 16:18 II&¢ 0 GTOADWY TNV YLVEIKK ®DTOD KXl YLDV €TEPXV
LOLY€EVEL, KoL O GTOACAVUEVTV GTTO GVSPOC YOURDY LOLYEVEL.
D, 28, pc, Sy omit &TMO AVEPOG




D, a, b omit the clause in both passages 5:32 and 19:9. k is not present in 19:9.

It is possible that the omission is a harmonization to Mt 19:9, where D, a, b also
omit. It is also possible that the omission is a reflection of local law.

The support for the omission is not good. Interestingly it is better in 19:9. But
there it is probably due to a clear case of h.t. (LOLYGTOL - LOLYOLTOLL).

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 183) thinks that this omission is due to carelessness. It is
possibly due to ht. oL - oL. He also thinks (Textkritik, p. 77) that the 0
YoUNoeC is a conformation to the 6 GTOADWY in the same verse.

Parker (Living text, p. 84) notes that the short form "makes much simpler and
better sense". The words sound like and afterthought, an addition. But the
clumsy style may also be a reason for an omission. Metzger: "The omission ... may
be due to pedantic scribes who regarded them as superfluous."

The reading by B, pc is clearly a harmonization to 19:9. Compare the discussion
at 19:9. It is probable that the Byzantine reading is the correct text in 19:9.

Compare:
Michael Holmes "The Matthean Divorce Passages" JBL 109 (1990) 651-664.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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7. Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 5:39 €y 6¢ A€yw LWLV PN auTLoThvel T¢ Tovnpe: dAd
0oTLc 0c patilel elg T 6eEy ouoyove [oov], otpéfor adt® Kol
MY GAANY:

BYZ Matthew 5:39 €yw 8¢ A€YW LMLV U1 GVTLOTRAVOL TG TOVNP®* GAA
00TLC Oc patioel éml Thy 8eELiy oov oLoyove otpefior alT® Kol THY
aAAT V"

eml TNV 6ekLaw cov olyove. K, II, M, L, ©, f13, 579, 700, 1424, Maj-part,

bo, goth, Gre
€mL Ty oLyove oov D, d, k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Auge®®
emi Ty SeELav oayova 01, f1, 346(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 892, 1071,
1241, Maj-part, Or, Cyr
eic TV SefLayv aLayova 01*, W, 983, 1689(=f13°), pc, Tis, Bal (Legg: =?)
one of the previous two: a,f, h

eic v 6efLow oLayove couv B, Eus,
[NA®], [WH], Bois, Weiss, Trg
NA?°, WH have 00U in brackets

in dexteram maxillam tuam aur, b, ¢, g'

in dextera maxilla tua ff, 1, vg

Most Latins (vg + it) have 00V, thus they have either the K, II-reading or the B-
reading.

The Sahidic in Horner (1910) has a lacuna here.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Note next verse:

NA?" Matthew 5:40 koL TG O€lovti ool kpLBfjvel kol TOV YLTGOVXL OOU
Aofeiy, adec adTd kol TO Luatiov T

-

oov 01, M, A, 33,1071, 1241, 1424, pc



Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 6:29 T() TUTTOVTL O€ €TL TNV OLeyOvo TaPEXE Kol THY GAANY,
Kol amo ToD lpovTOg oL TO LUKTLOY KL TOV YLTOVK U1 KWADOTC.
elc TV defLay oLayove 01*
elc v oLoyOVaL D,P, W, ©, 700, 892, 2542, pc, Cl, Or
eml TNV 6€fLow oLouyove — E*, 28,579, 1424
txt P75, 01° A, B, K II,L,P,R, B, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 1071,
Lat, Sy, Co
NA: The reading of 01* in NA is in error. NA says d€ELaV is inserted
AFTER oL0ryOvw. This is not correct according to Tischendorf's facsimile.

Interestingly nobody added oov in Lk (this might be an argument for the
originality of 00U in Mt), but quite some omitted deELov, as does D in Mt.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €l TNV oLyove, for Q | This reading is not
supported for Mt and only a minority "Western" reading in Lk.

Weiss argues (Textkritik, p. 141) that the cov fell out after o€.

Regarding €TiL/elc: In the LXX €mL TNV OLeyOvo appears eight times and
seven with €ml (1 Ki 22:24; 2 Chr 18:23; Hos 11:4; Lam 1:2; Job 21:5; Sir 35:15;
Mic 4:14), once with €L¢ (Job 16:10).

The term 8€EL0cv OLyOV appears only here in the Greek Bible.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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8. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 5:41 Kol 00TLC 0€ qyyapeboeL pLitov €v, Umoye pet’ adtoD
800. 42 T® aitodvtl oe 60,

Umorye pet’ adtod €t Al 600 D, it(a, b, ¢, d, ¢', k), vg©, Sy-S
Umacye pet’ adtod aAAa 600 it(aur, £, 1), vg, Sy-C,Ir

Lat

Of the Latins only f, vg read txt.
Lacuna: C
B: umlaut (p. 1240, line B 33) Umaye pet’ adtod &vo.

txt "and if anyone forces you to go one mile, go with him two."
D:  "and if anyone forces you to go one mile, go with him another two."

AL XALOC "another, other"
GAAX GAAQL  "but, rather, on the contrary"

Compare:
4 ~ ~ ~ ~

NA? Matthew 5:39 €yw 8¢ A€yw VWLV UT) GUTLOTAVEL TG TOVNp®: GAL’
00Tl o€ patilel ei¢ TN ek oayove [oou], otpéfior adT® Kol
Y _GAANY"

27 \ ~ ’ 14 ~ \ \ ~ 4
NA*" Matthew 5:40 kol TG B€AovTlL OOL KPLONVYaL Kol TOV YLTOVO 00U
Aofety, adec adT® Kol TO LUaTLOV®

Didache 1:4 &V dyyopebon o€ Tic pitlov €v, Omuye pet’ adtod &lor

The term €TL GAAG does not appear in the NT. The variation is strange, there is
no apparent reason for it.

Zahn notes (Com. Mat.) that possibly it is a conformation to the previous verses,
where also what Jesus commands is only the additional offering, not the sum.

Compare:

39 But if anyone strikes you on the right cheek, turn the other also;

40 and if anyone wants to sue you and take your coat, give your cloak also;
41 and if anyone forces you to go one mile, go with him another two.

It should be noted that in Greek there is an ambiguity regarding A AN A It
can be the adjective "another" or the conjunction "but". The versions interpret
it as "another".



Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ" Matthew 5:44 €y 6¢€ A€yw DULIY® Gyamite TOUG €XOPOLC LGV
Kol TPooevyeade LTEP TAV SLWKOVTWY LUALC,

BYZ Matthew 5:44 €y 8¢ A€YW UULV Gyamite TOLS €XOPOLEC DUGDV
€eDAOYELTE TOUC KOTOPWUEVOUC LUAC KOADC TOLELTE TOLC WLoODOLY
DUAC, kKol TPooedyeoBe DTEP TOV ETNPenlOVTwy DUAC, Kol SLWwKOVTWY
N ~

bud,

T&T #14+15

Byz D,L,W,0,Z%, 047, f13, 33, 1185, 700, 892, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, mae-1, goth, Eus

txt Ol B, fl, 22, 279, 660*, 1192, 2786*, k, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo, mae-2,
Irt, Or, Cyp

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (line 1 C, p. 1240) LUGY Kol TPOOEV)ETHE

Parallel:

NA%" Luke 6:27-28 'AAAG VWLV Aéyw TOLC GKOUOLOLY® QYOTATE TOUG
€xOpolLe LURV, KEADC ToLelTe TOLE WLooboLy LUAC, 28 €0A0YELTE TOUC
KO TOPWLEVOUC DUAC, TPooehyeade Tepl TV émnpenlOvTtwy DUAC.

Harmonization to Lk (so Weiss). There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 5:47 kal €0V GomaonoBe Toug adeAdoig LUDV povov, Tl
TEPLOOOV TOLELTE, OVYL Kol oL €Bvikol TO adTO ToLoDOLY;

BYZ Matthew 547 kol €V domoonofe toug ¢LAovg DUGV povov Tl
TEPLOOOV TOLELTE OVYL Kl Ol TEADVEL OUTWE TOLoDOLY

T&T #16  (€6vikol)

adeAdovc/dLAouc
Byz L, W, ©, 33, Maj, f, h, Sy-H, goth, Basil(4™ CE)
txt 01, B, D, Z, f1, f13, 22, 372, 472, 892, pc,

Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2)

B: umlaut! (line 16 C, p. 1240) &SeApolg DURY udvov, Ti

€OvLKOoL/TEADVOL
Byz L, W, 0, f13,157, 565, 700, Maj, h, Sy-P, goth
txt 01, B, D, Z, f1, 174(=f13), 22, 33, 279, 372, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424,

2680, 2786, al*®, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-H, Co(+ mae-2), Basil(4™ CE)

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (line 18 C, p. 1240) oUYL kol oL €vikol TO adTO

£13: adeAdolc / TeEADdVaL
33, Basil(4™ CE): dLriovc / €Bvikol

omit verse: k, Sy-S (prob. h.t.)

174(=f13) adds after verse 47:

\ 9\ 3 I4 \ \ N ~ 14 14 \ ~
Kol €V Gomaonode ToLg GLAOLC LUV WHOvor TL TEPLOOOV TOLELTE
o0l kol ol €Bvikol oUTw¢ ToLodoLY;

788 adds after verse 47:

\ 2\ 5 / \ \ N ~ 14 4 \ ~
Kol €0y qomaonobe Ttoug GLAOUC DUGV WOVOV TL TEPLOCOV TOLELTE
oUYl kel ol TeA@vel TO abTo ToLoDoLY;

Compare verse 46
NA?" Matthew 546 €V YOP GYXTNONTE TOUC GYRTOVTOG LUAC, Tlve
uLoBov €éxete; oLyl Kol ol TeA@val TO a)TO ToLoDoLY;




Parallel:
NA?" Luke 6:32 Kol €L Gyam@te TOLG QYRTOVTOG UG, Tolo VWLV YopLg
€0TLY; Kol YOP Ol GUOPTWAOL TOUC Gyam@UTHG DTOVC GyNTRDOLY.

27 \ \ 2\ ) ~ \ ) ~ S ~
NA*" Luke 6:33 koL [yap] €xv oyoBomoLnte Toug ayafomoLobvtag ULUAC,
Toloe DULY YOPLE €0TLY; KOL OL GUOPTWAOL TO a0TO ToLoDOLY.

Compare also:
NAZ?" 1 Corinthians 16:20 oTa{ovToL DUAC OL GdeApol TaVTEC.
NAZ" 1 Thessalonians 5:26 "AoToonoBe ToLg adeAdolc

NA%  Titus 3:15 doToool ToLC pLAoDYTHG TUAC €V TLOTEL.
NA?" 3 John 1:15 aomolovtal oe oL ¢pirot. domalov Toug PpLAoLG
Kot OVop.

PLAOUC fits better to verse 46, also TEAQVWL is a harmonization to verse 46.

The readings of 33 and f13 (and especially 174 and 788) are probably due to
incomplete corrections.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Matthew 6:1 IIpoo€yete [6€] ThHY OLkaLooOYVTY VUGV W1 TOLELY
EuTpooBer TV avBpwTwy TPOC TO Beadfival adTtolc €l 66 un e,
LLOBOV OUK €xete Topd T¢) TETPL DUOY TG €V Tol¢ 0DPaVOoLC.

BYZ Matthew 6:1 IIpooéxete TNy EAENUOOLYTY DUOV [N TOLELY
€uTpoofer TRV avdpwTwr TPo¢ TO Beadfival adtolg €l 8¢ pnye,
LLoBOV 00K €xete ToPo TG THTPL DUAV TG €V TOLC 00PNVoiLg

Byz L,W,Z 0,f13,22, 33, Maj,
f, k, Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, mae-1 (mae-2 lacuna), goth, Did, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01*¢® B, D, 0250, f1, 372,892, 1424*, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Or
8001V 01", Sy-C, bo, Ephraem Diatessaron (800¢€Lg, pl.)

Horner, bo: "gift". The Sahidic in Horner (1910) has a lacuna
here. Acc. to Legg sa reads "vid" also 600LV.

omit 6¢: B, D, W, 0250, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, mae, bo™*, Trg
txt 01,L,Z, 0, fl, 33,892, 1241, 1424, al, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, Trg™

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (line 23 C, p. 1240) IIpooéxete [6¢€] TNV SikaLooivmy

Compare next verses:

NA?" Matthew 6:2 “Otar 00V TOLTC €Aenuoouvny,

NA?" Matthew 6:3 0ol 8¢ ToLoDvtoc érenuocivny

NAZ?" Matthew 6:4 OTIWC 1) OOL 1) EACNUOOUYT €V TG KPUTTR

But compare:

NAZ Matthew 5:20 A€yw Yop OUULY OTL €0V PN TEPLOOEDOT] LUGOV T
SLkaLOoUYT TAELOV TOV ypappatéwr kol Paploainr, ob un eloérdnte
elc T Paotielor TV odpavQV.

€AENUOOUYT|, appears here for the first time in Mtf. SLkoLooUvn already
appeared 4 times before: Mt 3:15; 5:6, 5:10, 5:20.

It seems more probable that the general term. §tkaLooUVN has been replaced
by the specific €Aenioovn from the immediately following context. This is
supported by the fact that in 01 5LkaLOOUVN has been corrected into 600LY.
Three specimens of the Pharisaic "righteousness" are given in the next verses
(alms 6:2-4, prayer 6:5-15, fasting 6:16-18). dLkeLooUVT is therefore the
correct, general heading for the following examples.



It has been suggested by Zahn that the different words represent one and the
same Aramaic original.

Compare:

Walter Nagel "Gerechtigkeit - oder Almosen? (Mt 6:1)" VC 15 (1961) 141-45

[he argues for €Aenuoolvny and says that the Bohairic has "charity" and not
S00LY.]

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 6:4 OTIWC 1 OOL 1) EAENUOOUYT €V TG KPUTTH® Kol O ToTNp
00U 0 PAETWV €V TG KPLTTH amodWoEL OoL
BYZ Matthew 6:4

S ’ b ~ ~ e \ J ’ b ~ ~

0 PAETWV €V TQ KPLTTE KUTOC XTOOWOEL GOL €V TR Qavep®

T&T #17

o0TOC

Byz D, W,A, 565,579, 700, Maj, h, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01,B,L,VU,Z, 0,6047,60250, f1, f13, 22, 33,279, 892, 1192, 1424, 2786,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-S, Co, arm, goth, Or

eV TR dovepd
Byz L, W,®, 0250, f13%", 579, 700, 892, 1424, Maj**®°,
it, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, goth, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01,B,D,Z, f1,983,1689(=f13°), 22, 33, 983, 1192, 2786, al”°,
aur, ff!, k, vg, Sy-C, Co, Or

oUTOC TOdWOoEL goL D, pc?
amodwoeL ool év TR davep®d L, U, O, 047, 0250, f13°°, 157, 892,
1424

aUTOC ATOSWOEL ToL €V T¢) povepld W, 565, 579, (700), Maj

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

mae-2: Schenke reconstructs:

v N édenuooivn DUAY €V TQ KPLTTR® kol O TATNP OoL PAETEL g€
€V T® KPUTTH ATOdWOEL 0oL THY ovTiulodiay o)tV

so that your (plural!) alms may be done in secret; and your Father who sees you
in secret will reward you their (plural!) recompense .

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 6:18 €V T¢) KpudaLw GTOSWOEL TOL.
€V TG KPLPLW GTOSWOEL GOL €V TG PoVeEPR
E, A, 0233, 2,118, 157, 579, 1071, 1241, pc, it

Compare:
NA?" Mark 4:22 00 yop €0TLYV KPUTTOV €0V Ut Lve doavepwoi,
sy e\ 9/ s 7 ’ PR 9 ) ’
OULOE €YEVETO ATOKPUPOV aAA’ Lo €ABT) €L pavepov.




NA?" Luke 8:17 00 Yap €0TLY KPUTTOV O 00 QuVEPOV YEVNOETHL
008¢ ATOKPLGOY O 0D WN YYwobf kol €ic povepor €AOM.

See also same variant verse 6:6.

®UTOC is an intensifying addition (so Weiss). Zahn (Com. Mat.) thinks that both
additions have been added to avoid the possible connection of €V TG KPUTTH
with &TodWoeL ooL.

According to Augustine (Serm. Dom. 2.2.9), the addition of €V T¢) povep® was
common in Latin MSS, but not in Greek.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ?" Matthew 6:5 Kal 0tov mpooedynobe, odk €oeabe we ol LTOKPLTL,

BYZ Matthew 6:5 Kol Otarv Tpooelyn, odk éom (omep ol LToKPLTL

Byz 01*,D,L, W,0,f13, 33, Mqj, k, q, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt 01%, B, Z, f1,22, 372,892,
Lat, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm™*, goth, Or

omit verse: Sy-S

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut (p. 1247, line A7) Kul 6ty mpooedynode

Compare context:

NAZ" Matthew 6:3 00D 6¢ TOLODVTOC EAENUOCUYTY U YVWTW T) &PLOTEPE
oov TL ToLel 1 OefLk oou, 4 OTMWC N O0L T éAemuoolrn €V TR
KPUTTG® Kl O TTNP 00L O PAETWY €V T¢) KPUTTH ATOSWOEL TOL.

NA? Matthew 6:6 OU O6¢ OTOV TPOOELYT), €LOEABE €l TO TOUELOV 00U Kol
kAcLooag TNV O0pay cou TPOOEVEnL TG TATPL OOU TG €V TG KPLTTR"
Kel O TP 0oL O PAETWY €V TG KPUTTH ATOSWOEL GOL.

NA%" Matthew 6:7 Ilpooevyodperor &€ um Potteioynonte womep ol
eBvikol,

The previous verses and the following verse are in the second person singular.
Thus it is most probable that the singular is a conformation to the context.
From verse 7 on it is plural again.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ?" Matthew 6:6 OV &€ OTaY TPOOELYT), €L0EABE €L TO TOUELOV OOL Kol
kAcloog TNV O0pay coL TPOOEVEXL TG THTPL OOV TG €V TG KPLTTH"
Kl O TTNP 00U O PAETWY €V T() KPUTTH GTOSWOEL GOL.

Not in NA, but in SQE!

€V TG KPUTTW D, f1, f13, 700, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo”'

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Change in meaning:
"shut the door and pray to your Father who is in secret."
"shut the door and pray to your Father in secret."

Compare:

NAZ?’ Matthew 6:4 OTWC T OOU 1) EAENUOODYT €V TG KPUTTR® Kol O ToTnp
00U 0 PAETWY €V TG KPUTTG &TOSWOEL oL,

NA?" Matthew 6:18 OTTwC U1 Gavfic TOlS avOpWTOLE YNOTEVWY GAAL TG
Ttpl 0oL TG €V T KPLPKLW® KKl O TETHP C0U O PAETWY €V TG
KPLPLW ATOSWOEL TOL.

The txt reading is more difficult. There is no reason for the addition of the
article, to the contrary, it is probable that the article has been removed to
conform the saying to immediate context.

In verse 4 you should give your alms in secret. In context it would be more
consistent then to also do the praying in secret. Burkitt writes (Evangelion
Intro, p. 247):

"The use of T() €V TG KPLPKLW in Mt 6:18 instead of €V TG KPLTTW (as
here), when the Evangelist wishes to indicate 'the father who is in secret’
makes it not unlikely that the article has been wrongly inserted by most texts in
verse 6."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ" Matthew 6:6 0 BAETWY €V TG KPUTTE GTOSWOEL OOL.
BYZ Matthew 6:6 0 PAETWV €V TG KPUTTH ATOSWOEL 0OL &V TG davep®d

T&T #18

Byz L,W,0, f13, 33,892, Mqj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, arm, goth
txt 01,B,D,Z, 1, 22,1192, 2786*, al*®, aur, ff', k, vg, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, Or, Eus

mae-2: Schenke reconstructs: 6modWOeL 0oL oDTOVC.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

See same variant in verse 4l
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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9. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 6:8 0L8cv yap O TUTHP ULUGAY OV ypeloav €xete TPO TOD
Ve althool adtov.

0 Bedc O TatnE LUOY 01, B, sa, mae-1, Weiss
NA?, WH [both have 0 8€0¢ in brackets]

omit: mae-2

txt 01*,D,L,W,Z 0,fl,f13,22, 33, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo, goth, Or"

0 TTNP VUGV 0 olpavioc 047, 28,892°, 1424, pc, Sy-H, OrP'
(immediate context: 5:48; 6:14, 26, 32)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 6:32 0L8eV yop O Tathe UMGY O odpaviog OtL ypnlete
TOUTWV TOVTWV.

oldeV yop O Bedc O TaTne LMY  O1* |

LXX Genesis 3:5 )0cL yop 0 Ococ OTL €v f) dv Muépa doynte o’ cdtod

Compare context:

NA? Matthew 6:4 KoL O T ocrnp oov 0 Bkenwv
NAZ?" Matthew 6:6 kK&l O TaTN)P 00U O BAETWY ...

The insertion of 0 0€0¢ is strange. This term has no parallel. Possibly liturgical?

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 127) thinks that the B reading must be original: "The very
unusual [construction] must be original and has been changed to the simple form
from verses 6:4 and 6:6. That 01 inserts 0 OeO¢ also in 6:32 (where it is
inappropriate in light of the following 0 00PAVLOC) only shows that he read it in
6:8."



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 6:8 O0LO€V yop O TUTHP LUOV @V Ypelay €xete Tmpo Tod
Ve aitfiool adtov.

avoife tO ot D, h (d fehlt)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Nestle says, that this sounds original and has been corrected by the
dLopbwnc.

But compare:
NA? Matthew 5:2 KoL GVOLEXC TO 0TOU oDTOD €dLdaoKey adTOLE A€ywy:

The words are possibly inspired from 5:2.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 6:11 TOV XPTOV TUAV TOV ETLOVOLOV S0C MULY ONUePOV”

"of every day, daily" it, vg™*
(lat. cottidianum)
"which comes" sa

"necessary to support life" vg
(lat. supersubstantialem)

"continual, perpetual” Sy-C (Sy-S has a lacuna)

"needed, necessary" Sy-P, Sy-H

"for tomorrow" mae-1+2, bo, Gospel of the Hebrews
ETOOPLOV according to Jerome

("the next day" Hebrew: "mahar")
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 11:3 TOV &GPTOV MUV TOV &mLovgLov 6L6ou MUY TO kod’

TUEPOLY®

Entry from BDAG (3" ed. 2000):

émovoLog, ov according to Origen, De Orat. 27, 7, coined by the evangelists. Grave doubt is cast
on the one possible occurrence of €. which is independent of our lit. (Sb 5224, 20), by BMetzger,
How Many Times Does €. Occur Outside the Lord's Prayer?: ET 69, '57/58, 52-54=Historical and
Literary Studies, '68, 64-66; it seems likely that Origen was right after all. Found in our lit. only
w. &pto¢ in the Lord's Prayer M7 6:11; Lk 11:3; D 8:2. Variously interpreted: Sin. Syr. (on Lk) and
Cur. Syr. anyma continua/ (DHadidian, NTS 5, '68/59, 75-81); Peshitta ngnwsd for our need, Ttala
‘panis quotidianus’, 'daily bread’; Jerome 'panis supersubstantialis’ (on this JHennig, TS 4, '43,
445-54); GHb 62, 42 rxm = Lat. 'crastinus’ for tomorrow. Of modern interpretations the
following are worth mentioning:

1. deriving it fr. éml and obola necessary for existence (in agreement w. Origen, Chrysostom,
and Jerome are e.g. Beza, Tholuck, HEwald, Bleek, Weizsdcker, BWeiss, HCremer; Billerb. I 420;
CRogge, PhilolWoch 47, 1927, 1129-35; FHauck, ZNW 33, '34, 199-202; RWright, CQR 157, '56,
340-45; HBourgoin, Biblica 60, '79, 91-96; Betz, SM p. 398f, with provisional support).

2. a substantivizing of €L THY oboav sc. Wépav for the current day, for today (cp. Thu. 1, 2, 2
The kB Tuépar draykelov tpodfic; Vi. Aesopi W. 110 p. 102 P. tov kabnueplvov (nrel
TpooAupPavely aptov kol €ic Thy adplov dmobnoavptle. Cp. Pind., O. 1, 99.—Acc. to Artem. 1,
5 p. 12, 26-28 one loaf of bread is the requirement for one day. S. épmuepoc.)—ADebrunner,



Glotta 4, 1912, 249-53; 13, 1924, 167-71, SchTZ 31, 1914, 38-41, Kirchenfreund 59, 1925, 446-8,
ThBI 8, 1929, 212f, B-D-F §123, 1; 124, PhilolWoch 51, ‘31, 1277f (but s. CSheward, ET 52
'40/41, 119f).—AThumb, Griechische Grammatik 1913, 675; ESchwyzer II 473, 2.

3. for the following day fr. M émobow sc. nuépa (cp. schol. Pind., N. 3, 38 viv pev we Npwe, T
¢ émovon w¢ Bedv=today viewed as a hero, on the morrow a god; s. émeLpL): Grotius, Wettstein;
Lghtf., On a Fresh Revision of the English NT* 1891, 217-60; Zahn, JWeiss; Harnack, SBBerlAk
1904, 208; EKlostermann; MI+-H. p. 313f; PSchmiedel: W-S. 8§16, 3b note 23, SchTZ 30, 1913,
204-20; 31, 1914, 41-69; 32, 1915, 80; 122-33, PM 1914, 358-64, PhilolWoch 48, 1928, 1530-36,
ThBI 8, 1929, 258f; ADeissmann, Heinrici Festschr. 1914, 115-19, RSeeberg Festschr. 1929, I
299-306, The NT in the Light of Modern Research, 1929, 84-86; AFridrichsen, SymbOsl 2,
1924, 31-41 (GRudberg ibid. 42; 3, 1925, 76). 9, 1930, 62-68. OHoltzmann; ASteinmann, D.
Bergpredigt 1926, 104f; FPolzl-TInnitzer, Mt* '32, 129f; SKauchtschischwili, PhilolWoch 50,
1930, 1166-68.—FStiebitz, ibid. 47,1927, 889-92, w. ref. to Lat. 'diaria’=the daily ration of food,
given out for the next day: someth. like: give us today our daily portion—acc. to FDalger, AC 5,
'36, 201-10, one loaf of bread (likew. WCrénert, Gnomon 4, 1928, 89 n. 1). S. also s.v. onuepov.

4. deriving it fr. émévaL 'be coming'

a. on the analogy of t0 émidv="the future', bread for the future; so Cyrillus of Alex. and Peter of
Laodicea; among the moderns, who attach var. mngs. to it, esp. ASeeberg, D. 4te Bitte des V.-U.,
Rektoratsrede Rostock 1914, Heinrici Festschr. 1914, 109; s. LBrun, Harnack-Ehrung 1921, 22f.

b. in the mng. 'come to': give us this day the bread that comes to it, i.e. belongs to it so
KHolzinger, PhilolWoch 51, 31, 825-30; 857-63; 52, '32, 383f.

c. equal to émLwv=rext acc. to TShearman, JBL 53,34, 110-17.
d. the bread which comes upon (us)viz. from the Father, so AHultgren, ATR 72, '90, 41-54.

e. The petition is referred to the coming Kingdom and its feast by: REisler, ZNW 24, 1925, 190-
92; JSchousboe, RHR 48, 1927, 233-37; ASchweitzer, D. Mystik des Ap. Pls 1930, 233-35;
JJeremias, Jesus als Weltvollender 1930, 52; ELittmann, ZNW 34, '35, 29; cp. EDelebecque,
Etudes grecques sur I'évangile de Luc '76, 167-81.—S. also GLoeschcke, D. Vaterunser-Erkldrung
des Theophilus v. Antioch. 1908; GWalther, Untersuchungen z. Gesch. d. griech. Vaterunser-
Exegese 1914; DValter, PM 18, 1914, 274ff; 19, 1915, 20ff, NThT 4, 1915, 123ff; ABolliger,
SchTZ 30, 1913, 276-85; GKuhn, ibid. 31, 1914, 33ff; 36, 1919, 191ff; EvDobschiitz, HTR 7, 1914,
293-321; RWimmerer, Glotta 12, 1922, 68-82; EOwen, JTS 35, '34, 376-80; JHensler, D.
Vaterunser 1914; JSickenberger, Uns. ausreichendes Brot gib uns heute 1923; PFiebig, D.
Vaterunser 1927, 81-83; GDalman, Worte? 1930, 321-34; HHuber, D. Bergpredigt '32;
GBonaccorsi, Primi saggi di filologia neotest. I '33, 61-63; 533-39; JHerrmann, D. atl. Urgrund
des Vaterunsers: OProcksch Festchr. ‘34, 71-98; MBlack, JTS 42, '41, 186-89, An Aramaic
Appr‘oach3, '67, 203-7, 299f, n. 3; SMowinckel, Artos epiousios: NorTT 40, '42, 247-55;
ELohmeyer, D. Vaterunser erkl. '46.—Lit.: JCarmignac, Recherches sur le 'Notre Pére’, '69;
CHemer, JSNT 22, '84, 81-94; Betz, SM 396-400.—M-M. EDNT. TW. Spicgq. Sv.



This is not really a textcritical question, but a translational one.

Compare:

A. Pallis (Notes, 1932), [from éTLOVTO ]

T. Shearman "Our daily bread" JBL 53 (1934) 110-17

B. Metzger "How many times does €TLOUGLOC occur outside the Lord's

Prayer?" ET 69 (1957/58) 52-54 = Historical and Literary Studies 68, 64-

66

e D.Y. Hadidian "The meaning of evpiou,sioj and the Codices Sergii" NTS 5
(1958/59) 75-81 [he writes: "Perhaps ... one can make the assertion ... that
'the oldest tradition' represented by Curetonian and Sinaitic Syriac and
Acts of Thomas have the right meaning of the Greek word evpiou,sioj. It
should read: 'Set before us this day (or each day) the bread of
continuity.' "]

e M. Nijman AND K. A. Worp "EPIOUSIOS in a documentary papyrus?"

NovT 41 (1999) 231-234, Marjan Nijman wrote (Bgreek, June 2005):

"In 1998 | finished my studies in the department of Theology and Religious Studies of the faculty of
Humanities at the University of Amsterdam with an Extended Essay in the area of New Testament.
The topic was the daily bread in the Lords Prayer. My supervisor Prof. Dr. J. W. van Henten sent me
on 6 May 1998 to "our neighbour " at the department of Papyrology of the archeological and historical
institute Dr. K. A. Worp to check the facts on the "missing papyrus" because the literature | found was
very old. We couldn't find any new facts and concluded it was still missing. Dr. Worp however
suggested to contact Dr. W. E. H. Cockle of the department of Greek and Latin of University College
London. | wrote a letter to ask whether SB1,5224 = Flinders Petrie Hawara p. 34 was still missing. At
13 May 1998 he wrote me a letter on the Hawara papyri but the letter said this papyrus was never in
London. He continues "However in fact you are in luck! In 1985 Dr. Susan S. Stephens published Yale
papyri in the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library I, (American Studies in Papyrology, Volume
24) Scholars Press, Chico, California. | have noted that on pages XV-XXXII is printed a Bbibliography
of published Yale Papyri by Inventory Number. On p.XVI Yale Papyrus Inventory number 19 is said to
be P. Hawara 245...From my own experience of the other Hawara Papyri | can confirm that the Rev.
Professor A.H. Sayce, who published the editio princeps of this text, was not a very accurate
transcriber, so it would indeed be desireable to check whether epiousion can in fact be read. | have
my doubts." | had to finish my studies before september and thought it would take too much time (and
money) to order a photo of the papyrus. But | was in luck a second time! For Dr. Worp told me he had
received an e-mail from Yale that morning. Professor B. Porten an Arameicus from Israel was in Yale.
Dr. Worp asked him by e-mail whether it was possible for him to go to the Beinecke Library to take a
look. He was so kind to do it. and provided us with a xerox of papyrus P.C.+YBR inv 19. On 15 June
1998 he wrote an e-mail to tell that he and Professor A. Crislip had made a xerox and posted it. They
couldn't find the word epiousi.. in the papyrus. They read the complete word elaiou (oil). When we
received the xerox Dr. Worp told me that the word in the papyrus was indeed elaiou. He also said the
papyrus was definitely from the first or second century CE and not from the fifth century CE. Sayce
was indeed very inaccurate. | didn't find the correct meaning of the word epiousios, but within a month
| found a papyrus that was reported missing for almost a century. | finished my studies and we wrote
an article on the missing papyrus to be published in Novum Testamentum. In december 1998 | wrote a
letter to Bruce M. Metzger at Princeton Theological Seminary, who had been searching for the
papyrus for years. He was very surprised and answered at 17 december 1998 that he had taken the
liberty to send a copy of the material we found on to his friend Frederick Danker who was up-dating
the Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich- Danker Greek-English Lexicon! Now you know why Danker writes "Origen
is very likely correct in saying the word is coined by the evangelists and does not occur outside
Christian literature.”
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NAZ" Matthew 6:13 KoL WT) €LOEVEYKNC MUAC €lC TeLpaopor, GAAx pdocL
MUEC &To Tod TovnpoD.

BYZ Matthew 6:13 KL WT) €LOEVEYKNC MUAC €LC TELPaopor GAAx PDowL
MUEC &To Tod TornpPod

¥4 -~ ) ¢ ’ \ ¢ 4 \ € 4 bl -~ ) A

0TL 0o €otLy 1M Pooiiela kol 1 OvvauLe kol 1 00En elc toDC olldVOC.

14

GUnY.

T&T #19

Byz L,W,0,0233,0287,f13, 22, 33,579, 892, Mqj,
f,g', k, q, Sy, sa, bo"", goth, Didache

txt 01, B, D, Z, 0170, f1, 372, 2737, 2786, pc’,
Lat, mae-1+2, boP", Or, Ostrakon (Greece, 4™ CE)
pc = 130, 890, 1090°¢, 2701°, 2780*

Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: umlaut! (line 9 B, p. 1241) Tovnpod. 14 'Eav yap ddfite

The so called "Doxology". Very probably an old liturgical addition (so Weiss).

There exists an Ostrakon (now in the National Museum, Athens, No. 12.227)
found at Megara, Greece (about half way between Corinth and Athens, near the
Salamis island), and is dated 4™ CE. This clay tablet once contained the complete
Lord's Prayer in the Matthean form. The existing fragment now contains most
of the second half. The Prayer definitely ends with Tovnpol and is the earliest
evidence we have for Greece. Compare:

R. Knopf ZNW 2 (1901) 228-33 and Mitteilungen des k. deutschen Archdol.
Institutes athen. Abt. XXV (1900), 313 ff.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Matthew 6:15
€av 8¢ Ut adfite toig ardpwmoLg,
008¢ O TUTTHP VUGV GPNOEL TO TUPUTTWUETH VUGV,

BYZ Matthew 6:15

2\ b ~ ~ b ’ \ 4 ~
€ 6¢ PN adfite Tolg aVOPWTOLE T TEPOTTWUNTE DTGV,
008€ O TTNP VUGV APNoEL TO TUPUTTOUNTE VUKDV

T&T #20

Byz B,L W,O,Z, ® 0233, 13, 33,700, Mqj,
b, f, q, Sy-C, Sy-H, sa, mae-2, bo"", goth, Basil(4™ CE),
[WH], Trg

txt 01, D, f1, 22, 279, 372, 892*, 2737, 2786, pc4, Lat, Sy-P, mae-1, bo""
pc = 130, 279, 1357*, 2701°

Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation, WH have this term in brackets.

Compare:

NA27pM atthew 6:14

’(E(ELV }((\xp dc\d)ﬁt(e Eo"Lg( o’ajep,dmmg T0. TUPOTTOUNTN aVTRV, GPNoeL Kol
UMY O Tathp VMOV 0 00parLog:

Ad\d: L, flS,Pc, Lat ’ , \ ’ ’ o \
Baw yop oc\cbm:te Tolc oajeplooﬂmg T0 TOUPUTTOUOTE AUTGV, apnoeL Kol
UMY O Tathp VUGV 0 00PAVLOC T TQOTTWUETE VUGV,

See also:

NA%" Mark 11:25 Kol Otow otnkete mpooeuyouevol, adlete €l TL €xete
KT TLVOC, Ve KoL O TethP DUOVY O €V Tol¢ oDpavolc adf) LUV T
TUPOTTWUNTE VLOV.

Add here verse 26: A, (C), (D), ©, (f1), (f13), (33), Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H
BYZ Mark 11:26 €L 8¢ U€lc oUK adlete, 008 O TaTNP UUOV O €V TOLC
0VPOVOLC ADNOEL TO TOPUTTWUNT DUV,




Possibly there is a Chiastic structure:

Bav yop adpfite Tolg avdpwmoLg
TO TUPOTTWUTE DTGV,
aPNoeL Kol DUIY O THTNP DUOVY O 0DPOVLOC!
€ov 8¢ Ut adfite Toi¢ ardpwmoLg,
008¢ O TUTTHP VUGV GnoeL
T0 TUPOTTWUOTE DUV,

A-B-C
A-C-B

Inserting the suspicious tferm would disturb the Chiastic structure:

B, Maj: L, f13:
A-B-C A-B-C-B
A-B-C-B A-B-C-B

The support is quite good for the longer version. Note that L and f13 add the
words also in verse 14! Probably an addition from immediate context (verse 14,
so Weiss) to make the text more symmetrical.

That B supports the long version is not really problematic, because it is one of
its typical errors of thoughtlessness, simply repeating the words from verse 14.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 52

NAZ" Matthew 6:21 OTOU Yop €O0TLY O ONOXLPOC OOUL, €KEL €0Tol Kol M
kepdLloe gou.

BYZ Matthew 6:21 OTOU Yap €0TLY O ONoauPOC LUGV, €kel €0Tal Kol n
KoepOLo DUWY.

Byz K,IIL L, W,0,0233,118, 13, 33, 579, 700, 1071, Maj, Sy, bo™
txt 01, B, fl, 372, pc, LGT, C0(+ mGC-Z), QOTh, BGSi|(4Th CE)

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S
B: umlaut! (line 7 C, p. 1241) 0 OnoavPOC ooV, ékel €oTal

Justin, Apol 15:16
OTov yap O Onoaupoc €0ty , ékel kol 0 vodg Tod Grlpwmou

Clement Alex. (Strom. VII, 12:77 and Liber quis 17:1)
OTou Yyap 0 vodg TLrog, ékel kel 6 Bnoaupdc adtod

<

oTou yop O vodg ToD Grépwmov, ékel kol O Onowvpdg ahTod

Macarius Egypt (4Th CE), Homily XLITI, 3:
omou 0 vod¢ oov, ékel kal 0 OnonvPOC Tov

6:16 Wenn ihr aber fastet,
6:17 Wenn du aber fastest,
6:18 damit du nicht

6:19 Sammelt euch nicht
6:20 sammelt euch aber

TTOTW0LWLT

(0)]

6:21 Denn wo dein Schatz ist

6:22 wenn nun dein Auge
6:23 wenn aber dein Auge
6:24 lhr kdnnt nicht

6:25 Deshalb sage ich euch:

TTOT0LW

Compare Lk:
NA?" Luke 12:34 OTOUL yap €0TLV O OnoaupOc LUV, €kel kol 1) kopdio
ULV €oTaL.

ULV seems more likely to be a harmonization to verse 20 or to Lk.



Note the interesting 0 100¢ in several church fathers. There is no parallel for
it in the Gospels. It has been suggested that the word kapdie with all its
Jewish connotations was unsuitable for Justin's pagan audience. The
substitution of voU¢ for kapdlo gives the quotation a "quasi-philosophical
turn" (Wright), appropriate for Justin's audience.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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10. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 6:25 AL T0DTO A€yw VIV un pepLuvate th Yoy tuodv Tl
daynte [A TL minTe], unde TG oWUaTL LUAY TL Evdlonabe.

BYZ Matthew 6:25 AL, TODTO A€YWw DULY Un pepLpvate th Yoyt Ludv Tl
paynte kel Tl TinTe unde TQ oWHKTL DUV TL Evdlonobe

kel TL minte L, ©, 0233, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, Basil(4™ CE)"?

f  tl minte B, W, f13,22™, 33, al, it(aur, ¢, f, g\, h, q), sa”", mae-1, bo,
Or, Basil(4™ CE)"2, Weiss, Bois, WH, NA?® [both in brackets]

omit: 01, f1, 22*, 372, 892, pc,
Lat(a, b, ff!, k, I, vg), Sy-C, Sy-Pal™s, sa*', mae-2, Gre

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S
B: umlaut! (line 31 C, p. 1241) [ TL TinTe], unde TG oWUTL

Western non-interpolation

Note jmmediate context: Mt 6:31
U7 o0V WepLuvnonte Aéyovtec Tl daywuer; ' Tl Tlwuey;

Compare Lk:
NA?" Luke 12:22 Eimev 6¢ mpo¢ toug padntag [edtod]: due Todto A€yw
UUTY: un pepwuvate Tth Yuxfy Tl doynte, unde TR OWUaTL Tl
evd0oNocbe.

NAZ" Luke 12:29 kol LUelg WUn (nreite Tl poynte kol TL TINTE Kol U
netewplleode:
Variants here:
T Tl minte  P75,A,D, W, 0, V¥, f1, f13, Maj
kel TL Tinte P45,01, B, L, Q, 070, 33, 157, 565, 579, 892,
1071, 1241, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo™*, geo
omit: 1424



See also:
NAZ" Matthew 11:19 HA0ev 6 LLOC TOD GrBpwWTOL €00LWY Kol TLVwY,

NAZ’ Luke 5:30
\ ’ \ ~ ~ \ e ~ b 14 \ ’
oL TL HETH TV TEAWVDV KoL OUUPTWADY €COLETE KoL TLVETE;

NA?" 1 Corinthians 9:4 UT) 00K €XOUer €Eovolor Guyely kol TeLY;
and more...

The omission could be due to h.t. (so Weiss), on the other hand the addition
could be a harmonization to Mt 6:31 or to Lk.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 184) thinks that the addition of 7| TL Tinte is too
dissimilar to the Lukan parallel and must therefore be original.

Note the f} TL Tinte variant in Lk! Is this a harmonization to the original Mt?

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Lukan pepLuvate th Yoy Tt daynte, unde for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 54

11._Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA% Matthew 6:28 kol Tepl €VOUUNTOC TL UEPLUVATE; KoToUaBETE TG,
kptvo ToD aypod TG adEdrouaLy: od KoTLOOLY 008e vHBouoLy:

BYZ Matthew 6:28 Kol TeplL €VSUUNTOC TL WEPLUVATE KOTHUOOETE TG
kptvo ToD aypod TG adédvel: ob KomLd, o0de VrBeL:

01* Matthew 6:28 KoL TepL €VOUUATOC TL HEPLUVATE, KOToUABETE T
kplve 10D dypod m¢ o ExivovoLy odde vrBovoLy oDOE KOTLOOLY *
(corrected to txt by 01¢)

~ 5 ~ 9 ~ ) e\ 4
mae-2: To0D aypod OTL 0L KOTLWOLY 0OLOE [vMBouvoLy:

Gospel of Thomas (P.Oxy. 655): 00 Eaivel, o0de vrPeL:

Difference:
TOC aOELVOUOLY  means "how they grow"
TR 00 ExLVOuoLY means "how they do not comb"

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 6:26 EUBAEY0Te €lc Tor TeTeLvd ToD oDpavod OTL
o0 oTelpouoLy

o06¢ BepLlovoLy

008¢ OLVAYOUOLY €1¢ GToBMKC,

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 12:27

KOLTOVOMOMTE TO KpLve TG odEovel: ob KOTLE 006 vndeL
olTe YNPeL olte LboLVeL
D, d, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, Cl, Diatess, Marcion”

The original reading of 01 has been found by Skeat in 1938 by using an UV-lamp.
Tischendorf already noted: "Hi tres versus prima manu rescripti videntur; tamen
spatii ratio vetat ne antea ov€avel, koL, vnBeL scriptum fuisse putes: tum
enim duobus versibus tota scriptura fuisset absoluta."

The original reading of 01 agrees with the Gospel of Thomas. In this form we
also have a threefold negation here as in verse 26. But it is very difficult to
judge on the extremely slim MS evidence.



Note also the following word-order variant:

oOEAVouoLY o0 KOTLQAOLY 00dE vNBouaLy txt

oDEAVOLTLY o0 YNBouaLy 0DdE KOTLOGLY 0
9 4 ) o\ 4 ) o\ ~ *

oV &aLvouvoLy oLdE YNOOLOLY OLOE KOTLHOLY 01

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Lukan TO¢ adEovel: o0 koLl o0de vNBel: for Q. It
has been suggested that the Q reading is already an error and the dOEVOLGLY
- 00 £olvouoLy variation indicates a written source.

Compare:

TC Skeat "The Lilies of the field", ZNW 37 (1938) 211-14

JM Robinson & C. Heil "Zeugnisse eines griechischen, schriftlichen vorkanonischen
Textes" ZNW 89 (1998) 30-40

James M. Robinson "The Pre-Q Text of the (Ravens and) Lilies: Q 12:22-31 and P.Oxy.
655 (Gos. Thom. 36)" in "Text und Geschichte: Facetten theologischen Arbeitens aus
dem Freundes- und Schiilerkreis". Dieter Liihrmann zum 60. Geburtstag (Marburger
Theologische Studien 50), hg.v. Stefan Maser / Egbert Schlarb, Marburg 1999, 143-180.
JM Robinson "A Written Greek Sayings Cluster Older than Q: A Vestige" HTR 92 (1999)
61-77

Jens Schrater "Vorsynoptische Uberlieferung auf P.Oxy. 655" ZNW 90 (1999) 265-272

James M. Robinson / Christoph Heil "Noch einmal: Der Schreibfehler in Q 12,27", ZNW
92 (2001) 113-122.

Jens Schroter "Verschrieben? Kldrende Bemerkungen zu einem vermeintlichen
Schreibfehler in Q und tatsdchlichen Irrtimern", ZNW 92 (2001) 283-289.

James M. Robinson / Christoph Heil "The Lilies of the Field: Saying 36 of the Gospel of
Thomas and Secondary Accretions in Q 12.22b-31", NTS 47 (2001) 1-25.

Jens Schréter "Rezeptionsprozesse in der Jesusiiberlieferung: Uberlegungen zum
historischen Charakter der neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft am Beispiel der
Sorgenspriiche", NTS 47 (2001) 442-468.

Stanley E. Porter "P.Oxy. 655 and James Robinson's Proposals for Q: Brief Points of
Clarification", JTS 52 (2001) 84-92.

James M. Robinson, Christoph Heil "P.Oxy. 655 und Q. Zum Diskussionsbeitrag von
Stanley E. Porter", in: "For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-
Martin Schenke on the Occasion of the Berliner Arbeitskreis fiir koptisch-gnostische
Schriften's Thirtieth Year" (Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies, 54), eds. Hans-
Gebhard Bethge et al., Leiden / Boston 2002, 411-423.

Robert H. Gundry "Spinning the Lilies and Unravelling the Ravens: An Alternative Reading
of Q 12.22b-31 and P.Oxy. 655", NTS 48 (2002) 159-180.

D. Jongkind "The Lilies of the Field reconsidered: Codex Sinaiticus and the Gospel of
Thomas" NovT 48 (2006) 209-216

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 55

12.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 6:33 {ntelte 8¢ TpdTOV TNV Paoiielov [tod 6eod] kol Try
SLkeLoovvny «dtod, kel TadTo TEVTe TPOoTEdNoETHL DUV,

BYZ Matthew 6:33 {nteite 8¢ mp@dtov Ty Paciiclar 10D Beod kal Thy
SLkeLoovvny «dtod kol TedTter TEVTe TPOOTEONOoETHL DULY

T&T #21

txt L, W,0,ZX, ®, 0233, f1, f13, 22, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy, mae-1, CI*’*, Basil(4™ CE)

omit: 01, BY, 57, k, |, vg°", sa, bo, Sy-Pal™, mae-2, Did, Eus,
NA® WH, Bois, Weiss
B has (also Weiss): TV SikaLtoolvny kol Ty Bootielar adtod

o0TOD 345, 440, 817, 995, 1646

TAV oVpovdr  301*, 366, 373, 726, 1272*, 1590*, CI*/*

Clement has: TY PaoLiciar TV olpoavdy and TV Baoticlov tod Ocod

Justin (Apology 15:16): {ntelte 6¢ TNy Paciielory TOV 00paVOY Kol
ToDToe TOWwToe TPOOoTEONoETaL DULY. (it is not entirely clear though from
which source text Justin is quoting.)

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 12:28 &pa €pOnoer ép’ Luac 1) PaotAelo Tod Beod.

NA?" Matthew 19:24 1) TAoUOLOV €loeABely eic Ty PacitAeioar Tod Oeod.
NAZ" Matthew 21:31 TpodyovoLy DUEC €ic Ty PaoiAeior tod Oeod.
NAZ?" Matthew 21:43 OtL GpOnoetaL &’ DUDY 1 Paoiielor ToD Beod

BoorLAcle Tod OBeoD 5x in Mt
BooLAcloe TOV oDPaV@Y  32x (Mt standard term)
BooLAcio alone ca. 7x



Lk has:

NA? Luke 12:31 TANV {ntelte v Paoiielar adtoD,

BYZ Luke 12:31 TAT)Y (nrelte TN PBaotAielor tod Oeod,
Byz P45 ,A, DY Q,W,0,070, f1, f13, 33, 157, Maj, Lat, Sy, Cl
txt 01,B,D*,L,"¥, 579,892, pc,a,c, Co

The term with To0 0e€oD does not appear earlier in Mt, so it is not a
harmonization to immediate context. But the term faoiAelo ToD BeoD appears
overall 53 times in the Gospels, so it is quite a common term.

The support for the omission is slim. It is possible that T00 0€0U has been
omitted to improve style.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Lukan {nteite TnY Paotielov adTod for Q.

Compare:

W.M.A. Hendriks "Brevior Lectio Praeferenda est Verbosiori" RB 112 (2005)
567-595 [very unsound methodology, thinks that PaoLiclo TGV 0VPAVRV is
original, based on Justin and Clement]

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.



TVU 56
Minority reading: A
NAZ?" Matthew 6:34 W1 00V depLuvnonte €ic thy alpLov, 1 yap adpLov
HEPLUVNOEL €0UTRAC GPKETOV TR NUEpe N koklo adthic T .
"... sufficient for the day is the evil of it."

T and unto the hour the pain thereof Arab, Sy-PalmSS(B*c)

Interesting agraphon.
Noted in Metzger's "Early versions of the NT" under the Arabic version.



TVU 57

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 7:2 €V () Yop KPLUOTL KpLveTe kpLBnoeoBe, kol €V @)
LETPW WETPELTE PeTpnOnoeToL VLY.

GvTLUeTpnOnoeTaL N, X, ®, ©, 0233, f13, 22, 28, 157, 565, 1071, al,
it, vg“, Cyr, TR

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 6:38 &L60TE, Kol 606noewL VLY perpov KOLAOV Tremeopevov
oecakeupevov DTEPEKYLVVOUEVOY BWO0UOLY €1¢ TOV KOATOV DUGV' )
VOP UETPW UETPELTE QUTLUETPNONOETHL DUTY.

Harmonization to Lk.
IQP's Crit. ed. has €V () PETPW UETPELTE peTpnONoeToL VULV for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 58

13. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 7:13 Elo€ABate Lo thig oteviic TOANG:

0TL TAatelo 1 TOAN kol €DpUYwPOg 1 080C T &mayouow €i¢ Thy
amAcLoy kol ToAlol elowy ol eloepyduevol &L adThc:

"..for the gate is wide and the road is easy..."

omitted by: 01*, 1646,
a, b, ¢, h, k, vg™s, Cl, Hipp, Or?", Did®, Eus, Cyp,
UBS* adds L211
WH have 1| TOAT in the margin
Tis, NA® both have it in brackets in the text
Olat is divided: aur, f, ff!, 91, [, q, vg have "porta".

H, Bois, Bal

omit €loL: 01%, CI  (Both cases are corrected by 018 = 01¢)

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:
NA?’ Matthew 7:14 TL OTE€VT) 1 TOAN Kol TEOALUUEVT M 080C T) GTOYOLOE,
el TV Cwny kol OALYyoL €loly ol ebplokovteg adThy.
Omit 1) TOAN: 113, 182*, 482, 544, a, h, k, Cl, Hipp, Or®*, Eus, Cyp, Bois
Tis has it in brackets in the text

0TL TAaTELN Kol €0pUXWPOC T 060¢
"...for the road is wide and easy..."

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 13:24 arywvi{eoBe eloedbely dui Thc oteviic B0pac,
OTL TOAAOL, A€Yw LWLV, (NTHoouoLy €loeABely kol o0k LoyloouoLy.

WH think that without | TOAT it makes better sense and that scribes probably
added it o make the sentence parallel to verse 14. (But in verse 14 the omission
appears, tool)

Metzger notes: "... and to account for the absence of the word in one or both
verses sa a deliberate excision made by copyists who failed to understand that
the intended picture is that of a roadway leading to a gate."



Boismard and UBS* add Tatian/Diatessaron in favor of the omission in both
verses.

Weiss notes (Textkritik, p. 125f.) that 01 often omits the subject, so it is not a
weighty witness for the omission, which is probably just an accidental omission.
Note especially that 01 HAS 1) TOAN again in the next verse 14. The history of
the exegesis of this passage, which tried in vain to interpret the double image,
shows that it is much more probable here to omit than to add.

Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 283) adopts the shorter reading as possible ("If
this reading is original ..").

So also Zahn (Com. Mat.): "very doubtful". He thinks that the addition in verse
13 is a conformation to verse 14, and the omission in verse 14 is a conformation
the the original short reading in verse 13.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 59

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 7:13 EloéA0ute SLe Thg otevfic mOANg: 0TL TAwTelor M TOAN
Kol €0pLYWPOC 1 080C T GTEYOUoK €L¢ THY GTWACLHY Kol TOAAOL
eloLwy ol eloepyouevoL 61 adTic

Not in NA but in SQE!

dLepyouevol L1043
eiomopevouevoL fl, 22,157, 1071
TopevouevoL 01, Sy-C, Sy-P

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Luke 13:24 aywvi(eoBe eloeAbely Sux ThHC oTevfic Opog, OTL
ToAAOL, Aéyw VULV, (MTnoovoLy €loeABely kol ok LoyVoouoLY.

1C2

The correction by 017 is interesting. Possibly stylistic?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 60

14. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 7:14 TL OT€VT) 1| TOAN Kol TEOALUUEVT 1) 080C 1) GTOYOLON
clg TV Cwny kol OALYoL €loly ol ebplokovteg adThy.

OtTL 01*, N¢, X, 157, 372, 700, 828, 1071, 1243, pc, L1043,
Co, Or, NA®®, WH, Tis, Bal
OTL 66  B*, sa™*, Weiss

KoL 209
T 01¢, (B*%), C,L, W, O, f1, f13, 22, 892, Maj, Lat, Sy
Tl 66 B

The correction in B (p. 1242 C 18) is a slash through the unenhanced O and a dot
above the O. Acc. to Tischendorf this is a correction by the enhancer B3, but it
is not clear if the dot or the slash were already present before. The ink is
slightly darker than the unenhanced letter, but not as dark as the enhanced
letters.

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

"How [TL] narrow the gate is...
"Because [0TL] the gate is narrow...

Compare previous verse 13:

NA? Matthew 7:13 EiloéABute S Thg oterfic mUANG OTL TAatelo 1) TUAN
kel €DpUXWPOC 1 000C 1) GTOyouow €l TNV GTWAELey Kol ToAAOL
elow ol eloepyouevol &L adtic: TL a,b,h,l,q, Cypr

Weiss, in favor of OTL O¢ writes (Textkritik, p. 36f.): "The emendators
stumbled over the repeated 0TL and wrote TL. But the editors overlook that OTL
is followed in B* by 8¢, which has been omitted either of ignorance or as a
conformation to verse 13."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 61

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 7:21 O0 Ti¢ O A€ywV poL KUPLE KUPLE, €L0EACVOETHL €1C
MY Baolielory TV 00pav@dy, GAL’ 0 TOLRY TO OéANUe Tod TaTPOC WLou
100 €V Tolg olparolg T .

T&T #22

T b ’ Q) 2 / b \ ’ ~ 9 ~
adtoc/obtoc eloeleboetal elc Ty Baoiielor TGV odpav@y

C, W, 0, ®d, 33,1071, 1241, pc®, Lat, Sy-C

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: umlaut! (line 12 A, p. 1243) év TOl¢ 0VPAVOLG. 22 TOAAOL

Clearly a secondary addition to make the saying more symmetrical.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 62

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

/ 4 ~ ’
NA? Matthew 7:23 Kol TOTE OMOAOYNOW OOTOLC OTL OVOETOTE EYVWY
VUOG amoywpelte am’ éuod T ol épyalOuevoL THY Gropiov.

VoY WPELTE 0, f13, pc, Justin?
T TOVTEG L, ©, 13,1424, al, b, vg™

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA% Luke 13:27 Kol €pel A€ywy LWLy olk olde [bpag] mobev €oté
GmOoTNTE QM EUoD TOVTEC €PYaToL GdLKLOC.

Compare:

~ 4 4
NA%" Matthew 9:24 €leyev: QVayWPELTE, 00 Yop OTEOVEY TO KOPHOLOV
GAA KoBehdeL. kol KoTeyéAwy adToD.

The addition of TVTES is clearly a harmonization to Lk.

The avoywpelte is more difficult to explain. The meaning is the same. Possibly
stylistic to avoid the double &T - & ? Justin uses it once too (Dial. 76:5) but
has in Apol. 16:11 &TOYWPELTE.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 63

Minority reading:

NAZ?" Matthew 7:26 kol TOC 0 GkoDWY Wov TOLG AOYOUG TOUTOUG KoL [N
TOLAY adTOVC OUOLWONOETIL VPl LWPR, 00TLE WKOSOUNOEY hTOD
TNV olklow €Tl TNV Guuov:

TG O0TLC GKOVEL...ToleL O, f13, pc

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:

NA? Matthew 7:24 TI6¢ o0V OOTLC GKOVEL HOL TOUC AOYOUC TOUTOUC Kol
ToLel adTolg, OpOLWONoETHL GVdpL PPOVikw, 00TLC WKOSOUNOEY a0TOD
TNV olkloy €Tl TNY TETpoy:

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 64

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

27 \ / € \ \ > e \ \
NA*" Matthew 7:27 kol KkoTefn m Ppoxn kKol mMABOV oL TOTOMOL Kol
€mreuony oL (vepol kel Tpookoy TR olkly ékelvm, kol €meoer Kol
Y 1 TTOOLE 0OTAC UEYAAN.

mpogéppniory  C, M, 0O, f1,22,al
Tpooékpovooy  f13, pe
TPOCETETOV pc, Basil(4™ CE)

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ?" Luke 6:48 TATULOPNG € YEVOUEVNC TPOOEPTEEY O TOTOHOC TH Olkie:
éxelvm, kol o0k loyvoer oodedonl adTHY SLk TO KOAKDC 0lkodoufiobul
aOTNV.

For TPOOKPOUW compare:

LXX Job 40:23 €0V YéVNTaL TANUULPE 00 un alodndf memoLber OTL
TpookpovaeL 0 Topdavng €ic T0 oToue dToD

"Even if the river is turbulent, it (the hippopotamus) is not frightened; it is confident though
Jordan rushes against its mouth."

TPOOEPPNEQY is a harmonization to Lk.
TPOOKPOLW "strike or beat against", is a rare word in the Bible (only 2 Ma
13:19; Job 40:23; Sir. 13:2). The change is probably accidental.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 65

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

27 \ / € \ \ > e \ \
NA*" Matthew 7:27 kol KkoTefn m Ppoxn kKol mMABOV oL TOTOMOL Kol
€mreuonr oL vepoL kel Tpooekoar TR olkly ékelvm, kol €meoer Kol
v 1N TTOoLe aOThC peyaAn T .

T ohodpe X, ©, f13, 33, 1241, al, mae-1, Sy-Pal, Basil(4™ CE)

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

It's not from the Lukan parallel:
NA?" Luke 6:49 KL €YEVETO TO PTjype ThHG olklog ékelvng peye.

But compare:
NA*" Matthew 2:10
L60VTEC B¢ TOV QOTEPL EXOPNONY YUPOY HEYEANY 0hOdp.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 66

Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA? Matthew 7:28 Kol €yéveto 0te €téieoer 0 ’‘Inoodg toug Adyoug
TOUTOUC, €EeTANOo0oVTO Ol OyAoL €ml Tf SLdoyf adToD:

TOVTEC OL OYAOoL A, O, f1, 22, pc, vg™, Sy-Pal, Or

TOVTEC 998, Eus

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

A natural addition.
Compare:

NA? Matthew 12:23 Kol €£L0TOVTO TAVTEC OL OYAOL Kol €A€yov: WmTL 0D
T0C €0TLY O LLOC Aavis;

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 67

NAZ" Matthew 7:29 v Y&p SL8GOKwY dTOVC WC EE0LOLOY €YWY
Kol 00) WG Ol YPOUMKTELS adTdY T .

BYZ Matthew 7:29 v yop SLOAOKWY adTOVC WG EEouaLaY EXwV
Kol 00Y WC Ol YPOUHUKTELG

Only Byz in NA!
Byz C*, L, M, 565,700,1424, Maj, f, goth

txt 01,B,C% K II, W, A, O, f1, f13, 22, 33, 372,579, 892, 1365, dl,
Lat, Sy, Co

T kol ol @aprocior €%, W, 33, 1241, pc, Lat, Sy, Eus®’, geo®

Lacuna: D, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ Mark 1:22 kol ¢&EemAnooovto émi Tf Oudayfy odtod: v  yop
SLBOKWY DTOVC WC €Eouolay €xwVY KoL OUY WC Ol YPOUUNTELS.
Kol 00) WG Ol YPOUMKTEL aDTRV.
C,M, A, 33,579,1342, pc, Sy

Compare Lk:
NA?" Luke 5:30 kol €y0yyuCov ol opLoniol Kol oL YPeuuetele adT@dy
BYZ Luke 5:30 ketl €y0yyulov ol Ypoupatelc adtdv kal ol doploniol

Either the txt reading is a harmonization to Lk or the Byzantine reading is a
harmonization to Mk. Ypouatelc aOT@V is a rare term. It appears only here
and in Lk 5:30. It is more probable that it has been changed to the more general
term.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 68

Minority reading:
NAZ” Matthew 8:5 EioeA80vtog &¢ adtod eic Kadopraoly mpoofiAdey
a0TE EKATOVTOPYOC TUPUKOADY DTOV

Meto 8¢ tadtoe k, Sy-S

Meto, ¢ todtoe eioeABovtoc &€ odtod €eic Kadpaproodu
it(a, b, ¢, f, g', h, q), Sy-C, goth

Lat(aur, ff!, I, vg) read txt.

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 7:1 "EmeLdn €mANpwoer Towto To PNUKTR oDTOD €L¢ TOC
akooc ToD Ao, elofABer eic Kadoprooly.

One of those strange agreements of k and Sy-S.
Burkitt (Evangelion - Intro, p. 237) writes:

"T have a strong suspicion that (a) [= the k, Sy-S reading] is the true reading in
Mt, while (B) [= txt] is an early harmonistic variant and (y) [= the it, Sy-C
reading] is a conflation of (&) and (B). The fact that Meta &¢ TadTw is not
elsewhere used by the compiler of the first Gospel is not necessarily fatal to
this view, as it may possibly have stood in the source from which Mt and Lk drew
the story of the Centurion. Besides, there is a special reason for Meta 6¢
ToUTe here. It may be, so to speak, the voice of the compiler of Mt expressing
his belief that his new arrangement of the story of the Leper is satisfactory.

[..] Possibly therefore the place was not indicated in the source and the
connection of the story with Capernaum may be due to S. Luke's own information

of conjecture."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 69

Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 8:6 KoL A€YWV' KUPLE, O Tel¢ WMovu BéPAntaL év T olkig
ToPEAVTLKOC, 6eLv®e BaoorLldpevoc.

omit: 01*, k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Hilarius(4™ CE)

K€ has been added by corrector B (=01°) acc. to Tischendorf.
Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:

27 \ 5 \ \ \ 4 5 ~ ’

NA?" Matthew 8:2 KoL LOOU A€TPOG TPOCEABWY TPOCEKLVEL OUTGH) A€YWV*
KUpLE, €av BEANC dlvaoul pe kabaplool.

27 \ 5 \ [ e 14 b4 4 5 b \
NA?" Matthew 8:8 KL GTOKPLOELC O €KTOVTOPYOC €PN KUPLE, OVK €Lpl
LKVOG LYo, OU DTIO TNV OTEYNY €LOEABNG, GAAX HOvoV €lTe Adyw, Kol
lednoetoL 6 TG Hov.

Compare: omit KUPLE:

Matthew 17:15 01 John 4:19 o1*
Matthew 25:22 01 John 11:21 B
Luke 5:8 01* John 11:34 P66*
Luke 7:6 579 John 11:39 P66
Luke 9:59 B*, D John 12:21 U*, 28
Luke 12:41 f13 John 12:38 H
Luke 14:22 D, 1071 John 13:6 o1*
Luke 19:8 579 John 13:9 o1*
Luke 19:16 K John 13:37 01%*, 33,565
Luke 19:20 1071 John 21:20 c*
Luke 19:25 B* John 21:21 01
Luke 22:38 o1*

The two occurrences in Mt 8:2 and 8:8 are safe.
01 appears to be extremely unreliable in this case. It omits KUpLE much more
often than any other witness (9 times!).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 70

A question of punctuation
NAZ" Matthew 8:7 kol A€yel adT®" €yw EAOWY Bepamelow odTOV.

Bcpaelow indicative future active 1st person singular or
subjunctive aorist active 1st person singular

A question of punctuation: Is this a statement or a question?

And he said to him, "I will come and cure him."
And he said to him, "Shall I come and cure him?"

This possibility has been first raised by Fritsche in 1826. It cannot be answered
by TC, because the early MSS have no or only sporadic punctuation.
Nevertheless it might be interesting to know what the later MSS have.

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 7:6 0 8¢ ‘Incol¢ émopeleto oLy alTOoLC.
And Jesus went with them,

Compare next verse 8:

\ ) \ e e ’ b4 4 ) ) \ € \ V4
KoL OC'ITOKpLeé LC O €KUTOVTOPXOG G(bT] KUpPLE, OUK €LUL LKOVOG LYo OV
UTO TNV OTEYNY €LoEABNG, GAAG povov eime A0Yw, kol Labnoetal O
TOLG LOU.
The centurion answered, "Lord, T am not worthy o have you come under my roof; but only speak
the word, and my servant will be healed."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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15. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 8:8 Kol GTOKPLOEL O €KATOVTOPXOC €dT KUPLE, ODK €Ll
LkavOg o ov DO THY OTEYNY €LOEAONC, GAAX HOvoV €lTe A0YW, Kol
lednoetoL O Tl [Oov.

NA?" Matthew 8:9 KL Yo €Yw owOpwTOg €lpl Lo €ovalay, ...

omit: f1, k, sa, mae-1, bo™*, Or?
mae-2 has the words, acc. to Schenke
22 has the words, too.

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 7:7 610 008¢ &Uautor NElwon TPOC o€ EABELY ALY elme
AOYw, Kol LeBnTw O el pov.

It could have been added to harmonize it with Lk.

Metzger suggests that it might have happened that the "the eyes of copyists
passed from LoONo€TUL to the following KL, omitting the intervening words."
IQP's Crit. ed. has O TKLC OV as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 8:9 Kl yop €Yw owOpwTo¢ €ipl vmo €ovotar T .

T&T #23

T toooouevog 01, B, 372, 2737, pc?, it, (sa?, bo?), WH [in brackets]
pc = 4,273,792,899*, 995, 1403, 2236, 2703

Lacuna: D
B: umlaut! (line 11 C, p. 1243) €ipL OO €ovoloy

T0LOOW here: "under the authority of superior officers"

Parallel:
NAZ Luke 7:8 Kol Yop €y GvOpWTOC €Ll UTO €E0VOLOY THOOOULEVOC

Noteworthy harmonization error of 01 + B.
There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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16.Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 8:10 akovoe¢ 6¢ 0 'Inoodc €Balpaoey kol elmer Tolg
akorovBoloLy:

’ \ ’ € A ) 9 \ 4 ’ 2 ~ 9 \ o
aunY A€yw Uiy, Top’ oddevi tooaltny TLoTLY €v 1@ ‘TopomA ebpov.

BYZ Matthew 8:10 akolvong 6¢ 0 ’‘Inoodg €Oalpaocer kol €lmey TOLG
akorovboloLy
Auny Aéyw DULY o6e év 10 ‘Iopani tooaltny TLOTLY €bpov

T&T #24

Byz 01,C,L,0,®,0233,0250, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth,
Tis, Bal

txt B, W,0281,0287, f1,(22),892,2786,pc’, a,g', k, 9, Sy-C, Sy-H™, Co
fl:  Top’ ovdEVL rooowrnv TloTLY ebpov.
892: Tap’ 0VdEVL TooKUTNY TLOTLY €bpov év 16 TopamA
pc = 4, 273, 335, 697, 1005, 2586, 2701°

o0d¢ Top’ OVBEVL ... 22

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 7:9 006€ €v T Topani Tooou')rnv TLOTLY ef)pov

BYZ Luke 7:9 0UT€ €V TG Iopocnk Tooocurnv TLOTLY €DpOV
Var. D:  0DOETOTE TOOKUTNY TLOTLY €bpov év T) "Topani

Top’ 00SeVL appears only here in the NT. The support is not that good and
mixed (W, Sy-C). Possibly an early intensification? Compare the variant
000€TOTE of D in Lk

On the other hand the Byzantine reading could be a harmonization to Lk (so
Weiss and Zahn).

IQP's Crit. ed. has for Q the Lukan: 008¢ €v t¢) "lopamA toowhTNY TLOTLY
eLpov.

Note the omission of €V T "IopanA by f1!



Rating: - (indecisive)
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17. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ?” Matthew 8:12 oL &¢ viol Thc Paotielag EkBANONoOVTIL €ic TO
OKOTOC TO €EWTEPOV” kel €0ToL O KAMUOUOC Kol O PPLYHOC TGV
0d0VTWV.

ekeleboovtor,  01*, 0250,
k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, arm, Did”", Or?, Tis, Bal
01 corrected by 01¢

ibunt it, Ir"", Aug
exibunt Cyp
exient k

01: corrected by corrector B (= 01,
Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 13:28 ¢kel €0Tol 0 KAMLOWOC Kol O Bpuyuog TdV 080vTwy,
otoav OymoBe CAPpaop kel Towdk kol TokwB kel TavTeg  TOUG
Tpopntac év Th Paotiely tod Beod, Ludc 8¢ EkPailopevoug EEw.

Compare previous verse 11:

NA?" Matthew 8:11 A€yw 6¢ DULY OTL TOAAOL GO GVOTOADY Kol SUOUGV
4 > ’ A A L \ L \ ’
néovoLy kol ovakAlOnoovtol peto "APpaop kol Tocok kol Tokwp €v
T Baoliely TGOV odpavey,

Metzger: "The reading €£eAebOooOVTOL seems to have been substituted for
€kPANONoOVTAL, either in order to avoid using a passive verb when the agent
remains unexpressed or to provide a more appropriate counterpart for the verb
NEOUOLY in the preceding verse (‘will come' ... 'will go out")."

The txt reading seems fo be the more easier reading.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 47) agrees with Metzger in that éieAedoovtal is a better
counterpart for the verb NZ0uoLV. He finds it improbable that ékBAndnoovtaL
is a harmonization to Lk, because it is different in many ways.

Zahn (Com. Mat.) seems to favor €£cAcioovTaL. He thinks that ékPAnOnoovtal
probably came from Lk.



The Latin ibunt seems to be a variation to avoid the notion that the sons of the
reign already were in the kingdom (so Zahn).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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18. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

Matthew 8:13 kol eimer 0 ’Inooldc T ekotovtopyn LTEYE, ®¢
€mLoTevonG yevnONTw oot. kel Ladn 0 Talg [whTod] €v T Wpe €kelv.

omit a0TOD: 01, B, 0250, 0281, f1, 22, 33, pc, Latt, mae, bo, Sy-Pal,
NA®® WH, Weiss, Gre, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt C,K I, L, N, W, 0,0233, 1582¢, f13, 157, 579, 700, 1071, 1424,
Maj, Sy, sa, arm, geo, Bois

Lacuna: D

B: umlaut! (line 40 C, p. 1243) Talc é&v T Wpa €kelvn

(It is not clear, if the umlaut indicates this variant or the next one, the addition
after €kelv).)

Parallels:

NA?" Luke 7:3 ... €pWTOY adTOV 0TWe EABWY SLaowor Tov dobAov alTod.
NAZ" Luke 7:10 Kal Umootpépavtec €lc tov olkov ol TeudpBeévtec edpov
Tov 60DAOV DYLaLVOVTO.

NAZ?” John 4:51 761 &¢ adtoD katofelvovtog ol 6odAoL adTod LTHYTNOY
a0TE Aéyovtec OtL O Tolc ohTod Cf.

Compare context:
NAZ?" Matthew 8:6 K&l A€YWV* KUPLE, O THLIC OV
NA? Matthew 8:8 kol LoOMo€TolL O Tl OV,

It is possible that the 00TOD has been added from the parallel Jo 4:51. It might
also be a conformation to context (twice O TKLC OV). There is no reason for an
omission.

That the omission is a harmonization to Lk 7:10 where there is no c:0T0D is quite
improbable, because the wording is completely different.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(omit OTOD)

External Rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
Matthew 8:13 kol €lmev 0 ’‘Inoolg T¢) €katovtapyn” UTHYE, ®¢

b ’ 4 \ /7 < ~ 5 ~ b ~ V4 b ’
€TLOTELONG YevnONTW ooL. Kol Lobn 0 mele [wUToD] €V Th Wwpe €KeLvT
-

T Kol vmootpéfac O exatovtapyoc e€ic tov oikov adtod év altf Th
wpa €bper TOV molde UyLalvovta. (Lk 7:10)
01*“ C,E,M,N, U, 0, X, ®, 0250, f1, 22, 33, 1241, al, ', Sy-H, Sy-Pal, aeth

txt 019, B, K, II, L, W, f13, 157, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo, goth

Lacuna: D

B: umlaut! (line 40 C, p. 1243) Talc év Th Wpa ékelvn

(It is not clear, if the umlaut indicates this variant or the previous one, the
omission of 0TOD.)

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 7:10 Kal Umootpépavtec €lc tov oikov ol TeudpBévtec edpov
TOV 60DAOV LYLOLVOVTL.

Compare next verse 14:
NA? Matthew 8:14 Kol €A0wv 0 'Inoolc €ic tnv oiklow Ilétpov ..

Strong and diverse support!

But there is no reason for an omission. It could have been omitted as redundant.
The beginning of the sentence is similar to the beginning of the following verse,
but it is improbable that this lead to the omission.

Note that Mt 8:5-13 is a lection (5™ Sunday after Pentecost).

It is most probable that the words have been added from Lk early and adapted
to Mt (change of plural to singular, d00A0V to moLow).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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19. Difficult variant:
NAZ’ Matthew 8:18 Léwv &€ 0 ’'Inoodg OyAov Tepl aOTOV €KEAELOEV
ameABely elc TO TEpav.

BYZ Matthew 8:18 'Idwv &8¢ 0 ’‘Inoodc moAloLg OyAoug Tepl odTOV
ekErcvoer GTeEABELY elc TO TEpay

Byz 01¢¢,¢, L, ®, 0233, f13, 33, Maj,
Latt, Sy, sa™, arm, goth, Gre, Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal
Minority readings: OYAOUC 01*, f1, 22, pc, bo, (Or)
TOALV OyAov 983, 1689(=f13°), 1424, mae-1
OxAov TOALY W, pc

txt B, sa, NA* Weiss, Trg™
WH [in brackets, with [ToALoUg] OxAoUG in the margin]

Lacuna: D, mae-2

Regarding Origen: There is a Catena MS (Vat. 757) in which is written:

"Kedever 0€ povolg tolg pobnrtolg o Inooug ameAbewv elg to mepov
Lo un Sokm eumooLlecBul vmo Twy BALPovTwY avtov oyAwy ..

B: no umlaut (but on next line 22 A, p. 1244 ékélcuoer GmeABeLY)

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 4:25 kol HKOAOVONOOY UTG OYAOL TOAAOL
NA?" Matthew 5:1  L8wV &€ ToLg OxAoug Gvefn eic TO 6poc,
NA? Matthew 8:1  fikoAoUBnoow wdT® OxAoL TOAAOL. (immediate context!)
NA? Matthew 9:8  Ld0VTEC 8¢ 0L OYAOL

NA? Matthew 9:23 kol 6wV TOLC a0ANTOC Kol TOV OYAoOV
NAZ Matthew 9:36  LdwV &€ TOLC OYAOUC

NA?" Matthew 14:14 Kal €AV €ldev moALY Oyiov

NA?" Matthew 20:29 TKOAOVONCEY 0TG OYAOC TOANC.

NA? Matthew 26:47 kol pet’ a0TOD OYAOC TOAUC

NAZ?’ John 6:5 OTL TOAUC OYAOC €pyeTaL TPOC VTOV
and many more...

NAZ?" Matthew 12:15 kol koAoUOnoor adte [OxAoL] moAdoL,
BYZ Matthew 12:15 katl ikoAoUONoay )T OxAoL TOAAOL
moAdol 01, B, pc, lat
oyAoL N*



NAZ?" Matthew 14:19 kol KeAeDong TOUG OYAOUG
TOV OyAov D, 892, Lat

NAZ" Matthew 15:31 OT€E TOV OYAOV Oouuaool
BYZ Matthew 15:31 (JaT€ TOUG OYAOULE BovuaowL
TOUG OYAOUG B, L, W, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H

NAZ?" Matthew 15:35 Kol ToperyyeLAG TG OxAw

BYZ Matthew 15:35 Kol €kéAcvoer  TOLg OYAOL
TOUG OYAOUG C, 892°, 1010, 1424, pc
TOlg OxAoL L, W, Maj

NAZ?" Matthew 15:36 0L 8¢ podntel tolg dxAoLg.
BYZ Matthew 15:36 0L 8¢ pontal T¢ OXAGQ.

NAZ” Matthew 20:29 KOAOUONGEV DTG OYAOC TOAUC.
OxAoL TOAAOL P45, D, 1424, pc, it, Sy-H

NA?" Mark 4:1 kol ouveyetel TPog adTor OxAog TACloToc,
BYZ Mark 4:1 koL ovvrjOn  mpo¢ adtov OxAoc moAlC,

NA% Mark 14:43 koL et’ adTod O)A0G
BYZ Mark 14:43 kel et ahToD OYA0C TOALC

NA?" Luke 6:17 KoL OYA0¢ TOALG padntadv ahTo,
BYZ Luke 6:17 ketl O(A0G uoOnTOY 0hTod

NA%" Mark 14:43 koL pet” htod O)A0G
BYZ Mark 14:43 kel pet’ a0toD OyAog mOALG

Very difficult! In light of Mt 8:1 (immediate context: OxAoL ToAAoL) I would
say OyAov is slightly more probable. Noteworthy is the variety of the variants.
This might be worth a detailed study. Note that in Mt 5:1 and 9:36 LowV is
coupled with ToU¢ OYAOUC in both cases. Similar 9:8 LdOVTEC 8¢ oL OyAoL.
One would expect an article here.

From the variants in the other occurrences (see above) no clear rule can be
established. Both expansion and reduction happen, also both pluralization and

singularization take place.

The support for OYAov is extremely slim.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 30) thinks that first OxAov has been conformed to
OxAoug from verse 1 and then has been intensified by TOALOUC. He notes that
the placement in front is against the Matthean norm (ratio 2 : 8).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

Matthew 8:18 16wy 8¢ 0 "Inoodg OyAov mepl adtov ékércvoey T ameAdeiy
€lg TO TEpav.
T discipulos suos (accusative)
= TOUC_ podnTag odtod a, b, c, g, q,aur, vg™s, goth, Hil
(thus NA, SQE, Tis)
T discipulis suis (dative)
tol¢ podntalc ohtod h, 1, Sy-C, (got) (thus Kilpatrick)

KeAeVeL 6€ pOvoLg TOLG podnTolg Cyril-Alex.

The Latin/Syriac evidence above it given from Legg. NA has everything under
the accusative. It is not clear if the versional evidence can be used to define the
case of a noun here.

Lacuna: D
B: umlaut! (line A 22, p. 1244) &kéAevoev GmeABely

Compare context:

27 \ b 4 ) ~ ) \ ~ U 4 5 ~
NA*" Matthew 8:23 Kol eufavtl avT@® €L¢ TO TAOLOV mkoAovOnoor olTE
oL padntel cvtod.

This variant has been noted because here actually Kilpatrick ("Essays in honor of
B. Metzger", 1981, p. 355) suggests it o be original. He notes: "keAcVeLy with
the dative is condemned by the ancient grammarians though it may occur again in
Mt 15:35 [Byz]. One way of avoiding this construction would be to omit TOLG
HeONTalc a0Tod, especially as an object to ékédevgev could be understood
from Oy AoV earlier in the sentence."

The problem here is that no object is provided with ékéAcuoev. OyAov suggests
itself from immediate context. But very probably ol pabntal odTob is
intended (compare verse 23). Thus the addition is only natural.

Note the umlaut!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 8:25 kel TPooeABOVTeC fiyeLpar adTOV A€yovTec:
KUpLE, D00V, GTOAAVUEO.

BYZ Matthew 8:25 kol TPOOEABOVTEG Ol ponToll fyelpoy adToOv A€YoVTeEQ
KlpLe o@oov Muag, amoiiiuedo

T&T #25 (oL podnrol)

oL podBntol(evtod)
Byz C,L,W,0,Z, ®, fl,f13, 22,565,579, 700, 1424, Mqj,
b, 91, h, Sy, goth, Gre
add abTod C*, W, X, 0, %, @, f1, 1424, 2680, al**°, Sy, mae-1+2

txt 01, B, 33" 892, pc?, Lat(a, aur, ¢, ff', k, I, q, vg), sa, bo, Sy-Pal™*
pc = 591, 930, 1421*
TLEC
Byz L,W,®,0242" f13-part, 22, Maj, Latt, Sy, sa, bo, goth, Eus, [Trg™]
bomSSZ: “E
txt 01, B, C, f1, f13-part, 33, 892, pc, bo™*, Sy-Pal™*

Lacuna: D, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 4:38 Ketl €yeLpouoLy a0TOV Kol A€youoLy adTe:
SLBaoKaAE, 00 UEAEL 0oL OTL QTOAADUEDX;

NA?" Luke 8:24 TPOoeAOOVTEG 8€ SLNyeLpar whTOV AEYOVTEC
EMLOTOTO ETLOTATO, GTOAAVED.

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 8:23
Kol éupavty adt@® ei¢ t0 mAolor Nkoiovbnowy «lt® ol pobntol
®0TOD.
NAZ Matthew 14:30 PAéTwr 8¢ TOV Gvepov [Loxupor] épopndn, kol
apéapevoc kotamovtileoBul Ekpaer Aéywr: KUpLE, 0RO0V .

omit pe: f1

oL pedntal adtod is a typical addition of an explicit subject (so Weiss). This
happens often and is probably caused by public reading of a limited pericope,
that needs to name the acting persons (lectionaries!).



It is interesting that the exclamation is given completely different in the three
Synoptics. Again the TUAC is added to clarify a probable Greek idiom. Note that

in Mt 14:30 f1 omits pe.

Rating:
ol padntal(edtod): Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
UG : Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 8:26 kol A€yelL odTOLC" TL deLAOL €0Te, OALYOTLOTOL;, TOTE
eyepBelc emetiunoer Tolg AVEUOLS Kol Tf Budaoor, kol EYEVeTo
YOANVT) HEYRAN.

A question of punctuation: TL; 6€LAOL €0Te, OALYOTLOTOL;

"Why are you afraid, you of little faith?"
or:
"What? Are you afraid, you of little faith?"

Parallels:
NA? Mark 4:40 kol e€lmer a0Tolc” TL deLAol €0Te; oUMW €xete mLoTLY;
\ 0 b ~ ’ 4 bl (¥4 ~ 9 b4
BYZ Mark 4:40 kol €lmer oDTOLS TL deLAol €0Te oUTWC TAC OVK €XETE
’
TLOTLY

NA?" Luke 8:25 €lmer 8¢ adTolc” TOD 1) TLOTLC DUQV;
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Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 8:26 kol A€yel aDTOLC" TL 6€LAOL €0Te, OALYOTLOTOL; TOTE
eyepBelc emetiunoey Tolg AVéUoLe kol Th BaAnoot, Kal Eyéveto
YOANUN LEYOAT).

NA?" Matthew 8:27 oL 6¢ avBpwmoL €0uOhxonY AEYOVTEC: TOTATOS E0TLY
00TOC OTL Kl Ol GvepoL Kol 1 Oodeoon adTE LTEKOVOUOLY;

Not in NA but in SQE!

TO o’cvégw 01*, f1, f13, 22, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, sa™, mae-1, bo™*,
Eus, Basil(4™ CE)
01* corrected by 01¢!

Lacuna: D, Sy-C, mae-2
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 4:39 kol OLeyepBelc €metiunoer ¢ aVéuw kol elmer T
BaAooon” oL, TEGLUWOoO.
NAZ Mark 4141 kol époPpnOnoov ¢oPor Wéyor Kol €Aeyov mPOQ
@AM AOUC TLC &pe OUTOC €0ty OTL kol O Gvepoc kol 1) OcAoooo
UTOKOVEL DT,

verse 410l dveuoL:  01% D,E, W, O, @, f1, 33,157, 517, 565, 700,

1071, 1342, 1424, pc, b, ff?, q, Sy-P, Co, geo

NAZ" Luke 8:24 .. 0 8¢ SLeyepOeLg EMETLUNOEY TG GVEUW Kol TG KADSWVL
70D VONTOC" KL €MODOEVTO Kol EYEVETO YOANVT).

NAZ" Luke 8:25 .. AéyovTec TPOC GAANAOLG TLC Gpo 0DTOC €0TLY OTL Kol
TOLC GUEUOLE ETLTOO0EL Kol TG USaTL, Kol UTKODOLOLY DT®;

Probably a harmonization to Mk, Lk. Quite good support.

In Mk we have two singulars, in Lk one singular and one plural and in Mt two
plurals. In Lk both forms are safe.

Note the similar variation at Mk 4:41. Here it is clearly a harmonization to
Mt/Lk. Interestingly no variation occurs at Mk 4:39.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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20.Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 8:28 Kol €A00vTOC adTOD €l TO TEpay €lg THY YWpov TV
Fodopnrady dvmrtnoar «dt@® 600 Suipovi{operol €k TV Puvmuelov
eEepyoperot, xoAemol Alow, Wote un Loylely TLve TopeAdely Sue ThC
080D exelvmg.

BYZ Matthew 8:28 Kol €AB0vTL a0T® €lg TO Tépay €lg Ty YWpay TV
Cepyeonr@y, LTMYTNOEY ®DTE 600 SELUOVLIOUEVOL €K TAV Uunuelwv
€EcpyOpevoL yoademol Aloav Gote ur Loylely TLve TapeAdely dua Thg
080D ékelvng

lowdopnrdv
['epyeonrav

[epaonvdv

Lacuna: D, Sy-C

B: no umlaut

01*,B,C, M, A, ©, X, 174(=f13), 1010, pc, Sy, Epiph
01,1, W, f1, f13, 22, 157, 700, 892, Maj,

Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, bo, goth

892¢, Latt, Sy-H™, sa, mae-1+2

Parallels:

Mk 5:1

lepoonvdr  01*, B, D, Latt, sa

Fodapnrdr A, C, f13, 157, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

lepyeonv®dr 01, L, U, (W), A, ©, f1, 22, 28, 33, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1071,
1241, 1424, al, Sy-S, bo, Epiph

Lk 8:26

lepaonyviv P75, B, D, 0267, Latt, Sy-H™, sa

Fadapnrar A, R, W, ¥, 0135, f13, 700%, Maj, Sy, goth

lepyeonvav 01, L, X, 0, E, f1, 22, 33,157, 579, 700*, 1241, pc, bo, Epiph

Lk 8:37

lepaonvev P75, B, C*, D, 0279, 579, pc, Latt, sa

Coadapnrary 01, A, R, W, ¥, 565, Maj, Sy

Cepyeonvdy  01%, €%, L, P, ©, f1, f13, 22, 33, 157, 700*, 1071, 1241, al, bo

Diatessaron:

[Noudopnrdy  Syriac
['epaonv@y  Western
(from T. Baarda, Bibletranslator 45, 1994, 353 ff.)



Is seems that most MSS have one form in Mt and another in Mk, Lk.
Epiph (4™ CE) has ['epyeonv@v for Mk, Lk and ['adapnv@dv for Mt

Latt and Sahidic have ['epaonv@r in all three Gospels.
L, f1 have ['epyeonv®dv in all three Gospels.
Sy-P, Sy-H have ["adocpnv@v in all three Gospels.

Both Gerasa and Gadara are known towns. The problem is that both are far from
the lake, 60 km and 10 km.

The differences may have to do with uses of variant regional terms. El-Kursi has
been proposed as the place of the story. Possibly Gergesa is El-Kursi? Zahn
cannot believe that one of the evangelists really used the well known town
Gerasa, which is a two day's journey away from the lake.

The reading ['epyeonvav, from the town ['épyeow, has been proposed by
Origen fo overcome the above difference (but as it appears without MSS
evidence). It then probably got into the manuscripts through his suggestion. In
his account (Comm. John) he does only mention the narrative, not the Gospel.

"The transaction about the swine, which were driven down a steep place by the demons and
drowned in the seaq, is said to have taken place in the country of the Gerasenes. Now, Gerasa is a
town of Arabia, and has near it neither sea nor lake. And the Evangelists would not have made a
statement so obviously and demonstrably false; for they were men who informed themselves
carefully of all matters connected with Judaea. But in a few copies we have found, 'into the
country of the Gadarenes;' and, on this reading, it is to be stated that Gadara is a town of
Judaea, in the neighborhood of which are the well-known hot springs, and that there is no lake
there with overhanging banks, nor any sea. But Gergesa, from which the name Gergesenes is
taken, is an old town in the neighborhood of the lake now called Tiberias, and on the edge of it
there is a steep place abutting on the lake, from which it is pointed out that the swine were cast
down by the demons. Now, the meaning of Gergesa is 'dwelling of the casters-out,’ and it
contains a prophetic reference to the conduct towards the Savior of the citizens of those
places, who 'besought Him to depart out of their coasts.' "

(Origen, Commentary on John VI, 24)

Origen does not mention a copy that actually reads Gergesa.

If we follow Zahn and rule out Gerasa completely, what was probably the source
that led to it? Transcriptionally I'epyeonv@v is more probable:

IFrEpA CHNOWN
FGFF’GCHN(DN
IMAAAP HNODON
So, it is probable that I'epyeonv@Vv was the original reading in Mk (and LK).
Since the reading Gerasa is not found in the Greek fradition of Mt, it is



probable that Mt did not read ['epyeonv®v originally. So we are left with
[Nodapnr@dv for Mt. Josephus calls the area around Gadara (which is about 10
km rom the lake) | T'adapitic (Bel. Jud. ITI 10,10), which belonged to the
Dekapolis. So, the incident happened €i¢ Tty ywpov tov Fadepnydv. But
the mentioned village cannot be Gadara, which is too far away. There must have
been a village called Gergesa. Where was this village? Only in the area of es-
Samra hills meet the lake. These are called tulul es-se'alib, "fox-hills". Several
ruins can be found there, the highest point is 93 m above the lake. This is the
argumentation/speculation of Zahn.

Compare:

Theodor Zahn Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift 1902, p. 923-45.
Theodor Zahn, Comm. Lk., Excursus VII, p. 761-765

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 83

Minority reading: A

NA?" Matthew 8:30 MV 8¢ WPoKPOY &1 DTGV GYEAN YOLpwY TOAAGY
Bookouérn.

00 pokpey  Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, f, ff!, g', h, |, vg), sax,

"non longe" cj. Beza (1519-1605)

d, k, q, 0 read txt.
The reading was listed in NA?®, but has been omitted in NA%#7,
B: umlaut! (p. 1244 B 40 L) ¢ pokpay 41 adT@V GYEAN

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 5:11 v 8¢ k€l TPOC TG OPEL GYEAN YOLPWY UeYRAN
Bookopévn:

NA?" Luke 8:32 v &€ €KeEL GyEAN YOlpwV LKav@dY POOKOUEVT €V TG OpeL:

Compare:
NAZ Luke 7:6 1161 6¢ odTOD 00 UOKPOY GTEXOVTOC GO THC OLKLOG

An interesting variant/conjecture. It makes perfect sense, but does not explain
the universal omission of 00. The strong Latin support is remarkable.

Perhaps one should understand pokpv not as "far off" but simply as "at a
distance"?

Jan Krans writes: "In my opinion, the exclusively Latin attestation for Beza's
reading as well as its obvious harmonistic virtues show that it probably began its
life as an early conjecture. The conjecture conceivably originated when the Latin
version was made, as the thinking of a translation is - in most cases - a less
mechanical process than mere copying."

Beza did not adopt the reading in his translation or his Greek text.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1932) advocates this conjecture, too.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 8:31 ol 0¢ OSolpovec TopekaAovy obTOV A€yovtec €l
exPaAielc MU, GTOOTELAOY TUAC €LC TNV GYEANY TOV YOLPWV.

BYZ Matthew 8:31 ol &8¢ Oulpovec TopekoAovy odTOV Aéyovte KEi
exParierg Nuac emitpelior NULY ATEABELY €lg TNV GYEANY TOV YOLpwV

Byz C, L, W,f13, Maj, f, h, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, (mae-2)
txt 01, B, ®,0242"¢ f1,22, 33,372, 892*, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Co

mae-2: Schenke reconstructs: €TLTREOY MUY Kol GTEA€LOOUEO

Lacuna: D, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 5:12 Kol TopekoAeony a0TOV A€YOVTEC:

TEUPOV MUAC €L TOUC YOLPOUE, Lre €lg adTOVC €LOEABWUED.
NA?" Mark 5:13 kel €metpeer adtolc.

NA?" Luke 8:32 KL ToepeKaAcony hTOV Ly
ETLTPEYN aDTOLC €LC €KeLVouC €LOoeABelY” kol éméTpelier aTOlC.

Compare:

NA27P Matthew 8:21 kUpLe, €miTpeor poL TpdTor GmeAfelv kol Bl
TOV TOTEPX WOU. (immediate context!)

next verse:

NA?" Matthew 8:32 oL 6¢ €EeAB0vTec amiAbor €ic Tolug Yolpoug:

The Byzantine reading is probably inspired
a) from the similar Lukan reading
b) from verse 32 amfjAO0v
c) and possibly also from Mt 8:21

There is nothing that can explain the origin of the txt reading, if the Byzantine
reading is original.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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TVU 86

21. Difficult variant

NA? Matthew 8:32 kol €LTer a0TOLC" LTOyeTe. ol 6¢ €EeAbovtec amfiAbov
elc Tolg Yolpouvg: kol L6oL Cpunoey Taow T) GyEAN

keto ToD kpnurod eic Ty Bainooay kol Gméduvor €v tolg LdaoLY.

BYZ Matthew 8:32 kol €lTer adTOLG" UTyete. oL &€ €EeABovtec amfiAbov
€l TV GyéAny TV Yolpwy: kel L6OL Gpunoey Taow 1 GYEAN TGOV
yolpwy kot Tod kpnurod elc Ty OBdieoooy kol GTEOvov €V TOlg
(¥4

VOOOLY.

variant 1: TOUC yoLpouc

Byz CS K IL L, M,N, W, A, O, f13, 565, 579, 700, 1424, Maj,
f, h, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, mae-2, goth

txt 01, B,C*, 0242, f1, 22, 33, 372, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co
157 omits due to h.t.

variant 2: | QYEAN
Byz (% K,II, L, 22,565,579, 700, Maj, mae-1, bo, goth
txt 01,B,C*, M,N, W, A, O, f1,f13, 33, 157, 892, 1424, Latt, Sy, sa

mae-2: Schenke reconstructs: ol Ve¢ Katémeony Kate ToO Kpnuvod Tiig
BaAcoong: with Ve U¢ sow (female pig)

Lacuna: D, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 5:13 kol €EeABOvToe Toe Tvelpetor To akabopte €LofAbov elg
TOUC YOLPOUC, Kol GPUNoEV 1M GyeAn kate ToD kpnuvod elc Ty
BaAooooy, We dLoyliloL, kal €mviyovto €v Tf BuAdoon.

NAZ" Luke 8:33 €£eAB0vTa. 8¢ TO Sorlpoviee &mo ToD dvbpwmov elofiAbov
€l TOUC YOLPOUC, KoL WPUNOEV T GYEAN Kotk TOD KPMurod €i¢ Thy
Alpvmy kel amemviyn.

Compare previous verse 31:
NA%" Matthew 8:31 ol 0&¢ OSwlpovec TopekoAovy alTOV A€yovteg €l
EKBOALELC TUAC, GTOOTELAOV MUAC €LC TNV QYEANY TOV XOLpWV.




TOUG XOLPOUG / T) &YEAN are the readings of Mk and Lk. txt could therefore
be a harmonization to Mk/Lk.

On the other hand TV GyéANY TGV YolpwV could be harmonized to verse 31.
Variant 2 is only an expansion of the txt reading. It could be a harmonization to
the previous expanded term. The support for it is also not very good.

variant 1:

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)

variant 2:
Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

\ \ 4 ~ \ \ 4
NA%" Matthew 9:2 Kol LOOU TPOCEPEPOV VTR TUPUAUTLKOV €TL KALUTG
BePinuevor T . kol 18wy 0 ‘Inoodg T TLOTLY abTOV elmer T
TPEAVTLKG® OapocL, Tékvov, adlevtal oov ol auopTLloL.

T ) > b \ b ~ 9 14 9 ~
0C NV €Tn OEKNOKTW €V TH aoTeVeLy abToD

mae-2

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" Luke 13:11 kol LOOU yuvr mvedue €xovon aodevelog €Tn SeKooKTw
NAZ" Luke 13:16 Ta0tny 6¢ Ouyatépa ‘APpocy oloov, Ty &dnoev o
ooTOVAC LOOL O€ko KoL OKTW €T,

NA?” John 5:5 v 6€ TLC aVBpwTOC €kel TpLakovte, [kal] OKTw €tn €éxwy
€v Tf) doBevelq adTod!

This variant has been added to show the wild character of mae-2.
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22. Difficult reading

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 9:4 kol 8wy 0 'Inoodc tog évBuunoelc adTdY elmer:
Latl éviuueiobe movnpo €V Tolg Kapdlolg LGV,

eidwc B, O,TIS f1,565, 700, 1424, L844, L2211, al®®,
Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, mae, arm, goth, WH, NA**, Weiss, Bois, Gre, Trg
dwec  ES, M, 157

txt 01,C,D,E*, L, N, W, II* X, 0233, 0281, f13, 22, 33, 892, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-S, bo, Tis, Bal
B: no umlaut

b \ € ’
LOWV  OpowW
eldwc olda

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 2:8 kol €00U¢ €mLyrolg 0 'Inoode t¢) mreduatt adtod OtL
oUTw¢ SLedoyilovtal év €xvtoic Aéyel adtolc Ti tadta SLadoyileabde
€V TOUC KoPOLOLS VUDVY;

NA? Luke 5:22 €mLyvolg 6¢ 0 'Inoodc toug SLaAoyLopole etV
amokplLOeic elmer TPoc adTovC TL SLadoyLlleoPe év Tole KapdLloLg
VUGV;

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 12:25 €10wC 8¢ Tog €vOUUNCELC aDTOV €LTer oDTOLC TAON
BaotAelo pepLoBeion kad’ €xvtiic €pnuodtal Kol TRoo TOALC T) OlkLw
nepLobeion kad’ €outiic o0 oTadnoeTulL.

Ldwy P21,01, D, 02819, 33, 892, pc, ff', k, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo

NAZ" Mark 12:28 Kol Tpooedbwy €lg TAV YPUUUETEDY GKOVoNS cTOY
ou{NTOLVTWY, LOWY OTL KAADC GTekplON adTOlC EMMPWTNOEY AVTOV:
ToLo €0TLY €VTOAT TPWTN TUVTWY;

eldwg 019, A, B, A, 124, 33, 157, 579, 1424, Maj, Co, WH
bov 01%,¢, (D), L, W, 0, ¥, 1, {13, 28, 565, 700, 892, 1071,
1342, al, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H



In Matthew:
LoV 12 times
eldwc 1 time (Mt 12:25)

Interestingly the same variation occurs in Mt 12:25 with similar support. It is
possible that the 12:25 variation is a conformation to 9:4, but it is not clear
which reading is original.

It could be said that thoughts cannot be seen, only known, except in a figurative
sense.

€LOw¢ could be a (partial) harmonization to €mLYVOUG in the parallels, but that's
rather improbable.

It is possible that the variation is at least in part accidental, because €L and L
are pronounced alike (compare the iéd)c; variant).

Compare context:
\ b \ 4 b ~ \
9:2 KoL LOOL  TPOCEPEPOV oUTH TAUPKAVTLKOV ...
kal Ldwr 0 ‘Inoodg Ty TLOTLY adTQV ..
9:3 Kol LB00  TLVEC TOV YPUUUKTEWY ..
9:4 kol Lbwr 0 'Inoodc tag évBuunoele adtdv ..
V4 \ bl ~ (V4 b ’ b4
9:6 Lo 6€ €LOf)TE OTL €€ovaloy €xel ...
t6fite ¢, D,E,F,L,0O,pc

Verse 9:2 and 9:4 are quite symmetrical. The question now is if the variation in
verse 4 is due to avoid such symmetry/repetition or to create a more
symmeftrical wording (so Weiss).

In verse 6 then, 0ldw (€L6f|T€) appears. But note that here again witnesses have
opow (LofjTe):

Opaw verse 4:01,C, D, E*, L,N,W, X, 892, Latt
opaw verse 6:  C,D,E,F,L, X, 0,892, k
The support is similar, but abating.

Difficult!

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Matthew 9:8 180vtec 8¢ oL OxAoL €poPndnoor kol &ESOZacoy TOV
Beov TOV H0vToe €Eouoloy TOLXDTNY TOLC AVOPWTOLC.

BYZ Matthew 9:8 L60VTeC 8¢ ol OyAoL €Bolpooay, kol €d0fuoay tToOv Bedv
TOV 60Vt €Eouolay TOLNDTNY TOLC AVOPWTOLS

T&T #27
Byz C,KILL,®,Z, ®, 0233, f13, 565, 579, 700 Maj, Sy-H, arm
txt 01, B, D, W, 0281, f1, 22, 33, 372, 517, 892, 1192, 1424, 1675, 2737, pc®,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), goth
pc = 59, 143, 496, 751, 930, 951, 1192, 1532, 1823,
2147, 2459, 2586, 2637

omit (+Kkal): X, 213

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: umlaut! (line 15 A, p. 1245) &¢ ol dyAoL €édopriOnooy

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 2:12

Wote €ElotaoBul (they were amazed) Tavtag Kol S0EaleLy TOV Beov

NA? Luke 5:26 K&l €KOTOOLC (amazement) €AoPer omovtog kol €50fnov
TOV Ocov kol €mANoBnoar ¢oPou A€yovtec OTL cldoucr Topadotn
OTUEPOV.

Compare:

NA27pMatthew 8:27 oL &¢ (wOpwToL EBOULMoNY AEYOVTEC:
NA?" Matthew 9:33 kol €000y ol Oy Aol

NA?” Matthew 15:31 G0Te TOV OYAov BovpdooL

NA?" Luke 4:22 TVTEC ELaPTUPOLY aDTG Kol €0odpadov
NAZ" Luke 11:14 kol €0acVpaoey ol OyAoL.

and more...
NA? Matthew 17:6 kol okovoovtee oL pebnrol ... kol édoprdnoay
o odp.

NA?" Matthew 27:54 L8OVTEC TOV O€LOMOV ... €popnOnoar odpodpu,




$oPéw is ambiguous, Bovpaw is not. Also Boupalw is used more frequently in
this context.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ" Matthew 9:13 00 yop NABoV kaAéoml SLkalovg GAAX GUapTWAOVC.

BYZ Matthew 9:13 00 Y&p HAOOV KOAEOHL SLKOLOUG GAAX COPTWAOVG
€ic petavoLo.

Byz C,L,O,f13, Maj, ¢, g', Sy-S, Sy-Pal, sa, bo*', mae-1, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01,B,D,N,W,T* A, f1,174(=f13), 22, 33, 372, 565, pc,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"", mae-2, goth

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: umlaut! (line 6r B, p. 1245) auaptwAolc. 14 Tdte

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 2:17 o0k HAB0V KoA€onL SLKOLOUG GAAG CUaPTWAOUC.

BYZ Mark 2:17 oUk NABOV KaA€ool SLkeloug GAAX OUEPTWAOUE

€lc PeTavoLay.

Byz C,fl13, 33,2542, Maj, sa, mae-1, bo™

txt O01,A,B,D,K L, W,A 0,11, f1, 28, 157, 565, 579, 700, 1424, Lat, Sy

NA?" Luke 5:32 00K €ANALO KOAEOKL SLKOLOUE GAAL CUOPTWAOUS
elc petovoLay.

A typical harmonization to Lk (so Weiss).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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23. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 9:14 Tote mpooépyovtol wdT® ol padntal Twdvvou
Aéyovtee OL TL Ml kol ol Poproniol vnotevopey [ToAin], ol &¢
HodnTel oov 00 YNOTEVOLOLY;

BYZ Matthew 9:14 TOte mpooépyovtal ovT® ol padntal Twivvou
Aéyovtec Awe TL mueic kol ol doplLoniol vnotelopey TOAAL oL 8¢
Lodntel oov o0 vnotebovoLy

T&T #28

omit: 01*, B, 0281, pc’®, sa™, mae-2, Basil(4™ CE), WH, NA®, Weiss, Tis, Bal
pc = 10, 27*, 71, 86, 179, 569, 692, 895, 947, 982, 1091*, 1170, 1194,
1386, 1413, 1517*, 2487*, 2581, 2676

txt 01% ¢, D,L,W,0,Z%, ®, 0233, f1, f13, 22, 33, 565, 579, 700, Maj,
Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth, WH™, Bois, Trg

UKV 01¢
TUKV or TOAAX  Lat, Sy-S, Sy-Pal

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

TUKVOC "frequent"
ToAUC "much"
Compare:

NAZ" Mark 2:18
\ 14 e \ ’ e \ \ \ ¥ ’ .
oL TL oL pebnrtel ... YnaTevouoLy, oL &€ ool poBNTolL 0L VNOTELOUOLY;

NA?" Luke 5:33 0L podntol Twowvou vnotebovoly Tukve (“frequent")

The omission could be a harmonization o Mk.

The addition could be a harmonization to Lk although the word is different. But
TUKV( is a very rare word and it has possibly been changed to the more common
one. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 154) also thinks that TOAAQ, suggested itself from
the reminiscence of Lk 5:33. This is supported by the reading of 01,

It is interesting that 19 Byzantine MSS omit the word, too. This points more to
a stylistic reason for the omission.



Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(slight tendency to omit brackets)
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NAZ?" Matthew 9:15 kol elmer adTolc 6 ‘Inoodc Wn Svvavtal ol viol tod
vupnddrog TevBely €’ 6oov pet’ adTOY €0TLY 0 vupdlog; €AcdoovTaL
8¢ MuépoL Oty amepdf an’ adtdr 0 VLUGLOG, Kal TOTE VNOTELCOUOLY.

Not in NA and not in SQE!

ap67) D, f1, pc
adepebly W

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Mark 2:20 €Acvoovtal O¢€ Tuépal Oty amepdf am’ adtdv o
vupdLlog, kol TOTE VYNOTEDOOLOLY €V EKelvn T MUEPE.

> ~

apon C, f13, 28, 2542, pc (this one is in SQE!)

NA?" Luke 5:35 €AcVoovTal 8¢ TUEpoL, kol Oty amopdf) am’ adtdr 6
VUG LOg, TOTE VNOTEDOOVOLY €V EKELVILS TOLC TLEPNLE.

>

oapB1n f1, f13 (not in NA, SQE and Tis)
Rare compound word, appears only here and in the parallels.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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24. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ Matthew 9:18 Tadta adtod AwAodvtoc altolg, L8OL &pYwWVY €Lg
EMBwY Tpooeklrel adt@® A€ywr OTL M Buydtnp HOU GPTL €TeAclTnoCy:
QAL EABQV E€miBec TNV yelpo oov €T adThY, kel (NoeToL

elc mpooeABwr  01¢, B, Lat (unus accessit), Weiss
NA?® WH [both with €lc in brackets]
TpooeABy  01*, LS, 157, pc, bo™, sa
TLc mpooeAbwr €S, FYY, 6, L*, U, f13, 2, dl

TLC EADQV T, pc, k
LDV pc, bo, TR

CICEABOWN 01%,¢*,D,N, W, 0, pc

eloeABV f1, 22,124,700, 1071, 1424, al, WH™, Tis, Bal
€lg EABY K, TI, A, M, Y, 33,565, 579, Maj, d, f, Sy-S, goth

L: Tischendorf has no note on this, but has the text as (folio 19):
JIAOY, A,’XOI\—IJ*IC:, JIPOC

EAOMON T W IY:TIPO

I don't know what the colon means.

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 5:22 Kol épyetol €lg Thv apyLovveywywy,
NA%" Luke 8:41 koL 60U NABEY avmp

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 8:19 Kol TPOOEABWY €1¢ YPUUUOTEVG

NAZ" Matthew 18:24 TpOoTVEXON adTH €lg

NAZ" Matthew 19:16 Kol 1800 €l¢ mpooedbwy adt@ elmev:
NAZ?" Matthew 22:35 KoL €MMPWTNOeY €l¢ €€ adTOV [VorLkoc]
NAZ?" Matthew 26:14 T'0te TopevBeic €lc TV SuWdeka,



A very curious variation. Probably due to overcome the equivocal
CICEAOWN. Metzger calls the change to TPooEABWY "a clever scribal
modification".

On the other hand it is also possible that TPooeABWY has been changed into
€AB@V, because the next word also begins with Tpoo-.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 37) calls the €lC "hebraistic" and thinks that it caused
problems, so that it has either been deleted, changed into TLG, or, by deleting
the TPOG-, changed into eLoeABwv.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 9:26 ketl €ERABeY 1) dNun olTn €lg OANY Ty YAy éxelvmp.

odtod D, 1424, pc, sa, bo™, mae-2, geo?”
abtfic 01, ¢, N9, O, f1, 124(=f13), 33, 157, pc, mae-1, bo, Sy-Pal, WH™, Gre
oUTn a0ToD geo’

AYT"H B, W,A, pc
P

a0TH L, T, pc
o0t f13, 22, 892, 1071, Maj, Lat, Sy, arm, geo®®, goth, WH, NA®, Weiss

Swanson has «UTn for 33 against NA and UBS®.
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

txt "and the report of this spread ..."
®0ToD  "and the report of him spread ..."
«0TA¢  "and the report of her spread ..."
®0T)  "and the report for her spread .."

No parallel.

But compare:

NA? Matthew 4:24 Kol amfijiAdev 1 dkorn adtod

NAZ?" Matthew 14:1 ... fikovoer ‘Hpodng ... Ty dxony ‘Incod,
NA? Mark 1:28 koL €ERfABer M dkor) a0ToD

NA? Luke 4:14 kol ¢nun €ERABer ... (add a0toD: b)

The changes are either due to a misunderstanding/misreading of the x0T or to
avoid an equivocal word (it could be 0TH or atUTN).

It is possible that scribes, coming to Ay T™H, read it as ocl’)’tﬁ, which makes no
real sense and changed it.

VTG could be a mishearing of aUTN €LC.

Zahn notes (Com. Mat.) that «0toD could be a conformation to the well known
akon adTod (Mt 4:24, Mk 1:28).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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25. Difficult variant:
Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 9:32 TpoONVEYKaY DTG ArOPWTOY KWHOV SeLdovLlOuevov.

omit avBpwmov 01, B, 124, 788(=f13-part), 892, pc,
Sy-S, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), WH, NA?®> Weiss

txt C,D,L,W,0,fl, f13-part, 22, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy-H, goth

Tregelles has avOpWTOV in brackets.
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 7:32 Kol ¢pépovoty adte kKwpov

NAZ Luke 11:14 Kol v éxPariiwy doiuoviov [kal odto Mr] kwdov:
€yéveto 6¢  ToD datpoviov €EeABOvToc EAaAnoery 0 KWHOC Kol
eBodpaoor oL OyAoL.

Compare:
NAZ?” Matthew 9:9 Tapaywy 0 ‘Incodc ékelbev eldev &vbpwtor kabnuevov

NA?" Matthew 9:33 EAXATIOEY O KWPOC.

NA?" Matthew 11:5 kel KwdOL GKOVOUOLY,

NA? Matthew 12:22 doLpuov L Operoc TupAOC Kol KWHOC,
NA? Matthew 15:31 BAETOVTOG KWPOUS AododrTog,

NA?" Mark 9:25 T0 GAXAOV Kol KwPOV Tredue,

Since K(od)bv can be understood substantivally, the double term is redundant.
Note that both parallels omit dvOpwmMOC, but both have a different wording.
The term GvOpwmov KwhOV is unique in the NT and has probably been
changed.

Note Mt 9:9: ’'Inoolg .. €ldev @vBpwmov. The addition might be a
harmonization to the immediate context 9:9. The support for the omission is
quite good and diverse. It is questionable though if all version really express this
double term rightly. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 128) notes that the following
participle might have caused the addition of GVOpwTOV.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 9:34 ol &€ ®DaplooioL EAeyov: €V TGO APYOVIL TV
doLpoviwy exBailel o dopdvic.

omit verse: D, d, a, k, Sy-S,
Latin fathers: Juvencus (ca. 330 CE), Hilary (4™ CE)

WH have the verse in brackets.
mae-2 has the verse.

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 12:24 ol &¢ ®doplLoalol GkoLOKVTEC €LTOV: 0DTOC OUK
b 4 \ 4 b \ b ~ \ b4 ~
ekfaiier  To Oopoviee €L un €v 1w BeeAlefovd apyovtl TV
SoLoViwY.

NAZ Mark 3:22 Kol ol ypoppatelc ol ano ‘Tepoocoiluwy kotefarteg
b4 V4 \ b4 \ V4 b ~ b4 ~ ’
eleyov OTL BeeAlefould €xeL kol OTL €V TG 0PYOVTIL TAOV O0LUOVLWY
ekBoALEL TO SoLOVLE.

NA%" Luke 11:15 Tiveg 8¢ €€ btV eimov: év BeeAlefovA TQ dpyovTL
TOV deLpoviny ekPaiiel To SoLdovL

It seems that the verse prepares for Mt 10:25:

"It is enough for the disciple to be like the teacher, and the slave like the
master. If they have called the master of the house Beelzebul, how much more
will they malign those of his household!"

The verse looks very similar to the parallels. There is no reason apparent, why
this verse was omitted. The transition from verse 34 to 35 is rather abrupt.
Possibly it has been removed to smooth it out.

Zahn notes (Einleitung IT) that the two stories 9:33f. and 12:22f. look very
similar and could be identical, especially because of the same Beelzebul
sentence. Omission here would prevent this identification.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 183) notes that the words have probably been omitted
because the story to which the words refer did not yet happen.

Streeter "Four Gospels" writes (p. 170): "[the verse] is a textual assimilation to
the almost verbally identical passage in Lk 11:15; it is a '"Western non-
interpolation’ with more than ordinarily good MS support. Read without this
verse, the story in Mt 9:32-33 looks like an abbreviated version of Mk 7:32 ff.
(with the 'offending’ details excised), transferred after Matthew's manner to
another context."

The verse is omitted in the Arabic Diatessaron (Burkitt).
A. Pallis (Notes, 1932) writes: "as the MSS were intended for recital at the

services, it was most probably often omitted as disrespectful."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
Omission probably wrong
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NA?" Matthew 9:35
\ 4 ~ 4 \ ~ 4
Kol Bepomevwy TIONY VOOOV KoL TOOOY [LOAXKLOY.

BYZ Matthew 9:35
\ 4 ~ 14 \ ~ 4 ~ ~
KoL GEpomTEU(oV MOV VOOOV KOL TOO0V pockocKLocv eV TGO AXD.

No txt in NA!

€V T A =Byz C%,E,F,6,KTIL (L), T,0,(f13),579, 700, 788¢, Maj,
¢, g', Sy-Pal, arm, geo

Vv T AdG Kol fkoAovOnooy adT@ O1*

€V T A kol ToAAol fkoAovBnoav adty) L, f13, 517, 1010, 1424, pc

DTV TOC €V adTOV mae-2

txt 01%,B,C*,D,N, S, W, A, f1,788(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 209, 565, 892, pc,
Lat, Sy, Co, goth

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA*" Matthew 4:23

\ / ~ 4 \ ~ / ~ ~
Kol Bepamedwr TAoMY VOOOV Kol TROMY UUAXKLOY €V TG AXG.

NAZ?" Matthew 4:25 ketl AkoAovONoay adT® OyAoL TOAAOL

NAZ" Matthew 10:1
\ 4 ~ 14 \ ~ 4
KoL eepOHTEUELV OOV VOO0V KoL Toeooy },LOLKOLKLOCV.

Kol TRoy wodokloy €v 1@ Aad. L, 157, pc

Context:
NAZ Matthew 8:1 Kotofavtoc 8¢ adtod 4mo TtoD Opouvg Nkoiovdnowy

o0TR OYAOL TOAAOL.
NAZ Matthew 12:15 ‘O &¢ ’Inood¢ yrolg avexwpnoey €ékeibev. Kol
froAovONooY adTE [OxAoL] ToAAOL, kol €Bepamevoer a)TOVG TUVTOC




The following verse reads:

’ ~
NA?" Matthew 9:36 LWV 6€ TOUC OYAOUC €0TAXYYVLOBN Tepl adTOV, OTL
MO0V EOKLAUEVOL Kol EPPLUMEVOL WOEL TPOPUTH UT) €XOVTH TOLUEVQ.,
ELB Matthew 9:36 Als er aber die Volksmengen sah, wurde er innerlich bewegt Uber sie, weil sie
erschopft und verschmachtet waren wie Schafe, die keinen Hirten haben.

The €V T AxQ is either original or it comes probably from 4:23 (so Weiss and
Zahn). A possible explanation is that the addition originated in lectionary usage.
It is the last verse of a Sunday lection.

The ToAAOL fKOAOUONOAY 0T is either original or it is a preparation for the
next verse 9:36 where a crowd is required. Perhaps it comes from Mt 4:25. It is
interesting that 01* reads this. It is difficult to explain why so many witnesses
would omit this, if it is original.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ" Matthew 10:3 ®iALTTTOC kel BopBodopaioc, Owuac kol Moabbalog O
Tedwrne, Takwpoc 0 oD ‘Aldalov kol Ouddeloc,

BYZ Matthew 10:3 ®iALToc kol BoapBodopaioc Owuac kel Moatbolog 0
teddvng TakwPoc 0 t0D ‘Addaiov kol AeBBoloc 6 émikAnBelg Ouddeioc

T&T #29

Byz C,L W, X,0,fl1,fl3part, 22, 33,565, 579, 700, Maj,
f, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm

txt 01, B, 124, 788(=f13part), 892, pc?, Lat(aur, c, ff', |, vg), Co(+ mae-2)
pc = 17,130

AeBBoloc kel D, k, p, Or, Tis

Judas Zelotes it(a, b, 91, h, q)

omit: Sy-S (instead: Judas the son of James, from LK)
Tovdoc 6 kol AeBBotoc 0 émikAnfeic Ouddatoc 243, 854

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: umlaut! (line 30 B, p. 1246) BOuddaiog, 4 Tipwy 0 Kavevolog

Parallels:

NAZ Mark 3:18 kol ‘Avdpéar kel ®iiimmor kel Bopboiopalov kol
MaBBaiov kel Ouwuay kol ‘Tokwpor tov tod ‘Addulov kel Ouddulov
kel Zipwve tov Kevovelov AeBBaiov D, it

NA%" Luke 6:15 kol MoBOolov kel Owpav kol TakwBor ‘AAdpuiov kol
Yipwre TOV KeAolpevor (NAWTHY

WH see AeBfatog as an attempt to harmonise the lists of the Twelve with the
call of Levi, so that AePBaioc = Acvelc (Levi). In Aramaic the names would be
Lebbi and Thaddi. Origen also seems to think that Levi = Lebbaios.

On the other hand it is possible that Quddnlog is a harmonization to Mk.
Tischendorf has Aeffalog in his text.

The Byzantine reading obviously is a conflation.



The question is if Quddniog or A€PPuioc is correct. Onddnl0C is the same as
in Mk. Lk has "Simon Zelotes". The reading "Judas Zelotes" of the old Latin is
strange, because it is "Simon" who is the Zelote in Lk.

Mk 3:16-19 Mt 10:2-4 Lk 6:14-16 (same Acts)

ipwrt Ylpwy Ylpwve

kol TakwBov kol "Avdpénc kol "Avépéav

kol Toavvny kol TakwBog kol TakwBov

kel "Avdpéar kel Twovvng kol Twdvvmy

kol DLALTTTOV diALTTOC koL DLALTTOV

kel BapBoropaiov kel Bapbodouaiog, kel Bapboiouaiov

kol MaOOalov OWUAC kool MaOBolov

Kol Owuay kol MaBBatog Kol OWUay

kol TakwBor ‘Addaiov TokwPog kol TakwBov

kol Gaddolov kel Oaddoioc, kel Zipwve Tov
koloOuevor {nNAwTny

kol DLUwvoe TOV Yipwr 0 Kovovelog kol Tovday TokwBou

Kavoveiov

kel ToOdar TokapLwo, kol ToOdag 0 kol “Tovdar TokopLwid

ToKoPLWTNG

Zahn (Comm. Mat.) argues for Aeffotoc, mainly on external evidence. He adds
the Byzantine reading to the evidence for AeBPatioc. The evidence for
AeBPolog is certainly strong.

It has also been suggested that AePBaloc is a geographical designation, Thaddi
from Lebba.

According to Lk 6:16 and Jo 14:22 there was another disciple called Judas. It is
possible that this Judas had more than one name (Lebbi, Thaddi) and that he
was not called Judas anymore, after Judas Iscariot's betrayal.

Compare also variants at Mk 2:14, 15:47.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ’ Matthew 10:8 doBevoivtag Oepamelete, VekpOLC EYELPETE, AeTPOUC
kobopLlete, SoLpovie ekBailete: dwpeov elafete, dwpety S0TE,

BYZ Matthew 10:8 Go0ecvodutac Oepomelete Aempoug
kobopLlete SoLpuovio ekPaiiete: dwpenr eAafete dwpear 60Te

Byz ¢S K, II, LT, O, 124,174, 788(=F13-part), 118, 700*, Maj,
f, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa, mae-1, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01,B,C* D,N,P, W, A, fl1, f13-part, 22, 33, 157, 565, 892, pc
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-H, bo

Aempole kaBapilete, SoLpovie EkPailete, vekpolg Evelpete P, W, A
Aempole kaBapllete, vekpoug éyelpete, doluovie ékfoilete TR

Swanson notes a correction in 1582, indicating that the correction apparently
reads the TR reading, but this is probably an error. It is not noted in A.
Anderson’s book on f1 in Mt.

Lacuna: Sy-C, mae-2
B: possibly umlaut, weak (line 6 C, p. 1246) OcpaTeleTe, VEKPOUG EYELPETE

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 11:5 TudpAol dvefiémovoly kol Ywiol meptmatodoLy,
Aempol keBopilovtal kol kwpol GkolovoLy, Kol Vekpol éyelpovtol
Kol TTwyol edoyyeAllovtal: (same in Lk 7:22)

The text is supported in various different sequences. Obviously scribes felt the
need to order the various tasks. Possibly the term felt out by h.t. ETE - ETE (so
Weiss).

It is basically possible that the words have been added as a conformation to
11:5, but there are various other differences, which have not been corrected.

The reading of the TR is a printing error in Erasmus' 2" edition, according to
Th. Zahn.

J.F. Racine ("The text of Mt in Basil", 2004) notes the truism: "Another
explanation for an omission could be that raising dead people was perceived as
being very difficult to accomplish."



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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26. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 10:11 €ic v & &v TMOALY f) KWUNY €loéABNTE, EEeTronTe
TlC €V abTh GELOC €0TLY KaKEL pelvate €wg Qv €EEAOMTE.

omit: (D), f1, 700, it(a, b, d, ff!, h, k), Sy-S
D: 1} MOALC €lg NV Qv €loéAdnTe €lg adty
wordorder €L0€ABNTE T K(f)pnv: L, 0281, f13, pc, Co

22 has the words.

aur, ¢, f, 91, [, q, vg have the words.
Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 14:

NAZ?" Matthew 10:14 Kol OC GV W1 S€EMTaL VHAC unde dkolon toug Adyoug
VLAY, EEepyouerol €Ew Thc olklog f) Thg MoAewe T ékelvng ékTLvafate
TOV KOVLOPTOV TRV TOdDY LUGV.

T 1 KOUNG P110, 01, 0281, 13, 892, pc, vg™s, Co

Parallel:

NA? Luke 9:4 Kol €l¢ TV OV olkloy €loéAdnte, €kel pévete Kol ekelBev
€Ecpyeabe.

NAZ Luke 10:8 kol €i¢ MV Qv TOALY €loépynobe kol OS€xwVTaL LUAC,
€00lete To TPOTLOEUEVE DUV

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 9:35

Kal mepLfiyer 0 'Inoodc tog MOAELC THONC KoL TOG KWW SLOKOKWY
NA?" Mark 6:56 Kol OTOU OV €LoeTopeleTo €l¢ KWUNG 1 €lg moAeLg 1) elg
&ypouc,

NAZ" Luke 8:1 Kol éyéveto év 10 kabeffic kol adTOC SLWdevEr Kot
TOALY KoL KWUNY KNpLoowy kol €doyyeAllouevog Ty Baoliclov Tod
Bcod kol ol 8Wdeke oLV whTR,

NAZ" Luke 13:22 Kol SLemopeleto koth TOAELS KoL KWUOC SLONOKWY

The words have been added in verse 14 to harmonize with verse 11.



There is no reason for an omission, except as a harmonization to Lk. Compare
next variant 10:12, where also a harmonization to Lk appears.
IQP's Crit. ed. has only TOALY without K(f)unv for Q (= Lk).

Zahn (Comm. Mat.) thinks that D preserved the original reading. According to
him f) KWUNV is a pedantic addition based on the mention of villages in Lk 9:6
and/or Mt 9:35. Also the reading €i¢ MV & Av TOALV is a smoothing of the
clumsy style of | TOALC €i¢ v AV €lo€éABNTE €i¢ adTNV read by D.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:12

eloepyoueroL 8¢ eic TNy olklay Gomacnode adtiy T -

T AEYOVTEC €Lpnvn TO OlKW TOUTW

01*,D,L, W, ©, f1, 346(f13), 22, 517, 1424, dl, it, vg™*, arm
(not k, I)

01: Tischendorf writes: "et B(?) et C uncis circumdederant, sed utriusque signa
deleta sunt."

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: umlaut (line 26 C, p. 1246) aOTNY" 13 Kol &0V pev ) 1) Oiklo

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 10:5 €i¢ NV & AV clo€Adnte olklay, TpRTOV A€yete:
elpnvn TO olkw TOUTW.

Clearly a harmonization to Lk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 102

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:14 KoL OC GV W1 SEEMTaL DG unde akovor Toug Adyoug
VUV, Eepyoucvor €w Thg oilkleg f| thg moAewg T ékelvme
EKTLVARENTE TOV KOVLOPTOV TGV TOSOV LUKV,

omit TAC oiklac N: D, arm

T 1 KOUNG P110, 01, 0281, f13, 892, pc, vg™*, Co
omit €KeLVTG: P110, D, pc, Lat
Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Luke 9:5 Ketl O0OL Qv N S€EXWVTOL VHAC, €E€PYOUEVOL aTO TAC
TOACWE €KELUTC TOV KOVLOPTOY GTO TOV TOSGY VUGV GTOTLVIO0ETE
€lg popTopLor €m adTolC.

11 Kol 0¢ Gv TOTOC U1 6€ENTOL UUAC UndE akoVowoLy U@V,
EKTTOPEVOUEVOL €KELOEY €KTLVOENTE TOV XOUV TOV DTOKNTW TOV TOSGDV
VUV €lg poptopLov adTolc.

Compare:
NA? Matthew 9:35 Kol mepifiyer 6 'Inoodc Tac MOAELS THOKG Kol TOGC
KWOWOG SLBAOKWY €V THLE OLVHYWYNLS DTV
NA?" Matthew 10:11 €ic 1Y & &v MOALY 1) KWUNY €Lo€ABNTE, EEctaonte
Tlg &V adTh GELOC €0TLY KAKEL pelvate €wg Qv €EEAOMTE.

omit ) KWUNV: f1, 700, it, Sy-S

The omission by D is probably due to h.t. or it is a harmonization to Lk.
The addition of T KWW is probably a harmonization to verse 11.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 103

27. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:23 “Otar 6 SLWKWOLY LUAC €V TH TOAEL TaTT,
Pelyete €lc TNV ETEPOV”

T&T #30
BAATY C, X, X, ®, 372,579,700, 2737, Maj, Basil(4™ CE)
ETEPOLY 01, B, W, 33, 892, 1192, 1424, pc®®

pc = 265, 333, 423, 492, 527¢, 719, 822, 900, 935, 936, 1020,
1227, 1253, 1289, 1532, 1541, 1602, 2147, 2372

one of these: aur,c,f, |, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

add: D, L, ©, f1, f13, 22, 565, 2786, pc',
it(a, b, d, ff!, ¢', h, k, q), vg™s, Sy-S, arm, Or

AAANY: €V O €V TH &AAN SLWKWOLY Ludc delyete eic TNV AAANY
D, 01719, i+, Tatian?

AAANY: KOV €k TaOTNC SLdkwaoLy Vpdc delyete eic THY EAANY
565, 2145¢

ETEPAY” KAV €K TaUTNC  OLdkwaLy Uudc dedyete elc Ty EAANY
f1, f13, 22, pc®, Or!
pc = 23,134,188, 375, 1166, 1595

AAANY: KOV €k TaOTNC SLdkwaoLy Vpdc dedyete elc THY €Tépov
L, ©, 2786, pc™

pc = 163, 247,934, 1193, 1229, 1314, 1353*, 1678, 2118, 2660, 2701°
L: ékdLWEouoLY

ETEPAY” KAV €V T €Tépa SLWKWOLY LUAC GeVYETE €lc TNV AAANY
Lachmann in square brackets (probably from the Latin)

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut



It could be a natural expansion:
"When they persecute you in one town, flee to the other,
and when they persecute you in the other flee to the next."

On the other hand it's quite possible that the long version is original. It could
have been omitted due to h.t. or as being redundant. The support (D, L, f1, Lat,
Sy-S, Or) is quite good. L is an alien in this list.

Zahn (Comm. Mat.) argues also along these lines and notes Tatian (Forsch. I, p.
143) as additional withess.

There are two possibilities for parablepsis. Either from the end-words GAANY -
&AMV, or from delyete to pelyete. If the D, 565 reading is original, a
parablepsis from GAANY to &AANY would have produced the short variant with
GAANV. If the f1 reading is original a parablepsis from ¢elyete to pelyete
would have produced the short variant with GAANV, too. If the L reading is
original a parablepsis from delyete to pedyete would have produced the short
variant with €T€pav. It's very difficult to establish a convincing, all-explaining
stemma for this evidence.

The variation GAANY - €T€pAV can be explained as idiom and in the long version
as attempts to avoid repeftition.

In classical Greek ALOC was used to designate "other" whenever there are
several possibilities. €T€p0¢ was used when there are only two possibilities.
Therefore it is possible that atticising scribes changed €Tepog into &AAOC.

It is interesting that one has two different meanings of 6LWKW in the two parts
of the verse, first:

SLWKWOLY €V TR TOAEL "they persecute you in the city"
but in the second part:

SLWKWOLY €K ToOTNG  "they drive you out of it"

Difficult!

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 10:33 00TLG & Qv Gprnontol pe Eumpoader TV aripwtwy,
GPVNO0UOL KEYW 0TOV €uTpooder tod Tatpog Hou Tod €V [tolc]
oVpaVolLc.

Not in NA and not in SQE!

1 gmopvnontol C, 0, f1, 13,565

2 gmapvnontal f1

Tregelles (6NT) cites additionally Origen for both.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 [S \ b / 4 b 4 ~ b ’
NA%" Luke 12:9 0 8¢ GPUNOOUEVOC E EVWTLOV TOV GVOPpWTWY
QTeEVNONOETOL EVWOTLOY TOV &YYEAwY ToD OeoD.

Probably from Lk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:34-35 M) voplonte 0tL HAOov Podcly elpnumy émL tny
vAv: o0k AABov Podely elpfrmy dAAL  payoiper. 35 AABoV  yop
Suyoool ovBpwmor ket ToD maTtpog whToD Kol OuynTépe KOTH TG
UNTPOC adTRC Kl VOudMY kot Thg Tevdepac adTic,

fABoV peth poyoipng mae-2
B: no umlaut

"I have not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I have come to set a man against his father, .."
mae-2: "I have come with a sword fo set a man against his father, .."

An interesting variant, sounds like an interpretation of this rather difficult
saying.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:37 ‘O GpLAGY TT€PR 1) UNTEPX UTEP €UE OUK €OTLY [OU
&ELoc, kol 0 GLAQY vLoY f) Buyatépo LTEP éue oDK €0TLY pou &ELoc
NA?” Matthew 10:38 ketl Oc 00 AouBavel tOvV otovpdr odtod Kol
GkoAoLBEL OTLOW LoV, oDK €aTLY Wou &ELOC.

omit 37b: B*, D, 983, al, Sy-H, mae-2
B! (= Tis: B?) added the clause at the bottom of the page (p. 1247 C).

omit 38: M*, pc

omit 37b+38:  P19(4th CE)

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 14:26-27 €l TLC €pyetal TPOC e Kol 00 WLOEL TOV ToTéPQ,
€vTOD KoL TNV UNTEPQ Kol TNV YOVEIKK KOL TO TEKVR KoL TOUC

> \ \ \ b \ b4 \ \ \ € ~ b ’
0OeADOVG KoL TOG OEAPEC €TL TE Kol TNV Yuymy €xvtod, ov duvaToL
elval wou padnTnc. 27 0otLg ol Paotadel TOV OTEUPOV €XLTOD Kol
€pyetal OTLOW Wou, 00 ShvaTel €lval Hov PodNTNC.

Very probably h.t.

Compare:

K. Kohler "Zu Mt 10:37f." ZNW 16 (1917) 270-72

[he mentions two sources (Cyprian and Tertullian) who cite the verse in a

combination of Mt and Lk: kal 0 GLAGY THy Yuyny €autod, LTEP uc ..

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:42 KoL O¢ GV TOTLOM €V TOV ULKPGY TOUTWY TOTNHPLOV
Yuypod uovov eic Ovopn padntod, Guny A€yw LULY, 00 WN) GTOAEON
TOV ULobov adToD.

Yuypoc "cold" or "cold water"

Udatoc Yuypod D, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, Or
Udotog Yruypod wovov Lat, Sy-Pal™, arm, geo® #, goth, Or

Yruypodv povov M, Z, 2*, 33,157, 565, al

Or? (Catena-MS Coisl. 20): .. 0 0’ €TL WLKPOC KoL vNmLOG €V XPLOTW WG
TOLLOLVOUEVOG LONTOC OVOUTOUOEWS OELTOL. ToX0 O€ KL OL [LLKPOL WEV
WOTEP LOWP OLTW KL YuYPOV TLVOUOLY, OL &€ (€OVTEC TW TMVELUNTL
BepLov, ovoeTepOL O€ TO YleKTOV YALOPOV.

Or Mt-Comm tom. 14:8 line 28f. kol €L TOTE TLC €MOTLOE "TOTNPLOV
Uatoc Yuypod wovov eic dropo podNnTod "

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 9:41 “O¢ yap Qv Totiom LPAC ToTnpLor UBKTOC €V OVOUKTL

0TL XpLotod éote, GUNV A€yw LRIV OTL 0D PN GTOAEOY) TOV WLoOov
3 ~

a0ToD.

An interesting combination of witnesses, many versions, but only one Greek MS:
D. The question is if all the versions really support the reading. Both readings
mean essentially the same and it is not clear if the versions go back to a
different Greek text.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 10:42 KoL O¢ GV TOTLOM €V TOV ULKPGY TOUTWY TOTNHPLOV
Yuypod povov eic Gvoue LadnTod, GunY AEYw VULV,

o0 un &moAéon TOV uLobov adTod.

"he will not lose his reward."

00 un amoAnTeL O wLofog abtod D, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, mae-2, Cyp, Bois
"not will be lost his reward."
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:

NAZ?" Matthew 10:40 ‘O SeyOUEVOC VUG €UE BEYETOL, Kol O EUE OEYOUEVOC
S€EXETOL TOV GTOOTELANVTO €.

NA?" Matthew 10:41 0 € Ouevog TPOPNTNY €l¢ Oropn TPOGNTOL LoBOV
TpopNTov ANuPEeTaL, kel 0 dexouerog dlkulov €lg Ovope SLkelov
uLoBov Sikolov ANUWETOL.

Parallel:

NA%" Mark 9:41 “O¢ yap Qv ToTLOT VWG TOTNpLOV UBMTOC €V OVOUNTL
0TL XpLotod €ate, quNY A€yw LUy OTL

o0 UM Gmoiéon Tov pLoBov avtod.

In the previous verses always the accusative is used. The txt reading could be a
harmonization to context or to Mk 9:41.

Is the reading of the versions clear in all cases?

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 65) notes that the emendators tended to change to the
middle voice.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

27 \ b 4 Y4 > 4 < 9 ~ 4 ~
NA*" Matthew 11:1 Kol €yeveto ote €terecer 0 ’'Inoolg dLataoowy Tolg
Swdeke podnTalc adtod, petéPn ékelBer tod SLbnokely kol knplooeLy
€V TOLC TOAEOLY aDTOV.

Not in NA, SQE, Greeven, Tisl!

omit: f1, 22, pc, mae-2
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ” Matthew 10:1 Kol mpookadeoaperoc Tovg dmwdeke UodnTog
mae-2 omits dWoeKa here too

NAZ?" Matthew 10:2 TV 8¢ 806cke GTOOTOAWY To OVOUXTE €0TLY TadTo:
here mae-2 has 8W8ek.

NA%" Matthew 20:17 Kol avofoivov 0 ’Inoodg eic  ‘Tepoodivue

ToupeéAafer Toug 8Woeke [uodntoc] kot’ Ldlay kol €V th 060 clmey
oVTOolLC

here mae-2 has 8WoeKLL.
NA?" Luke 22:14 Kol 0Te €yéveto 1) Opa, GVETEOEY Kol
oL gmootoioL oLy adTd.
BYZ Luke 22:14 Kol 0T€ €YEVETO 1) QPO GUETECEV Kol
oL 6WdEKK GTOGTOAOL GV DTG
Byz 01°, A, C, W, 0, ¥, f1, f13, 579, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, arm, Marcion®
txt P75, 01*, B, D, 157, pc, it, Sy-C, sa
oL dwdeko 014, L, X, 1071, 1241, pc, sa™*
oL pabntal avtod Sy-S

The term 6Wéeke WaONTOLC appears only in Mt: 10:1; 11:1; 20:17. It is
therefore rather unusual and it is possible that 6wdeke has accidentally been
omitted.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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28. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 11:2 ‘O 8¢ ‘Twovvng akovons €V TG SeopwTNnELlw To €pyo
700 XpLotod méujag dLe TAY podnT@dY adTod

‘Inood D, 0233, 517, 1071, 954, 1424, pc, Sy-C, Or
Legg adds: 047,7, 99, 262, 348, 349, 483, 484, 659, 1579, 1604

KUPLOL TURY  Sy-S

omit T6 €pyo oD XpLotod mae-2
B: no umlaut

Origen, Mt Comm tom. 10:20 line 18: O0tL Iwavvng év 16 SeopwtnPLlw
TUYXaVWY akovong To Tepl tod Inood, meupeag SLO TAOV padNTOVY
®0TOD ...

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 7:18 Kol amyyetior Twavvn ol podntal «dtod Tepl mavtwmv
TOUTWV. KKL TPOOKUACOUUEVOS S00 TLVAG TOV Hadntdy adtod O
Twowvng

"Christ" has not been used so far in the Gospel, except for the birth narrative.
The next occurrence is in 16:16 with Peter saying: "You are the Christ, the Son
of the living God."

It is probably at least in part (note the Byzantine minuscules) an accidental
error.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ" Matthew 11:2 ‘0 8¢ "Twovvng Gkovonc €V T¢) SeoUwTNPLw Th €Pyo
700 XpLotod meufoc 6Le TV padntdr adtod

BYZ Matthew 11:2 ‘O 8¢ “Twavvng Gkovouc €V TG Seopwtnple T €Yo
700 XpLotod meudog 0o TV uadntdr adtod

Byz (S L,fl1,f13%, 22,157, 565,579, 700, 892, Maj,
Lat(aur, ff, 91, [, vg), Sy-Pal, bo, geOZA, goth, OrP!

txt 01,B,C* D,P,W,Z, A, 0O, II¢ 0233, 124, 174, 788(=f13%), 33, 788, pc,
it(a, b, c, f, h, k, q), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, mae-1, arm, geol*B, Or*'

Or? (Catena-MS Athos, Lawra B 113): .. poOely 6L TV padnTtodr pou
BovAouaL, TOTEPOY 0L €1 O EPYOUEVOC ...

Or Mt Comm ftom. 10:20 line 18: OtL ’lwavvng €V 16 SeOPWINPLW
TUYXaVWY akovong To Tepl tod 'Inood, mépleg L0 TAV padNTOVY
a0TOD ..

Chrys (hom 36): 610 ToDTO &00 HOVOUG GTETTELACY .
Both Sy-S and Sy-C don't have 0 (not in NA).

mae-2 has a lacunal

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 7:18 Kol amyyetior Twavvn ol podntal «dtod Tepl mavtomv
TOUTWV. KKL TPOOKUACOUULEVOS BV0 TLVHG TOV padntdr adtod O
Twovvng omit dV0: e

The txt reading has very good support.

Possibly the Byzantine reading is a harmonization to Lk (so Weiss), although it is
also possible that the txt reading is a very early error. What was in Q? IQP's
Crit. ed. has dia for Q.

John Kloppenborg comments (private communication 03/2002):

The usual reasons for excluding Luke's DUO has to do with his preference elsewhere for pairs:
two on the road to Emmaus; two angels at the resurrection; etc. Matthew's DIA, is not suspect
as redactional, and is required (or something like it) as TWN MAQHTWN AUTWN is to be kept
in the genitive.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 11:5 TUPAOL GVPBAETOUOLY Kol YWAOL TepLmatodoLy,
Aempol kaBapllovtal kKol Kwpol GKoDOUOLY, KKl VEKPOL EyeLpovTul
Kol TTwyolL edayyeAllovtal:

omit: k, Sy-S

Note: Sy-C has the words before koL VeKpol €YeLpovTalL.
B: no umlaut

Par';llelz . o . , ’ ,
NA*" Luke 7:22 kol omOKPLOELC €Lmer qUTOLG TOPEULBEVTEG ooy yeLAOTE
Twovvn « €l8ete kol frovoate: TudpAoL  GrofAémovoLy, XwAoL
TepLmetoboly, Aempol kabupllovtol Kol KwPolL GKoLOLOLY, VEKPOL
eyelpovtol, mTwyol eboyyeillovtal:

Compare:
NA?" Luke 16:16 ‘O vouoc kel ol mpodfital péxptl Twavvov: &mo TtoTE 1
Boordele Tod BeoD edayyeAlletol kol Tac €ic adTnY Pradetol.

Probably an error due fo h.t. (OvtoL - ovToL).

Burkitt notes that the Diatessaron also probably did not contain the phrase. He
then writes (Evangelion - Intro, p. 238):

"Internal evidence is very strongly in favor of the omission of Kal TTwyOL
evoyyeAL{ovtal. The verb ebayyeAl{ovtal is not found in Mt outside this
passage; on the other hand, it is one of the favorite words of Lk and actually
occurs in Lk 16:16 with the same passive use as here [25 times in Lk/Acts but
nowhere else in the Gospels]. Probably therefore its introduction into this
context is due to the evangelist: 'the dead arise’ in the reply of our Lord to
John's messengers has no doubt the same significance as 'raise the dead' in Mt
10:8. In other words, the true text of the First Gospel, as preserved in S and
the Diatessaron, supported by k and Clement, gives us the words of Jesus: 'the
poor have the Gospel preached to them' is Luke's interpretation of the words,
an interpretation which we may safely accept."

The IQP has kol mTwyol €dayyedl{ovtal as safe for Q in its critical edition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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29. Difficult variant

NA?" Matthew 11:8 GAAX TL €ENABate L€V aBpwTOY €V POAXKOLS
fubLeopévor; L8oL ol T podakd Gopolvtec €V TOLC OLKOLG

TOV BooLAcwy eloly.

BYZ Matthew 11:8 GAA TL €ENABeTe L8€lV avOpwTOV €V LoAKOLE
Lhotiolg NudLeouévor; Ldob ol to Aok Gpopodrteg év TOLG OLKOLG
TOV BaoLieldv elotv.

Byz C,L,P,W,0,0233,f1,f13, 22,33, Maj, b, f, h, |, Sy, Co, goth
txt 01,B,D,Z, pc, Lat(a, aur, c, d, £, 91, k, q, vg)

Minority variant, mae-2: €V T OlK® TOV PaoLACwY €loly.
B: no umlaut

T0 WOAGKC as a substantive: "luxurious clothes, soft raiment"

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 7:25 GAAG TL €ENABate L8ely; ardpwmor €V poAukols LUeTloLg

) ’ ) A () e A 2 ’ \ ~ ¢ 7 2
NudLeopevor; LOOL OL €V LUATLOULG €VO0Ew Kol TPLDT LTHPYOVTEC €V
T01¢ BaotAelolc eloty,

Either the addition of LuatloLC is a harmonization to Lk (so Weiss) or the
omission is a h.t. error: OIS - OIS. It is also possible that the omission is a
conformation to T0. ook later in the verse, taking LeAKOLG substantivally.
IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean €V poAokole HubLeouévov for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 11:8 GAAx TL €ENABate Lde€ly avBpwmov &V UoANKOLg
AudLeouévor; L8oL ol Tt podakd Gopodrteg €V TOLE OLKOLG

TQV PaoLAéwr eiolv.

T&T #32

01: corrected by 01,
Tis has the word.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Luke 7:25 GAAG TL EENABate L8ely; GrOpwmor €V poAukolc LUTLoLg
AudLecuévor; L8oL oL €V LUATLOUG €VOOEw kol TPudf LTop)oVTEG €V
T0l¢ PooLieloLg elaiv.

Next verse:
NA? Matthew 11:9 &AL Tl €ENABate Ldely; TpodnTny;

I think this is grammatically correct only if we take L60U as the verb:
"Look at those who wear soft robes in royal palaces."

txt translates:

"Look, those who wear soft robes are in royal palaces."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
omission probably wrong.
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NA? Matthew 11:15 0 €xwWV WTo GKOVETW.
BYZ Matthew 11:15 0 €WV T GKOVELY GKOVETW

NA? Matthew 13:9 0 €éxwV WTo GKOVETW.
BYZ Matthew 13:9 0 €XWV WT0 GKOVELY GKOVETW

NA?" Matthew 13:43 0 €XWV WO GKOVETW.
BYZ Matthew 13:43 0 €WV WT0 GKOVELY GKOVETW

11:15

Byz 01,C,L,W,Z 0,fl,f13, 33, Mqj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, goth,
Justin (Dial 51:3), [Trq]

txt B, D, 174(f13), 700, pc, d, k, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

13:9
Byz 01%,¢,D,W,Z, 0,fl,f13,33, Maj, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co), [Trq]
txt  01%,B, L, q, e, ff', k, Sy-S (Legg adds: 1241)

13:43
Byz 01%,¢C,D,L, W,0106,0233,0250, f1, 13, 33, Mqj, it, Sy, Co), [Trq]
txt  01*,B, ®,0242,700, Lat(a, b, e, k, vg)

Parallels:

27 (S} b4 ? b 4 ) /
NAZ Mark 4:9 0¢ €xelL DT GKOVELY GKOVETW.
NAZ Mark 4:23 €l TLC €€l WTO GKOVELY GKOVETW.
NA%" Mark 8:18 Kol AT EXOVTEC OVK GKOVETE;
NA?" Luke 8:8 0 €WV DT GKOVELY BKOVETW.

NA? Luke 14:350 €WV  WTO GKOVELY GKOVETW.

The omission is difficult to explain, the addition is not: It is inspired by the
fuller expression in Mk and Lk.

See also Mt 25:29.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 11:16 T'lvL 8¢ OUOLWOW TNV Yeveav TaOTnY; Opole €0TLY
ToLdlole T KoONUEVOLS €V TalC Gyopale o TPOOGWIODVTE TOLE ETEPOLS

BYZ Matthew 11:16 T'lvL 8¢ OUOLWOW TNV Yeveay Tadtny Ouole €0TLY

ToLOLOLE €V AYopalc KaBNUEVOLS Kol TPoodpwrodoLy Tolg €TolpoLg
> ~

aOTQV,

Not in NA, SQE, Greeven, Tisl!
T &y dyopd (without omission after KaONUEVOLC) f1

B: no umlaut

It is possible that in the exemplar of f1 it was intended to move the term from
the latter to the former position. For some reason the omission at the latter
position did not happen.

There is evidence for this change:
oMol €Ty ToLdloLg &V ayopd KabmuévoLg

1071, 1582°¢
OpoLo €0TLY TLBLOLE €V AYOPLS KOOMUEVOLS
118

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 117

30. Difficult variant:

NA? Matthew 11:17 AéyouoLy

nOANooUEY LUV Kol 00K Wpynonode,
eOpnrmoopey Kol oUK €kOoaabe.

BYZ Matthew 11:17 kel A€youoLY
NOANOOUEY VULV Kol 00K Wpynoaode
eBpnurnoaper LUV, Kol oUK €ékojnode

T&T #33

Byz C,L,W, X, 0,62, ®,f13, 22,33, 118, 1582°, Maj,
it(a, b, ff%, h, q, vg™®), Sy

txt 01,B,D,Z, f1,372,892, 2737, pc®,

Lat(aur, c, f, ff', g', k, I, vg), Co(+ mae-2), goth

pc = 47,54, 67, 248, 279, 535, 1061, 1068*, 1132, 1254, 1543, 2586, 2623
B: no umlaut

Same in Lk:

NA*’ Luke 7:32

nOANoOUEY ULV Kol 00K WpyNoade,
eBpnunoaLey Kol 00K €kAoVoNTE.

BYZ Luke 7:32
NOANOOUEY VULV kol 00K Wpynoaode
eBpnurnoaper VULV Kol 00K €kAolonTe

Byz A, Y, fl,33, Maj, it(a, b, f, ff, q), Sy
txt 01,B,D,L,W,0,E, 13,892, 1241, 1342, pc,
Lat(aur, c, d, e, 91, [, rt vg), Co, arm

It is difficult to imagine why DULY would have been omitted by so many diverse
witnesses, except for stylistic reasons. That several Byzantine minuscules
support the shorter form points in that direction.

On the other hand it could have been inserted for the sake of parallelism (so
Weiss). Interestingly the same variation occurs in Lk, with similarly good
support.

The IQP has the form without ULV as safe for Q in its critical edition.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?" Matthew 11:18 NABcv yop T “Twavvng unte €00lwy pnte mlvwv, Kol
A€youoLY: SoLOVLOY ExeL.

T mpog Ludc L, ®,f13, 517, 1675, al, Sy-C, Sy-H, mae-2""¢, Eus
L omits yop

"to it" Sy-S (Burkitt)

B: no umlaut

Compare context, previous verse 17:
NA? Matthew 11:17 A€youoLv: mOANOaUer LULY Kol o0k Wpymoeobe,
eBpnurnoaper kol ovk Eékojoode.

Compare also:
NA?" Matthew 21:32 NABcr vap “Twavvng mpog VWS €V 080 SLkoLooluTg,

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 7:33 éANALOer yap ‘Twavvng 6 Bamtiotng un €00lwy aptov
unte Tivwr olvov, kol A€yete: SaLlOvLoV €XeL.

There is no reason for an omission. A harmonization to Lk by omission is rather
improbable. Probably added from context or from Mt 21:32.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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31.Difficult variant:
NA?" Matthew 11:19 Kol €6LkolLadOn 1 coble 4O TOV €pywy adThC.

BYZ Matthew 11:19 kel €5LkaiLwOn 1) codploe &TO TAV TEKVWY aDTHC

T&T #34

Byz B C,D,L X,0,Z%,®,fl,33,174 (=f13), 22, Maj,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, sa, mae-1, goth, Trg™
Minority readings:
QMo (TOV) TEKVWY o DTOV 165, 1536, 2290
QMO TAVTOV TOV TEKVWY aUTAC 13, 346, 543, 826, 828, 983 (=f13), k
amo TOV TEKvwy abThc TavTdr 2680, pc’

txt 01, B*, W, 124, 788(=f13), 202, 1319, 2145, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, Or?
Minority readings:
Ao TUVTOV TOV €pywy adtfic 124, 788 (=f13)

Or? (Catena-MS Athos Lawra B 113): &m0 €épywv Kote coploy
ETLTEAOVUEVWY SLkotoDTOL HAAAOY §) 4O AOYwr codle.

In B €pywV is left unenhanced and T€kVwV is written in uncial in the left
margin (line 12 C, p. 1248), acc. to Tischendorf by B* (= enhancer).

mae-2 has a lacuna!

B: no umlaut

txt Yet wisdom is vindicated by her deeds."
Byz Yet wisdom is vindicated by her children."
(minority reading: "by their children.")

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 7:35 koL €8LkaiLON M cople GTO TAVTWY TOV TEKVWY aDTTC.
TOV €pywy adThg 01¢

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 11:2 ‘O 6¢ Twavvng akolowug €V T¢) SeopWINPLW To €pyw
700 XpLotod TEuPag dLe TOV padnT@dr adTod

A very difficult word.



Possibly T€KVWV is a harmonization to Lk (so Weiss). This is supported by the
addition of TaVTAOV by some withesses (f13, k).

That scribes found the clause difficult to understand is shown by the fact that
three witnesses read G4m0 (TQV) TeKVwY oDTAV. This refers back to "this
generation" (11:16), probably "the unbelieving Jews".

The real meaning is: The plan of God is justified by results. The Lukan reading
personifies wisdom, thus the meaning is essentially the same.

It is strange that the support for épywv is quite slim. But if it's not original,
where does it come from? Possibly scribes had a difficulty with Tékvwv and
they changed it to épywV inspired by Mt 11:2?

There is a possibility that this is a translation from Aramaic:

abadeh = "her works"

abdeh = "her servants"

But the normal translation of the latter would be Tal8ec and not TéKVwV. And
what does this help to clarify what Mt wrote?

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Lukan TékvwV for Q safe. Zahn (Comm. Mat.) thinks that
€pYWV was the original word in the saying.

Note that 3 rather unimportant Byzantine minuscules (202, 1319, 2145) support
txt.

R. Leivestad JBL 71 (1952) 179-81 ("An interpretation of Mt 11:19") suggests
that "Wisdom is justified by her deeds" was a Jewish proverb like "The tree is
known by its fruits". The "wisdom" here "is that of the Jews, that self-wise,
self-sufficient neutrality, which is always ready to find a plausible excuse for
not repenting."

Compare also:

Barth "Die Rechtfertigung der Weisheit Mt 11:19" TSK 66 (1893) 591-95 and an
addition in TSK 67 (1894) 617-21.

Barth argues that &0 is meant as a separation: "Wisdom is justified away from
her works/products." This is meant as: The finest products of wisdom are Jesus
and John. Now the Jews have managed (by their justifications, verses 18-19a) to
separate wisdom from her products (Jesus and John).

This idea has been revived by S. Gatherpole "The Justification of Wisdom (Matt
11.19b/Luke 7.35)", NTS 49 (2003) 476-488

Compare also the discussion of Zahn (in his "Einleitung" and in his commentary)
to the passage.



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 120

32.Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 11:23 kol 00, Kadoprooiu, pun €wg oVparod LWWONoN:
€wc (dov kotofnon: OTL €l év XodopoLg éyevndnoay ol Suvouele ol
YeVOuevaL €V ool, €ueLver av pexpL the onuepov.

BYZ Matthew 11:23 kal o0 Kamepraoip, 1 éwe tod obpovod Ulwbelow,
€W Qoov KataPLPoodnon: OtTL €l v XodouoLg €YEvorto ol SUVHPELS ol
vevouevaL €v ool Euelvay v peypL the onuepov

Byz K, II* N, f13, 33,157, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1424, Maj,
f, h, q, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, Chrys

T €w¢ Tob ovparod LPwheion K, IT*, M, N, 1582°¢, 983, 33,
579, 892, 1071, 1424, Maj-part,

T €Wg oUpavod LPwleELoe X, A, 157, 124, pc

1 €w¢ tod 00parod LYPWOTNC E,F,G6,5,U,V,Y,T, I, 118, 209(=f1),
£13%,700, 1342, Maj-part

M €wc oVpavod LYWONC 28,788, Weiss

ixt 0O1,B,C,D,L, W,Y,®, fl, 22, 372, pc,
Lat, Sy-C, Co, arm, geo, Ir-, Hier

un €wc tod odpavod LPwbnon; C,VY,fl, 22
1 €wc Tod obpavod LPwlNoeL L

[}

N €wc ovparod LYwonoy;  BS

00 pUn €wc odpavod LPWONOY  coj. A. Pallis (1932)

The reading of D* in Tischendorf (H for MH, as B®) is probably an error. In
the facsimile nothing like this can be seen. The MH is clearly present without
correction. But D* then continues (with L) 1) €w¢ dov ...

B: umlaut! (line 28 C, p. 1248) Kadapraoly, un éwg odporod
The M of MH is left unenhanced. UjwONOT) is not changed.




Same in the parallel Lk 10:15

Byz A,C,W,O,Y, 0115, 13, 33, 892, 1342, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, Cyr
T €Wg oUpavod LPwheloe  C, 157, 2542, pc
N €w¢ 10D oVparod LYPWONC 1582°¢

S

M € o0povod LYPWONC Tis, Weiss

txt P45,P75,01,B*, D, (L, E, 579,700, 1071), f12, pc, it, Sy-C, Sy-S, Co
UM €w¢ tod obpavod LYwBNor; L, E, 579,700, 1071, Gre (in Mt: txt)

N €w¢ ToD olpawvod LPwoNoT; 1,1582*7, 22

N €w¢ tod o0powvod LPWONG BE342

UM €w¢ tod obpavod LPwbnoeL BSE?
The corrections of B are not clear, see Lk for a discussion.
Also the reading of 1582* is not clear.

fnlrweﬁon verb indicative future passive 2nd person singular

"And you, Capernaum, (do you think) you will be exalted to heaven?"
f)lIIQ)eET.OOL participle aorist passive nominative feminine singular

"And you, Capernaum, the exalted to heaven,"
f)lllwe‘i’:](; verb subjunctive aorist passive 2nd person singular

"And you, Capernaum, which has been exalted to heaven,"

article, "the"
relative pronoun, "which"

323~

The question is if it is either PN .. VPwBNOY or M .. LPwBELow.

KAFARNAOUMMH
KAFARNAOUMH

The letter M might have been (accidentally) dropped and then the verb has been
changed, resulting in a more normal statement. On the other hand the letter
could also have been (accidentally) dublicated.

The evidence is extremely confused.

Weiss, who favors the 1 ... DWiwOT|¢ reading which is basically the same meaning
as Byz, says, the only possible intention here can be a positive statement ("you
have been exalted"). Capernaum was the center of Jesus mission. He thinks that
a negative statement (with A1) makes no sense in context. The context requires
a statement of preference for Capernaum though. The txt reading must then be




due to accidental dubling of the M in Capernaum and then a change from
VPwOTC to LPWONOT. The many good withesses require a very early error.

On the other hand, as Metzger argues, it is also possible that scribes got
confused about the "unexpected turn of expression, ... [which] is a sharp and
startling interrogation, entirely in the manner of Jesus' use of vivid language".

IQP's Crit. ed. has txt: U1 €w¢ obpavod LYPwWONOT safe.

The support for the Byzantine reading is not very good.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1932) suggests that an o0 fell out due to the double
OY MOY Min:

KA A]’NAOYMOYMHG(DC

giving the meaning: "and you Capernaum, you shall not be exalted unto heaven."

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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33.Difficult variant:
NA?" Matthew 11:23 kol 00, Kapapraolp, un €we odparod LYwdnon;

V4 ¥4 ’
€wc oov Kotafnon’

BYZ Matthew 11:23 kel 00 Kamepvaoly, 1 €we oD olparod twbelow,
€we qdov katePLBoodnon:

T&T #35

Byz 01,C,L, X, 0,Z ®,fl, 13, 22, 33,700, 892, Maj,
Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, bo, Gre

txt B,D, W, 163,372, 2680, 2737, Latt, Sy-C, Sy-S, sa, Ir'™

KeToeBANONoN  pc’ (KAToBOAAW)
KotevexOnon pct (Katadépw)

mae-2 has a lacunal
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 10:15 kol o0, KapapraoOy, un €we odparod Dfwonon; €we
70D Gdov KoTaPnom.

BYZ Luke 10:15 ... €w¢ (dov kotofLBaadnon.

Byz P45,01,A,C,L,W,0,E, ¥,0115, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P75,B,D, 579, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C

KOL‘COLBﬁO'[] Kocrocﬁoc Lo indicative future middle 2nd person singular
come or go down, descend:; fall, fall down;

’ 4
katoBLPocOnon katoPLPalw indicative future passive 2nd person singular
throw down, bring down

f)lll(x)eT']O‘[] indicative future passive 2nd person singular

Compare:
LXX Isaiah 14:15 VOV 8¢ €i¢ qdou ketafnon kol eic To Bepédio Thc YAC

ketoLBalw is a rare word. It appears only here and in the Lukan parallel in the
Bible. On the other hand *BLPalw appears 102 times and is not so rare. It is
possible that scribes harmonized the passage to the Isa parallel.



The support for katofNoT) is not that good. I am not sure if one can establish
with certainty what Latt and Sy read in their Greek exemplars.
Zahn (Comm. Mat.) suggests that kotaB|on) perhaps comes from Isa 14:15.

Carl Conrad wrote on B-Greek: Re: Matthew 11:23 KATABHSH (9. Nov 2001)

"It sure looks to me like what we have in the critical text--KATABHSHi--is a future middle in a
surviving MP sense that is really passive, and that the scribes have CORRECTED it into a
corresponding future passive of the causative KATABIBAZW. So, yes, this form should be
understood as future passive 2nd sg., and it looks like pretty good evidence that the form
KATABHSHi was understood as having a passive sense, but some grammarian found fault with it
because he felt that it ought to be expressed with an authentically passive verb."

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 46) likewise thinks that the kotofLBacdnon is a
conformation to LYWONOT).

IQP's Crit. ed. has kotofnon for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 122

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 11:29 &pote Tov (LYOV Wou €’ LUAC kol padete am’ éuob,
0TL TPl €l Kol TomeLvog Tf Kepdly, Kol €DPOETE AVATOUOLY TILC
Yuyeic VPGV

omit: 01*, 245, 1010

01: corrected by = 01¢.

Tischendorf writes: "ita emendavit A. Antea deerat & €uoD."
01* writes (from Tischendorfs pseudo-facsimile):
e<l>YMACKA1MAee'l‘e

Y ATIC
MOOTITIPAY CEIMI

It ispossible that originally this was:

c YMACKAIMA®OG¢

L OT'ITIJ’AYCEEIMI

with the T~ € erased and corrected into MQO. But this is not sure. It is also
possible that the complete M A ©E-r¢ is original and a h.t. from T~ C to J1C
appeared, omitting AJIE. In this case the omission of the Y happened
independently.

B: no umlaut

Origen has the words three times in his Mt Commentary.
There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 123
Minority reading:
~ 4 I ~
NA?" Matthew 12:2 oL 6¢ PapLociol L6OVTEC €lmow adTR* L6OL ol
nodntel oov ToLoboLy 0 ok €EeotLy TOLELY €V oofBRoTw.

omit: ff', k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Bois
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 2:24 18¢ tL ToroDoLy tolc oofBacLy 0 0Ok €E€oTLV;

NA?" Luke 6:2 TL TOLelTE O OVK €E€OTLY T0lc oofBaoLy;

BYZ Luke 6:2 TL TOLELTE O OUK €E€0TLY TOLELY €V tolc oaffooLy

Interesting versional support. Possibly stylistic?

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 124

34.Difficult variant:
NA? Matthew 12:4 T €LofABer eic tov olkov toD OeoDd

Kol TOUC GpToug ThC mPobéoewe époyor, 0 oDk €Eor NV abT® Poyely
o0d¢ Tol¢ pet” adtod €l un tolg LepedoLy povoLg;

BYZ Matthew 12:4 TQ¢ €L0fjA0er €lc Tov olkov TtoD BeoD

\ \ b4 ~ 4 r e\ b b \ > 5 ~ ~
Kol TOUG GpToug ThHg Tpobécewe édayer Oug oDk €E0V v ahTe daryely
o0d¢ TOLC HeT adTOD €l Pn Tolc LepedoLy UOvoLG

Byz P70(late 3),C,D,L, W, ©, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Latt, Sy, Co(+ mae-2), Basil(4™ CE), Gre, Trg

E\oPer 892*
txt 01, B, 481%7

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ?" Mark 2:26 kel TOUG GpToug Thg Tpobéccwe Edayey,
NA?" Luke 6:4 Kotl TOUC (pTOUC ThG TPoBésewe AuPwv époyey

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 79) thinks, that ébayev is a conformation to €lofiAfev.

The sentence is about David and is in the singular.
He entered the house of God and he ate the bread of the Presence,
He entered the house of God and they ate the bread of the Presence,

Nevertheless both readings make good sense.

The Byzantine reading could be a harmonization to Mk/Lk or to the previous
context. The support for the plural is very slim. An error is probable, especially
in light of the support from the Byzantine minuscule 481.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 125

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 12:4 TQRC €lofABer eic TOV oilkov tod Oeod kol TOUC
aptoug Thc mpobéocwe €dayor, 0 00K €EOV MY adTG PGoyely o0dE TOLC
wet’ abtod €l un toic lepeboLy povolg;

Not in NA, SQE, Greeven, Tis!

&AL 1) TOlc iLepedoLy  f1, 22
"but rather the priests?"
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Luke 6:4 [w¢] €lofABer eic tov olkov Tod 0eod kol TOLC XPTOUC
Thic Tpobéocwe AaPwv Epoyer kol €dwker Toig Wet’ ahTod, 0D¢ OlK
€Ecotiy oyely el um wovoug Toug Lepeig;

Probably a free rendering.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 126

Minority reading:
NAZ” Matthew 12:8 KUpLOG Y&p €0ty ToD oaBBotov 0 viog tod Grépwmov.

Not in NA and not in SQE!

0 viog tod avfpwmov kal tod caffatov
®, 047, f1, 33,157,517, 788, 892, 1424, pc, aur, |, vg

Vulgata: dominus est enim Filius hominis etiam sabbati

kool ToD ooffBetov O vLoc ToD AVYBpWTOUL 124, 372, 565, pc, f, Sy-H, TR
(from Legg and Trg)

B: no umlaut

".. also of the Sabbath"

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 2:28 ()oTe

’ 4 b e e\ ~ ) 4 \ ~ 14
KUPLOGC €0TLY 0 ULO¢ TOD avBpwtou kol Tob oaffetov.

NA?" Luke 6:5 Kol €A€yer adTOLG

KUPLOG €0ty Tod oofPatov 6 LLOG ToD AvOpwTOU.
BYZ Luke 6:5 KoL €Aeyer adTOLG OTL

KUPLOG €0TLY 6 LLOC ToD GropwTou Kol tod oePpatou

Byz A,D,L,R,0,Y,fl, {13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, sa, boP", Marcion®, WH™
txt 01, B, W, 1241, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, bo?*, WH

It is more probable that the txt reading in Lk is a harmonization to Mt than that
the Byzantine reading is a harmonization fo Mk. Therefore the reading in Lk got
a Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong). Additionally the support is quite limited for
the txt reading.

If we assume the Byzantine reading in Lk to be original then this minority
reading in Mt is a harmonization fo Mk and Lk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 127

Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NAZ" Matthew 12:12 TOOW OUV ' SLopépel avOpwTog TPORATOV. (WOTE
€EecoTLy TOlC OaPPaoLY KOARDG TOLELV.

T paAdlov O, 13, 33,157, 517, 565, 1424, 1675, pc,
Lat, Sy (incl. -S, -C), mae-1+2
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 6:26 €ufAcate €ic To meteLve Tod olpawvod OtL 0D
omelpouaLy o0de BepilovoLy olde oLVAYOUOLY €i¢ AToBNKG, KoLl O
TTNP DUOY 0 00PaVLOC TPEPEL ahTR: oY DUELS UaAAOV SLadépete
a0TQV; (same in parallel Luke 12:24)

NAZ" Matthew 6:30 €l &€ TOV yYOptov ToD @&ypod onuepov OvTe Kol
abplov eic kAlBavov Paiiduevor O 0eoc oUTtwe GupLévvuoLy, ol
TOAAD PAAAOV DUAC, OALYOTLOTOL, (same in parallel Luke 12:28)

27 b o) € ~ \ b4 b4 / b \
NAZ Matthew 7:11 €l o0V Uupelc TovmpolL OvteC oLdate OOpoTo Gyodo
8L60VIL TOLC TEKVOLE DUQV, TO0W WEAAOV O Ttmp UUOV O €V Tolg
oUpavole dwoel ayodo toi¢ aitodoly adTov.

A natural addition. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 128

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 12:13 TOTE A€yeL TG AVOPWTW® EKTELVOV GOU THY XELPW.
Kol €E€Telver kol amekateotadn VYLNG e 1) GAAN.

DYLNC 01, C?, 892*

We N &AAN L184*, it(b, ¢, ff', g', h), Sy-C, Sy-S, Sy-P, arm

add M y€lp odToD before LYLNC: 118, 209(=f1), 983, 1689(=f13%), 1424, pc, L184

Lat(aur, d, f, k, I, q, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 3:5 Kol Gmekateatadn n yelp o0tod.
BYZ Mark 3:5 koL GmoKeteatodn 1 yelp o0ToD LYLNC WC 1) BAAN.

Byz C¢, L, 0, £13,157, 892, Maj, a, b, ¢, Sy-S
omit f)yLn\ C 346,qa, b, c, Sy-S

txt 01,A,B,C*, K P, W, A, 6% A, II, f1, 33, 565, 579, pc,
Lat(aur, e, f, 1, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

e0Bewe D, it(d, ff2, i, rh)

NA?" Luke 6:10 K&l QTTeKaTeOTOON 1) XELp oOTOD.

€

BYZ Luke 6:10 Ketl GTokoteatadn 1 yelp adtod UYLNS W¢ 1 GAAN.

Byz A,D,QW,0,Y,f1, {13,157, 565,892, 1071, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H
LYLE W, 579
txt P4(200 CE), 75", 01, B, L, 33, pc, Lat(a, aur, e, ff?, I, vg), Co

Interesting variation in all three parallels.
There seems to be something awkward with this phrase. Possibly stylistic?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 129

Minority reading:
NA% Matthew 12:15 ‘O &¢ ’Inood¢ yroug avexwpnocy €kelbev. Kol
froAovOnooy adte [OxAoL] ToArol, kol €Bepamevoer adTOUG THUVTOC

BYZ Matthew 12:15 ‘O 6¢ ’‘Inool¢ yvoug areywpnoey €ékeiber Kol
AKoAoVBNoNY adTE OYAoL ToAAOL Kal €Bepamevoer adTOVE TUVTHG

T&T #37

omit: 01, B, 372, 873,
Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, ff!, £, 91, k, 1, vg), NA®, WH, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal

ToAlol OxAoL X, 0211,0233, 2680, al*

Tregelles has OxAOL in brackets.
d, f, h, g read txt.
B: umlaut! (line 11 C, page 2149) fikoroVBNCOY KDTG

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 4:25 kol TKOAOVOMOMY DTG OYAOL TOAAOL &m0 Tfig
Codtdolog kel Ackomorews kol Tepoooiipwy kal Tovdulag kol TéEpoY
700 Topdavov.

NA% Mark 3:7 kel TOAD TARBo¢ amo th¢ IadtAalog [Akorovdnoer], kol
amo thc Tovdulog

NAZ" Luke 6:17 Kol kotePoc pet’ adt@dr €otn €ml tomou medLrod, Kol
OyAoc TOALC pHodnT@r ohTod, kol TAROoc mOAL ToD Aol GmO maomg
¢ Tovdalog kol “TepovoaAnu kol thg mepaiiov Topou kel Xiddvoc,

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 8:1 lxoAoUONoOY aDTG OYAOL TOAAOL.

NAZ" Matthew 13:2 keel ouvnyOnooy Tpog adTOV OyAoL TOAAOL,
NA?" Matthew 15:30 kLl TpoofiABov adTE) OyAoL ToAAOL

NA?" Matthew 19:2 ketl fikoAovONoay adT® OyAoL ToAlol,

NA? Mark 2:2 kol ouvmyOnoor moirol
NA?" Mark 6:33 ketl €060V hTOUG DTIOLYOVTOG KL €TEYVWONY TOAAOL



Probably a h.t. error, OI - OI. In Matthew when TOAAOL is used for people it is
always coupled with O AoL.
Weiss (Mt Com.) thinks that OyAoL comes from 4:25.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
Omission wrong



TVU 130

NAZ" Matthew 12:22 Tote mpoonvéxdn adt® Sotpoviloueroc TupAOC Kol
KwdOg, kel €Bepamevoey adTOV,

(V4 \ \ ~ \ ’

WOTE TOV KWPOV AMAELY Kol PAETELV.

BYZ Matthew 12:22 Tote Tpoonrexdn adt® Sotpwovi{operoc TuhAOC Kol
KWHOC kol €0epamevoey adTOV
Wote TOV TUPAOY Kol KGOV Kol AXAELY Kol PAETELY

Byz C,L,W,A, ©,0233,0281, f1, f13, 33, 700, Maj, q, Sy-P, Sy-H
TOV TUGAOV Kol KwhOV Kol C, 22,565, Maj
OV TUDAOV Kol KwhOv 0281, 33
OV kWGOV Kal TUPAOV W, ©, 0233, f1, f13, 517, pc
TOV KGOV kol TuGAOV Kal L, X, A, 700, Sy-H, Sy-P, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01, B, D, 983,892, 1424, pc, ff', k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co(+ mae-2)
TOV KwPOV kal 01

omit: Lat (!)

B: umlaut! (line 41 C, p. 1249) TOV KWPOV AXAELY Kol

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 9:33 kol €kPBANBEVTOC TOD SocLpoviov EAGANOEY O KWHOC.
NA%" Matthew 15:31 d0Te TOV OxAov Oovuaoul PAETOVTHG KwdOULG
AoAODVTOC

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 11:14 €yéveto 6¢ ToD duLpoviov €EeAB0rtoc EAUANOEY 0 KWPOC

TUPAOV is probably an addition inspired by the first part of the verse (so
Weiss) and the verbs AaA€ly kol BAETELY. The insertion of the kol at the end
is a bit strange. Note the complete omission in Lat!

Accidental omission due to h.t. is possible.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 131

Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 12:30 0 U1 OV Uet’ €uod kot €uod €0TLY, Kol O Um
ouvaywy Wet’ éuod okoptilel.

okopTmLleL pe 01, 33, 1582*, pc, Sy-H™, bo

same in Lk 11:23 by 01*,C%, L, 0, Y, 33,579, 892, 1071, Sy-S, bo, Gre

Note also the mae variant: (mae-2 Reconstruction by Schenke)
0 UM ouYnYUEroc OV pet’ éuod EoKOPTLOUEVOC E0TLY  (mae-1), mae-2
"who is not gathered with me, is scattered".

B: no umlaut

okopTL{w scatter, disperse

See Ehrman "Corruption”, p. 135-136.

okopTLleL is transitive. If the scribes wanted to supply a prepositional phrase
as a personal object (as with the previous verbs), kat’ €uod would be the
natural addition. The addition of [L€ makes no sense in context (Metzger: "with
disastrous consequences for the sensel!").

Ehrman sees this as a corruption against the Gnostic separation of Jesus and
Christ.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 132

35. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 12:31 AL T00TO A€yw ULV, TaOK opopTie Kol BAocodmuio:
apenoetal T tolg avbpwmoig, 1 6¢ Tod mveduatoc PAaodmuie ok

apednoeTaL.

T dulv B, f1, 22, Sy-Pal™, sa, mae-1, Or, Athanasius, WH™
B: no umlaut

An interesting addition, probably accidental. Interesting, strong support.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 145): "thoughtless, from A€yw ULULV".

It could have been omitted as redundant.

Interesting combination of B, f1, 22.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 133

NAZ" Matthew 12:31 AL T0DT0 Aéyw LUV,
OO0 GpePTLo KoL BAcopMLLe apednoetol Tol¢ avbpwroLc,
n 6¢ toD mredpntog PAaodnule olk ddednoctol.

BYZ Matthew 12:31 AL To0T0 A€yw VWLV
oo opopTlo kol BAoodnlo apednoetal Tolg GrOPWTOLE
n 8¢ 10D Treduntoc PAxodnule olk Gdpednoetal TOlC GvpwmoLE:

Byz C,D,L,W,0,0271, f13, 33, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H
txt 01, B, f1,174(f13), 22, 517, 892, 1424, 1675, pc, aur, k, vg, sa, bo, mae-2

o0T® b, ffl, h, Sy-S, Sy-C, mae-1, bo™

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Mark 3:29 0¢ 6’ av BAaopnunorn €ig t0 Treduo TO GyLOV, ODK €XEL
apeoLy elg Tov aldve, GAAL €voyog €0TLY alwViov (UaPTNUKTOC.

NA% Luke 12:10 T® &¢ €i¢ TO wyLov Tmvedue PAeodnunoovtl ok
apednoetalL.

The parallels are quite different, the addition is probably inspired by the first

part of the verse (so Weiss).

Regarding the Old Syriac P. Williams writes:
"The problem here is that SC have personalised the whole clause to read
‘Everyone who blasphemes against the [Holy] Spirit, it will not be forgiven
him." The construction thus cannot be compared with that in #x#, and
certainly one part of it cannot be extracted and used to support a variant

from #xt."
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the fextual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 63.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 134

36.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ Matthew 12:47 [elmer &€ tTLC adT@® 160U 7 UNTNP GOL KoL Ol
J ’ b4 3 4 -~ ’ ~

6eAdol gov €Ew eatnkeoLy (ntodvtec goL AoAnool.]

BYZ Matthew 12:47 eler &€ TL¢ oty IS0L 1) unTnpe oov kol oL adeidol
oov €w €otnkaoLy {ntodvtég ool AnAfjool

omit verse: 01*, B, L, T’, pc, ff1 k, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-2, WH

txt 01, ¢,D, W, Z, 0, f1, f13, 22, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, bo, WH™, Weiss
€Ew 01%, bo (from Mk?)

EOTNKAOLY f1
€0TNKAOLY €W D, 33,1071, 1424 (from Lk?)

NAZ® has the verse in single brackets.

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Mark 3:32 kel A€youoLy a0T®* 160U 1 untnp oou kol ol adeidol
\ S b ’ b4 ~ ’

oov [kal ol odeAdal oov] €€w (ntodoly oe.

NA?" Luke 8:20 mnyYy€An &€ alT@® T UNTNP 00U Kol oL adeApol cou
E0TNKOOLY €W L8ely BELOVTEC Oe.

Compare context:
NA%" Matthew 12:46 "EtL odT0oD AAoDrtog Tolg OYAOLG

) \ € 4 \ 3 b \ b ~ e 4 b4 ~
Ldou M uUNTNE Kol oL odeAdol o0ToD elotnkeLony €Ew (ntodrteg
b ~ ~
UTW AdANOCOL.

o 4 9 ~
47 €LTEV O€ TLC OUTR"
) \ e 4 \ 3 5 ’ b4 e 4 ~ 4
0oL M UNTNP 00U Kol OL adeEADOL 00U €£w €OTNKUOLY (ntodrtec

ooL AoANoolL.

The verse was omitted probably due to h.t. (so Weiss).
verse 46: {nrodvteg wOT@ AdAfiool
verse 47: {(NtodVTéC 0oL AxAfjocL



The verse is needed for the following. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 184) argues that if
the verse had been added later to explain v. 48, it would not have been so
tautological.
Zahn, on the other hand thinks (Comm. Mat.), that the verse is a harmonization
to Mk 3:32.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
Omission wrong, NA: omit brackets



TVU 135

Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?" Matthew 12:50 OOTLC Yop GV TOLNOT TO OEANUE TOD TTPOS UOL TOD
€V 00POVOLe DTOC oL T ABeAdOC Kol ASeAdT) Kel UnTnp €0TLy.
T kol ®, 13, 517, 700, 1424, 1675, al, b, ff!, h, vg
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 3:35 0¢ [yap] av Toinorn t0 0éAnua tod 6eod, oltog adeAdoc
LOU Kol GdeAdn kol pntnp €otiv.

NAZ" Luke 8:21 uUNTNP MOL Kol &deAdol pou obTol €lowy ol TOv Adyov
100 Beod dkovovTEC KoL TOLODVTEC.

Meaning probably:
For whoever does the will of my Father in heaven is my brother and sister and mother."
For whoever does the will of my Father in heaven is also my brother and sister and mother."

Both readings make sense. The variant has probably been created to tone down
the harshness of the saying.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 136
NAZ" Matthew 13:1 "Ev T Nuépa ékelvn €eibwr 6 Inoolc
Tfic oiklog éxadnto Topa TNV BoAacooy:

BYZ Matthew 13:1 "Ev &¢ Th muépa éxelvn €eAbar 6 "Inoolc
&mo Tfic olklog ékadnto Topd TNV BoAcoooy:

T&T #39

Gmo Tg olklag C,L, W, f13°¢, 22, Maj, Trg™
éx Thic oiklog 01,7, 33,892, 1342, pc3, WH™, Trg™, Tis, Bal
pc = 295, 494, 1695

Tfic oikiog B, ©, f1, 124, 788(=f13), 517, 1424, 1675, 2586, pc**, Or
pc = 7,164, 335, 805, 939, 1201, 1266, 1443, 1554, 1555,
1651, 1823*, 2487, 2555

one of the above: aur,c, f, h,l,q, vg, Sy-C

kel D, a,b,d, e, ff!, ff% g', k, Sy-S

Or (Catena MS Vindob 154): .. €ERAOe pev thg olklog, ékabnto 8¢ Tapo
Y Bodeoouy.
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 19:1 0 'Incol¢ ... petfiper ano thc [aAitialog

NA%" Matthew 24:1 Kol €€eAbwy 0 'Incodg amo tod Lepod

NA?" Matthew 24:17

0 €mL ToD SWHKTOC PN KoTofoTtw apot To €k THC olklag adtoD,

NA?" Mark 7:31 Kol maALy €EeAbav ék tdv oplwr Tipou
NA*" Mark 13:35
YpNYopeELTe oDV 0UK oLdate yop TOTE O KUPLOC THC OlkLlog €pyeTolL,

NA? Luke 6:49 KoL €Y€veto TO PRype [ruin] TAC olklog ékelvng peéyo
NA?" Luke 7:6 1161 6¢ a0TOD 00 WoKpOY GTEXOVTOC QMO THC OLK LG
NA?" Luke 22:11 kol €p€lTe TG 0ilkodeomdtn ThC olklog:

Compared with the 0 kUpLO¢ TAC Olklog the 6 Inoolg T olklog sounds a
bit like "the Jesus of the house". There is no reason for the omission of the
preposition.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 137

Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?" Matthew 13:6 TALOU &€ QVOTELANVTOC EKNLUOTLOON Kol SLec TO WM

Exewv pLloy EEnpavdn.

afog Pl 0, f13, pc
B: no umlaut

Babog "deep"

Compare previous verse:

NA?" Matthew 13:5 AAo &€ €meoer €ml T TETPWON OTOL OUK €lyer Yhv
TOAAY, Kol €00€we EEovéteLder dLee TO un Exely Babog yiic:

Clearly a harmonization to the previous verse.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 138

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA%? Matthew 13:13 &Lo. toDto €V  Topofoiulc wdTolc AwA®, OTL
BAETOVTEC 00 PAETOVOLY KL GKOVOVTEG

00K GKOUOUOLY 0DSE GUVLOLOLY,

Un GkoVWoLY Kal un ouvldoLy, unmote émLoTpewaLy
D, ©, f1, f13, 22, (1424), it, Sy-S, Sy-C, (Eus)
1424 omits UNTOTE ETLOTPEYWOLY

omits all from OTL ... OUVLOUGLY mae-2
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Mark 4:12 Tvoe BAETOVTEC PAETWOLY Kol UT) LOWOLY, Kol GKOVOVTEC
GKOVWOLY KL UT) OLVLOOLY, UNTOTE EMLOTPEYWOLY Kol adedf adtolc.

An interesting combination of "Western" and "Caesarean" witnesses.
The variant reading has a change from indicative to subjunctive. This is quite
unmotivated and probably due simply to copying the parallel account.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 139

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 13:20 0 8¢ €Tl TG TETPWON OTHPELS, 0DTOC €0TLY O TOV
AOYOV GroVwY Kol €0BLC Wete yopdc AapParwy adtov,

NA?" Matthew 13:21 00k €xeL 6¢€ pLlov €V €nuty) GAAX TPOOKKLPOC €TTLY,
vevouerng de OALYewe 1 SLwyuod Sui Tov Adyov €0OL¢ okowdaAlleTal.

Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tis, Trg and Legg!

a0T® L, A, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H

omit: pc, Sy-C
B: no umlaut
Parallels:

NAZ Mark 4:17 kol 00k €xouoly piloay év €nqutole GAAL TPOoKoLPOL
clowy, elto yevouevne OALYewe 1 SLwyuod &L TOV Adyov €0Bug

okovdaiillovTol. qutolg: L, pc, Sy-H
0T Sy-S
omit: geo™

NAZ" Luke 8:13 oL 6¢ émi Thg TMeTPag Ol OTOV GKOVOWOLY WETO YOPEC
déxovtaol TOv Adyov, kel ovtol pilav ok €xouoLy T, ol TPOC KaLpov
TLOTEVOUOLY KoL €V KoLPG TeLpaopod aplotavtol.

T

€V €outl)  Sy-C, Sy-S

The Greek text is problematic because it is difficult to interpret:
"But he has no root in himself."

Some witnesses have:  "But he has no root in it (= the word)."

or: "It (the word) has no root in him."

It is interesting and difficult to explain that the Syriac Version has this reading
in all three Gospels, even in Lk, where the words are not present at all in Greek.
Nevertheless the variants cannot be original, because then nothing explains the
origin of the txt form.

Compare:
J. Joosten NTS 37 (1991) 153-59 [he speculates about an underlying Aramaic
original which was interpreted wrongly in the Greek tradition.]



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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37. Difficult variant
NAZ Matthew 13:22 Kol
BYZ Matthew 13:22 Kol

T wépLpura Tod aldvog
N KépLuve tod aidrog toltou
Byz 01, ¢ L, W,®0,fl,f13,33,579, Maj,

Lat, Sy, sa™®, mae-1+2, bo, Or, Gre

txt 01*,B, D, it, sa™
B: no umlaut

Parallels::

NAZ" Mark 4:19 kel ool épLpvot tod aldvog

BYZ Mark 4:19 kol ol pé€pLvel Tod aldrog Toutov,

Byz A, KII, f13, 22, 33,157,579, 1071, Mqj, f, Sy, Co, arm, geo
txt 01,B,C,L,A,f1,28,892, pc, aur, |, vg

T0D Blou D, W, @, 517, 565, 700, 1424, pc, it(b, ¢, d, e, ff%,i,q, r)

NAZ?" Luke 8:14 K&l UTTO HEPLUVAY Kol TAOUTOL kol mdovdy tod Blov

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 13:40 0UTw¢ €0ToL €V T1 ouvtedela ToD aldvoc:
BYZ Matthew 13:40 oUTw¢ €0Tal €V TH ouvtedele T0od aldro¢ Tovtov.
Byz C,L,W,0,0106,0233, 0242, f1, f13, 33,579, Mqj,
f,h,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo,
txt  01,8,D,T, 1582, 22, 892, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-1, Ir-, Cyr

NAZ?" Luke 16:8 0TL 0L Lol T0D al®rog ToUTOU PPOVLULWTEPOL DLTEP TOUG
vlovg ToD GWTOC €lg TNV Yeveay THY €xvT@Y €LoLY.
omit: pc

NAZ?" Luke 20:34 oL viol toD al®dvog toltov youodoly kol youlokovtol,

Difficult. Slim support.
Possibly idiomatic, ToD al®dvog = 10D aldrog tovTou.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 13:31 “AAANY TapaBoAny Topédnker adtolg Aéywy:

eraAnoer D, L*, N, 0, %, O, f1, f13, 517, 1424, 1675, dl, it, Sy-S, Sy-C

EMANOEY = a,b,c, d, e, f, ff% h,k, q
Topédnker = aur, ff!, g%, 1, q, vg

f1: compare Anderson (Family 1, 2004), p. 99. Both 1 and 1582 read TopédnKey
against Lake 1902.

L: Tischendorf writes: "€AdAnoer adtolc 0 IX erasum est sed satis etiamnum
comparet." (folio 29) [The blank space is then followed by txt Top€ONKey
o0TOLC.]

B: no umlaut

Compare verse 24 + 33:
NAZ?" Matthew 13:24 “AAANY Topofoiny Topednker adTtole A€ywy:

NAZ?" Matthew 13:33 “AAANY TopofoAny érainoer alTolc
C, 1241, pc, sa™s: ToPEDNKEY

Compare also:
NAZ" Matthew 13:3 Kol élainoer adtolc mOAAL €V TopaBoiuic A€ywy:
NA?" Matthew 13:34 TadTo TOVTo €AXANOEY O ‘Inoodc €év mapaforaic

EAMUANOCV is the more normal word and it is only natural for scribes falling back
into it (compare L). It is interesting that even Mt probably fell into it in verse

33.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 13:33 AAANY Tapofoiny EAaAnoer adTolc:

omit: D, d, (k), Sy-S, Sy-C
k = "alia similitudo"
WH have the term in brackets

Tap€édnkey adTolg C, 1241, pc, sa™s

omit: "AAMNY TopafoAny EAdAncey alTOlC mae-2

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Compare previous verse 31:
NA?" Matthew 13:31 “AAANY TopofoAny mapednker adTole A€ywy:
EAAANCEY LDTOLC
D,L*,N, 0,3, ©, f13, 517, 1424, 1675, dl, it, Sy-S, Sy-C

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 183): "oversight".

Basically the words could have been added from 13:31.

In principle it is also possible that the complete omission as mae-2 has it is
original and others added in part or complete from verse 31.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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38.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 13:35 OTTw¢ TANPWOTH TO Ppndev dL tod Tpodrtov Aéyovtoc:
aroléw v TopePforeic TO OTOUK WOV, €PEVEOMML KEKPUUUEVD GO
katafoAfic [Koouou].

S "Hoatov tod mpodntou
01*, O, f1, f13, 33, pc(ca. 10 minusc., not 22), Cl, Tis, WH™

fathers (see Zahn): Clement (hom. 18, 15), Porphyrius (3™ CE),

Eusebius and Jerome knew MSS: "legi in nonnullis codicibus", "multa evangelia"

A note in 1582 makes it probable that Origen knew the reading:

1582™: €V TW TPWIW TOMW €ELC TOC TOPOLULOG EENYNTLKWY. OULTWG
LUNUOVEVEL TNG YPNOEWS OTWwG TANPwOn to pnbev S Hoolov tou
mpodnTov KoL Te €ENg. UM AEYWVY €LVl €V TOLG  oVTLYPOdOLG
dLadpwriay. evBa Kol BLUEOLWG KTOAOYELTOL |AT) €EVPLOKOUEVOL €V TW
Hooiwe tov avoléw ev mapofoAolc TO OTOMK MOU. OL O€ WETH TOUTO
ToAuNpwe to Hoolov nBetnoav. (compare A. Anderson, p. 63)

= "in the first volume of 'The Proverbs Interpreted'. So he (Origen?)
remembers the usage/the prophecy 0Tw¢ TANPwON 10 pnbev 6o Hoalov
TOL TPOPNTOUL and so forth, saying that there are no disagreements in the
copies. There also he defends the remarkable thing that in Jesaja avoLEw €v
TapoPOANLG TO OTOUK MOV is not to be found. But they, later, rather boldy

eliminated To HooaLov."

This marginal comment has been written by the original scribe Ephraim (10™ CE). Anderson
thinks that it is more likely that Ephraim copied those marginalia from his exemplar, than that
they are his own comments. Ephraim is known from his other work to have copied faithfully his
material. The text of 1582, as well as 1739 is closely related to Origen/Caesarea. The archetype
has been assigned to the late 5™ CE.

0L: corrected by corrector B (=01¢") according to Tischendorf.

Two Bohairic MSS have "Psalmos" in the margin and one Bohairic MS has "David
the prophet" plus the number "77" in the margin.

B: no umlaut

Compare:
LXX Psalm 77:2 dvolfw €v mapofoAinlc TO OTOW: dou  (pBEyEouaL
TPOPANUOT & dp)fg



This reading is factually wrong (Ps 77:2 is attributed to Asaph). It is probably
inspired from context:

NA?" Matthew 3:3 00T0¢ yap €0ty 0 pndeig i Howlou tod mpodmtou
Aéyovtoc:

NAZ?" Matthew 4:14 {vo, TANPwOT t0 pndev due. "Howtlov tod mpodmtou
Aéyovtoc:

NA?" Matthew 8:17 OTw¢ TANPwWOH t0 pnbev i "Howolov tod mpodmtou
Aéyovtoc:

NAZ" Matthew 12:17 v TANPwOT t0 pndev due. "Howtov tod mpodmtou
A€yovtoc

NA?" Matthew 13:14 kol oramAnpodtal avtolc T Tpodnteie "Hootov 1
A€youou

On the other hand the support is quite good (note the church fathers).
Hort thinks it's genuine. He notes the cases where T0D TpogMTOL has been
replaced by a prophets name. Most of these add the correct name.

Two times Isaiah has been added correctly:
Mt 1:22: by D, 267, 954, 1582*" it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, sa™, arm, Ir*'
Mt 21:4: by M™, 42, pc, a, ¢, h, bo™, Chr, Hil have Zechariah

r?, vg™*, bo™, aeth have Isaiah

The erroneous introduction of Isaiah is limited to three passages supported only
very slim:

Mt 2:5: a (Micha)

Mt 2:15  Sy-S (Hosea)

Mt 27:9 21,1 (Zechariah)

T. Zahn and E. Nestle also think that it is genuine. 'Hoolou has possibly been

omitted because of its incorrectness (compare Mk 1:2). The supporting
witnesses are not very reliable though.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 13:35 OTW¢ TANPWOT TO PNnder Sue Tod mpodnTou Aéyovtoc:
aroléw év TopePoraic TO OTOUK WOV, €PEVEOUML KEKPUUUEVD GO

keTofBoARG [kOopou].

BYZ Matthew 13:35 OTW¢ TANPWOR T0 pnder dux tod TpodrTtov A€yortog
Avolfw €V TapoOAXTC TO OTOUK WOU €PEVEOMNL KEKPUUUEVK KTO
Ko ToBOATC KOOOU

T&T #40

omit: 01¢!, B, f1, 22, 279*, 1192, 1210, 2586,
e, k, (Sy-S, Sy-C), Or, Eus, WH, NA?®, Gre, Trg, Tis, Bal

Sy-S, Sy-C have "... from of old" (Burkitt)

Weiss, Bois have the word.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
LXX Psalm 77:2

avoléw €v TopePoluic TO OTOUN ou (POEYEOUNL TPOPANUNTE &1 GPYAC

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 25:34 BooLAcloy GO KATOBOATC KOOUOU.

NAZ?" Luke 11:50 &0 kotafoAfic KOOWOL GO THC Yevedc Tavtng,
NAZ" John 17:24 0TL YQTNOKC (e TPO KATOBOATC KOGUOU.

NA?" Ephesians 1.4 koOw¢ €EeAcfuto MUac € abT® TPO  KaTaBOAfC

KOO0V
NA?" Hebrews 4:3 KaLTOL TOV €pywV &TO KaTeBOATIC KOOUOL YevnOEvTwy.

NA?” Hebrews 9:26 ToAAdKLC TBelY &m0 koTofoARic KOOULOUL®
NAZ?" 1 Peter 1:20 TPOEYVWOUEVOU eV TPO KOTaBOARC KOOUOU
NA?" Revelation 13:8 €0GaYUEVOL GTO KXTOBOATC KOOUOU.
NA?" Revelation 17:8 &m0 KatofoANC kOGO,

KaToBOATC is always coupled with KOOOU in the context of creation.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 133), thinks that the omission might be a reminiscence of
Ps 77:2 &’ apxfig = &m0 KaToBOARG but later (Mt Com.) he rejects this view

and sees it as an accidental omission ("hardly dispensable").

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
Omission wrong, brackets ok.
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Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 13:36 T0te adelc toLg OxAouc NABer eic TN olklov

T adtod  f1,1424, 1675, pc, arm™*, Or

22 has txt.
Or: Mt Comm tom. 11:4 line 14
B: no umlaut

"Then he left the crowds and went into his house."

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 8:14 Kal €éA0av 0 'Inooidc ei¢ tnv oikloy IIéTpou
NA?" Matthew 12:9

kol petofog ékeibery MABeY €lc Ty ouvaywyny adTt@dy:

NAZ?" Matthew 12:29 koL TOTE TNV olkilow adTod SLopTROEL.

A natural addition by some careless scribes.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)

T
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NAZ?" Matthew 13:40 oUTw¢ €0TolL €V T ouvtedelq toD aldvog
¥4 b4 b ~ ’ ~ ) A /
BYZ Matthew 13:40 0UTw¢ €0tal €V Tf ouvtedely ToD al@dro¢ ToUTov.

Byz C,L,P,W,0,0106,0233, 0242, f13, 33,579, Mqj,
f, h, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo,

txt 01,B,D,T, fl,22, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-1, Ir-*', Or, Cyr

f1: compare Anderson (Family 1, 2004), p. 99. MSS 1, 22 and 1582 omit, against
Lake 1902.
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 13:22 KoL 1) H€PLUVE TOD l@drog

BYZ Matthew 13:22 Kol T) WépLpuva oD ai@dvog toltou

Byz 01, ¢ L, W,®O,fl,fl13,33, Maj, Lat, Sy, sa™°, mae-1+2, bo, Or, Gre
txt 01*, B, D, it, sa™

NA?" Mark 4:19 kel ol épLvot tod al@dvog

BYZ Mark 4:19 kol ol pépLpvet tod al@drog Tovtov,

Byz A, K II, f13, 22, 33,157,579, 1071, Mqj, f, Sy, Co, arm, geo
txt 01,B,C,L,A,f1,28,6892, pc, aur, |, vg

t0D Blov D, W, ©, 517, 565, 700, 1424, pc, it(b, c, d, e, ff%, i, q, r')

NA?" Luke 16:8 0TL 0L LLoL ToD al@drog ToUTOU GPOVLULWTEPOL DLTEP TOUG
uloug TOD GWTOC €LC TNV YeEVery TNHY €XLTOV €LOLY.
omit: pc

NA?" Luke 20:34 oL vlOL T0D ai®drog tolTov youodoLy Kol youlokovtol,

Same variation as in Mt 13:22, but the support is better here. As already said at
13:22, it is possibly idiomatic, ToD al@rog = 10D aldrog TovTov.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 13:44 ‘Ouole €otiv 7 Baoiicle TGOV oDdpav@dY ONoaup@
KEKPUUMEV® €V TG GYP®, OV €Lpwy avlpwtog ékpuler, kol &mo THC
yoplc odTod Dmayel kol TwAEL Toavte O00n €xeL kol dyopolel TOV
aypoV €kelvov.

Kol TOVTo 000 €YEL TWAEL C,L,P, W, 0®,0106, f13, 22, 33, 157, 579,
Maj, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™
000 €YeL TWAEL 28

Kol TWAEL 000, €YeL B, pc, bo, Or, NA*, WH, Weiss

Kol TWAEL Tavte 0o €xeL 01, D, 0242, f1, 892, pc,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, mae-1+2, WH™

B: no umlaut

Context, verse 46:
NAZ" Matthew 13:46 €DpWV O¢ €vo TOADTLUOV Uapyepltny GmeAbwy
TEMPOKEY TVTE 000 €LYEV Kol NYOpaoey adTOV.

omit Tavte: D, 1071

No parallel, but compare:

NA?" Luke 18:22 dkolowg &¢ 0 ‘Inood¢ elmev adTt®* €tL €v ool Acimel:
TowTo 000 €xELe TWANOOY Kol SLado¢ TTwyole, kol €Eele Onoaupoy év
[T0l¢] olpavolc, kol deDpo GkoAoOEL oL,

The omission by B is either accidental or for stylistic reasons.

Metzger: "Although the short reading of B and a few other witnesses is
attractive, the absence of TOVTK may be the result of Alexandrian penchant for
pruning unnecessary words."

The Byzantine word order might be a harmonization to Lk 18:22. It is in principle
also possible that the addition of TVTw is such a harmonization, too.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 130) notes that the addition could be a conformation to
immediate context, verse 46.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 13:45 TIaALy Opole €0TLy M Baoliclo TGV 0DpovGY
GrOPWTW EUTOP® (NTODVTL KHAOLC WopyopLlTog:

T&T #42

omit: 01*, B, T, 1424, al*®, WH, NA®, Weiss
Ol is corrected by 01¢
WH have Gv8pww in the margin.

B: no umlaut

€UTOpPOG "merchant"

Compare context:
NAZ" Matthew 13:24 “AAANY TopofoAny Tapednker adTole AEYwY:
WHOLWON N BaoLiele TOY 0VPaVAY GAVOPWTW OTELPEVTL KOAOY OTEPUN
€V TR ayp® «dtod.
NAZ" Matthew 13:31 “AAANY Topofoiny mapednker adTole AEYywY: Ouolo
€oTiv 1) PaoLielor TV 00PaVAY KOKK®W OLVOTEWS, OV Aol ardpwmog
€oTELPEY €V TR AYpR a0TOD"
NAZ?" Matthew 13:44 ‘Opolo €0Tiv 1) PaoLiclo TV 00par@dY ONoovpe
KEKPUUMEVW €V TR GypD, OV e€bpwy avdpwmoc ékpuliey,

TLc D

NAZ" Matthew 13:52 &L TODTO TaC YPOUUOTEVS podnTevBelc Th Paotiel
TV 00PoVAY OUOLOC €0TLY GVOPWTW 0lKOdeaTOTH),

NA?" Matthew 18:23 AL T0DTO WUOLWON 1 BaoLiclo TOV 00PAVRY
avOpWTw PoOLACL, ... omit: G, pc?

NAZ” Matthew 20:1 ‘Opole yap €0ty 1 Baolielo TAV o0pav@dY Grdpmw
0lk0deamOTn, 00TLC EERABEY (o TPWL ULoBWOoNOBaL EPYHTHG €LE TOV
QGUTEADVK DTOD.

27 N 4 € ’ ~ b ~ b ’ ~
NA*" Matthew 22:2 wuoLwOn 1 Paotielo TV ovparey avbpwtw PaoLiet,
00TLC €molnoer yapoug TG vie ohToD.



Compare also:
NAZ" Matthew 9:32 ADTQV 6¢ €Eepyopevwy 1oL mpoonveykay odTE
avOpwmov Kwpov duLpovLOpevov.
txt C,D,L, W,0,fl, f13-part, 22, Maj, Latt, Sy-H
omit &vbpwtov 01, B, 124, 788(=f13-part), 892, pc,
Sy-S, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), WH, NAZ® Weiss

The omission is strange. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 128) thinks that the omission is
original and the addition due to immediate context (13:52).
Note the omissions at 9:32 (01 and B!) and 13:44 and 18:23

€UTOPOC appears elsewhere 24 times in the LXX and three times in Revelation.
Nowhere it is coupled with &vpwmog.

On the other hand Matthew couples &Vepwﬂog several times with another noun,
it is thus not untypical.

Overall the addition might be due to context/Matthean usage or the omission
could be due to style/general usage. The latter appears slightly more probable.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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TVU 150

NA?" Matthew 13:51 Xuvnkote TodTo TAVTE, AEYOUOLY GUTR" Vol.

BYZ Matthew 13:51 AéyeL adtolc O ’Inoodc, Xvvrkoate todto mavTo
AéyouvoLy aht® Nal Koiple.

Aévyel ...
Byz C,L,W,®,0233,fl,f13,22, 33, Maj,
f. h, q, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1+2, bo™*

txt 01, B, D, pc, Lat, Sy-S, sa, bo
B: umlaut! (line 13 B, p. 1253) 080vTwY. 51 Xuvnkate todto

KipLe
Byz C,L, W,0233,22,33, Maj,
it(b, c, e, f, ', h, q), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

txt 01,8, D, 0, f1, f13, 517, 1424, 1675, pc,
Lat(a, aur, d, ff', ff%, k, 1, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C

mae-2 has a lacunal
B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 \ 4 > ~ < D) ~ 4 Y4 4
NA*" Matthew 9:28 kol A€yeL ovTOlg O 'Inoolg mLOTEVETE OTL OLVOOL
T00T0 TOLfjonL; A€youoLy alTR Vol KUPLE.

The AéyeL phrase originated possibly from lectionary usage. Both additions are
possibly inspired by Mt 9:28.
There is no reason why the words should have been omitted.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(both variants)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 13:54 kol €ABQV €lc TNY matplde adTod €dLdaoker adTOUC
€V Th ouaywYT alTdY, WoTe EKTANOoEoBnL ahTOVC Kol A€yeLy: mOOey
TOUTR M oodplor TN Kol &l SUVOELC;

Avtimatplde 01*

According to Tischendorf corrected by either 01* or 018 (= 01¢),
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" Acts 23:31 Ol W€V o0V OTPOTLOTEL KT TO SLATETOYUEVOV (DTOLG
aveioBovtec tov Iladiov fyayov Sux YukToC €ig Ty "AvTimotpide,

This is possibly a reminiscence of Acts 23:31, the tfown Antipatris near Caesarea.
The error lead J. Rendel Harris 1893 and later Skeat to the conclusion that
Sinaiticus was probably written in Caesarea: "the aberration of a scribe's brain,
as he sat writing in the neighboring city of Caesarea." (Harris: "Stichometry",
1893)

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

4 ~
NA?" Matthew 13:54 kol €AOWY €lc TNV Tatpldo )ToD €6LONOKEY KDTOVG
€V Th ouvaywyh alTdY, WoTe eKTANOocoBul adTOUC Kol A€yeLy: TOBey
TOUTW 1) oodle ahTn Kol ol SuvopeLc;

Not in NA, SQE, Greeven, Tis!
omit: f1, Orl

Kool duvopelc 579, 700

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%? Mark 6:2 kol yevop€vov ooffatov fpfato SLdaokely €v T
ouVYWYR, Kol TOAAOL GkovovTeC €EemANOooVTOo  A€yovteg: OOy
To0Tw TodTe, Kl Tic M cobler 1) 600clon TOUTw, Kol ol SuvapeLc
ToLaDTOL SLX TAV YXeLp@V adToD yLVOpevaL,

Probably just a careless omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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27 ) < ’ > S ~ ’ e’ . 5 € 4
NAZ" Matthew 13:55 00) 00TOC €0TLY O TOD T€KTOVOC LLOG, 00X T) WNTNP
a0TOD Aéyetal Moplog kol ol adeidol adtod Takwpog kol Twond
kol Bipwr kol Tovdwc;

b ol 4 b S ~ ’ (4 5 ’ € 4
BYZ Matthew 13:55 00 0UTOG €0TLY O TOD TEKTOVOC LLOC ODYL T) WNiTnp
a0TOD Aéyetal Moplog kol ol adeidol adtod Takwpoc kol Twofic
kol Sipwr kol Tovdug

Twot 01, B,C, N, O, f1, 33, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Or, mae-1+2
Twofig K,L, W, A,TI, 0106, 1582™, f13, 22, 565, 1241, Maj-part,

k, q%, sa, Basil(4™ CE)
Twof s¢, 118, 157, 700, 1071, pc, bo

>

Iwovvne  01%,D, M, U, T, 2, 28, 579, 1424, Maj-part

P103 = P77(ca. 200 CE) reads ...Ing, so either "Iwofic or "lwavvng are possible.
This is not noted in NA.

O1: Tischendorf writes: "ond A (ut videtur) in rasura scripsit. Antea "Twavvng
videtur scriptum fuisse."

1582: The addition in the margin has been written by the original scribe Ephraim
(10™ CE).

B: umlaut! (line 39 B, p. 1253) TakwPog kol Twond kel Xipwy

Parallel:
NAZ" Mark 6:3 kol adeAdpoc TakwBou kel Twofitog kol Tovdo kol Xipwrog
BYZ Mark 6:3 a8eAdpog 6¢ TokwPou kol Twof kel To0dw kol Eipwrog

01, pc®®, Lat: Twond
Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 27:56 1| T0D “ToakwBov kel Twond pntne
BYZ Matthew 27:56 1) T00 TakaiBou kol Twon unitnp

NA?" Mark 15:40 Mopile 1 TekaBov tod pikpod kel Twofitog uienpe
BYZ Mark 15:40 Mapto 7 ToD ToakwBou tod pikpod kol Twof] uitnp

NAZ" Mark 15:47 Maple 1 Twofitog €Bewpovy Tobd TédeLtal.
BYZ Mark 15:47 Mapto Twof) é0ewdpour mod tibetal

NA? Matthew 4:21 kol TpoPag €keibev eldev dAlovg 600 adeAdoi,
TokwBov tov tod ZePedetov kol Twavvny tov adeidpor adtod,



NA?" Matthew 10:2 kol TokwBoc 6 tod ZePedaiov kol “Twdvvng 6 &deAdog
ovtoD,
NA?" Matthew 17:1 tov Iétpov kol TakwBov kol Twavvny tov adeidov adtod

Twovvng and "TakwPog often appear together as brothers in the Gospels. But
they are not the brothers of Jesus. It is only natural that some scribes
automatically wrote "Twavvng after reading Takwpog.

Regarding Joses or Joseph a decision is not really possible. External support
clearly favors Joseph. Weiss (Mt Com.) thinks that "Iwofic comes from Mk.

It is possible that Joses has been used to avoid confusion with Jesus' father
Joseph.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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39. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 14:3 ‘O yap ‘Hpwdne T kpatnoeg tov Twavvmy €édnoev
[wdtov] kel €év  duiokfy améBeto S Hpwdiade tny yuveliko
duAiTov tod adeddpod adtod:

T&T #43

T t0te B, ®, 13,700, pc’, k, sa, mae-1, Weiss
pc = 160, 569, 1010, 1293, 1295, 1306, 1310, 1604, 2831

k not in NA. Jilicher: "Herodes enim, cum detinuisset Iohannen, ..."
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Mark 6:17 Adtoc yap O ‘Hpwdne dmooteldog ékpatnoey Tov
Twovvny kel €noey adtor €V puiaki

NAZ" Luke 3:19 ‘O 6¢ ‘Hpwong 0 tetpaopyng, €AeyxOuevog LT adTOD
mepl ‘Hpwdradog th¢ yuraikoc tod adeAdod adtod kol mepl TavTwY
WV émolnoer movnpdv 0 ‘Hpwdng,

An interesting combination of B, k with Caesarean witnesses. T0Te ("at that
time") fits good here and was probably a natural addition. That 9 rather
uninteresting Byzantine minuscules support this word seems to indicate a
secondary cause.

T0T€ is a Matthean favorite word (90 times, Mk: 6, Lk: 15, Jo: 10).

Metzger: "The adverb appears fto have been inserted in order to make it clear
that the situation reflected in verse 3 antedates that of verses 1and 2."
Compare:

14:1 At that time Herod the ruler heard reports about Jesus; 2 and he said to his servants, "This
is John the Baptist. he has been raised from the dead, and for this reason these powers are at

work in him." 3 For (at_that time) Herod had arrested John, bound him, and put him in prison on
account of Herodias, his brother Philip's wife,

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 155) on the other hand thinks that the word has been
omitted because of its remarkable position, he cannot believe that anybody
inserted it here later.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 155

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 14:3 ‘O yop ‘Hpwéne kpoatnoog tov ‘Twovvny €dnocy
[wdtOv] kel év  duiokfy améBeto S Hpwdiade tny yuvoliko
@LALTToL ToD ddeAdpod adrTou

omit: D, Lat, Aug, Tis (in brackets), Bois
(aur, f, h, g have the word)
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Luke 3:19 ‘O 8¢ ‘Hpwdng 6 tetpanpyns, €Aeyyouerogc LT odTOD
mepl ‘Hpwdradog thc yuvaikoc tod adeAdod adtod kol mepl mavtwv
WV émoinoer movnpdr 6 ‘Hpydng,

This Herodias was the unlawful wife of Herod Antipas. She was herself a
descendant of Herod the Great and had married Herod Philip of Rome, not Philip
the Tetfrarch. She had divorced him in order to marry Herod Antipas after he
had divorced his wife, the daughter of Aretas King of Arabia. Her first husband
was still alive and marriage with a sister-in-law was forbidden to Jews (Le 18:16).
Because of her Herod Antipas had put John in the prison at Machaerus.

Possibly the omission is a harmonization to Lk?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?" Matthew 14:9 koL AuTmOelc 0 BaolAclg SLee TOUC OPKOUG Kl TOUG
OUVOLVOKKELLEVOUG €kéleuoer 600fvatl T |

T abth O, fl, 13,517, 565, 1424, 1675, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, mae-1

22 has txt.
mae-2 ends the verse with €EKEL€LOED.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Mark 6:26 KoL TEPLAUTOC Yevoperog 0 Paoliele L TOUG OPKOUG
KoL TOUG GVOKELUEVOUC 00K HOEANOEY abetfionl adTtny:

Harmonization to Mk or natural addition of an object.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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40. Difficult variant
Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 14:18
BYZ Matthew 14:18

0 8¢ elmer: pépeté poL Wde adTONC.
0 &¢ cimery OEpeté poL whTovg BE
T&T #45

omit: D, ©, f1, 700, pc*, it, Sy-S, Sy-C
pc = 1013, 1210, 1511, 2372

Byz C,L,P,W,f13, 22,892, 1424, Mqj
txt 01, B, 2", 33
have Wo€: Lat(f, ff!, |, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, sa

mae-2 omits verse 18 and 19a (KL ... €TL T0D XOPTOL) !

Tregelles has txt, but [W8€] in the margin.
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 17:17 GE€PETE PoL adTOV WOE.
NAZ?" Mark 12:15 G€peté poL dnraptov tvo 1ow.

LXX:
LXX Ezra 4:2 Aoapaddwy PaolAéwc Aooovp 10D EVEYKAVTOC TUAC DOE

In the parallels these words of Jesus do not appear.

Hoskier (Codex B, I, p. 39) notes on the txt reading: "an almost impossible

order." He thinks that it was added in the margin of an ancestor of 01, B and

found its way into the wrong place in the text.

Note that the same order appears in Ezra 4:2.

P. Williams comments on Sy-P:
"In Matthew 14:18 Preads 'bring them to me here', which NA27 uses as a
withess for the order (G€peTé poL ®DTOUG W€ as opposed to rxt's
dépeté oL wde ahToVG. However, as the relevant aspects of Ps order
are compulsory, P cannot be used as a witness in this way."

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 245.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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41.Difficult variant:
NAZ Matthew 14:24 10 8¢ TAolov f6n otadlouc moAlovc &mo Thc YAC
Gmelyey BaoovLlOperor LTO TAOV KUULETWY, Y YoP EVaVTLoC O GVeUoC.

BYZ Matthew 14:24 tO &¢ TAolor No6n Méoov thc Oainoonge nv
BooavLlOperor LTO TV KUPKTWY HY YOP EVAVTLOC O GVEUoC

Byz O1,¢, (D), L,P, W,073,0106, fl, 33,892, (1424), pc, Maj,
Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, WH™, Gre, Tis, Bal

txt B, O, f13, 700, pc, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, bo, mae-2, WH, NA*®, Weiss

otadlovg ToAdovg amelyey Baoovilouevor év T BaAnoor
(983), 1689=f13°¢

amelyer amd ThAc YAc otadlovc ikowoic ®, 700, Sy-C, Sy-P

"but the ship was at a distance from the land of about 25 stadia" bo, mae-1
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ Mark 6:47 kol OYloac yevouévne MY TO TAOLOV €V p€ow TG
BaAcoong, kol adTOC WOvog €mL thg yAg.

NAZ" John 6:19 EANAKOTEC 0DV WG OTOOLOVC €LKOOL TEVTE 1) TPLOKOVTQ
BewpodoLy tov 'Incody mepimatodrta €ml thg Badaoong kol €yyvg Tod
TAOLOL yLVOUevov, Kol éhopndnouy.

Difficult to decide. The Byzantine variant could be a harmonization fo Mk (so
Weiss). The txt reading could have been inspired from Jo. But nothing is an
exact parallel. Note also the third reading by © etc. which is different again.
The support is very strange. Without B it would be clearly secondary.

Zahn (Comm. Mat.): "The [txt] reading has not enough agreement with Jo 6:19 to
be accounted for as a conformation."

Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 410):

"Which is more the probable? Obviously, since Mark was the least read and John
the most valued of the Gospels, assimilation of Mt to the text of John in more
probable than to that of Mk; while since Mt indubitably copied Mk, an agreement
of Mt with Mk does not look like assimilation."



P. Williams comments on Sy-C, P:
"It is rather peculiar that P are cited by UBS4 in support of #xtand in
NA27 in favour of a variant from that same text. UBS4's reference to ¢P
seems fo be an error. The note in NA27, on the other hand, is quite
optimistic about our ability to know the word order of the Syriac's Vor/age.
txt reads T0 O6¢ TAolov HOn otadlovg moAAOUC &mO TS YRS
amelyer. NA27 cites ¢Pin favour of ... amelyey amo thi¢ yAg otadloug
LkoeroUg. However, it is difficult to imagine that a Syriac withess would
have retained the order distance -'from X' - 'was distant', even if it had
been in its Vor/age, since this would involve a distance between subject and

verb that would be uncommon in the language."
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 167.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA% Matthew 14:30 BAETWY &€ TOV Gvewor [Loyupov] ébopnon, kol
apapevoc kotamovtileoBul Ekpafer Aéywr: KOpLE, 0ROOV L.

BYZ Matthew 14:30 PAETwr &€ TOV dQvepov Loyupov &poPndn kol
apapevoc kotamovtileoBul Ekpafer Aéywr Kiple o@oor ue

omit: 01, B*, 073", 33, sa, bo, mae-2, WH, NA®®, Weiss, Tis, Bal

073 reads: BA€TWV] 6€ TOV dve[puov €]boBnon ... From space considerations it
is almost certain that 073 omitted LoyvPOV. Harris writes: "From the normal
structure of the lines it may be assumed that the MS did not read Loyvpov."
(compare "Biblical Fragments", p. X, 16)

(Swanson has wrongly 33 for txt! K. Witte from Muenster confirms that NA is
right against Swanson.)

B: Loyupov is added in uncial in the left margin (p. 1254 C 22), acc. to
Tischendorf by B? and enhanced by B>,

B: no umlaut

Difficult. No parallels. Possibly h.t. ON - ON,
The combination of Vepog with LoUPOC appears only here in the Greek Bible.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
Omission probably wrong.



TVU 160
Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 14:30 PAéTwr &¢ TOV (vepov [Loxupov] €dopndn, kol
apapevoc kotamovtileoBul Ekpafer Aéywy: KOpLe, 0RO0V €.

Not in NA and SQE!

omit: f1

Only 1, 1582 omit, 22, 118 et al. have the word.

B: no umlaut

Possibly inspired from:

NAZ” Matthew 8:25 KUpLE, 0QOOV, GTOAADULEDN

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 161

NAZ?" Matthew 14:33 ol 8¢ &V TG TAOLWY Tpooeklvnoay )T
A€yovtec aAnO®dc Oeod viog el.
BYZ Matthew 14:33 oL 8¢ év T TAolw EABOVTEC TpooekivMoay DTG
Aéyovteg "AAnOG¢ Beod viog €l

Byz D,L,P,W,O0106, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, Trg
TpooeAfovTec O, f13, 1424, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C

txt 01, B,C, N, fl, 22,579,700, 892*, pc, ff!, bo, sa

b4

ovtec 118, 209 (=f1)
B: no umlaut

Compare context:
NA? Matthew 14:12 kol TPOoeABOVTEC Ol padnTol ohTod
NA?" Matthew 15:12 T'0te TpooeAdovtec ol padntal A€youvoLy adT@:

It is in principle possible that TpooeABOVTeC fell out here due to h.t. (PROS -
PROS). But it is more probable that it is a harmonization fo immediate context.
On the other hand the word does not really fit here. They are all in a rather
small boat. There is no need to "come" or "draw near".

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 162

Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?" Matthew 14:36 kol TopekaAovy adtov tvae T povov awrtel Tod
KpooTédoL ToD Lhatiou adtod: kol Oool MParto dLecwdnoay.

Not in NA but SQE!

T kb ®, 0, f1, f13, 22, 33,517, 892, 954, 1424, 1675, al, Sy-P, arm, Or
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 \ 4 b \ (¥4 N ~ ’ ~
NAZ Mark 6:56 Kol TopekoAovy oOTOV Tvee kv Ttod kpaomédouv tod
tatiov adtod aPwrtal: kol 0ool av HParto adtod éoxlovTo.

Probably a harmonization to Mk. This is typical for Caesarean witnesses.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 163

NAZ" Matthew 15:4 0 yop Oe0¢ elmer: Tlpo TOV TUTEPX Kol TNHY UNTEPC,
Kl 0 KOKOAOYQV THTEPX 1) UNTEPE OVOTR TEACLTUTW.

BYZ Matthew 15:4 0 yop 0€0¢ évetelloto A€ywy, Tiue TOV Tatépo Kol
NV uNtépe kol ‘O KOKOAOYRDV TaTEPK 1) UNTEPX BUVATW TEACUTATW

Byz 01*,C,L, W, 0106, f13-part, 22, 33, Maj, f, Sy-H, Gre

txt 01% B, D, ©, 073, f1, 124, 788(=f13-part), 579, 700, 892, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), Or

01: Tischendorf writes: "C® (ut videtur) €lTev, sed prior scriptura restituta est."
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

.o ~ o ’ 4
NA? Mark 7:10 Mwiofic yop €lmer: Tlpe TOV THTEPE OOL KoL TNV
UNTEPX OOV, KOL® O KAKOAOYDV THTEPE 7 UNTEPK BuviTw TEACLTUTW.

Compare the previous verse 3:

o ~ ’ ~
NA*" Matthew 15:3 0 O¢ amokpLOelg €lmer ohTOLE oLl TL KoL DUELG
TopePeivete Ty évtoAny tod Beod dLa TNV TepddooLy LUKV,

Compare also:

NA? Mark 11:6 oL 6¢ €lmor a0Tolg Kabwe elmey 6 Inooic

BYZ Mark 11:6 oL 8¢ €lmov adTole KoBwe éveteldato 0 'Inoolg
elmey 01,B,C, L, W, A,Y, f1,124, 28,892, 1342, Sy-S, sa, bo*'

b 4

ELPMKEL D, (579), it
évetelloto A, K, I1, O, f13, 118, 565, 700, 1071, 1424, al, Maj, Lat, Sy-H

It is possible that the txt reading is a harmonization fo Mk (which is rather
improbable). In Mk it is Moses who is speaking, in Mt it is God.

It is more probable that the Byzantine reading is inspired by Ty €vtoAny oD
BeoD from verse 15:3 to intensify the order (so Weiss). Note the same variation
in Mk 11:6.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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42. Difficult variant:
NA?" Matthew 15:6 00 [T TLUNOEL TOV ToTEPE 0DTOD!
Kol MKUPWOKTE TOV A0YoVr ToD 0coD SLa TNV TapadooLy DUKV.

BYZ Matthew 15:6 kol 00 WUT] TLUNON TOV TaTEPK 0OTOD
N

A ™y untépa odTod
Kol HKLPWONTE TNV EVTOANY ToD Beod SLa TNV ToPadooLY LUKV

Variants:

v untépa adtod C, L, W, ©, 0106, f1, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H,
NA?®, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

kel TNy untépa adtod @, 565, 1241, pe, Sy-S, mae-1, bo

\

N TV untépo 073, 13, 33, 700, 892, pc

txt omit: 01, B, D, Q, pc, a, d, e, Sy-C, sa, geo™, WH

mae-2 omits complete 15:6a: 00 ... xDTOD

Tregelles has the words f} TV untépa hTOD additionally in brackets in the
margin.
B: no umlaut, but colon sign (?)

Parallel Mk 7:12

27 2 ’ > 14 bl \ b \ ~ ~ \ N ~
NA?" Mark 7:12 oUKeTL adlete adTOV 0VdEY ToLfjonl TG TaTpl ) T
untpl,
BYZ Mark 7:12 kol OUKETL adplete odTOV 00der ToLfjoel T¢) Tatpl odTod
A th untpl avtod,

The part might have been omitted by h.t. (so Weiss). Note the strange support
by Q. This is a "non-coherent" support.

It is of course a logical addition from the preceding verses. Also the various
slightly different readings at this position may indicate a secondary cause.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 165
NA?’ Matthew 15:6

\ ) ’ 4 ~ ~ \ \ l4 e ~
KoL NKUPWOLTE TOV Aoyov 10D Beod OLx TNV TOPEOOOLY LPOV.

BYZ Matthew 15:6
Kol AKUPWOoKTE THY EVTOATY ToD Beod L Ty TapadooLy VPGV

T&T #47
AKLPWONTE GKUPOW "cancel; disregard"

Byz L, W, X, X, ®, 0106, 0233, f1,1582™", 22, 33, 372, 1424,
2737, 2786, Maj, Or®", Did

TOV VOUOV 01*€, ¢, 073, 13, 2766, pc®, Tis, WH™
pc = 21, 160, 1010, 1097*, 1293

one of the above: Lat(aur, c, f, 91, l, q, vg), Sy-H, mae-2

txt 01¢¢,B, D, ®, 579, 700, 892, 1582M9,
it(a, b, d, e, ff!, ff?), Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, Or®", WH, NA?®

O1: Tischendorf writes: "C° (ut videtur) AOYyov, sed VO[OV restitutum est."
1582: The addition in the margin has been written by the original scribe Ephraim
(10™ CE).

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 15:3 0 &¢ dmokplOelg elmer oOTolg e TL Kol Lupelg
TopePeilvete Ty évtoAny tod 0cod dLa TNV TepddooLy LUKV,

NAZ" Matthew 15:4 0 yop 0€OC elmer: Tl TOV THTEPE KoL TNV UNTEPQ,
Kl 0 KOKOAOYQV THTEPX T) UNTEPE BVOTR TEACLTUTW.

Related to the €lmer / €évetelAnto case of 15:4. It is easy to imagine the
change from the colorless AOYoV to €UTOANV. The similar variant VOpoOV
supports this view. TNV €VTOANV is probably inspired by verse 3 (so Weiss). TOV
VOWOV is, according to Weiss, a reminiscence of verse 4.

The support for AOYOG is very good.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 166
NAZ Matthew 15:8 0 AxOC 0ODTOC TOLC YELA€OLV pe TLud, T 8¢ kopdio
DTV TOPPW GTEXEL oT QoD

BYZ Matthew 15:8 €yyL{eL Lol 0 AoOC 0UTOC TG OTOUNTL aDTAV KoL TOLC
YELACOLY pe TLUQ 1) 6€ kopdlo adTOVY, TOPPW GTEXEL QT EULOD:

Byz C, W, 0106, f13-part, Maj, f, q, Sy-H

[ \ o b ’ . ~ 14 b ~ \
0 A0OC ouTtoC €yYLCeL poL fl (omit TG OTOUATL QUTAOV Kol !)

txt 01,B,D,L, 0,073,124, 788(=f13-part), 33, 579, 700, 892, 1424, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), Egerton 2, Cl, Or, Did

B: umlaut! (line 39 A, p. 1255) AxO¢ 00TOC TOLG Y€ElLAcaly

Parallel:
NAZ" Mark 7:6 00T0¢ O AwOC TOLC YelAeolv pe TLud, M 8¢ kapdlw
DTV TOPPW GTEXEL o QoD

From:

LXX Isaiah 29:13 kol €lmey kopLog €yyilel poL O AxOC 0UTOC TOLg
yelleoy a0T@V TUAOLY pe M &€ kapdle alTOV TOpPpw OmEXEL G
€pod

B adds (see Rahlfs): ... €V T® oTOUaTL 0dTOD Kol €V TOLC YeELAEOLY ...

Compare P. Egerton 2:

-~ 5 i3 A ) ’ 9 N\
koaA®D¢ "Hoolog mepl LUQOV €TPOPMTELOEV ELTWY
0 AxOC 00TOC TOLC YeLACOLY abT@V TLU@AOLY pe 1) 6¢ kepdlo adT@dv
TOPPW  ameEXeEL am’  €uod  potny &€ ofovtal  pe  [SLdaokovTEC]
EVTaALOTE [AVOpWTWY Kol SLOaoKoALNC.

There is no apparent reason for the omission. The txt reading could be a
harmonization to Mk, but this is not very probable. I+ seems to be corrected to
the LXX text of B (so Weiss). Papyrus Egerton 2 supports the shorter version.
f1 has only the first part added.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 167
Minority reading:

\ / \ 4 ~ \
NA* Matthew 15:11 00 TO €LOEPYOUEVOV €LC TO OTOUG KOLVOL TOV
avOpwTOY, GAAX TO éKTopevoueror ék tod 0ToUaTog ToDTO KOLVOL TOV
avopwmov.

omit: f1, 124(f13), 1071, pc, bo™*, Or!
KoLvol ToV avbpwmor 22
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Mark 7:15 008€v €0TLy €Ewler ToD AvBpwmou €loTopeuduevor €ig
adTOr 0 OSbvatal Kowdowl «dToV, GAAX Té €k ToD Gropwtou
EKTOPEVOUEVE €0TLY T0 KOLVODVTH TOV (OpwTov.

omit: bo'

Possibly the phrase has been omitted to avoid repetition. Note the omission of
the phrase in Bohairic MSS in both Gospels.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 168

Minority reading:
NA? Matthew 15:14 &dete odTOOC TUPAOL €loww O06nyol [TuvdAGV]:
TUPAOC &€ TUPAOV o 0OMYR, audotepol eic BoBuvor TeoodvTal.

BYZ Matthew 15:14 dpete ahTovg 06nyol €loy tupAol TUGADY: TUGAOC
8¢ TUPAOV Edv OdNYR GudoTepoL €ic BoBuror TecodrTal

06mMY0¢ "guide, leader"

Byz C,W,A,II 0106, 157, 565, 1071, Mqj, q,
Tis, WH™ (with TUPAQV in brackets)

ixt  01%L,Z,©,fl, f13, 22, 33,579, 700, 892, 1241, 1424, p,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Basil(4™ CE), NA®®, Bois, Weiss

odnyol eiowy TuPAGY K, pe, Sy-S, Sy-C

odnyol eiov Tuplol  01*<?
tuprol elow 0ényol B, D, 0237, WH, Bal
one of the last two: bo, sa

TudAol elow mae-2

B: umlaut! (line 23 B, p. 1255) a:dTo0g" TUPAOL €loLy

Compare Lk:
NAZ" Luke 6:39 Eimer 8¢ kal moapoBoAiny adtolc: wntl dlvatel TuGAOG
TUPAOV 08NYELY; 0Dyl audotepoL elc POBuvor éumecodrtol;

Most probably the minority readings origin in some kind of scribal confusion over
the double/triple TUGAOC. WH omit TUGAGVY.

The unusual wordorder TupAoL €loLy 68nyol is probably the original one.
TUPADV could have been omitted as redundant or added as clarification.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
omission probably wrong



TVU 169

43. Difficult variant:

Minority reading: i

NA?" Matthew 15:15 ’AmokpLBelg 8¢ 0 Ilétpog elmev adtey: dpacov Uiy
My mapoBoiny [tadtny].

BYZ Matthew 15:15 ’AmokpLOelc 8¢ 0 IIétpoc elmev adt® Ppacov Tulv
Y TepefoAy telTny

txt  C,D,L, W, ©,0106,0281, (f13), 22, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, mae-1, Basil(4™ CE)
TOTY TV Tepeforny  f13

omit: 01, B, 2", 1,579, 700, 892, sa, bo, Or, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

mae-2 has a lacuna. Schenke reconstructs with TaOTNY = Byz.
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ?" Matthew 13:36 SLooadnoov HULY Ty mepaBoiny tdv (laviwy Ttod
&ypoD.

Also:
NA% Mark 4:13 Kol Aéyel adTole' o0k oldute Ty TopaBoAiny Ttaltny,
NAZ?" Luke 4:23 TAVTWE EPELTE poL TNV Topafoiny tadtny:
NA? Luke 12:41 kUpLE, TPOC MUAC TNV TopafoAny TadTny
NA?" Luke 15:3 Eimer 6¢ mpo¢ adtolg TNy TapaBoAny Taltny A€ywy:
NA?" Luke 18:9 koL €£0uBevodvToc ToUC AoLmoue ThY mopofoAiny toltny:
NAZ" Luke 20:9 fpfato 8¢ TPOC TOV AnOV AEYELY TNV TapoBoANY TauTny:
NA?" Luke 20:19 0TL TPOC 0TOVC €LTey TNV TepeBoAny TavTny.

omit TadTNVY: 579

Difficult to judge. TNV TapafOANY TaOTNV is a common string in the Gospels.
It is also one of the lectionary incipits (intfroductions):
etmer 6 Kiprog Ty mapafoiny tadtny ...

Possibly TaOTNV has been omitted, because the parable is not immediately
preceding?
See below the similar variants Mt 19:11 and 19:22.



Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)

External Rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong = omission correct)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 170
Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 15:22 koL 160U yurn Xovevole G4mO TRV Oplwy €kelvwy
bl ~ b4 4 b / 4 ’ (B 4 € 4
eEeABobon ekpaler A€yovon® €AENCOV e, KUPLE LLOG Aauld: 1 Buyatnp

HOU KaKQG doctpovifetol.
Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!

OELVDC f1, Or
sevissime a

Only 1, 1582 read thus. 1582 has KaK®¢ in the margin.
B: no umlaut

KokOC  evil, bad, wrong
deLv®¢  terribly; with hostility

Probably inspired from:

NA?" Matthew 8:6 kol A€ywv: kUpLe, O TG MoL PBERAnTaL €v Tf) oilkie

ToPaAVLTLKOC, SeLv®e BaoorLlduevoc.

Is it possible that it got into the text of f1 from Origen's commentary?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 171

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 15:26 0 8¢ qmokpLOcLe elmer: o0k €0TLY KaeAov Aafely Tov
apTOV TOV TEKVWY Kol PaAely TOlg KuvaploLc.

€Eeatiy D, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Or, Bois
€oTLV 1293, Tert, Eus

KeAOV €0TLy 544, 1010, al, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 7:27 00 yop €0TLY KaAOV AcPely TOV GpToV TGV TEKVWY Kl
TOl¢ KuvoploLg PaAciv.

BYZ Mark 7:27 00 Yyap KOAOV €0TLY AXBELY TOV GPTOV TOV TEKVWY Kol
BoAciy TOlg KLVOPLOLG

The txt reading could be a harmonization to Mk.

Metzger: "introduced .. in order to strengthen Jesus' reply (a heightening from
what is appropriate or fitting to what is lawful or permitted)."

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 48) argues in the same way.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 172

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 15:31 JoTe TOV OyAov Oaupcoot BAETovtag Kwdolg
AoAODVTOC, KUAAOUC UYLELC Kol YWAOLC TepLmatodrTeg Kol TupAoUg
BAETOVTOC Kol €60Exoay TOV Ocov TopanA.

GKOVOVTOC B, @, pc, e, Sy-H™, WH™
GKkoVOVTOC Kol AaAoDVTOC N, O, X

akovovtac Kol didiove Aododvtec pc

gAcAiouvg Aedodrtog kwpolg akovovteg 1071

akovovtec,  GAdAouvc AaArodvToc Lect?

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 9:33 kol €kBANOEVTOC TOD SerLploviov EAaANTEY 0 KwdOC.
NA%" Matthew 11:5 TupAol avePAémovoLy kol ywAol mepLmatodoLy,
Aempol keBopilovtol kol Kwhol GkoLOLOLY, Kol VeKpol €yelpovtol
Kol TTwyol ebeyyedllovtal: (same in parallel Lk 7:22)

NA?" Matthew 12:22 T0te mpoonvéydn adte SoLnorLloperoc TUGAOC Kol
KwhOg, kal EBepamevocy adToV, WoTe TOV KWHOV AMACTY kol BAETELY.
NAZ" Mark 7:37 KoL UTEPTEPLOODG EECTANCOOVTO AEYOVTEC: KOADG TEVTOL
Temolnker, kol TOUC KWPOLC TOLEL akovely Kol [toug]  dAoAoug
AOAELY.

NA?" Mark 9:25 18wV 6¢ 0 ‘Inoolc OTL €TMLOLVTPEYEL OXAOC, EMETLUNOEY
TG TVEOUATL TG GKOAPTK AEYWV odTR' TO OAXAOV Kol  KWHOV
TVeDUe, €Yw EMLTRO0W 0oL, €EeAfe €€ alToD Kol UNKETL €LoEAONC €lg
oOTOV.

NAZ Luke 11:14 Kol v éxPariiwv daipovior [kal adto fr] kwdov:
eyéveto 8¢ TtoD Saipoviov EEeABovtoc EdaAncer 6 kwdOC Kol
eOobpooay ol OxAoL.

It depends a bit on the definition of KwWdOC as "mute" and/or "deaf". Possibly
stimulated from Mt 11:5.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 173

44. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 15:31 JoTe TOV OyAov Oaupcoot BAETOVTHC KwdOLG
AoAoDVTOG, KULAAOUC DYLELC kol ywAolLg meptmatodrtac kel TupAolC
BAETOVTOC Kol €60Enoay TOV Ocov TopanA.

omit: 01, f1, 22, 700*, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, WH

txt B,C,D,L, W,0, f13, 33, (579), 1424, Maj,
f,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, WH™, NA®
KoL KUAAOUC UyLelc D, O, f13, 33, 157, (579), 1424

579 omits the words at the this position, but adds them after TudAoug
BA€movTag plus Kal.

Tregelles has txt, but additionally KLALOUC DYLELC in brackets in the margin.

B: no umlaut

KUAAOG "crippled"

Compare:

NA*" Matthew 15:30 kol TPoofrfor wdT® OyAoL TOAAOL €xovteg Wed’
€LTAY XWA0VE, TUGAOVE, KLAAOUC, KWPOUE, KoL €TEPOLE TOAAOUC Kol
éppLioy adTOVE TP TOLE TOdG (DTOD, Kol €Bepamevoey ahToug:

Parallel:

27 \ € ~ b 4 4 ~ 4
NA*" Mark 7:37 KoL UTEPTEPLOOKG EEETATOOOVTO AEYOVTEG" KOADG TEVTH
Temolnker, kol TOUC KwdoLC TOLel dkovely kal [toug] dAdAoug
AXAELD.

It is possible that the term has been added to complete the list of disabilities
from the previous verse 30.

Metzger suggests that the words have perhaps been omitted, "because it
seemed superfluous to say that the crippled became well and that the lame were
walking". It is also possible that the words have been omitted from the D et al.
reading by parablepsis from kol to Kol.

The combination of a noun with an adjective stands out against a sequence of
noun-participle combinations, but it is difficult to say if this is an indication of a
secondary origin or a reason for its omission.



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 174

45.Difficult variant:

NA? Matthew 15:39 Kol amollong ToLg OxAoug €véPn eig T0 mAolov kol
AAOeY €lc to OpLoe Moryodow.

BYZ Matthew 15:39 Kal amollong tolg OyAouvg évéPn €ic to mAolov kol
AAOer elc to OpLoe Morydoda

Moydede L, O, f1, f13, 22, 892, Maj, Sy-H
Maydadar €, N, W, 33,565, 579, al, q, mae-1, bo

Moyodey — 01%, B, D
Mayeday 01, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, (Sy-P), sa, Eus

Syriac:

Sy-S: Magedan, Sy-C: Magedon, Sy-P: Magdu (Legg)

Pete Williams, Cambridge (private comment):

"The consonants of Sy-S are MGDN and of Sy-C MGDWN. Sy-S generally writes more defective
so it is likely that Sy-S and Sy-C are talking of the same place. Sy-P has MGDW vocalized
Magdu. O and U are the same vowel in Western Syriac. Wilson may be right that the translations
intend Megiddo, but we can at least debate it. Sy-S could be based on Greek MAGADAN or
MAGEDAN. As Burkitt pointed out, Syriac translations of Greek names are not always literal. I
think that we should avoid positing unattested Greek variants on the basis of the Syriac."

B: umlaut? p. 1256, B 21 L, Marya:day. Kol mpooeABovTeg

A chapter number obscures the place, possibly an umlaut is superimposed by the
number. The number is framed by two dots, but this number look more like: *16°
with the first dot on the right side very near the 6. It is thus possible that the
writer of the chapter number utilized one of the umlaut dots for his purpose,
but this is not entirely clear. It is also possible that this is just a blot.

Parallel:
NA%" Mark 8:10 Kol €0BU¢ €upoc €lc T0 TAOLOV WeT TOV uabntdr adtod
AAOer elc Toe uépn Aciuorouda.
Minority readings: AoApovvalr W
Moyedo 28,565, it
Moydaie O, f1, 13, pc
Moayodo D¢, Sy-S
Meleyadoe D*




Compare:
Mapto ) Maydoinvm
Matt 27:56; 27:61; 28:1; Mk 15:40, 15:47; 16:1, 16:9; Lk 8:2; 24:10; Jn 19:25; 20:1, 20:18

Compare also:
LXX Joshua 15:37 Zevve kol Adooov kol Moyodoryod

Variant: MayooAdyeo

Both places Mayadow and AxApovouda are completely unknown today. It's a
site on the western shore of the Sea of Galilee, north of Tiberias. The many
variants indicate scribal confusion. Here and in Mk the well known Semitic word
for "tower" Moyoado has been inserted instead.

The "Catholic Encyclopedia" writes (A. MERK): A solution is rendered difficult by the fact that
the situation is unknown, and the direction cannot be inferred from the Gospel. The most
plausible suggestion is that of van Kasteren (in Revwe Bibl, 6 (1897) 93-9), who thinks
Dalmanutha is the modern El-Delhamiye, about four miles south of the southern end of the lake
near the Jordan, north of the influx of the Yarmuk. He also thinks that Magedan is represented
by Md'ad, still more to the south (the change of ghime/+to ayin offers no difficulty). In sound the
transition from Magdala to Magadan is not impossible in paleography; it is indeed easily
intelligible.

The Talmud distinguishes between two Magdalas only. One was in the east, on the Yarmuk near
Gadara (in the Middle Ages Jadar, now Mukes), thus acquiring the name of Magdala Gadar: as a
much frequented watering place it was called Magdala ¢eba ayya (now El-Hammi, about two
hours' jourhey from the southern end of the lake to the east, near a railway station, Haifa-
Derd'a).

According to various passages in the Talmud, there was another Magdala near Tiberias, at a
distance from it of about three and three-quarters miles. This Magdala, perhaps to distinguish it
from the place similarly named east of the Jordan, is called Magdala Nunayya, "Magdala of the
Fishes", by which its situation near the lake and plentiful fisheries appear to be indicated.
According to the Talmud, Magdala was a wealthy fown, and was destroyed by the Romans
because of the moral depravity of its inhabitants. Josephus gives an account (Bell. jud., III, x)
of the taking of a town in Galilee, which was situated on the lake near Tiberias and which had
received its Greek name, Tarichea (the Hebrew name is not given), from its prosperous fisheries.
Pliny places the fown to the south of the lake, and it has been searched for there. But a due
regard for the various references in Josephus, who was often in the town and was present at its
capture, leaves no doubt that Tarichea lay to the north of Tiberias and thirty stadia from it
(about three and three-quarters miles). The identity of Tarichea with Magdala Nunayya is thus
as good as established.

After the destruction of the Temple, Magdala Nunayya became the seat of one of the twenty-
four priestly divisions, and several doctors of the law sprang from the town. Christian tradition
sought there the home of Mary Magdalen. If we are to believe the Melchite patriarch,
Euthychius of Alexandria, the brother of St Basil, Peter of Sebaste, knew of a church at
Magdala in the second half of the fourth century, which was dedicated to the memory of Mary
Magdalen. About the middle of the sixth century, the pilgrim Theodosius reckoned Magdala's
distance from Tiberias in the south and Heptapegon (now ‘Ain Tabgha) in the north at two miles.
At all events the reckonings as to the relative distance between the two places is approximately



right. At the end of the eighth century St. Willibald went as a pilgrim from Tiberias past
Magdala to Capharnaum. In the tenth century the church and house of Mary Magdalen were
shown.

It is very difficult to judge if Moyadav was a real area/town in those times or
if it was only a scribal error (MAT'TAAAA - MAT'TAAAN). It is also possible
that Mocyoc6o'w is correct, but small and unknown, so that scribes replaced it
with the better known MaydaAd. From the above it is clear that at least
Moydada. was a real town, known also from Mapla 1 MoydaAnym). It is also
possible that both are right, e.g. Moyadav indicating an area and Moydaio
indicating a town.

The problem with MaydaAc. is that it is too far away from the cost.

And how to explain AxApcroude?

Zahn: "That both Mt and Mk, agreeing otherwise closely, have different names
here, indicates that none of the names was well known."

See also discussion at Mk 8:10!

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 175

46.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 16:2-3 0 8¢ amokpLBelc elmey abdTolc

[OWlac yevouévne Aévete: eDdLo, Tuppalel yap © odpovoc: 3Kal TPWL:
onuepov yeLpwv, muppalel yoap otuyvalwy 0 odpovdc. To

eV TPOowTOoV ToD 00parvod YLVWOKETE OLOKPLVELY, TO &€ onuela TV
KoL pY o0 SUvaoBe;]

BYZ Matthew 16:2-3 0 &¢ amokpLOeLe €lmer a)Tolg

) ’ ’ ’ 5 </ ’ \ < ) ’ \ o~
Oyt yevopevng Aeyete Evolo muppalel youp O ovpavog: 3 Kol Tpwi
onuepor xewuwy Tuppalel yop otuyvalwy 0 oVparO¢ UTOKPLTEL, TO
wey mpoowtor Tod olpavod yLvWokete SLokplvely T 8¢ onueln TV
KoLpRY o0 duvaode

2 He answered them, "When it is evening, you say, 'It will be fair weather, for the sky is red.' 3 And in

the morning, 'It will be stormy today, for the sky is red and threatening.' You know how to interpret the
appearance of the sky, but you cannot interpret the signs of the times.

omit: 01, B, X, VY, T, f13, 2*, 157, pc,
Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-1+2, bo®", Or, Hier™*, GHebr
acc. to Gregory 047 also omits

txt C,D,L,W,0,fl,22,33,(579), Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, Eus,
[WH], [NA?®], [Bal], Gre, Bois, Weiss

579 did omit the passage here, but inserts it after verse 9!
W omits 0 00pavdc: .. Tuppalel yop due to parablepsis (TuppaleL Yo ...
Tuppalel yop).

MS Y/034: According to Gregory (Textkritik, 1909, III, p. 1028) "someone"
noted ALO = ANON (= forget something) in the margin.

Regarding GHebr. note the scholion in 1424: Tt ocecomueLopéve 6L TOD
GOTEPLOKOU €V €TEPOLE OVK €pdépetal olte év T¢) "Toudaik(:
B: no umlaut



Compare:

NA? Luke 12:54-56 "Eieyer &€ kol Tolc OyAolc: Otav 1émte [tnv]
’ b 14 b \ ~ b 14 ’ V4 b4
vepeANY ovoTeEAAovooy €L OUOUQAV, €UBEwG Aeyete OTL  OUPpPOg
€pyetal, Kol ylvetal oUTwe 55 Kol OTtay vOTOV TUéovta, AEyete OTL
KeDOWY €0ToL, KoL ylvetal. 56 LTOKPLTEL, TO TPOoWTOY ThAC YAC Kol
T00 o0parod oldate Sokipalely, TOV Kolpov &€ ToDTor THC OlK

oldute SokLpaleLy;

54 He also said to the crowds, "When you see a cloud rising in the west, you immediately say, It is
going to rain'; and so it happens. 55 And when you see the south wind blowing, you say, "There will be
scorching heat'; and it happens. 56 You hypocrites! You know how to interpret the appearance of
earth and sky, but why do you not know how to interpret the present time?

Very difficult. The only reason Metzger gives for an omission is that possibly
scribes in climates, e.g. Egypt where a red sky does not indicate rain, omitted
these words. But this is very improbable.

It might be an insertion from another source or inspired by the parallel Lukan
verses, but Weiss calls the idea that the verses have been adapted from Luke:
"impossible".

The testimony for both cases is good. Note the strange distribution of the
witnesses for both cases.

Zahn thinks of Papias as a source. WH have the passage in double brackets (=
not genuine).

Very strange.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 184) notes that the omission is possibly a conformation to
the previous Mt 12:38-39 (and also Mk 8:11-12), so also Tregelles (Account).
Compare:

12:38 Then some of the scribes and
Pharisees said to him, "Teacher, we wish
to see a sign from you."

39 But he answered them,

“"An evil and adulterous generation asks
for a sign, but no sign will be given to it
except the sign of the prophet Jonah.

16:1 The Pharisees and Sadducees came,
and to test Jesus they asked him to show
them a sign from heaven.

2 He answered them,

"When it is evening, you say, 'It will be fair
weather, for the sky is red." 3 And in the
morning, 'It will be stormy today, for the
sky is red and threatening." You know how to
interpret the appearance of the sky, but you
cannot interpret the signs of the times.

4 An evil and adulterous generation asks
for a sign, but no sign will be given to it
except the sign of Jonah."



In his Mt Com. Weiss writes that the words are an addition by the evangelist
from his oldest source.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the words of Mt in double brackets (= doubtful if text was
present).

Language:

Zahn (Comm. Mat.) notes the unusual usage of YLVWOKETE, which is unique this
way in the NT, where 018w is used instead.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 176

NA%" Matthew 16:4 yeved, TOUNPO KoL HOLXMALC onuelov émuintel, kol
onuetor ol doBnoetal adTh €l un t0 onueitor Twvd.

Kol KeTeALTOVY ahToug amfiAfev.

BYZ Matthew 16:4 ['evetr movmpe kol MOLYeALS onuelov émdntel kol
onuelor o SoBnoetal adTH €l Wwn to onuelor Twvd tod mpodnrov.
Kol KOTOALTWY o0TOVC GmAAOer

Byz C,W,0,fl,f13,22,33, Maj, it(a, b, c, e, f, ff%, q), Sy, mae-1+2, bo
txt 01,B,D,L,579,700,pc, Lat(aur,d, ff!, g',1, vg), sa, Justin (Dial. 107:1)

B* reads alone onuetov altel (p. 1256 B 30). €m{nTel is written in the left
margin (probably B') and alTel is left unenhanced. The words are indicated by a
vertical wave above (= exchange).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 12:39 yeveq Tovnpo Kol MOLYaALS onuelov emdntel, Kol
onuetlor o0 doBnoetal adTh €l un t0 onueilor Twrd tod Tpodntov.

NA?" Luke 11:29

Kol onuelor ob dodnoetol adTh €l ur 10 onuelor Twvd.
BYZ Luke 11:29 Twva tod mpodnTou-

Byz A,C,W,0,Y, 070, fl, f13, 33, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, &, 700, 892, pc, Lat, sa

Only other parallel:
LXX Tobit 14:4 &meABe eic TNy Mndlav Tékvor OTL TETELORKL OO
eraAnoer Iwvac 0 TPodpNTNg

Very probably an addition inspired by Mt 12:39. There is no reason apparent for
its omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 177

NAZ" Matthew 16:8 yrouc 6¢ 0 ‘Inoodc elmev: ti SadoyileoBe év
€LTOLE, OALYOTLOTOL, OTL (PTOUC OVK EXETE;

BYZ Matthew 16:8 yvoug &¢ 0 'Inoodc elmer adtolc, T diadoyileabe év
e ~ J /4 (¥4 b4 2 bl /
€LTOLC OALYOTLOTOL OTL GPTOUC OVK EANPETE;

T&T #49

Byz C,L,W,f1,22,33,1424, Maj, f, Sy, sa, Eus, Gre, Trg
txt 01, B,D, 0, f13, 372,579, 700, 892, 1241, 2737, pc9, Lat, mae-1, bo

mae-2 has a lacunal
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 7:
NAZ?" Matthew 16:7 oL 6¢ SLedoyL{OVTO €V €LTOLE AEYOVTEC OTL BPTOUG

M b I4
OUK €AoPopev.

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 8:16-17

kol dLeroyllovto mPOC GAANAOLE OTL GPTOUC OVK €YOULOLY

17 kol yroug A€yel ahtolg Tl SLdoylleabe OTL &pToug 00K EXETE;

The question is if this is a harmonization to Mk (tx1) or a harmonization to
immediate context (Byz). The latte is more probable (so also Weiss).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 178

Minority reading:
NA? Matthew 16:12 TOTE€ OUVAiKay OTL OUK €LTEV TPOOEXELY GTO THC
COune Tov dptwy GAAe Gmo Thc OLduyfic tov daproaiwr kol
Yoddovkolwy.

T&T #50
Not in NA and SQE!

b4

TOV APTWY f1, 517, 1424, 1478*, 1675, e, Or
Tfic C0 D, ©, 124*, 788(=f13), 565, pc’,

a,b,d, ff?, Sy-S, arm, geol'B, mae-2
pc = 173, 803, 1058, 1331, 2145¢, 2295, 2315

tAc (Oune TV PapLoniwy 33, 1295*
tfic (Oung Tdv Doaprociwy kel Taddovkaiwy O1*, pcd, ff!, Sy-C, Tis
pc = 30, (387*, 722), 785, 1093, 1279, 1402, 2297, 2714

txt thg (0ung OV dptwyr 019, B, K*, L, 157, 372, 892, 1241, 2737, pc’?,
aur, 91, I, vg, Co, Or, Hier
WH, NAZ (both with TOV &PTWV in brackets)

pc = 176, (375°), 805, 954, 1009, 1273¢, 1295¢, 1446,
1478°¢, 1500¢, 2585, 2605

T Chung tod &ptov ¢, KE, I, W, X, T, A, f13°¢, 124, 22, 387¢, 700,
1500%, 2145*, Maj, ¢, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, geo®*, Chrys

579, 1240 omit TV EPTWY GAAG GO TAC SLdeyfic due to h.t. (TAV - TAV).

P. Williams (private comment): "The Peshitta could support either the singular
aptog or plural G&pToL, since the singular would be demanded by Syriac idiom
regardless of the number in its Vorlage." (Note article cited below.)

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare context:

NA?" Matthew 16:6 0 8¢ 'Incolc eimer adTOlc" OpPATE KKl TPOOEYETE GO
Thc (ung tov Paplociwy kol Xaddouknlwmy.

NA*" Matthew 16:11 TQOC 0D VOELTE OTL OV TeEPL GPTWY €lmov LWLV,
Tpooéxete 6¢ GO Thc (iunge v dapLroniwy kul XadSovkulwy.




The short readings by f1 and D et al. are possibly intended to improve style
and/or to make the sentence more clear.

The reading of 01* is probably inspired from immediate context, verse 6 and 11.
This is also supported by the incoherent support (inconspicuous Byzantine
minuscules). It is also possible that both variants with TV ®apLociwy
originated initially from a h.t. error.

On the other hand one could argue that the txt reading is a conflation of the f1
and the D reading (so Zahn, Comm. Mat.).

Possibly TGOV GpTwV or ToD (PTOU have been added as clarification.

Compare:
Pete Williams, "Bread and the Peshitta in Matthew 16:11-12 and 12:4", NovT 48
(2001) 331-33.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 179

NA?’ Matthew 16:13
4 ’ e b4 Ol \ (SY ~ ’
Tlvoe A€youvoLy ol avbpwmoL €lval Tov LLOV ToD avdpwmou;

BYZ Matthew 16:13

’

Tlve pe Aéyouoly ol Grdpwtol €lval Tov Llov ToD arpwtTou

Byz C,D,L,W,0,fl,f13, 33, Maj, it, (Sy-S, Sy-C), Ir'™, Trg™
txt 01, B, 579, 700, 1582*, pc, L1353, ¢, vg, Co, Or

1582: Anderson notes: "The insertion of [€ into the text is almost certainly not
in the hand of the corrector, but in the hand of the scribe."
B: umlaut! (line 31 C, p. 1256) tTive AéyouoLy ol awOpwmol

Readings:

’ ’ e b4 0
TLVOL AEYOUOLY OL avOpwmoL €lvol B, pc, vg
Tlve ol avbpwtoL elval A€youvoLy 01*
Tlve ol &vbpwtoL AéyouoLy €lval 01¢, 579, 700
Tilve AéyovoLy elval ol GrOpwtoL 1582*

Tlve pe Aéyovoly ol avBpwmol €lvol L, A, ©, 118, f13, 33, 565,
Maj, it, (Sy-S, Sy-C)
Tilve Aéyovoly pe ol avbpwtol €lval €, W

Tilve pe ol GvOpwtoL A€youoLy €lval D

Tive pe Aéyovowy elval ol awbpwtor  1,1582°¢

Tic A€yeL 0 OyAoc Tepl tob V. T. ., €OTLY 0DTOC; mae-2
Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 8:27 TLVo e A€YouoLy ol avBpwmoL elvel;
NA?" Mark 8:29 D€l 8¢ Tlvo pe A€yete elvul;

NA?" Luke 9:18 TLV e A€YouoLY oL OyAoL elvel;
NAZ" Luke 9:20 UELC O€ TLVa e A€YeTE €lvot;

Compare:
NA? Matthew 16:15 DUELC &€ TLVa e AEYeTE €lvot;

The diversity of the variants seems to indicate uncertainty. It appears that the
scribes missed the subject of the AcL TOV LLOV at the end and inserted i€
instead, probably inspired by Mk, Lk and the following verse 15.



A parablepsis error is possible, but improbable: MEA €.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 180

Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 16:20 TOTe OLEOTELANTO TOLG HoONTRlC Troe Pndevl elmwoLy
0TL adTOC €0TLY O YPLOTOC.

éTrE'El'.LLHGEV B*, D, e, Sy-C, Or™*, NA®, Weiss
WH (in brackets with 8L€0T€LATO in the margin)
Sy-S has a lacuna.

In B, 5L€0TelAxTO was probably first written in the right margin (line 21 A, p.
1257), acc. to Tischendorf by B? (= BY). émetiunoer in the text is left
unenhanced. Later the marginal correction was crossed out and SLeaTelAaTo
has been written in semi-cursive script into the text over éﬂeripnoev, acc. to
Tischendorf by B>,

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 8:30 Kol €metiunoey adtolc Lve pndevl A€ywoLy Tepl ohTod.
NA?" Luke 9:21 0 6¢ EMLTLUNONC DTOLG TOPNYYELACY Undevi AéyeLy
TOUTO

Meaning is about the same ("order, command").

Probably a harmonization to Mk/Lk.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 45) thinks that €metiunoey is stronger and has been
softened down to SLeotelAato. He finds a conformation to Mk improbable,
because the whole sentence is quite different (Mt Com.).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 181

NAZ?" Matthew 16:20 TOTE OLEOTELANTO TOLC HOONTHLC Troe Pndevl elmwoLy
0TL a0TOG €0TLY O YPLOTOC.

BYZ Matthew 16:20 T0T€ SLeoTeldato Tole Madnraic adtod Tva undevi
elmwoly 0tL abtoc €otwy Incodc 0 XpLaotoc

Byz 01%, ¢, (D), K, W, f13°¢, 22,157,579, 892, 1241, Maj,
Lat(d !, f, 1, q, rl), Sy-H, sa™, mae-1+2, bo, geol, Hier
0 ypLotoc ‘Inooic D, ¢ (not d 1)

txt 01*,B,L, A, ©,11, f1, 124, 174, 788(=f13°), 28, 565, 700, 1342, 1424,
1675, al, it(a, aur, b, e, ff!, ff2, g'), vg™*, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, arm, geo?,
Or, Chrys

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 21:
NA?" Matthew 16:21 ’Am0 t0Te fpfato 0 ‘Inoodc delkvieLy Tolg wabntolc
'Incodc XpLotdc 01*, B*, sa™*, mae, bo, NA?®, WH

'Inoolg 0 XpLotdg appears nowhere else in the Gospels. It also makes ho real
sense here, because the disciples (and everybody else) know that he is called
"Jesus", the main point is that he it the Christ.

Note discussion in next versel

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

Matthew 16:20

NAZ" Matthew 16:21 A0 t0Te Hpfato 0 ‘Inoodg Setkviely Tolg UadnTolc
a0ToD 0TL &€l adTOV €i¢ Tepoodiupe AmeABely kol TOAAX TaBely Ao
TOV TPEOPUTEPWY KoL APYLEPEWY KOl YPUUUNATEDY KXl GTOKTaVORvL

kel TH TPLTn NUépe Eyepdivol.

‘Incodc XpLotdc 01*, B*, sa™%?, mae-1, bo, NA%®, WH, Weiss
corr. by 01¢, B¢

omit: 01,579, 892, pc, Ir*"", mae-2

txt 01°%, (B9, ¢, (D), L, W, ©, f1, f13, Maj,
Latt, Sy, sa™, bo™*, Basil(4™ CE)
‘Incolc B, D (no article)

Lacuna: Sy-S

In B (p. 1257 A 25) the X C is left unenhanced.

For 01 Tischendorf notes: "utrumque a C® punctis et obelis notatum erat. Rursus
vero a C°, ut videtur, 1C restitutum est O articulo praeposito."

Tregelles reads [0] 'Inooic.

B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 20:
NA?" Matthew 16:20 TOTE OLE0TELANTO TOLC HOONTHLC Lvoe Pndevl €lmwoLy
0TL a0TOC €0TLY O YXPLOTOC.

BYZ Matthew 16:20 TOT€ SLe0TelATo TOLC Madnraic avtod (o pundevi
elmwoLy 6tL adtoc oty Incoidc 6 XpLotdc

Byz 01%, ¢, (D), K, W, f13°¢, 157,579, 892, 1241, Maj,
Lat(d 1), Sy-H, sa™, mae-1+2, bo, geo’, Hier
0 ypLotoc ‘Incoic D, ¢ (not d 1)

txt 01*,B,L, A, ©,1I, f1, 124, 174, 788(=f13), 28, 565, 700, 1342, 1424,
1675, al, it, vg™s, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, arm, geo?, Or, Chrys
B: no umlaut



Compare also verse 16:
NAZ?" Matthew 16:16 &mokpLBeic 8¢ Xipwy IIétpoc €lmer: oL €l 0 ¥PLoTOg

e e\ ~ ~ ~ ~
0 vLo¢ Tob Beod tob (DrTOoC.

The phrase "Incot¢ XpLoTog is unique in the Gospels. Even the genitive is very
rare (Mt 1.1, 18; Mk 1:1; Jn 1:17), only one accusative: Jo 17:3. The only term
that comes near is: Matthew 1:16 ’Incolg 0 AeyOuevog xpLoTog.

In the NT letters the term appears 11 times (Acts 9:34; 1Co 3:11; 8:6; 2Co 1:19;
13:5; Gal 3:1; Phil 2:11; 2Thes 2:16; Heb 13:8; 2Pet 1:14; 1Jn 5:6).

XpLoTog is probably added from the previous verse. It is interesting that both
01 and B have this strange addition. Since it is also in the Egyptian versions, it
must be a very early error. Unfortunately we don't have an early papyrus of this
passage.

It is in principle possible that Matthew wrote Inoolg XpLotdg to mention
again that Jesus now has been declared as the Messiah (so Weiss), but if
originally present there would have been no reason to delete the word.

The omission of the article is easily explainable after fipEeto.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA?" Matthew 16:21 "AT0 1T0Te Mpéato 0 ‘Inood¢ SelkvieLy Toig uoc@nrocig
a0ToD OTL &€l adTOV €lg Iepoookupoc QmEADELY KoL TOAAD TaOELY QO
TQV Trpeo[iurepwv KoL ochLepewv KoL YPOUMOTEDY T Kol
GTOKTOVOT VL KoL TF) TPLTY MUépe €yepBfvul.

T tob Anod ®, O, f1, f13, 1424, 1675, arm, geo®, mae-1 (not mae-2), Or-""

Only 1, 1582 add the words. 22 et al. have txt.
Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 2:4 TOVTOC TOUC APYLEPELS KL YPUUUTELS TOD AcoD
NAZ" Matthew 21:23 Ol GpyLepELe kol ol TpeoPitepol ToD Awod

NA?" Matthew 26:3 OL Gp)LEPELC Kol ol mpeofutepol ToD AxoD

NAZ" Matthew 26:47 GO TGOV GPYLEPEWY Kol TPeaBuTépwY ToD AwoD.
NAZ?" Matthew 27:1 TOVTEC OL GPYLEPELS Kol ol TpeoPutepol toD AxoD

A typical Matthean term. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA? Matthew 17:1 Kol ped’ muépog €€ mapaioppaver 6 ’Inoodc tov
[Tétpov kol TakwPor kol Twavvny tov déeAdpor adtod kol Gradépel
aDTOVC €Lg Opoc LYmAoY kot’ LoLlav.

avayeL D, f1, Or, bo™, mae-2

"levavit" d
"inposuit" e
"ducit" it

Only 1, 1582 read GvayeL. 22 et al. have txt.
Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

aroyw  “lead or bring up"
avodépw "lead or take up" but also "offer (a sacrifice)"

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 9:2 Kol pete muépog €& mapoioappover 6 ‘Inoodg tov Ilétpov
kol Tov TakwPor kol tov Twavvny kol dvapépel adToug €Lg 0pOC ...
Groyer D, 0131, 565

NAZ" Luke 9:28 [kol] mapaiofor IIétpov kol Twovvny kol TakwBov
QUéPn eic TO Opoc TPooeVEnauL.

NAZ" Luke 24:51 Kol €YEVETO &V TG €DAOYELY adTOV adTOLC OLEoTn G
aDTOV KoL QVEPEPETO €LC TOV 0VPAVOV.

Interesting combination of withesses. It is possible that the meaning of

avadépw is slightly equivocal (it could mean that Jesus offers his disciples),
therefore the change to GV yw.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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47.Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 17:8 €mapavtec 8¢ TOUC O0dGBuALOLE aTOV 00dEve €ldov €l
un odtov Incodv pdvov.

BYZ Matthew 17:8 émapavtec &€ ToUC 0POnALOVC ahT@Y 006EVe €ldov €l
un tov ‘Incodr povov

tov ‘Inoodv wovov B, C*, L, f1, 13,892, Maj, WH™, Trg, Tis, Bal
‘Incodv povor W

uwovov tév ‘Incodv D, Lat, arm

t0v 'Incodv povov ued’ eaxvt®dv C°, 33 (from Mk)

no c\TOV: Sy, Co

aOtov ‘Incodv pudvov B*, @, 700, WH, NA®
‘Incodv odTOV pdvor 01
oOTOV UoOvoV mae-2

In B (p. 1257 C 36), the AU of AUTON is left unenhanced. Tischendorf notes:
"AU eraso". Thus it is possible that the deletion occurred earlier than the
enhancement.
Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Mark 9:8 OUKETL 0ULOEVH €Loov aAre TOV ’‘Inoodv povov ped’
ELLTQV.

NA?" Luke 9:36 KL €V TQ yevéoBal Y ¢wuny cLpédn ‘Incodc povoc.

Compare:
NA?" Revelation 19:12 0 008€lc oLdeV €l umn avTtoc,

The support for &DTOV is rather slim. I+ makes good sense. Possibly it has been
added as an intensification.

The Byzantine reading might come from Mk. No «OTOV in the variants of the
Markan parallel. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 106) thinks that the «OTOV was not
understood.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
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NA? Matthew 17:11 0 8¢ amokpLOeLg elmey:
"HAlog pev €pyeTol Kol GTOKATHOTNOEL TOVTO:

BYZ Matthew 17:11 0 &¢ 'Inool¢ amokpLOele elmer adtolc,
"HALoG Uev €épYeTaL TPOTOV Kol GTOKATHOTNOEL TOVTO!

Byz C,L,Z, 13, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt 01,B,D, W, 0, f1,788(f13), 22, 33, 517,579, 700, 1424, 1675, pc,
Lat, Sy-C, Co(+ mae-2),

édeboetol  Justin (Dial 49:5)
Lacuna: Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
NA?" Matthew 17:10 Kol émmpatnoor adtov ol padntel Aéyovteg: ti odv
oL ypoppatelc AéyovoLy 0tL 'HAlay 6€l EAOELY Tp@TOV;

Parallel:

NA% Mark 9:11-12 Kol €émpwtwy odtor A€yovteg: OTL A€youoLy ol
vpopuotele 0ty "HAloy &€l €ABEY Tp@Tov;

120 6¢ €dpn adtolc "HAlog pev EABOV TPRTOV GmoKeOLOTOVEL TOVTO!

It seems that TPWTOV is a repetition from verse 10 (so Weiss). The argument
works better without the Tp®WTOV, because the emphasis of Jesus is not on the
TPGTOV but on the 16N MAOeV: 17:11 "HAlog pev épyetol

17:12 'HAlog Hi6n fABev

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 17:12-13 Aéyw &6¢ LWLy 0Tl "HAlag Hdm NABer, kol olk
ETEYVWONY KOTOV GAA €Tolnoay év abT® 0oe NOEANOHY:

oUTWC KoL O LldC ToD dvBpWTOL UEALEL TIROYELY LT AOTQV.

13 10T ouvfikar ol podntal 0tL Tepl Twavvou tod Pamtiotod elmey
oVTOLC.

17:12 but T tell you that Elijah has already come, and they did not recognize him, but they did to
him whatever they pleased.

So also the Son of Man is about to suffer at their hands."

13 Then the disciples understood that he was speaking to them about John the Baptist.

Transposition of clauses:
12a Aéyw &€ DUl O0tL "HAlag f16n NAOev, kol o0k €mEyvwony ahToV
QAL €molnoay €V ahT@ 000 NBEANCHY:
13 T0te ouvvfjkar ol padntal O0tL Tepl Twovvou tod Bumtiotod elmey
oVTOLC.

(4 \ e e\ ~ 9 ’ 4 4 e ) ) ~
12b oUTWE Kol 0 VLOG ToD ArBpwWToL PéAdeL TooyeELy LT adT@V.

Support: D, it(a, b, c,d, e, ff!, ff% g'. n, r')
normal order: aur, f, |, q, vg

Justin (Dial. 49:5) omits 12b |
B: no umlaut

The txt version can be interpreted that the words about the son of man were
spoken about John the Baptist. In the Western order this possible
misunderstanding is eliminated.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 17:14 Kol €A80vTwr Tpog Tov OxAov mpoofirber altd
AVOPWTOC YOVUTETOY ®DTOV

Tote NABov mPOC adTOV oL padntol adtod mae-2
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Mark 9:14 Kol éAB0vTec TpOC TOLC podntog etdor dyAov moALy
Tepl a0TOVC Kol YPUUUATELS oulnTodrTtag TPOg ahTo

NAZ?" Mark 9:15 keel €0BUC Tag 6 OyAog LdOvTec ahTov €EcBoupnonoor kol
TPooTpéxovTeC NOTAloVTo aOTOV.

Compare verse 19:
NA?” Matthew 17:19 T'dte mpooeABovtec ol padntel t@ ‘Incod kot idlay
elmor: S Tl MUELe o0k NOLYMBNUEY EKPaAEYy KDTO;

Jesus comes back with Peter, James and John from the Transfiguration to the
other disciples.

mae-2 seems to add here 19a already (but it repeats the words at verse 19, too).
Schenke speculates that something like Mk 9:15 (180vteg wbTOV
eEcOoUPNOnoar kol Tpootpéxortec NoTalovto odTOV) has been omitted
here, after the addition of mae-2.
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 17:15 KoL A€ywV: KUpLE, EAENGOV LOL TOV LLOV, OTL
oeANVLOLEToL Kol KOK®E TOOYEL"

TOAAGKLS YOp TLTTEL €LC TO TOP Kol TOAAAKLS €l TO VSWP.

T&T #51

txt  C,D, W, f1, f13, 22, 33, 565, 892, Maj, Lat, Sy, Co(+ mae-2),
WH™, Trq™, Tis

€xeL 01,B,L,0,Z,0,%,579,2766, WH, NA?®, Weiss, Trg, Bal
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA27pMatthew 4:24 KL TPOONVEYKOY DTG TOVTHG TOUG KOKGDC EYOVTOG
NAZ?" Matthew 8:16 KoL TOVTOG TOUG KOKGDC €YXOVTHC €0€pamELoey,

NAZ" Matthew 9:12 ... ol Loylovtec LatpoDd GAL’ Ol KOK®DC €XOVTEC.

NA?" Matthew 14:35 KL TPOONVEYKOV DTG TOVTOG TOUG KOKGDEC EYXOVTHG
NAZ?" Matthew 15:22 1) BuyaTnp HOL KOK®DC doiLovietal.

NAZ" Luke 7:2 ‘Exatovtapyov &€ Tivog 600A0¢ KaKOC Exwy

KUK €XWV is the more idiomatic Greek expression and the typical Matthean
form. Both readings look similar, so that scribes might have been mislead from
TOOYEL to €XEL. A reason for a change from €xeL to TooyeL is difficult to
imagine.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 47) thinks that €xeL is too weak for the serious illness of
the boy.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 17:15 KoL A€ywV: KUpLE, EAENGOV LOL TOV LLOV, OTL
oeAnvLaletol Kol KOKDG TOOYEL®

TOAAOKLG YOp TLTTEL €l¢ TO TOp Kol TOAAAKLE €l¢ TO VOWp.

eviote D, @, f1, 22, pc, it (not d 1 ), arm
(= sometimes)

saepe ... aliquando it
frequenter ... aliguando f, ff'
aliquotiens ... saepius d
aliquotiens ... aliquotiens q

saepe ... crebro aur, |, vg

B: no umlaut

Probably replaced to improve the style (avoid double TOAAGKLG).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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48. Difficult variant:

NAZ" Matthew 17:20 6 O¢ Aéyer oTOLG" OL0e TNV OALYOTLOTLOY DUV
QUNY YOP AEYW LULY, €V éxmte TLOTLY WC KOKKOV OLVOTEWG, €PELTE
TG OpeL ToUTw' WetaPo €vbev ékel, kol petofnoetol: kol oLdey
aduvaTnocL LUV,

BYZ Matthew 17:20 0 &¢ 'Inood¢ eimer aldtolc ALk TNV GTLOTLOY DUGV*
QUNY YOP AEYW VULV €0V éxmre TLOTLY ¢ KOKKOV OLVATEWS EPELTE TG
opel toUTw MetafndL €vtedbev ékel kol petafrioetal kol oDdeY
aduvaTnoeL LULY

T&T #52
Byz C,D,L, W, 1424, Maj, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt 01, B, ®,0281, f1, f13, 22, 33, 579, 700, 892, 1192, 2680, pc4,
Sy-C, Co(+ mae-2), Or

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 17:17

amokpLBeic 8¢ 0 'Inoolc elmer: & yeven GmLOTOC KUL OLECTPOUUEDT,
NA*" Matthew 13:58

Kol OUK €molnoer ékel Suvapelg TOAAC Lo THY GmLoTiay adTdv.

NAZ?" Matthew 6:30 00 TOAAD UAAAOV VA, OALYOTLOTOL;

NA?" Matthew 8:26 kol A€yeL a0TOLC TL OeLAoL €0TeE, OALYOTLOTOL;
NA?" Matthew 14:31 Kol A€yeL a0T@® OALYOTLOTE, €i¢ TL €6LOTOO0C;
NAZ?" Matthew 16:8 TL SLedoyileoBe év exvtolc, OALYOTLOTOL,

NAZ?" Luke 12:28 €L TOOW WEAAOV LUAC, OALYOTLOTOL.

OALYOTLOTOG or OALYOTLOTL is a rare, but typical Matthean word (only once in
Lk 12:28): GTLOTOC/-Loe appears two times in M+, OALYOTLOTOG/-Let five times.

Possibly amLOTLY is inspired by Mt 17:17 and 13:58. On the other hand
ATLOTLOY makes better sense, because even with little faith ("faith the size of
a mustard seed") you can move the mountain.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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49. Difficult variant:
NAZ" Matthew 17:21

BYZ Matthew 17:21 ToDTO O€ TO YEVOC OUK EKTOPEVETHL €L WN €V
TPOCGEVYT Kol VYNOTELL.

T&T #53

Byz 01%¢C,D,L,W,fl,fl13, 22,892, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, bo"", arm, Or, Basil(4™ CE), [Tral
... EékPaAdeTaL... 01
... eFepyetoL... 118, 205, 209, al

txt 01*, B, ®, 0281, 788(f13), 33, 579, 892*, 1604, 2680,
e, ff', Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, bo", mae-2, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 9:28 Kol eloeABovtoc adtod eic oikov ol padntal adtod ket
Lolow EmpwTwy adTov: 0TL MUELC 00K NouNONuey ekPaiely adto;

NAZ Mark 9:29 kol €lmer adTolc: ToDTO TO Yévog &V oLderl Shvatol

€EeAOELY €l un €v mpooeuyi :
BYZ €V Tpooeuyf Kol vnotelq.
Byz P45"¢ 01°%, A,C,D,L,W,0, ¥, f1, f13, 33,892, 1342, Maj,
Lat, Sy, Co, Gre
txt 01*, B, 0274, Kk, Cl

00K EKTOPEVETL 33,579, pc, arm, some Lect.
€V o00eVL €E€pyetal 1342, pe

Compare also previous verses 19-20:

NAZ" Matthew 17:19 T0te mpooerdovtec ol padntal t@ 'Inood kot’ Ldlov
elmov: 6L Tl Muelg odk NduvNBnuer EkPaieiv adto;

NAZ?" Matthew 17:20 0 8¢ A€yeL adTOLC" SLX TNV OALYOTLOTLY DGV
QUNY YOP AEYW VLY, €V €MTE TLOTLY WC KOKKOV OLVATEWC, EPELTE
TG OpeL ToUTw petaPe évber ékel, kul petaPnoetol Kol ovdey
aduvaToEL DULV.



This verse has possibly been added from Mk. In Mk it is Jesus' only answer
regarding the unclean spirit. In Mt his answer is that of the mustard seed faith:

“Why could we not cast it out?"
Mt: “Because of your little faith."
Mk: "This kind can come out only through prayer."

The main problem is to think of a reason for the omission of the sentence. In Mt
verse 21 comes like an afterthought, it is not really needed. It is possible that it
has been omitted because it appeared to contradict verse 20a.

It is interesting to note that Mt 17:21 and the Markan parallel 9:29 are two of
the three verses (the other being Lk 2:37) in which vnoTe Loc is mentioned in the
Gospels. In Mt the sentence is completely omitted, in Mk kol vnotely is
omitted by some witnesses. Deliberate?

There are three oddities:

1. Here in Mt no withess omits kol YnoTe (QL alone. Thus, if the addition of the
verse is secondary, then it must be a harmonization to the Markan Byz text.
This could be explained with the limited support of the short text in Mk. It
is possible that the reading without Kl VmMoTely was not very widespread.
If on the other hand this verse is original in Mt, then the addition of Kool
UNOTELY in MK is a natural harmonization to Mt.

2. No witness in Mt uses the Markan €£€AB€ly (which is basically safe), but
they have ékmopevetal (also basically safe). No other textual variations
occur, not even in D. This is unusual for a secondary text. One would have
expected more harmonizations tfo Mk. This is also difficult to explain.
Possibly stylistic reasons?

3. At Mk 9:29 the two minuscules 33 and 579 read the Matthean 0Uk
EKTOPEVETIL in MK, but they omit the sentence in Mt! They thus witness
indirectly to the Matthean verse.

It is startling how light-minded K. Aland in his textbook sweeps away all those
difficulties.



It is interesting to consider the Eusebian canon tables. He has:

Mt 17:14-18 [174 II] = Mk 9:17-27 [91 IT] (= the healing of the boy)

Mt 17:19-20 [175V] =Lk 17:5-6

[200 V] (= mustard seed)

Mk 9:28-29 [92 X] Singular!

Mt 17:22ff. [176 II] = Mk 9:30 ff.

Mt 17:19 Then the disciples came to Jesus
privately and said, "Why could we not cast it
out?"

20 He said to them, "Because of your little faith.
For truly I tell you, if you have faith the size of
a mustard seed, you will say to this mountain,
‘Move from here to there,' and it will move; and
nothing will be impossible for you.

21 and this kind does not go forth except in
prayer and fasting."

22 As they were gathering in Galilee, Jesus said
to them, "The Son of Man is going to be betrayed
into human hands,

[93 II]

Mk 9:28 When he had entered the house, his
disciples asked him privately, "Why could we not
cast it out?"

Lk 17:5 The apostles said to the Lord, "Increase
our faith!"

6 The Lord replied, "If you had faith the size of
a mustard seed, you could say to this mulberry
tree, 'Be uprooted and planted in the seq,' and it
would obey you.

Mk 9:29 He said to them, "This kind can come
out only through prayer."

30 They went on from there and passed through
Galilee. He did not want anyone to know it;

Thus Eusebius did not see any similarity between Mt 17:19-20(21) and Mk 9:28-
29. He puts 17:19-20 together with Lk 17:5-6. We do not know why Eusebius
chose the assignment he did, but it appears possible that Eusebius did not know
Mt 17:21. Otherwise he would probably have given this sentence an extra number
in canon VI. It has been argued that the verse has been omitted to conform the
passage 17:19-21 more closely to Lk and justify the Eusebian assignment. But

this appears rather improbable.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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50.Difficult variant
NAZ" Matthew 17:22 cuotpepopévy 8¢ adt@dv év T [aAidole elmev
adtolc 0 ’'Inoodc périer 0 viog ToD AvBpwTOL TaPadid000L €ic
YELPOG aVOpWTWY,

BYZ Matthew 17:22 avootpepoucvwy &€ adtdv év T FeAtdale elmey
a0Tol¢ 0 ’‘Inoodc MéAder O viog ToD avdpwmov Tapadidoodul €ig
YELPaC AVBpWTWY

Byz C,D,L,W,0,f13,22,33, Maj, c, e, £, Sy, mae-1, sa’", bo, arm
txt 01, B, 0281 f1(1+1582™), 892, Lat

otpedouévwy  1582*, OrF!

vmootpedbOVTwY 579

TOPAYOVTWY sa®’, mae-2 ("walking along")

1582: The addition in the margin has been written by the original scribe Ephraim (10™ CE).
B: no umlaut

ovoTPEéD®  “gather, come together"

participle present passive genitive masculine plural
2 ! " " "y "
ovooTPeEPW "return” pass. "live, conduct oneself, stay

participle present passive genitive masculine plural
UTOOTPEPW “return, turn back; go home"

participle present active genitive masculine plural

Parallel:
NA? Mark 9:30 KdkelBev &EeABovtec mapemopevovto oue thg [aAtiatog,

NAZ" John 7:1 Kol peta tobte mepremater 0 ‘Inoodg év tf) adtdale:

Difficult. UTO0TPEDW makes best sense in context, but is ruled out by support.
Both words do appear nowhere else in the Gospels:

ovoTPEDW 23 times in the LXX, once in Acts

avaoTpepw 113 LXX, 9 times NT

Weiss (Mt Com.) thinks that the misunderstood GUOTPEPW has been changed
into the more usual AVUOTPEDW.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 17:26 €LTOVTOC &€* GO TGOV GALOTPLWV, €PN adTE O
'Inoolc dpo ye €Acvdepol €lowy ol viol T .

When (Peter) said, "From others,"
Jesus said to him, "Then the children are free."

T édn Zipwv, Nod.

AéyeL 6 ’Inoodg, Adg obV kol 00, WS GAAITPLOG aDTOV.
713, Ephraem Diatessaron
B: no umlaut

Simon said: "Yes."
Jesus says: "Then you also give as being an alien to them."

Metzger comments:

"The nucleus of this occurs in Ephraem’'s Commentary on Tatian's Diatessaron,
where the Syriac text reads: 'Give to them therefore as an alien’ and the
Armenian reads: 'Go, you also give as one of the aliens." "

A strange addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NAZ" Matthew 18:1 'Ev ékelvn 7] Opg TpoofiAbor ol pebntal t@ ‘Incod
Aéyovteg Tic dpo pellwy €otiv év Th Paoiicie TV obpavdy;
fuépe O, f1, 33,517, 700, 954, 1071, 1424, 1675, p,
it(a, aur, b, ¢, e, ff', ff%, g*, n, r'), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, arm, geo,

OrP', Trq™
:p_QL_ d,f.l,q,vg

Only 1, 1582 read Hu€pa. 22 et al. have txt.

1582™ has (P¢. Origen notes both readings in his commentary.
Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 7:22 €V €kelvn TH TUepQ:
NAZ?" Matthew 10:19 €V €kelvn ThH Opy

C*, 1424: Huépa
NA?" Matthew 22:23 'Ev ékelvn 7 Nuépy
NA?" Matthew 22:46 4T’ €kelvng THS MUEPOS
D, W, f1, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C: @pe¢  (see below)
NA?" Matthew 24:19 €V €kelvoLg ToLC NUEPULC.
NAZ?" Matthew 26:55 'Ev ékelvn Tf Wpa
Q: fiuépe

NA?" Mark 1:9 €V EKELVOLE TOLG TUEPOLE

NAZ" Mark 2:20 €V Ekelvn ThH NMUEPQ.

NA?" Mark 4:35 €V €Kelvn TH TMUEPQ

NAZ?" Mark 8:1 Br ékelvalg Tolc NUEPaLS
NA? Mark 13:11 €V ékelvn Th Opy

NAZ Mark 13:17 €V ékelvale ToLG TUEPOLE.
NA? Mark 13:24 €V €KeLVoLE TOLC MUEPOLS

NAZ" Luke 5:35 €V EKELVOLS TOLS MUEPOLS.
NAZ Luke 6:23 €V €kelvn TH MUEPQ

579: (p
NA?" Luke 7:21 €V Ekelvn ThH Opy

01*, L, 69: TuépQ
NA?" Luke 9:36 €V EKELVOLE TOLC TUEPOLS




NAZ Luke 17:31 €V €Kelvn TR MUEPQ
NA? Luke 21:23  €KE€LVOLS TOLC MUEPXLE:

NA?” John 4:53 [€V] éxelvn T Wpw
NAZ?” John 5:9 €V ékelvn ThH MueEpa.
NA?" John 14:20 €V ékelvn ThH NMUEPQ
NAZ" John 16:23 €V ékelvn ThH NMUEPQ
NA?" John 16:26 €V €Kelvn TH MUEPQ
NA%” John 19:27 & ékelvng Thg Wpoeg
A, Y, 69,124, f13: NUEPOC

20 times MUEPQ,

6 times WPA.

Corrections from Wpg to TUEPQ: 4

Corrections from NUEPQ to WPE: 2

So MLEPQ is probably the more standard term. This is supported by the other
changes from Wpa to MULEPQ. The support is significant at this place.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 18:7 ODal T¢) KOOU®W GTO TOV OKOVOUAWY® GVOYKT YOp
EABELY Ta okavdoAe, TATY 0DalL TG AVOPWTW 5L” 00 TO

oKoWdAOV €pyeToL.

BYZ Matthew 18:7 00l TG KOOWW GO TOV OKEVOAAWY* avayKn yocp
totiv EABElY T oKdVSaA TANY olal TG avpwiTw EKeLVy) dL 0L TO
oKoWdaAOV €pyeToL

Byz B, WY, 0,f13,33, Maj,it(a,b,c, e, f, ff', ff2 1,n,q,r"), vg°, sa
EKeLVw ol TR AvlpWTw W

txt 01,D,F,L,f1,22,579, 892, pc,
Lat(aur, d, g', vg), Sy, sa™, mae-1+2, bo, Did

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (line 6 A, p. 1259) olol TG GVOPWTW

Parallels:
NA?’ Matthew 26:24 0 eV LLOG TOD GYOPWTOL UMYl KaBWE YEYPUTTHL
Tepl adToD, odal 8¢ TG GropWTw ékelvw dL” o0 6 LLOC ToD GYBPWTOL
TopadLooToL:

27 (V4 S \ ¢\ ~ M ’ € / \ ’
NAZ" Mark 14:21 OTL 0 Wev LLOC ToD ArBpwmou UTyel KoBWS YEYPUTTHL
Tepl adtoD, odal 8¢ TG GropWTw ékelvw dL” o0 6 LLOC ToD GYBPWTOL
TopadidotoL: kadov adt® €l obk €yervnon 0 arbpwmog EKeLVoC.
NA?" Luke 17:1 Eimer 8¢ mpoc Toug Wabntog a0tod: GUevdektov €oTLy
70D T0 OKaVdeAn PN €AY, TATY olal 6L° oD €pyetoL:

27 (V4 e ¢\ \ ~ J ’ \ \ N ’
NAZ Luke 22:22 OTL O ULOC pev ToD arBpwmov ket TO WPLOUEVOV
TopeleTaL, TATY o0l TQ arbpwnw ékelvy 6L ol mapadidoTul.

omit T® VOpWTW: D, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C

A natural addition from the parallels, there is no reason for an omission.

IQP's Crit. ed. has Lk 17:1 as Q-parallel for this verse and reads TATY ool &L’
o0 épyetal for Q as safe.

The support is strongly divided. Note that the Byzantine F/09 omits the word.
In W the word has apparently been inserted at the wrong place, indicating an
autograph without the word.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 18:8 EiL &¢ 1 yelp oov §} 0 mol¢ oov okovdaillel ok,
ékkoor adTOV kol Pode &mo 00D KaAOV ool €0TLY €loeABely eic Tny
CwNY KUAAOV 1} xWAOV 1) 800 yelpac 7 6Vo Todug €xovte PANOHVaL

eic 10 mOp TO aidviov.

Not in NA but SQE!

elc v yéevvar tod mupdc fl, pe, ff!, Sy-C

gehennam aeternam c,e

Sy-S reads txt.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 9:
NAZ" Matthew 18:9 €yovta, PAnOfjvaL eic Ty yéevvar tod Tupoc.

See also discussion in Mk 9:43-47.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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51. Difficult variant:

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA?" Matthew 18:10 ‘Opdte uN KaTadPOVNONTE €VOC TOV ULKPDY TOUTWY*
AEYw yop LUy OTL oL (yyedoL alTOV €V 0DPavols OLe TavTog
BAETOUGL TO TPOOWTOY TOD THTPOC oL TOD €V oDPOVOLC.

omit: N*, T, Z, f1,13, 22, pc, Sy-S, aur, e, ff! sa™*, Cl, Or, Eus, Did"'
Sy-C has the words.

€V T® obpav® B, 33,892, pc, Basil(4™ CE), [WH™]

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 22:30 €V yop Th Graotaoel olte yopodoly olte
vopLlovtol, GAL W¢ ayyelol €V TQ ovpar®d €loLy. (same in Mk 12:25)
NAZ?" Matthew 24:36 Ilepl 8¢ Thic MuEpac éxelvne kol Wpac ovdeLc oldev,
008 Ol GyyeloL TRV obpav@y obde O LLOC, €L un O ToTnp KOVOC.
(same in Mk 13:32)

It is possible that the term has been omitted for stylistic reasons, because it
appears twice. On the other hand it is possible that it has been added for more
clarity.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA?" Matthew 18:11

BYZ Matthew 18:11 NABev yop O vioc tod avBpwmov T o@dool TO
GTOAWADC.

T&T #54

Byz D, L% W, 0% 1 22, Maj"?°, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"
add T {ntAoeL kel G, LS, M, 346(=f13), 157, 579, 892¢, pm®°, Sy-H

txt 01, B, L*, ©*, f1, 13, 33,788, 892*, 2680, pc’,
e, ff!, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, sa, mae-1+2, bo™, geoZA, Or, Eus
pc = 9, 146, 556, 837, 899*, 929*, 1294, 1502, 2317

L: Tischendorf writes: "Notam inter utramque columnam positam plane ad modum
codicis edidimus. Ab ipsa pr. m. videtur profecta esse." (folio 40)

Lacuna: C

B: umlaut! (line 33 A, p. 1259) ToD év olpavoic. 1112 T vuiv

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 19:10 A0ev yop 0 vLO¢ T0D GvOpwToL {NThionl Kal 0RoKL TO
ATOAWAOC.

The addition was probably inserted from Lk (so Weiss, Aland) to prepare for the
following Lost Sheep story. Lectionary?
There is no reason for an omission if original.

Hoskier notes (Codex B, I, p. 22): "Observe the spacing fol. 65in W." Not sure
what he means though. Bruce Prior reports that the three relevant lines of W
read:

MOUTOUENOURANOIS

HLQENGAROUIOSTOUANQRWPOUSWSAT

TOAPOLWLOS TIUMINDOKEI

But such spaces are nothing unusual in codex W and I don't think that it
indicates more than just a sense line.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 18:12 T'L DUTY Sokel; €V yévmral TLVL avlpwnw €KoToV
TPOPoTe Kol TAAYTOR €V €€ adTdr, obyL AdnocL T6 EVEvnKovTo EVVEX
T eml to 0pn kol mopevdele {NTel TO TAXVWUEVOV;

T poBate B, O, f13, 1424*, pc, mae-1, sa™
mae-2 has a lacuna here, but Schenke reconstructs with ﬂpéﬁaw.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

A natural addition from immediate context. It is interesting to note that E*
wrote TPO.. and then stopped and corrected it.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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52.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 18:15 'Eav &¢ apaptnon [eic o€] 0 adeidpdg oou, Umoye
€leyEor adTOV petofb ood kol a0tod povou. €y gou  dkovon,
EkEPONONG TOV AdeAPOV Tov*

BYZ Matthew 18:15 'Eav ¢ apoptnon €ic o€ 0 adeAdpog oou Vmeye Kol
Eleylor  altov petafl 00D kol a0tod dovou €ar  oov  GKOUOT)
EKEPONONG TOV AdeAPOV ToV*

txt D,L, W, ©, 078, f13, 33, 892, Maj, Latt, Sy, mae-1+2, bo®', Gre, Trg

omit: 01, B, 0281, f1, 22, 579, pc, sa, bo?", (Or),
WH, NA?, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally €L¢ € in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 17:3 'Eov auaptn 0 &8eApOc oov émitiunoor alt®, Kol &y
Hetavonomn adeg avTe.

BYZ 8¢ ouaptn €ig o€ D, P, f13, Maj
NA? Luke 17:4 KoL €0V €TTOKLE TAC MUEPKC GUOPTNOT €L 0€ Kol
EMTOKLS EMLOTPEYT TPOG 0€ AEYWY* HETOVO®, adnoele adTd.

omit €l¢ o€: 1424, 1675, L859, Sy-S, bo™

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 18:21 T'0te TpooeAbwr 6 IIéTpog elmer adTe: KUPLE,

emedklc;
O 68eAdic pov eic éue B, O, 13,1241, pc

It seems to be a harmonization to verse 21 and to Lk (so Weiss). This is
supported by the same variation at Lk 17:3. Metzger argues that the omission
might be deliberate to make the passage applicable to sin in general. It is also
possible that the similar sound of -NoT and €i¢ o€ caused an accidental
omission.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €L¢ o€ in double brackets (= doubtful that text was present)
in the text of Q (against earlier editions, which completely omitted).



Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong (= omission right) or indecisive)
= brackets ok.
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 18:17 €Gv &€ TopakolUOT aUTOV, €LTE T €KKAnoly: €xv ¢
kel Thg ékkAnolog mapakolon, €0Tw ool T @oTep 0 €BVLKOC Kol O
TEAWVTC.

Not in NA but in SQE!

T loLmov  f1, 22,1365, pc, mae-1, Basil(4™ CE)"®

Lacuna: C, mae-2
B: no umlaut

(T0) AOLTIOV adv. "finally, from now on, henceforth"

"If the member refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church; and if the offender refuses to
listen even to the church, let such a one finally be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector."

No parallel.
Probably an addition to intensify the saying.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ” Matthew 18:20 00 y&p €ioLy 600 1} TPELC oLUTYUEVOL €1g TO €OV
Ovopw, €kel el év péow adTOV.

00K €low yop .. Tap’ olg o0k  D*,(g)), Sy-S

o) ’ 2 s ° > c
oL  Yop €ELOLY .. TOP  OLC OUK D

g": reads first the ordinary verse and then additionally the D version.

Sy-C reads txt.

D: only the first part is corrected. Scrivener assigns the correction to
corrector D (late 7™ CE).

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

The variant is possibly a misinterpretation of the 00 yap as 00 Yap.

According to Burkitt it is not in the Diatessaron.

A. Lewis-Smith comments: "We could believe that the Syriac translator had
confounded the Greek words 00 and 00 were it not that he has given us a
perfectly idiomatic expression."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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53. Difficult variant
NAZ?" Matthew 18:26 T€OWY 00V 0 80DAOG TPOOEKDVEL DTG AEYWV*
HokpoBlunoor €’ éuol, kol ToVTe GTodwow ooL.

BYZ Matthew 18:26 TeowV 0OV 0 600A0C Tpooekvel adte Acywy Koiple,
LokpoBlunoor ém éuol kel TovTo ool GTodWow

Byz 01,L,W,058,0281, f1, f13, 33, Mqj,
it(aur, f, 2, 91, q), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co(+ mae-2)

txt B,D, 0,700, pc, Lat(a, b, c, d, e, ffLoh, I, rl, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Or, Chr

Note also the minority reading:

0 dodArog

0 800A0C €KeLVoC 01%,D,L, 0, A, 0, X, 0281, 33,579, 892, al,
Lat, Sy, bo, mae-1

Compare immediate context:

NA?" Matthew 18:28 €EeABr d¢ 0 doDAOC €xelvoc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare previous verse:

NAZ?" Matthew 18:25 EKEAELOEY DTOV O KUPLOG
And next verse:

NA?" Matthew 18:27 oTA0YVLOOELS &€ O KUPLOC

Compare also:
NA? Matthew 18:29 Teowv oUV 0 oUVdoLAOC ®DTOD THPEKAACL CDTOV
AEYWY* pokpoBiunoor €m’ éuol, Kol Gmodwow ooL.

Difficult. Either KOpLOG has been added from the previous verse, or it has been
omitted to harmonize it with verse 29.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

~ 4 14
NA?" Matthew 18:27 oTAxYYVLOOcLc 66 O KUPLOC TOD GOVAOL €KELVOU
GméAVoEY aDTOV Kel TO daveLov apfiker adtd.

Not in NA, but in SQE!

Kol Toooy TNy ObeLAfly  f1,517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc, £}, Co, Or
1424 adds ékelvny

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Context:

NAZ?’ Matthew 18:32 TOTE TPOOKXACOOUEVOC DTOV O KUPLOG a0ToD A€yel
a0t 60DAe TovMpé, TEoNV TNV OPeLANY ékelvny ddfiko ooL, émel
TOUPEKAACOUC e

NA? Matthew 18:34 kol OpYLOBelg O KUPLOC ®DTOD THPESWKEY KDTOV
T01¢ BroovLoteic €we o0 Gmode TaY TO OdeLAduerov.

daveLov, "debt", appears only here in the Gospels. It has very probably been
changed to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?” Matthew 18:29 TeawV o0V 0 cOVSOLAOC DTOD
TOPEKAAEL KDTOV AEYWV* HOKPOOUUNOOV €T Uol, Kol GTodwow ooL.

BYZ Matthew 18:29 Teowy o0V 0 cUVSOUAOC oDTOD €Lc ToUC TOdec adTOD

’ > \ ’ 4 b b 14 \ b ’
TOPEKAEL UTOV A€YwV MokpoBuunoor €m €uolL Kol oToowow ool

Byz C¢ W, f13,22,33, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1+2
KOL TPOOEKVVEL AUTOV Kol 28

txt 01,B,C* D,L, 0,058, fl,124(=f13), 579, 700, 892, 1424, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo

Minority reading:

KoL GTOSWOW OOL:

Kol Tavte amodwow ool 019, ¢C K, IL, L, W, Y, T, O, f1, f13, 22, 28,
33,157,565, 579, 543, 1424, al, Lat, Co

B: no umlaut

Compare:

o ~ 4 ~ 4
NA?" Matthew 18:26 Teowv o0V 0 80DAOC TPOOEKDVEL VTR AEYWY*
LOKPOOUUNOOV €T €uoL, Kol ToVTe GTodwow ooL.

The addition of TaVTw is clearly a harmonization to immediate context.

It is possible that the term el Touc TOdac oUTOD has been accidentally
omitted by h.t. On the other hand the term appears five times in the Gospels. In
verse 26 TPOoekUVEL DT is used. Possibly some scribes felt, that something

like this is needed here too. The support for the omission is very good.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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54. Difficult variant
NA?" Matthew 18:30 0 8¢ 0Uk NBeAev dAAG aTeAOWY ERuAcy adTOV €ig
GUAOKTY €WC ATOSD TO OPeLAOUEVOV.

BYZ Matthew 18:30 0 8¢ o0k fjfeder aALX ameAbwr €EPaiecr adTOV €Lg
GuAOKNY €wg 0D GTode TO OpeLAdueroV

Byz D, K, II, W, O, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Mqj, Gre
txt 01,B,C,L, 892
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA27pMatthew 1:25 Kol 00K €yLlvwokey oty €wg oD €teker LY
omit 00:  B*, 10425*, Weiss

NA?" Matthew 18:34 kol 0pyLOO€ELE O KUPLOG adTOD TUPESWKEY (UTOV

T01¢ BroovLoteic €wg ob GmodE TaY TO OdeLAducrov.
omit 00: B, 579"¢, 892, pc

NA?" Matthew 24:39 KL ODK €yvwoay €w¢ HAOEV 0 KOTOKALOLOG
€wc o0 A, 33,157

NAZ" Matthew 26:36 koOloate a0ToD €wg [00] ameAbwY €kel

TPOOEVEWLLL.
€wg o D.KIL L, W,A, 0, fl, 13,157, 565, al
@Q 01, ¢, 0281, 28, 33, 700, 892, 1424, pc
€wg o0 Av P53'9 A, pc
txt B, 067, 124,579, 1071, Maj

The occurrences of €wc 00 at Mt 13:33, 14:22, 17:9 are safe. At Mt 18:34 B,
579"9, 892, pc omit, too.

Compare discussion at 1:25.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ" Matthew 18:35 0UTW¢ kol O TTNP KOV O OVPAVLOC TOLNOEL DULV,
€V un apfte €kotog TG AOEAPD aDTOD ATO TOV KEPOLOY VUQV.

BYZ Matthew 18:35 OUTw¢ kol O ToTnp HOL O ETOULPAVLOC TOLNOEL LULY
€ov un apfite €kaotog TG AGEADD adTOD ATO TOV KaPSLOY LUGY T
TOPATTWHNTE, XOTOV.

Byz C,W,f13,622™, 33,892 Maj, f, h, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal
txt 01, B,D,L,®,f1,22*, 700, 892*, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co(+ mae-2), Or

B: umlaut! (line 34 A, p. 1260) 4O TOV KEPSLOY LUGV.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 6:14-15

Eav yop adfite Tolc avdpwdmoLe To ToPeTTWUETE a0TOV,
apnoeL kol LUIY O Tathp VROV 6 00PaVrLOC:

15 €qv de U adfite toic ardpwmoLc,

008¢ O TUTTHP VUGV GPNOEL TO TOUPUTTWULTH DUV,

BYZ Matthew 6:14-15

Eav yop adfite Tol¢ ardpwdmoLe To ToPeTTWUTE CUTOY
apnoeL kol LUIY O Tathp VROV 6 00PaVLOC:

15 €qv 8¢ U adfite Tol¢ ArOPWTOLE TO THPUTTWUNTE KDTOV,
008¢ O TUTTP VUGV GPNOEL TO TOUPUTTWULTE DUV

A natural addition. The support is Byzantine only. Possibly h.t. WN - WN.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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55. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 19:3 Kol Tpoofil@ov adt® doproniol Telpalovteg odToV
Kl A€yovteg el €Eeotiv arfpwnw amoAbowl TNy yuvalke o0tod Koto
TaooY oltlow;

omit GvOpwTw  01*, B, L, T, 28,517,579, 1424*, pc, mae-2,
WH, NA?®, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal

TWL 700, geo'
avopL 1424, pc, geo? (MK)

ahpWTW TIVL 565

txt 01%,C,D, W, 0,087, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, Co, Or

Note also: mae-2: €£€0TLY ATOADOKL TV YUVKIKG GOU
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 10:2 Kol mpooedfovtec dopLoniol €mnpuiTtwy clTov
€l €cotv avdpl yuvaike amoidout, meLpalovtec adToV.

Difficult. There is no reason, why the word should have been omitted, except
maybe "in the interest of producing a more concise literary style" (Metzger).
Possibly it was inserted to provide a direct subject. This is supported by the
insertion of TLVL by 700. Similarly Weiss (Textkritik, p. 134) thinks that
avOpwWw seemed necessary, because otherwise the a:0ToD would have been
unconnected.

It might be best to put the words in brackets.

The support is "not coherent".

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong, avOpwmw in brackets?)
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56. Difficult variant

NA?" Matthew 19:4 0 8¢ dmokpLOeLg elmey:

00K Quéyvwte OTL 0 KTloog &m Gpyfic apoer kol OfAL Emoinoev
) ’

a0TOUC;

BYZ Matthew 19:4 0 ¢ amokpLBelg elmer adTolc,

00K Gréyvwte OTL O TOLNOOG 4T Gpyf¢ &poer kal OfAL émoinoev
3 4

a0TONC

Byz 01,C,D, (L), W, Z, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy
txt B, 0, fl, 124(f13), 22, 700, pc, e, Co, Or

"fecit" Lat
"constituit" e
B: no umlaut

4
KTL(W create, make

Compare:

. 14 4 ~
LXX Genesis 1:27 Kol €molnoey 0 0ed¢ tOv Gvbpwmov kot €lkove Beod
emolnoey abTor apoer kol BfAL émolnoer adToUg

NA?" Mark 10:6 a0 8¢ apyfig KTloewe apoer kol OfAL €molnoer ahTovg:

Difficult. It could be either a harmonization to Mk (so Hoskier) or to Genesis. A
harmonization to the well known Genesis account seems quite probable.

The support for txt is not that good. KTL(® is the more rare word.

It is also possible that TOLNOWC is a harmonization to €TOLNCEY in the same
verse (so Weiss).

It might be noted here an interesting conjecture by H. Sahlin (NovT 24, 1982,
160-79). He thinks that the original reading was émoinoev o', with o = numeral
"one". 0. has subsequently been taken to mean ®0TOUC. Against this can be
objected that the txt reading is a quotation from Gen 1:27.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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57.Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 19:9 Aéyw 8¢ VWiV OTL O¢ v amoAlon Ttny yuvailke odToD
UN) €TL TOPVeELy Kol YeUNoT GAANY LOLYOTOL.

BYZ Matthew 19:9 A€yw &8¢ VIV OTL OC AV GTOADOT THY Yuvalke odTOD
UM €L TopreLlo Kol YoUnon SAANY poLyatol
Kol O GTOAEALUEVV YOUNOKC ILOLYALTOL.

Byz P25(4Th CE),B,C*, W, Z, 0,078, f1, f13,209™, 33, 892, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, mae-1, Basil(4™ CE), WH", Gre, [Trq]
younoeg B, 700, 892, 1342, Maj, Basil(4™ CE)
(V16)Y P25, ¢*,N, W, VY, A, 0,11, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1424
add &m0 4vdpodc 579
noLyevffijveL - polyatol: P25, B, €*, N, f1

txt 01,C%,D,L,S, 2%, 69, 209%, 828, 1241, pc,
it(a, b, d, e, ff', ff2, g", h, I, r'), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-2, Or, WH, NA*®

P25 reads:

9 ... hoLYeLOfraL WOMUTWS KoL O YOURDY (TOAEAVUEVTIV LOLYATOL.

10 Aéyouoly ol padntal adtod: el oltwe altiog yivetol &vOpwToC
HeTo TAC Yuvalkdg ob ouudépeL . (see also variant 19:10)

For WUm €Tl Tmoprelq Kol Yyounon GAANY poly@tel additional minority
readings which conform the saying to the parallel in Mt 5:32 are:

ToLPeKTOC AoyoD mopreloc ToLel oDtV LoLYeudfivaL

B, 0233, f1, bo

ToPeKTOC A0YoD mopreloc UoLyevdffval

mae-2

TLPEKTOC A0Y0D Topreloc Kol younon GAANY poLyaTol.
D, f13, 33, pc, it, Sy-C, sa, mae-1

B: no umlaut



Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 5:32 €yw 8¢ A€yw LWLV OTL TAC O GMOADWY TNHY YUVKLKO
a0TOD TePEKTOC AOYOL Toprelng ToLel adTNHY HoLYeLOfjvaL, Kol 0C €y
QATOAEAULEVV YOUNOT), LOLYOTOL.

Kl O GTOACALULEVTY YoUNooG hoLydtol B, pe

omit: D, pc,a,b,d, k

NA?" Mark 10:11-12 kol Aéyel adTOlg O¢ v amoAlon Ty yuvalke odTod
KoL YOUNoT GAANY pouydtol €’ adTthy: 12 Kol €y obTh GmoAvoaow
TOV Grdpo oOTAC younom &AAOV LoLYATOL.

NAZ" Luke 16:18 IIac 0 GTOADWY TNHY Yyuveike o0TOD KoL YLDV €TEPXY
HoLyeleL, Kol O GTOACAUUEVTV GTTO GYEPOC YOURDY UOLYEVEL.
D, 28, pc, Sy omit &TO AVEPOC

If it is an harmonization it is harmonized to Mt 5:32 (so Weiss) and not to Mk or
Lk. Only the above variant Yo @V might be a reminiscence, a secondary variant
reading to Lk. Also the singular reading of 579 is a harmonization to Lk.

It is quite possible that the clause has been omitted due to h.t (LoLyatal ..
noLyotoL). Note that P25, B, C*, N, f1 read poLyevbnyol - poryatot, but this
is due to harmonization and therefore is no argument here (as Metzger wants
it). This has rightly been pointed out by Michael Holmes. Compare his convincing
discussion: "The Matthean Divorce Passages" JBL 109 (1990) 651-664.

Noteworthy is that D, it, Sy-C conform the previous passage to 5:32 (ToP€KTOG
Aoyod TopveLng), but omit the last clause. D etc. omit the clause in both
passages 5:32 and 19:9. In both cases h.t. is possible.

The support for the omission is not good. Difficult.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
(best in brackets)

External Rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 19:10 AéyouoLr a0T® ol padntal [wdtod]: el oltwg éoTiv
N altio 10D GrpWTOL Weta THS YUVKLKOC, 00 CUUEPEL YoufonL.

P25(4™ CE) reads:

AéyovoLy ol pabntal adtod el oUTwe altiog yLvetol avpwToc UeTo
The yuvalkog o ouu[dépel .

B: no umlaut

T aitle "reason, cause, legal position"
0 oLTLOG "cause, source, ground for complaint, basis for a charge"

P25 represents a very wild, free text.

O. Stegmiller (ZNW 37, 1938, 223-229) thinks that this papyrus is a
Diatessaron fragment (Aland, Repertorium: "possibly", W. Petersen, Tatian: "not
convincing").

In Stegmiiller's view aiTLOC YlvetaL is a stronger term and means "become
quilty" against T| «lTloe which simply means "legal position". According to
Stegmiiller the reading in the Diatessaron seems to be similar to that of P25.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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58. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 19:11 0 &¢ elmer adToOlg" 0D TOWVTEC YWPODOLY TOV AdYOV
[toDTtov] &AL’ olc 8€doTul.

omit: B, fl1,22,892*, pc, e, bo™, Or, WH

txt 01,C,D,L,W,Z, 0,078, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, Co(+ mae-2), Cl
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 22:
NAZ Matthew 19:22 dkolong 6¢ O veaviokoc TOV  Adyov &miABev
AUTOUUEVOC” NV YOP EXWV KTNUTE TOAAL.

TOV )L(,)YOV tolTov B, 892, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, mae, bo™*
omit: 01,L,Z, 0281, (e, f, h)
txt C,D, W,0,fl1,f13, 33,579, 892*, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, sa, bo

B and 892, who omit here add the word at 19:22. The variation is strange. Very
difficult to decide. Possibly stylistic reasons. Weiss notes additionally the
addition of TOUTOU in Mt 13:22 and 13:40 and Mt 15:15:

NAZ" Matthew 13:22 KoL 1) pépLpve To0 aldrog

BYZ Matthew 13:22 Kol 1) LépLuve ToD al@rog tolTou
Byz01¢, C,L, W, ©, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, sa™*, mae-1+2, bo, Or
txt 01*, B, D, it, sa™

NA?" Matthew 13:40 OUTW¢ €0TaL €V Tf) ouvtedely ToD aldrog:
BYZ Matthew 13:40 0UTw¢ €o0tal €V TH ouvteAely Tod aldrog Tovtov.
Byz C,L,W,0,0106,0233, 0242, f1, f13, 33, Mqj,
f, h, g, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo,
txt 01,B,D, T, 1582, 22, 892, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-1, Ir-, Cyr

NAZ?" Matthew 15:15 ppaoov Huly thy Tapafoiny [tadtny].

BYZ Matthew 15:15 ®paoov MUy thy Tapefoiny TadTny
txt C,D,L, W,0,0106, 0281, f13, 22, 33, Maqj, Lat, Sy, mae-1
omit: 01, B,Z"9, 1,579,700, 892, sa, bo, Or, NA®, WH, Weiss



Compare also:

NAZ" Matthew 20:23 T0 6¢ kaBlool €k S€ELAV pov Kol €€ edwripwY oK

€oTLY €uov [todto] dodvut,

TOUTO read: C, D, U, W, A, T, 085, 33, 346, 565, 1342, dl, q, (Sy-S, Sy-C), Sy-H,
WH™, NA®®, Bois, Weiss

There appears to be a tendency of B (and 892) to go with the shorter readings.
The question is if they are original or not. In the cases of &l®ro¢ (To0UTOL) this
might be idiom.

On the other hand in 19:22 B adds the word. Compare also discussion at Mt
19:22 below.

Zahn (Comm. Mat.) thinks that the problem was that some took verse 11 and the
final words in verse 12 to refer to the intermediate words. This led to the
omission of TOUTOV.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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59.Difficult variant:

Matthew 19:16 + 19:17

NAZ" Matthew 19:16 Kol 160U €lc mpooerbwy adt) elmey:
SLOAOKOAE, Tl ayadov ToLnow e oxd Cony alwviov;

BYZ Matthew 19:16 Kol 180U €l¢ Tpooe bwy elmev adtd
SLo0oKaAE Gyoé, TL dyaBor mouow Tva éxw Cwny alwviov

T&T #55 (verse 17)

Byz C,K,W,0,fl13,28, 33,118, 565, 579, 700, 1071, 1241, Maqj,
Lat, Sy, sa, mae-1, bo?", arm, geo?,
Justin, Ir, Or®', Chrys, Jerome, Aug, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01,B,D,L, fl,22,892*%, pc,a,d, e, ff', bo’’, mae-2?, geo’, aeth, Or®’
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 10:17 Kl ékmopevouérou adtod €lg 080V mpoodpopwy €l Kol
YovuTeTNoNG a0TOV EMMPWTN a0TOV:
4 J 4 14 4 (V4 \ b4 4
OLdookaAe ayoB€E, TL TOLMNOW Lree CwnY olVLOV KANPOVOUNOW;

NAZ" Luke 18:18 Kol €TnpwTnoér Tig adtor apywy AEywy:

SLdaokaAe ayodé, TL TOLNoOGC Cony alwvior KANPOVOuUNow;
Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 22:36 LOGOKOAE, TOLO EVTOAT HEYEAN €V TR VOUW;
1424: SLéaoKkoAe AyaBE, Tolo EVTOAT) LEYUAT €V TG VOUW;
NA?" Mark 10:35 SLO0.0KaAE, OELOpEY ...

1424: SLéaokoAe ayabe, BELOPEY ..

NA?" Luke 10:25 5LOCOKLAE, Tl TOLNOG ...

M, 472: SLéaokaAe dyede, TL TOLNOKC ...



This must be discussed together with the following verse 17:

NA?" Matthew 19:17 0 6¢ elmer adT®"
Tl pe épwtac mepl tod dyaBod: €lc éotLy O dyoBoc:

) \ ’ b \ \ b ~ ’ \ b 14
€L O€ DEAELC €Lg TNV CWNV €ELOEADELY TNPNOOV TOG EVTOANC.

BYZ Matthew 19:17 0 &¢ eilmer 0T
4 ’ 9 3 \ b 4 b \ Il [ 4
TL Qe A€YeELC ayoBov; oLOeLC ayoBOoc: €L Un €Lc 0 Oeoc.
€l 8¢ BedeLe €loeAbely eig Ty (wNV THPNOOV TG EVTOALS

T&T #55

Byz C, K, W,f13,28, 33,118,565, 1071, 1241, 1582°, Maj,
f,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, Chrys, Basil(4™ CE)

txt 01,B%,D,L, 0, fl,22,700, 892, 1192*, 1424™, pc°,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-S, Sy-H™, mae-1, bo, arm, geo, aeth, Or
omit ToL D
omit €lc B*
omit 0 D, f1, 22,700, 1192*, 1424™9, pc®

Lat reads txt, but adds "Deus" (e: "pater") at the end: "unus est bonus, deus."
Only a and d omit "Deus".

892*:

TL e épwtac mepl Tod dyoBod; ’Seic éoTLY O dyoddc

892¢:

TL pe épwtac mepl Tod AyoBod; obdelc €oTLY O dyoBoc €l un e€lc 0 Oedc.
Eusebius:

TL pe épwtac mepl Tod ayoBod; oddelg dyobdc el un €ic 6 Oedc.

Tl pe Aévelc dyabov; €lc éoTLy  G&yoBoc, O TaThp ...
Justin(2" CE), Ir(2nd CE), Or(3rd CE), Epiph(3™ CE), Pseudo-Cl(4th CE?)

B: umlaut! (line 33 C, p. 1260) Ti pe épwtac Tepl TOD
The €l is written above the line in uncial script, it is enhanced. Tis notes that it
was written by B? and enhanced by B°.

Byz inv. 16 and txt inv. 17: ©, 700, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, bo"’, mae-1
txt inv. 16 and Byz inv. 17: none?
txt inv. 16 and verse 17: 01, B, D, L, f1, 22, 892*, pc, it, bo™, geo', aeth, Or*'




The first part (verse 16) can also be found in the Gospel of the Hebrews. The
Latin version of Origen's commentary on Matthew 15:14 has:
"Scriptum est in evangelio quodam, quod dicitur secundum Hebraeos, si
tamen placet suscipere illud, non ad auctoritatem sed ad manifestationem
propositae quaestionis: Dixit, inquit, ad eum alter divitum:
Magister, quid bonum faciens vivam? dixit ei: Homo, leges et prophetas fac.
respondit ad eum: Feci. dixit ei: Vade vende omnia quae possides et divide

pauperibus, en veni, sequere me."

["It is written in a certain Gospel which is called according to the Hebrews (if at elast any
one care to accept it, not as authoritative, but to throw light on the question before us):
The second of the rich men (it saith) said unto him: Master, what good thing can I do and
live? He said unto him: O man, fulfil (do) the law and the prophets."]

It is not clear if this fext is really from Origen, because it is present only in a
Latin translation of the commentary, in the Greek text, which is also extant, it
is missing. It has been suggested that this extract was found by the translator
of Origen's commentary in some work of Jerome (thus the label Pseudo-Origen).

Parallels:
NAZ?" Mark 10:18 0 6¢ 'Inoodg elmer adTt(:
TL pe Aéyelc ayoBov; obdelc ayoBoc el un elc 0 Beoc.

NA?" Luke 18:19 eimev 6¢ adt® 0 ‘Inoodc:
TL pe Aévelc ayoBov; ovdelc ayoBoc el un elc O Bedc.

This variant comes together with that of verse 16.
In both verses the Byz reading appears as a clear harmonization o Mk, Lk.

"Teacher, what good deed must | do to have eternal life?"
And he said to him, "Why do you ask me about what is good? There is only one who is good.

"Good Teacher, what good deed must | do to have eternal life?"
And he said to him, "Why do you call me good? No one is good but God alone.

The txt reading asks about the "good deed", but the answer is, that "there is
only one who is good", thus the answer is not really fitting the question.

In the Byzantine case Jesus takes up the "Good teacher" and in this case the
answer fits better to the question.

The question is, has the txt reading been changed into the Byzantine reading as
a harmonization to Mk, Lk and to make better sense?

Or has the Byzantine reading been changed to the txt reading to get rid of the
"Why do you call me good?", which might raise the question if Jesus then is not
good. In this case the txt reading might be a deliberate attempt of scribes to
correct the "harder" Byzantine reading. But the attempt is not completely



successful because it leaves the "There is only one who is good", which is not
really fitting. Note that in both Mk and Lk the fext is safe (and apparently
caused nho trouble).

Perhaps it was already Mt who changed his Markan source to get rid of the
problem? But he left a slightly awkward construction which was then
subsequently changed back to the Markan parallel.

It is interesting to note that ©, 700, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C have the Byz text in verse
16, but the txt reading in v. 17. Possibly this variation in verse 16 only was an
independent, partial harmonization to Mk, Lk?

Excursus on the church fathers:

Justin has these words two times:

A. Apol 16:7

Kol mpooeABovtoc adte) TLvog kol elmovtog dLdaokale dyode,
QTEKPLVUTO AEYWV*

o00€eLc dyafOc: el un wovoc 6 Oedc, 0 Tolnooc TO TOVTH.

B. Dial. 101:2

Aéyovtoc adT® TLvog OLdnokeAe dyode,

Gmekplvato: TL pe Aéyelg ayoBov; €lg éotLy ayeddc, O Tt Hov O év
TOLC OVPOVOLC

It is not clear from which Gospel Justin is quoting. Both quotes are significantly
different, so that it is probable that Justin used two different sources. Both do
not agree with our canonical Gospels.

Clement:

o00eLC ayaddc: €
o0deLc dyaOdc: €
€lc EoTLY ayaddc,

J 3

N 0 Tatne O év tolc oLPovolc (Paed I ch. 8)
1

[

0 motnp MUAV (Paed I ch. 8)
Totp (Strom V ch. 10)

L
5
L

v
W
0

Several early church fathers (Jus, Ir, Or, Epiph, Hipp) have verse 17 in a curious
mixture of Mk/Lk on the one hand and Mt on the other, which is not supported
by any MSS:

TL pe Aévelc ayobov: (Mk/LK)

€lc €oTLY ayafdc, 0 moTHP Wou O év Tolc olpavolc (Mt)

It is very difficult to decide from which Gospel the fathers are quoting or if
they cite from memory. Nevertheless several of them agree in reading the first
part from Mk/Lk and the rest from Mt.



Especially interesting is that many fathers agree in the closing phrase 0 T tNp
HOU O €V TOLg 0VPUVOLE, which is not present in any of the three Gospels:
Diatessaron: €l¢ €0TLY ayaBoc, O Tathp O €V TOlC ODPAVOLE

Irenaeus:  €L¢ €0TLY ayaBOC, O TTHP €V TOLC ODPIVOLC
Hippolytus: €l¢ €0TLy GyaBog, 0 Tatnp O €V TOLG 0LPAVOLG

Justin: €lg €0TLY ayadOg, O THTNP KoL O €V TOLC 0VPIVOLG
Pseudo-Cl: 0 yop GyaBOC €l¢ €0TLY , 6 TP O €V TOLC 0VPUVOLE
Clement: €lg €otLy ayndog, 6 TaTNP

Olat MS e:  €l¢ €0TLY GyaBoc, O Tt (in Mt)

An addition like this is only natural, because in the Matthean form no
specification is given as to who is good:

And he said to him, "Why do you ask me about what is good?

There is only one who is good. If you wish to enter into life, keep the commandments."

What is interesting is that many father agree in the specific phrase 0 Tatnp 0
€V TOLC 0oUPUVOLC. W. Petersen actually thinks it is original ("What text can
NT TC ultimately reach?" in J.Delobel "NT TC, Exegesis and Church History,
1994, p. 136-151). He argues that the phrase has been suppressed to avoid
adoptionist and subordinationist views (Jesus inferior to God). Since the phrase
is not present in any MS, we must abstain from it and assign it to a possible
extracanonical source (catechism?).

Compare:
JW Burgeon, "Traditional text", 1896, p. 259 - 278
JW Wenham NTS 28 (1982) 116-125

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ?" Matthew 19:20 AéyeL a0T® O VewvLoKog:
ot TodTee €PUANEN TL €TL DOTEPED;

BYZ Matthew 19:20 A€yel adT® O Veaviokoc:
Tovte Tedte EPuAnEauny €k VeOTNTOC KOL® TL €TL DOTEP®;

Byz 01%, ¢, D, W, f13, 33, Maj,
it(a, b, c, d, e, f, ff%, h,n,q), Sy, Co(+ mae-2), arm
epvror 014, D

D, d omit pov
txt 01%,B,L, 0, f1, 22,579, 700, pc, Lat(aur, ff', g*, I, vg)

B: no umlaut, but colon sign (?)

B: p. 1261 A line 5-6: There is a prima manu correction here, but it is not clear
what was originally there. Possibly UV light might reveal something?
Tischendorf: "quid primum fuerit dici nequit". It is quite possible that the scribe
originally wrote unthoughtful épvAaa(uny) €k VeOTNTOC WOU, but noted his
error, deleted the words and overwrote them with TL €TL VOTEP®.

There is a colon sign at the left margin of line 5: Tovto €pLANEX: TL €TL

2 4 4 7 "
€K V€0TNTOG MOV = “since my youth.

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 10:20 0 8¢ €pm adTR: SLONOKEAE,
Tt TAVTo EPLANEAUNY €K VEOTNTOC LOV.
eporafo A, D, 28
émolnoo 1,565

NA% Luke 18:21 0 6¢ elmev: todtor Towte, epOAnEN €K VEOTNTOC.
BYZ Luke 18:21 0 8¢ eimer Tabrto mavto épVAEMUNY €K VEOTNTOC LOV.

Clearly a harmonization fo Mk or Lk. No reason for an omission.
It is inferesting to mention that Mt alone labels the man as "young"
(vealokog), first in this verse 20 and again in 22.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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60. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 19:22 dkoUO0C &€ O Veaviokog TOV AOyov GmHiABev
AUTOUUEVOC" TV YOP €YWY KTHUTO TOAAQ.

TOv A0yov todtov B, 892° pc,
it(a, b, c, ff!, n), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, mae-1+2, bo™*, geol,
NAZ?°, WH [both with ToDTOV in brackets], Weiss

omit: 01,L,Z,0281, e, f, h, Chrys?, Tis, Bal

txt = TOV AQyoV C,D, W, 0, fl,f13, 33,579, 892*, Maj,
Lat(aur, d, e, f, ff, ", h, 1, q, vg), Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa, bo
TOV A0Yov O veaviokog 33,1424

Swanson has 579 for the omission against NA! Schmidtke does not have the text
of Mt, because it is basically Byzantine.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Mark 10:22 0 8¢ OTUYVOKC €TL TG AOYW ATAAOer AvTovpevoc: My
YOP €YWY KTHUTE TOAAQ.

NAZ Luke 18:223 0 &¢ akovoac Tadte TepLALTOC €yerndn: MY yop
TAOVGLOC 0pOdpLL.

Compare:

NA27pMatthew 19:11 0 8¢ elmer adtole ob Tavteg ywpoloLy TOV Adyov
[toDTov] aAL’ olc &€dotat.

omit TOLTOV: B, f1, 892*, pc, e, bo™, Or

txt 01,C¢,D,L, W, Z, 0,078, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, Co, Cl

The omission is strange. Very difficult to decide. Possibly stylistic reasons.
TOUTOV would be a natural addition, the complete omission could be due to

removing an unnecessary detail.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 19:24 TOALY 8¢ A€Yw DULY, €DKOTWTEPOV €O0TLY KOUNAOV
6L TPUTNUXTOC Padpldoc SLeAbely 1) mAoloLov eloedBely eigc Ty
BaotAelow tod Oeod.

KaLAOV = ship's cable 174(f13), 579, 1424, pc (10 minuscules),
L211,L524,L673,L858, L866, Cyr
and a scholion ascribed to Or: anchor cable
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 3:4 a0TO¢ &€ 0 ’‘Iwovvng elyer 10 €vdupn adTOd GTO
TPLYOV KouNAOU

TPLYOV Kopidov 28,565

NAZ" Matthew 23:24 66nyolL TudAoL, ol SLiALlovTec TOV KWW, TNV &€
KOUNAOY KOTOTLVOVTEC.
KauLAov M, @, I1*, 579

NAZ Mark 1:6 kol fv 0 Twavvng €vdedupéroc TPLYoC KOUNAOL Kol
Cvny Seppativny mepl Y Oodpur altod kol €0Bilwy dkpldog kol
UEAL CrypLOV.

KauLilov 6%, 2,28

NAZ?" Mark 10:25 €DKOTWTEPOV €0TLY Kapuniov 6ue [TAic] TtpupaiLdc [thc]
padpLooc SLeABeiy f) TAovoLov €ic T Paotielar ToD Oeod eloeAbelv.
kauLAov 13,124, 28,579

NA?" Luke 18:25 €0UKOTWTEPOV YUP €0TLY KAUNAOV OLi TPHUETOS BEAOVNC
eloeABely f} mAovoLov eic TNV Paotieior tod Beod eloeAdelv.
KauLAov S, 124,579,788, 1424

579 4 times
28 3 times
124, 1424 2 times

In Hellenistic times H and I were pronounced alike. Therefore kaunAov and
KaLLAOV sound identical.

There is a saying in the Talmud (Bavli, Baba Metzia 38b) which speaks of "an
elephant to go through the eye of a needle".



Robertson ("Wordpictures") writes:

"Jesus, of course, means by this comparison, whether an eastern proverb or not,
to express the impossible. The efforts to explain it away are jejune like a ship's
cable, KauLAOV or PadLlc as a narrow gorge or gate of entrance for camels
which recognized stooping, etc. All these are hopeless, for Jesus pointedly calls
the thing "impossible" (verse 26). The Jews in the Babylonian Talmud did have a
proverb that a man even in his dreams did not see an elephant pass through the
eye of a needle (Vincent). The Koran speaks of the wicked finding the gates of
heaven shut "till a camel shall pass through the eye of a needle." But the Koran
may have got this figure from the New Testament. The word for an ordinary
needle is f)ocd)l',g, but, Luke (Lk 18:25) employs BeAdvng, the medical term for
the surgical needle not elsewhere in the N.T."

Caragounis (Development of Greek, 2004) has a detailed discussion of the word.
He notes:

"The word KOULAOG is taken by LSJ to be a coinage to emend our passage. Such
an explanation is, however, unlikely, because the word does have a definite
meaning: TO TYL OXOLVLOV = "thick rope" (Souda). Kyrillos expresses himself
thus: kounAor &€ evtovbe dnoLy ob to (wov to aybopopor, &AL TO
TOYL OXOLVLOV, €V () SEOUELOUOL TOC GYKUPKS OL voutol. Kyrillos thus
considers the same word as having two different meanings. It may be of
interest to note the two meanings derived from the same stem in the Semitic
languages: Heb. '7?;; 'jamal' = KOUNAOG; Arab. 'jummal' = cable of a ship. It is
unlikely that Kyrillos, an inhabitant of the port city of Alexandria, would have
expressed himself in this way unless the word did have the meaning which he
attributes to it. [...] No doubt, Jesus' original hearers would have understood
the reference, but apparently this proved too violent a picture for the Greek
scribes, who substituted the more natural meaning of ‘rope’, 'ship's cable’ in
the form of KOWLAOC. It may be, however, that the copyists were acquainted
with a word such as KauLAOG, and it was quite natural for them to hear this
word being read. We see the tricks that the current pronounciation played on
the scribes of our MSS."

See Th. Zahn in his commentary to the passage.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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61. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 19:24 TOALY 6€ A€Yw VULV, €DKOTWIEPOV €0TLY KaunAov
S TpumHetoc padidog OLeAbely 1§ TAovoLov €loeABelv eic TN
BaotAelow tod OeoD.

txt 012,D,L, W, Z, T, A, f1,f13, 2, 22, 28, 33,579, 892, 1010, 1071,
1241, 1424, Maj-part (Robinson and Hodges/Farstad), WH™

TPUMOALBS €, K, M, U, ©, 124(f13), 157, 565, 700, Maj-part
TpNuatog  01*, B, WH, NA®, Weiss

B: no umlaut
(meaning is the same for all.)

Parallels:

NAZ?" Mark 10:25 €DKOTWTEPOV €0TLY Kapuniov 6ue [tAic] TpupaiLdc [Thc]
padidoc dLerbely §) mAoloLor eic T Paoiielor ToD Beod eloedbelv.
TPUTMUATOC BeAdvne 13, pe

TpNUatog  padidoc  01*

NAZ" Luke 18:25 €DKOTWTEPOV YUP EOTLY KAUNAOV SLi TPIUTOS BeAdrng
€loeAbely 1) mAiovoLov eic TN Paotieior tod Beod eloeAdelv.
Byz TpupaAldg — poadldoc A, W, ¥, 1071, 1424, Maj
TpUUaALEC  BeAdvnc  f1, f13, 579
txt tpnuatoc  Peddvnc O1,B,D
TPUTMUATOC  PeAdvne L, R, O, 157, 1241, pc

One of the few cases where all three Synoptics have a different text, at least
in NA. The reading in Mk is basically safe. The readings in Mt/Lk are divided. In
Mt pobiSoc is safe. In Luke BeAOVT is very probably correct.

If tpnuatoc (01%, B) would have come from Lk one would have expected
BeAOVN also (so Weiss).

Streeter (FG, p. 317): "assimilation has run riot".

Compare LXX:

LXX Haggai 1:6 Kol O TOUG WLOBOUC OUVAYWV OUVNYoYey €ig Oeouov
TETPUTNULEVOV

"and you that earn wages earn wages to put them into a bag with holes."




Rating: - (indecisive)
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62. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 19:24 ALY &€ A€yw LULY, €DKOTWTEPOV €0TLY KIUNAOV
SLee TPUTNUATOS Podidoc SLeABELY f) TAoVUOLOV €loeAfely eic thy
BaotAelow tod Oeod.

As two variants in NAl

eioeABelv ) mhololor 01, L, Z, 0281, f1, 33, 157, 892,
Sy-S, bo-ms, Or, WH, NA®, Gre, Tis, Bal
(=0, Y¥,579 in Mk or Lk)

txt B, D, 0,124,700, pc, Lat, sa-mss, mae, Weiss, Bois

eloeABeily 1 TAoloLov eloedBely 579, Trg !
SLeABely ) mhovoLov 565, ff!, Sy-C

SLeAbely ) mAovoLor eic TN Baoiietow tod Beod eioelBely
6,S,Y,T, Q, 1071, Maj-part (=Mk)

€loeABely 1 mholoLor ei¢ Ty Paoiielor tod Beod eloedBely
C,K, M, U, (W), A, f13, 2, 28, 1424, Maj-part (=Lk)

Tregelles has €LoeABciy 1) mAovoLov [eloeABeiv].
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 10:25 €0KOTWTEPOV €0TLY kauniov due [thi¢] tpupeilac [Tc]

padpLooc SLeABeiy f| TAovaLov €ic Tt Paoiicioar Tod Oeod eloeAbely.
eloelBely N TAovoLov eic TtV Baoiieiow tod Beod O

NAZ" Luke 18:25 €DKOTWTEPOV Yap €0TLY KaunAov Sie TPNUETOS BeAdung
eloeABelr 1) mholoLov eic TV Pootielar tod Beod eloelBelv.
eloeABelr 1) mholoLov elc TV PooLielor tod Beod ¥, 579

Compare previous verse 23:

NA?" Matthew 19:23 ‘O &¢ ’Inood¢ eimer tol¢ padntalc adTod: GuUNY Aéyw
VULV O0TL TAOUOLOC SUOKOAWS €loedeloetal €l TNV Baolielay TV
oVpaV@V.




Usage:
NA?" Matthew 7:13 EloéAOute 8La Thg otevfic moANg
NAZ?" Matthew 12:43 SLépyetal 6L aridpwy TOTWY

The longer readings are clearly harmonizations to the parallels.

The omission of €eLoeABely (565, pc) could be due to parablepsis €E1C - €1C.
If 5LeAO€LV is present, €LOEADELY is needed to fit to €lc THY Paolieloy TOD
Beo.

The support is good for both short readings, but slightly better for the 01, L
reading. On the one hand the txt reading could be interpreted as an
improvement in giving more suitable verbs (610, - SLEABELY / €LoeABELY - €L¢).
On the other hand the 01, L reading could be an abbreviation to improve style
(so Weiss).

It is difficult to see how one reading arose out of the other. It is possible that
the 01, L reading is a partial harmonization to Lk. There is no explanation for a
secondary origin of the txt reading.

Very difficult!

Rating: - (indecisive)
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63.Difficult variant:

NA? Matthew 19:29 kol TC 00TLC apfiker olklag T adeApoie 7 adeAdog
| ToaTépo N UNTEPW N Tékvo, 1) Gypolg €veker ToD OVOUaToC
LoV, ekotovtamAnoLlove ANuPetol kol (wNY alwrioy KATPOVOUNoEL.

BYZ Matthew 19:29 kol mac O¢ adpfker olklac 1) adeApole 1) AdeAdig

N ToTépe T UNTépe | yurolke N Tékve T Gypolg éveker tod Ovouatoc
HOU €kaTovTamAolove ANPetal kel (wny alirior KANpovounocL

Byz 01,C,L,W,0,f13,22, 33,579, 892, Mqj,
Lat (aur, c, f, 91, h,1,q, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co(+mae-1+2),
Basil(4™ CE), Gre
(in basically two different orders)

txt B, (D), (f1), pc, it(a, b, d, e, ff!, ff%, n), Sy-S, WH, NA®®, Weiss
D also omits f| TaTEPQ
e also omits T) TaTéPX 1) UNTEPE, but reads T Yoveicg
f Yovelg (for f) ToTEPE T UNTEPX, no 7} Yuveikd) f1, e, Or (Legg: Ir)
Sy-S, Sy-C omit 1} ToTEPQ
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 10:29

olklow 1) adedpoic 1) GdeAPC T) UNTEPE 1 TTEPL n Tékva 1 &ypoug
BYZ Mark 10:29

olklow 1) adeApoig T GdeAPOC ) ToTEPX T UNTEPX T YLVaiLke, T) TEKVO T &yPOLG
add | yovaike: A, C, Y, f13, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H

NA?" Luke 18:29 oiklov fj yuveiko T GdeApoig 1) yovelc 1) Tékvu
BYZ Luke 18:29 oiklov f| yovelc 1 &deAdolc 7| yuvelike f) Tékvo

There is no reason for an addition. Except possibly a harmonization to Mk. Most
probably it is an accidental omission. There are many variants of order and
omission (see Swanson). Obviously scribes felt the need to re-order the terms.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
External Rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)

(after weighting the witnesses)
(put it in brackets?)
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Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 19:29 kel TG 00TLS apfjker oiklog 1) adeAdole T adeApoc
N Totépa f) UNTépe 1 Tékve 1) &ypolg €veker ToD OVOUaTOS OV,
exotovtomAaoiove Aupetal kel (wnr aldvior kKAnpovounoeL.

ToAaTAnGLove B, L, 579, pc, sa, mae-1, Or, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt 01,C,D, W, ©, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo, mae-2, Basil(4™ CE)
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 2\ \ 4 € ’ ~ b ~ ~
NA*" Mark 10:30 €ov un AePn ekatovtamiaoLove VOV €V TG KOLPG
TOUTWR
NAZ?" Luke 18:30 0¢ o0yl w1 [&mo]AaPn moAiamAnclove €V T6) KaLp®
TOUTR KUL €V TG VL T¢) EPYOREV® (MY alwVLoV.

EMTATAAOLOV D, it, sa™
ekotovTamAaolove 1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C

One or the other is either a harmonization fo Mk or to Lk. It is improbable that
both Mt and Lk independently changed the Markan €koTovTOTACGLOVK to
ToAAaTAxoLove. This would create a Minor Agreement. Therefore it is more
probable that the B et al. reading is a harmonization to Lk.
Note that this is one of the few cases where the textcritical decision in NA
depends on a certain source theory (here Markan priority).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

\ 14 o 4 \ ~ \
NA%" Matthew 20:4 KL €KELVOLC €LTEV: UTIYETE KoL VHELS €LC TOV
GUTEAGDV, KoL O €V 1 Slkoloy 8Wow VWLV,

ouTeADVe pov  01,C,Y, O, I, f13, 33, 565, 579, 700, al,
it(a, aur, c, e, f, ff!, ff2, ', h, n, r'), sa, mae-1+2

txt B,D, L, W, 085, f1, Maj, Lat(b, d, |, q, vg), Sy, bo
B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 4 ) 4 ) \ ) ~ ) ~
NA*" Matthew 20:1 ... uLoBwoocBuL €pyotog €L TOV oUTeEADVE LTOD.
NA?" Matthew 20:2 ... ATEGTELAEY oDTOUC €LC TOV QUTEADVO oDTOD.

Note: omit a0TOD f1 !
NAZ" Matthew 20:7 ... DTYeTE KoL VPELS €L¢ TOV qumeAdv.

add pou ¢, D, N, Z, 085, 565, 1241, pc, it, Sy-S

Clearly a conformation to context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 20:6 Tepl 8¢ TNV evdekatny EEeABWOY €Dper tALOLC
€0TOTOG Kol A€YeEL aUTOLE TL W€ €0TNKATE OANV TNV MUEPAY GPYOL;

BYZ Matthew 20:6 Tepl 8¢ TNV €vdekatny Wpoay EEAbwY elper GAAOLG
EOTATOG GPYOUS, Kol Aéyel adTolc TU 8¢ €0TNKaTE OANY TNV TUEPOY
apyol

Byz C,W,f1,f13,579, Maj, f, h, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal
txt 01,B,D,L,®, 085, 33,565, 700, 892, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co(+ mae-2), Or
B: no umlaut

apYOG "unemployed"
Compare immediate context:

NA?" Matthew 20:3 ketl €£€ABr Tepl TPLTY Wpoy €Lder GALOUC
€0TOTAC €V TH AYopd GpyolC

There is nor reason for an omission. Probably from context 20:3.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 20:7 AéyouvoLy aDT®* OTL 00SELC MUAC €ULo0wWonTo. A€YeL
®DTOLC" LTAYETE KoL DUELS €L TOV GUTEADV.

BYZ Matthew 20:7 AéyouvoLy o0T® “OTL 000l TMUAC EULOBWONTO A€YeL
a0TOLC" UTIYETE Kol UMELS €LC TOV GUTEADVo Kol O éov 1) Slkolov

AeoBe.

ﬁ of dp.i subjunctive present active 3rd person singular

"...und was recht ist, werdet ihr bekommen."
"...and whatever may be righteous ye shall receive."

Byz C*, W, f13,22, 33, Mqj, f, h, q, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™
add GUTEADVE, WOV Kol ... C°3, N, 174, 346, 828(=f13-part), 565, 1241, pc

txt 01,8, (D), L, (2),0,(085), f1,892, Lat, (Sy-S), Co
QUTEADVN HOoL D, Z, 085, it, Sy-S, sa, mae-2 (+ €pyaleade)
B: no umlaut

(NA has txt + Lou for C%, but it reads Byz + [LOU as Swanson has it. K. Witte
from Muenster confirmed this.)

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 20:4 KoL €kelvolg elmey: DTayete Kol UHELS €lg TOV
QUTEADV, Kol O €0y 1) SLkolov 60w ULWLY.

add aumeAdve pov kol .. 01, ¢, @, f13, 33, 565, 700, pc, it

Probably a harmonization to verse 4. There is no reason for an omission.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA%" Matthew 20:16 OUTWC €00VTHL OL €0YNTOL TPADTOL KKL OL TPATOL
€o0TOL.

BYZ Matthew 20:16 OUTw¢ €00vTal OL €0YNTOL TPRATOL KKL OL TPKTOL
€oyatoL. TOAAOL Yop elow kAntol, dALyoL &€ éxAekTol.

T&T #56
Byz C,D,W,0,fl,f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, mae-1, bo", [Trg]

txt 01, B,L,Z, 085, 892* 1342, 1424, 1675*, pc'*, sa, bo"’, mae-2
pc=4,5,36,75*%, 141,278, 423*, 571,
797, 1093, 1243*, 1403, 1574, 2418*
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 22:14 TOAAOL yap €LoLY KANTOL, OALYOL O€ éKAEKTOL.

Compare context:
NA?" Matthew 19:30 moAlol 8¢ éoovtal TPATOL €0YNTOL KoL €0XOTOL TPATOL.

Compare also:

NA? Mark 10:31  moAAol &€ éoovtal Tp@ToL éoyatol kol [oi] €éoyotoL TpATOL.
NA?" Luke 13:30 kel LB0OU €lolv €oyatoL ol €oovtal TPATOL Kol €LoLy
TPATOL OL €00VTHL €T)NTOL.

BYZ Luke 14:24 A€Yw Yap ULUIY OTL 00Ol TOV AVdpRY ékelvwy TV
KEKANUEVWY  Yeloetel pov Tod Oelmrov [moAdol yop €low kAntol
OALyoL &€ ékAektol]

This is probably an addition from 22:14 (so Weiss), which resembles very much
the close of this parable. Internally it makes not much sense here. Weiss:
"inappropriate".

This catchy saying has also been added after Lk 14:24. Nevertheless it might be
an omission due to h.t. TOI - TOI. Note the corrected Byzantine minuscules!
This verse is the end of a lection. Possibly this caused the addition?

Compare:

F. Giesekke TSK 71 (1898) 344-48 [he argues that this saying is out of place (at
both positions: 20:16 and 22:14) and that the true location must have been
originally after 19:30.]



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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64. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 20:17 Kol owocBochwv 0 ’Inoouc; €Lg ‘Iepoookupa TopEAXBey
ToUg 8Woeke [uodntoac] kot’ Lolow kol €v T 066 €lmey adTolc:

Mélwv 8¢ avafoivery Incodc B, sa™s, bo™s,
WH, NA®, Weiss, Trg™, Bal
Mélwy &€ 6 'Inoodg dvofeively f1, Sy-P, Or

WH™ = txt
It is possible that ff! had this reading in his exemplar: "Et cum ascenderet...".

"Jesus, being about to go up to Jerusalem..."
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:
NAZ" Matthew 20:18 160U dvofoivouer eic ‘Tepoodiuvuc,
"See, we are going up to Jerusalem, ...

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 10:32 "Hoov &¢ €év th 080 avofaivovtec eic ‘Tepoooivue, Kol
v Tpoaywy adtove O ‘Inoodg, kal éBapBoivto, ol 6¢ dkoAovBodYTEC
€pofodrto. kol TapaAefwr TEALY TOUC dwdekn MPERTO KDTOLE A€YELY
T LEALOVTE oDTG oLUBolveLy

NA?" Luke 18:31 ITapadafwy &€ toug dwdeko elmer mpog adtole: 6o
avofoivoper €ic TepouoaAn, Kal TEACOONOETOL TAVTH TG YEYPUUULEVD
dLe TRV TPOPNTOY TG LLE ToD ArdpwToL:

NAZ" Luke 19:28 Kol eimov tadta émopeveto éumpooBer dvofulvwy eig
‘TepoooALLL.

This change is interesting, because there is no parallel for it.

Metzger: "the word [MéALwY &¢] appears to be a topographical correction
intfroduced by copyists who observed that from Jericho (vs. 29) one 'goes up to
Jerusalem'; before reaching Jericho, therefore, Jesus is 'about to go up to
Jerusalem'."

The support is quite good.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 93), says that from verse 18 one could assume that Jesus
is already walking, so the ME€ALwV is inappropriate and the phrase has been
changed.



Hoskier (Codex B, I, p. 47) thinks that the words are "a clear reflection of Mk
10:32." but this seems rather improbable, except that Mt already wrote these
words and they are original.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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65. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 20:17 Kol avofoivov 0 ’Inoodg eic  ‘Tepoodivue
Toupérafer Toug 8wWoeke [uobnTec] kot Ldlay kel €V ThH 060 clmey
oVTOolLC

omit: 01,D,L, ©, f1, f13, 892*, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, Or,
NA?® Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt = add podBnToc B,C, W, 085, 22, 28*, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, sa-mss, mae-1,
[WH], Gre, Bois

uobntog adtod 13, 346, 28€,892€, 1342, 1424, pc, it, vg-mss, Sy-P, sa-mss

o0TOD mae-2
B: no umlaut

NA*’ Matthew 26:20
‘OPilog 8¢ YEVOUEVNC GVEKELTO WeTh TOVY Swdeko T . 21 Kol €0OLOVTWY
add poOnT@OV 01,A, L, W,0, 33,157,892, 1071, 1241, 1424,
Maj-part[M, A, T1 ], L844, Lat, Sy-H, sa-mss, mae-1, bo,
[NA®], [WH], Tis, 6re, Bois

txt = omit P37¥4(300 CE), P45"4(3™ CE), B, D, f1, 13, 28, 565, 579,
700, Maj-part[K, U, T, Q], L2211, (Sy-S), sa-mss,
Eus, Weiss, Trg, Bal

add pefntdv adtod  074(=064), 0281, pc, it, vg®', Sy-P

HETO TOV PodNT@Y  mae-2

P37: After 1R the papyrus breaks off. Compare reconstruction in K.5. Min ANTF
34 (Mt papyri) p. 83 + 109, which makes it very probable that P37 reads txt.

O]+IAC AE FENOMENHC ANEKEITO MET A TWN B [KAI ECOION

TN AY TN EINMEN AMHN ACGIW YMIN €IC €2 Y[MWN JIA
J’]AA(DC€1 ME KA] AYTIOMENOI C<1>OAI’A HPZANT O [ AereiN exa



P45: Here again, curiously the papyrus breaks off directly after Swdek.
Compare reconstruction in K.S. Min ANTF 34 (Mt papyri) p. 117.

[ONIAAC A€ETE]

N]JOMENHC ANEKEITO M[ETA TWN AWIJAEKA[KAI ECOIONT WN EINTEN AMHN

AJErw yMIN €1C €2 YM[WN HAJ’A]A(J)CGI ME KA AY[]‘IOMGNOIC(])OA]’AHJ’

r]AA(DCGI ME KAl AYTIOMENO] C<]>0ArA HPZANT O [ AereiNn exa
B: no umlaut

Parallels 20:17:
NAZ" Mark 10:32 KoL TopeAXBwY TaALY TOUG OwdeKa:

add pofnrac adtod 124, pe

NAZ Luke 18:31 ITapadofwr 6€ ToUg Swdeke,
add pobnTog E*

Parallels 26:20
NA?" Mark 14:17 Kol OYlag yevopévng €pyetol peto TV dwdeKa.
safel

NAZ" Luke 22:14
\ V4 b ’ € (V4 > ’ \ e d 14 \ ¥ ~
Kol 0te €yeveto N wpe, aVeETECEY Kol OL OTOOTOAOL OLV KUTR.

dwdeko amooToroL 01% A, C, W, 0, P, f1, f13, 579, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, arm, Marcion®

oL dwdeko 014, L, X, 1071, 1241, pc®, sa™*
ol padntoal adtod Sy-S
Txt P75, 01*, B, D, 157, pc, it, Sy-C, sa

Context for 26:20:

NA?" Matthew 26:18 ... 0 KOLPOC WOUL €YYUC €0TLY, TPOC OE TOL® TO TOOY0L
HETO TOV padNTOV pov. 19 Kol €moilnoay ol UabnTol ¢ CUVETHEEV
a0tol¢ 0 'Inoodc kel Mrolpaooy TO THoYW.

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 10:1 Kol mpookadeodperoc tovg dwdeke, uodntog odtod
safel




NA? Matthew 11:1 Kol €yéveto Ote €tédcocr 0 'Inoodc SLataoowy TOLG
dwdeko wodntaic avtod,
omit dWdekL: f1, 22, pc, mae-2

NAZ" Mark 6:7 Kol TpookaA€ltol ToUC dwdeko:
add paebntag D, 892, 1071, pe, it

NA?" Mark 11:11 €EAABer el¢ BnBaviay peta tov duwdeko.
add peOntwv D, pc, it

NAZ" Luke 9:1 YUYKOA€OUUEVOC &€ TOVC SuWdeK
add podnrac adtod ¢S E,F, H,U, 2,157, dl, it(b, ff% 1, q, r'), Eus

NA? John 6:67 eler ovv 0 'Inoodc tolg dwdeko
add padntalc U, O, 13, pc, it, arm

Very difficult due to very evenly divided support. If one analyses the external
evidence, in 20:17 the support is even slightly better for the omission and in
26:20 it is slightly better for the addition.

On the one hand ol 8wdeke was a clear title for the twelve disciples and it is
possible that WaONTC has been omitted as redundant. Metzger in his
commentary thinks that the omission is due to a harmonization to the parallels
(Mk 10:32, Lk 18:31).

On the other hand the addition of poONTaC is only natural, as can be seen above.
The addition might be a conformation to Mt 10:1 and 11:1. Weiss argues this way.
Especially in 26:20 the addition of HLoONTOV is suggested from immediate
context, verses 18 and 19.

WH have "disciples" in both verses in brackets in the text. This seems
reasonable.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
either both fimes in brackets in text or both times in apparatus.
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66. Difficult variant

NAZ?" Matthew 20:19 Kol TepadwWoouvoLy adTOV TOlg €0veaLy €ig TO
EUTOTENL KoL MOOTLYDONL KoL OTODPRDONL, Kol TH TPLTT NUEPQ
€yepONoeTOL.

BYZ Matthew 20:19 Kol TapadwoovoLy «dTOV TOLC €0veoLy €ic 1o

eumotéol Kol HOOTLYOOKL Kol oTeup@oel Kol TH TPty mMuépw
Voo TNOETOL.

Byz B,CD,W,0,085,fl,fl13, 22, Maj, WH™, Weiss
txt 01,C* L,N,Z, 579,892, pc, Or, WH, NA®
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA27pMatthew 16:21 Kol GmOKTOVOfVaL Kol T TPLTY MUépw €yepbiva.
D, 157, it: ATVl
NAZ?" Luke 9:22 Kol GTOKToORvaL Kol TH TPLTn TMuépa Eyepdfjval.
A,C,D, K, fl, 565, Maj-part: draotijvol
NA*" Matthew 17:23
Kol GmokTerodoLy adTov, Kol Tf TPLTN HUEPE €yepOnoctol.
B, 047, f13, 892, 1424, pc: GVaOTNOETAL

NAZ?" Matthew 12:41 &vdpec Niveultol GUaoTNOOVTOL €V TH KPLOEL eTd
The yevedg Tadtng

NAZ?" Mark 8:31 Kol GTOKTOVORVOL Kol HETh TPELC MUEPNS GVaoTAvoL:
NAZ" Mark 9:31 Kol GTOKTEVoDOLY adTOV, Kol GTOKTUVOELC WUETO TPELS
MUEPAC AVOOTNOETOL.

NA?" Mark 10:34 KL GTOKTEVODOLY, KOL HETK TPELC MUEPS GVOOTNOETOL.

NA?" Luke 18:33 KOl HOOTLYWONVTEC GTOKTEVODOLY adTOV, Kol TH MUEPK
TH TPLTN GrooTNOETAL.

NA?" Luke 24:7 Kol 0TowpwOfjval kol Tf Tl MUEPR Qraotn

NAZ?” John 6:40 KoL Ge0THOW o0TOV €Yw [€v] Th €oyatn Muépw.

NAZ” John 11:24 AéyeL adT® 1 MapBa: olde OTL draotnoetal év i
QVUOTAOEL €V TH €0XATT MUEPL.

It is interesting to note that in the minority readings of the above parallels the
change is always from €Yyelpw to GULOTTUL.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 46) thinks that the €yepOnoetal is a conformation to Mt
16:21. He thinks that if the dvaotnoetal was a conformation to Mk, then also
the Tf} TpLTN MUEPQ would have been changed into HeTd TPELG MUEPOS (as in
D 16:21). That Mt uses GVLOTNLL this way can be seen from Mt 12:41.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

o ~ ’ 4 ~
NAZ" Matthew 20:21 0 6¢ elmer Ut TL O€deLg; Aéyel adtR) elme va
kaBlowoly oltoL oL 800 ulol pov €lg ék OeELdVr oov kol €lg €
€0WVVIWY 00V €V TR PaoLiely oou.

omit first oou: 01, B, NA®°, WH, Weiss, Bal
Tis has it.

omit second oov: D, E, O, fl, 22, 33, 565, pc, Lat, mae-1, arm
omit:  aur,c,d, e, ff, ff%, r!, vg™s
have it: aq, f, 91, h,l,n,q,vg™*

- mae-2 has a lacuna, but Schenke reconstructs without second cov.
- Acc. to Harris and Anderson 22 has 00UV, acc. to Legg it omits.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA% Mark 10:37 oL 8¢ elmor adT@® 60¢ MUY Lo €1 0oL €k SeELBY Kol
€lg €€ apLotep®dv koblowpey év T 60En oov.

BYZ Mark 10:37 oL &¢ elmov a0t A0C MUY tva €lg ék 8eELdY oou Kol
€lg €€ ebwViu@Y oov kablowuer €v T 60En oou

Compare:
NAZ" Mark 3:33 kol GmokpLOelc adTolc Aéyel
Tlg €0TLY 1) UNTNP UOU Kol ol adeAdol [uov];
omit first Lov w
omit second pov B, D, NA?®, WH, Weiss

Possibly omitted fo improve style?

It is also possible that the words have been added to make the sentence more
symmeftrical.

Note the similar omission of [LOUL in Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 230

NAZ" Matthew 20:22-23 amokpLBeic &¢ 0 ’Inoodc elmer: ok oldute Tl
aiteloBe. dOraobe TLELY TO TOTNPLOY O €Yw HEAAW TLVELY; AEYouoLy
a0TR Suvopuedo.

/ b ~ \ \ 14 14 ’ \ \ ’ b
23 A€yeL oUTOLG" TO €V TOTMPLOV Hou TleoBe, TO O€ koBlooL €k
SELDV oL Kol €€ €DwVUhwY 00K €0TLy éuov [tolto] dodvat, GAL’ olg
MTOLUEOTOL LTO TOD THTPOC KOU.

BYZ Matthew 20:22-23 amokpLBelc 6¢ 0 ’'Inoodc eimer Olk oldute Tl
aiTelofe SUvaobe TLELY TO TOTNHPLOV O €Yyw HEAAW TLVELY 1) TO
Bamtiope 0 €yw Bamtilopotl Bamtiobijval; Aéyouvoy adT® Avvauedo
23 kol A€yel adtolg ToO pev motnpLor pov mieobe kol TO BamTTLOWE O
b \ 14 4 \ \ ’ b ~ \ b
eyw Pomtilouol BamTLaOnoecbe: To 6€ kobBLool €k S€ELOV HOL Kol €€
eOWVOUWY WOV ODK €0TLY €uov Sodval &AL olg¢ mrolpaotol UTO TOD
TOTPOC OV

Byz C,W,X, 32, ®,f13,33,579, Maj, f, h, g, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo?"

txt 01,B,D,L,Z, 0,085, f1, 788(f13), 22, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-1+2, bo™
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Mark 10:38-39 0 6¢ ‘Inoodg elmer alTole oDk oldate TL oitelobe.
SUvaoBe TLElY TO TOTNPLOY O €Yyw Tivw T TO PUTmTLope 0 €Yw
Bamtiloual BomTLodfvaL;

c \ > 5> A ’ < \ ) ~ %> 5 -~ \
39 oL 0€ elmov oLt Ouvauebou. 0 O€ ’'Inoolg elmer woULTOLE” TO
TOTHPLOV 0 €yw TIvw TileoBe kol TO Pamtiope 0 €y Pamtilopol
BomtLoO1oeabE,

Compare:
NAZ" Luke 12:50 BaTTiope 8¢ €xw PamTLodfvaL, Kol TOC CUVEXOUKL €WC
0TOL TeAcoB).

Very probably copied from Mark (so Weiss). The support is not very good.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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67. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 20:23 T0 6¢ KaBlool €k SEELDY WOV KoL €€ €DWVUULWY 0DK
€oTLY €uov [tobto] Sodvat, &AL’ ol¢ Mrolpaotel LTO ToD TATPOC HOV.

No txt in NA!

N

n B,L,0,1,1582M, 33, 1424, pc, Or, Weiss, WH™, Trg™

txt 01,C,D, W, Z, 085, 1582*, f13, 22, 579, 700, Maj

085: from silence, NA and Gregory III, p. 1062.

1582: The addition in the margin has been written by the original scribe Ephraim (10™ CE).
Anderson thinks that it is more likely that Ephraim copied those marginalia from his exemplar,
than that they are his own comments. Ephraim is known from his other work to have copied
faithfully his material. The text of 1582, as well as 1739 is closely related to Origen/Caesarea.
The archetype has been assigned to the late 5™ CE.

B: no umlaut

Immediate context:

NA?" Matthew 20:21 0 8¢ €lmer Ot TL O€Aelg, A€yel adT®: elme Tva
kaOlowoly oltoL oL 600 ulol pov €lc ék O6eEL@r oov kol €lg €F
cOWVOUWY 0oL €V Th PaotAely oov.

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 10:40 TO 6¢ kaBlool €k SeELDY pov 1 €€ ebwripwy
BYZ Mark 10:40 TO 6¢ kaOlool €k SeELOY HoL Kol €€ eDWVUIWY
Not in NA at alll

Byz A,C,O,fl,fl13,28, 565, 579, 700, 1071, Maj

txt 01,B,D,L, W, A, ¥, 892, 1342, 1424, pc (Lacuna: 33)

Tischendorf and NA think that 1) is a harmonization to MKk.

On the other hand the support is very good and a harmonization fo Mk is
normally rather improbable.

The reading 1) in Mk is overwhelmingly supported and so practically safe. kol
then, must be a harmonization to Mt.

It is possible that Kol in Mt is a conformation to immediate context, verse 21
(so Weiss). To this, then, subsequently, the Byzantine text in Mk is harmonized.
But all this is far from certain. Very difficult!



Rating: - (indecisive)
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68. Difficult variant

NA? Matthew 20:23 T0 6¢ koOlool €k SeELDY HOL Kol €€ €DWVUIWY 00K
” 2\ ~ ~ s y 7 ¢ ’ ¢\ ~ 14
€oTLy epov [tobto] dobvol, AL’ OLg MTOLUKOTHL LTO TOU MHTPOG [LOV.

BYZ Matthew 20:23 T0 6¢ koOloal €k 6eELOY pov Kol €€ €DWVOLWY LoU
00K €0TLY €uoV Sobval &AL ol¢ NrTolpuaotol LTO ToD THTPOC WOV

Byz O01,B,KL,Z0,f1,13,22, 700,892, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2),
WH, Trg, Bal

txt C,D,U,W,A,II 085, 33, 346, 565, 1342, dl, q, (Sy-S, Sy-C), Sy-H,
WH™, NA?®, Bois, Weiss, Tis
T00TO OUK €0TLY €uov dobral U, 565, pc, (Sy-S, Sy-C)
00K €0TLY €uov 6obval tobto I

T0 6oL Y (acc. to Gregory, Textkritik IIT, p. 1029)
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Mark 10:40 T0 &¢ kaBlool ék deELdy pov 1) €€ edwripwy ok
€0TLY €OV doDrat, aAL’ olc mrolpeotol.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 19:11 0 &¢ elmer adTole 0D TOVTEC YWPODOLY TOV Adyov
[toDtov] dAL’ olc S€dotal.
omit TOLTOV: B, f1, 892*, pc, e, bo™, Or

NA? Matthew 19:22 akovooc O¢ O Veaviokog TOV  A0yor amiAfev
AUTOUUEVOC" TV YOP €YWY KTHUTO TOAAQ.
TOV AOyov todtov B, 892° pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, mae, bo™*

It is possible that the omission is a harmonization to Mk. Different insertion
points are an indication of a secondary cause. The support for the omission is
bad.

Compare discussion at 19:11 and 22.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading: A
NAZ?" Matthew 20:28 oTep 0 LLOG TOD AVOPWTOL OUK HAOEV
SLakovnOfral Al Slakovfionl kol dodval thy Yuymy abtod Adtpov
avtl ToAAGY T .
T D, d,®,it(a, aur, b, c,d, e, ff, ff% (g"), ¢° h, (m), n, rl, r?), vg™,
Sy-C (adds 1)), Sy-H™, Sy-P™
4 Anglo-Saxon Codices, Juvencus (330 CE), Hilary (354 CE), Bois

g' and m read only the first sentence a.
Of the Old Latins f, 91, [, g do not have the addition.

In Codex Bezae there is a vertical bar in the left margin along this passage. At
the end there is an erased, illegible note. If it referred to the passage I don't
know.

Scrivener (Bezae Codex, p. XLIX) cites a marginal note in a Philoxenian Syriac:
“that the paragraph is found in Greek copies at this place, but in ancient copies
only in Lk kegp. 53"

Sy-S has a lacuna. Burkitt notes that it was probably not in Sy-S, because the
space in the missing page is oo small.

B: no umlaut

D reads:
€ ~ \ ~ b ~ b 4 \ \ b 14 b4

a. UPELG O0€ (Mrelte €k pLkpoD ovénool kol (UN) €K PeLovog €AnTTOV
elvot

b /4 \ \ 4 ~ \ ) 14

b. €LOoepyOopevoL 0€ Kol ToPoKANOEVTEG SeLTVNonL WU oVeKAeLVeaBol
€lg ToLC €E€yovTag TOTOUC WNTOTE €VOOEQTEPOC 00U EMEADM Kol
TPOOEABWY O  SELTVOKANTWP €L 0oL €TL  KOTW YWPEL Kol
KorTe Loy LVATO)
2\ \ b \ b \ 34 /4 \ b /4 94 b ~

c. €V 8¢ GroTEONC €Lg TOV NTTOVe, TOTOV Kol €MEABT 0oL NTTWY €PeEl
0oL 0 SELTVOKANTWP OLVIYE €TL (VW Kol €0TeL 00L TODTO YPNOLUOV

The Latin reads (from Jilicher):

a. Vos autem quaeritis de pusillo crescere et de maiore minores esse.

b. Intrantes autem et rogati ad cenam nolite recumbere in locis eminentioribus,
ne forte clarior te superveniat et accedens, qui ad cenam vocavit te, dicat
tibi: adhuc deorsum accede, et confundaris.

c. Si autem in loco inferiori recubueris et supervenerit humilior te, dicat tibi qui
ad cenam vocavit te: Accede adhuc sursum/superius, et erit hoc tibi utilius.

(At the end e reads: tunc erit tibi: gloriam coram discumbentibus.)



Variants:
a. Sy-C adds u1| after Kol.
b. Sy-C omits cLoepyOuevoL &€ Kol
for avokAelvecBul elc Toug EE€xovtag TOTOVG @ reads:
€Lg TOUG EEEYOVTOG TOTOUS GVOKALVEaDe
Sy-S reads the singular: GrakAiveaBe eic tov €E€yovte, TOTOVY
Sy-S omits TPOCEABWY
Sy-S, e omit €TL
after KaTLOYUVONOT) Sy-S adds: EVOTLOY TOV (VIKELUEVROY
c. ® omits the first Kol.
for obvarye @ reads dye
for ypnNoLuov ® reads XPMOLLWTEPOV
at the end Sy-S, e read for T0UTO YpNOLUOV:
Kol €0TolL 0oL 60N €VBOEOTEPOC EVWTLOY TOV QVOKELUEVOY

Translation:

a. But seek to increase from that which is small, and (not) from the greater to become less.

b. When you enter into a house and are invited to dine, do not recline in the prominent places,
lest perchance one more honorable than you come in, and the host come and say to you: "Go
farther down" and you will be put to shame.

c. But if you recline in the lower place and one inferior to you comes in, the host will say to you:
"Go farther up" and this will be advantageous to you.

Compare Lk 14:8-10

NAZ" Luke 14:8 0Tt kANOfic LTO TLVOC €l¢ YapouS, U KaTekALOfC €lg
TNV TPWTOKALOLOY, UNTOTE EVTLUOTEPOC 00U N KEKANuEvog v adToD,
9kl €ABWV 0 0 Kol aDTOV KOAEONG €PEL ooL* 80C TOUTw TOTOV, Kol
T0TE (apEn et aloylvng TOv €oyaToV TOTOV KOTEXELV.

10 GAL" OTow KANOTC, Topevbelg dvameoe €lg TOv €oyatov TOTOV, v
OTow €ABM O KEKANKWC o€ €pel ool ¢Llie, mpooowvaPndL arwtepov:
TOTE €0TOL 0OL 00N EVWTLOV TAVTWY TV CLVOVRKELLEVWY OOL.

Luke 14:8-10 "When you are invited by someone to a wedding banquet, do not sit down at the
place of honor, in case someone more distinguished than you has been invited by your host; 9 and
the host who invited both of you may come and say to you, ‘Give this person your place,’ and then
in disgrace you would start to take the lowest place. Luke 10 But when you are invited, go and sit
down at the lowest place, so that when your host comes, he may say to you, 'Friend, move up
higher'; then you will be honored in the presence of all who sit at the table with you.



The first part UUEL .. €lval without the negation sounds "Thomas".
Fortunately we have the Sy-C addition of 1), which makes much sense. But H.J.
Vogels says:

"the [addition of] uh in the first sentence shows that one did not understand
the meaning of this "witty paradoxon" (Wellhausen) and tried to work around it
by emendation." [BZ]

Compare for the first sentence:
NA?" Matthew 20:26-27 00) OUTW¢ €0TOL €V VLY, GAL™ 0¢ €xv BEAN €v

3
) €

N ~ ’ ’ b4 € ~ 4 \ (3} N 4 ~
UULY peyog YeveoBol €0Tal LMOV OLOKOVOG, 27 KL 0C 0V O€EAT €V LULY
elval TPATOC €0TolL LUKV doDAoC!

"It will not be so among you: but whoever wishes to be great among you must be your servant,
and whoever wishes to be first among you must be your slave;"

Compare also:
14 ’ ’ ~

NA%" Luke 22:27 TL¢ yop pellwr, O Grakelderogc N 0 SLakov®dy; ovyL O
QVOKELULEVOC; EYW 8E €V U€ow DUV €lpl ¢ O SLakov@v.
Note that D here reads:

~ N\ € b ’ b \ \ b ’ > 2 N <
MOAAOY T) O OVOKELUEVOG €YW Yop €V Jeow mABov: ovy wg O
QVOKELULEVOC GAL™ WC O SLakov@r: Kol LUELE MOENONTe €V T Srakovie
LOU WC O BLOUKOVQV.

The second part sounds like a paraphrase of Lk 14:8-10. But Zahn notes (Comm.
Mat.), probably correctly, that the wording and form deviates so strongly from
Lk that in cannot be a harmonization to Lk, but must come from an apocryphal
source, very old, at any rate.

WH: "from an independent source."
Metzger: "floating tradition".

Cureton: "it certainly belongs to the most ancient times of Christianity. ... and
the fact of the same advice of our Lord in very similar words being found in Lk
would at least make it appear that it is tfo be referred ultimately fo him,
whatever might have been the channel through which it has been derived".

Nestle speculates that this piece possibly comes out of the Syriac and/or
possibly from Tatian: "But I ask myself in vain how else this interpolation is to
be explained except as an attempt at harmonizing." (compare his detailed
discussion in the 2" German edition of his TC introduction.)

0 BeLTVOKANTWP = "lord of the supper”, seems to be a Syriac expression.
(Nestle is reminded of KTﬁ‘E(op = "owner, possessor", Act 4:34)

Neither Ephraem nor Aphraates mention the passage though.



Vogels [BZ] agrees with a Tatianic origin, but thinks of a Greek origin. He notes
that SELTVOKANTWP is used for T¢) KEKANKOTL a0TOV in Lk 14:12 by Sy-C and
Sy-S!

Important Literature:
H.J. Vogels "Ein Apokrypher Zusatz im Mt-Evangelium (20:28)"
BZ 12 (1914) 369 - 390 [gives all texts and variants]
Vogel mentions a Latin 15™ CE Gospel harmony (Berlin MS theol. fol. 7, fol.
236R) which reads after Mt 20:28:
Vos autem queritis modico crescere et de maximo minui.
Cum autem introieritis ad cenam vocati nolite recumbere in superioribus
locis ne forte dignior superveniat et accedens ipse qui te invitavit dicat tibi.
Adhuc inferius accede et confundaris.
Si autem recubueris in inferiora loca (corr. loco) et advenerit humilior te
dicat tibi qui te invitavit accede superius et erit tibi hoc melius.

E. Nestle ZNW 7 (1906) 362-4
Nestle mentions a note by P. Sabatier in his "Bibliorum sacrorum latinae" (1751)
where he writes:
"Praeterea idem assumentum totidem pene verbis exstat Graece ex
tribus Apographis in Bibliorum polyglott. Londinensium, to VI. enilla:
DUelg 8¢ (Mtelte €k uikpod avEnot
kol €k petlovoc énttov elval al. édottodobol
Eadem exstant Graece ex tribus MS codicibus in Bibliorum polyglott.
Londin. fomo. VT.
cloecpyouevor &€ kol TopokAndévtec  Sermvfjonl  (al.
SeLmreloBul) un dvekielvaoBe (al. avakAiveoBe) .. ypnoLuov
[the rest as in D]
Nestle asks: "From where is the Aorist dvokielvoode and SeLmrelabul?" [The
D readings are dvakAciveabul and deLmrfiowt.]
and: "How can Sabatier make this definite statement of three Greek MSS
attesting this passage and where did he get his variants?"
® was not yet known in Sabatier's time. It was published in 1885/86.

Compare variant 21:9 below!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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69. Difficult variant:
NA?” Matthew 20:30 éAénaov nuac, [kopLe,] vioc Acvutld.

BYZ Matthew 20:30 éAéncov Mudc, KUpLe LLOC Aovld

EAENOOV NUAC, KUPLE P45 C, W, f1, 22, 33,579, Maj,
f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Bois

EAénoov Mudc, kople, ‘Inoodg N, Z, 124, 1689(=f13), Sy-Pal™*

€Aénoov Mudg, Inooig 01, ©, f13, 700, mae-2, Sy-Pal™

kOpLe, €EAénoov Mg, Incodc L, 892

kOpLe, EAENCOV TUAC, B, Z, 085, 0281, pc, Lat(aur, g', I, r!, vg),
sa, bo, NA®®, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg

EAENCOV MUAC D, f13-part, 118, 209(=f1), 346(=f13), 157, 565, pc,
it(a, b, c, d, e, ff!, ff%, h, n), Sy-C, mae-1, Tis, Bal

P45: I am giving here the reconstruction by Min (ANTF 34) p. 111 + 152. Even
though most of the letters are within a lacuna, it is clear that P45 reads the
Majority reading here. Unfortunately we don't have it for verse 31.

MENOJ TIAPA TH]N OAON AKOYCANTEC [OTITTHTIAJAT €] EKPAZAN ACTON

T"EC EAEHCON HMAJC K€ YE AAYIAO A€ OX[AOC ENETIMHCEN AY T OIC INA

CIWITHCWCIN O A€ JTIOAA]W EKPAYTACAN [ACIONT EC EAEHCON HMAC KC

In NA the addition of 'Inocol¢ is an extra variation unit, which is unfortunate,
because then the 01, ® support is added to D et al. for omitting KipLe.
Basically we have here an exchange of KUpLe/'Inood¢ though. The two units
must be combined and presented in a form like that abovel

Lacuna: Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Next verse:
NA?" Matthew 20:31 €éAéncov nmudc, KOpLe, VLOC Aauld.

txt C, W, f1, 33, Mqj, Sy-C, Sy-H, mae-1, Bois
312 01,B,D,L,Z, 0,085, f13, 892, pc,

Lat, Sy-P, sa, bo, NA*>, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
12 118, 579, 700

EAENOOV TUAC, KUPLE, EAENOOV Tudg, LLOC Aovid mae-2




Taking both verses together, we get the following support:

1 2 3 1 2 3

e.n. K e.n. K C, W, f1, 33, Mqj,
e.n. KI) e n. 579, (700)

€. M. e.n K 565, pc

€. 1. €. M. 118

€. M. Ke. n. D

€.n. I Ke. n. 01,0, f13

Ke. n. Ke. n. B, Z, 085
Ke.n.I Ke. n. L, 892

Interestingly the order [3-1-2 + 1-2-3] does hot exist! Also, the [1-2-3+ 3-1-2]
order only exists in the deviant form with 'Incodc.

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 10:47  vi€ Aauld ‘Inocod, éAénoov ue.
vie Aovld , EAENOOV pe. L, 0, ¥, 579, pc
'Inood vie Aauld €AEnoov pe. 13, (28), 565

NA? Mark 10:48  vl€ AavLd, EAENOOV €.
‘Inood vie Aauld EAENooV pe. 13, (28, 1071), 1342

NA? Luke 18:38  ’Inood vie Aauld, EAENOOV Le.
vie Aauld, €AEnoov pe. A, E, K, II, 579, pc

NA? Luke 18:39  ULE AquLd, €AENOOV k.
‘Inood vie Aauld éAénoov pe. 01, U, 1, f13

It is interesting to note that in the parallel accounts of Mk and Lk the
exclamation is different in both verses.

Other Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 9:27 €Aéncov Muac, vloc Aauld.
add Inood: €*, add kUpte: N, f13
NAZ?" Matthew 15:22 €AéNOOV pe, KUpLe LLOC Axvid: safel
NAZ?" Matthew 17:15 kUpLe, €EAENCOV WOU TOV ULLOV,
omit kUpLe: 01
NA?" Luke 16:24 Ttep "APBpoap, EAENOOV pe
NA? Luke 17:13  ’'Inood émiotate, EAENOOV MUAC.




The order was probably not really a problem per se, because both forms already
occurred and have been left untouched (Mt 9:27, 15:22, 17:15). So, something
must have been problematic here.

The omission of kUpLe could be inspired by Mt 9:27, the addition by 15:22. The
variant of B et al. could come from Mt 17:15.

Looking at the variation in the parallels, one notes a tendency to conform the
two exclamations to each other. Some conform the first to the second and some
the second to the first.

Unfortunately in Mt both verses are unsecure. Looking at the external evidence
it appears most probable that kUpLe €Aénoov TMUAC by 01, B et al. is the
original reading in verse 31.

Min (ANTF 34, p. 292) additionally suggests that this reading is the harder one,
because it violates the rule that normally two addresses are not separated by
€AENOOV (see examples above).

Combining these two arguments one gets for verses 30 + 31 either the [1-2 + 3-
1-2] or the [1-2-3 + 3-1-2] reading as the original. This means, we have to follow
either D or 01, ©. Note that O is Alexandrian in this part of Mt.

The support for the D reading is incoherent and the omission is probably at least
in part accidental. Nevertheless one can argue that the shortest reading is the
original and all others are attempts to fill up.

It should be noted that the 01, © reading is deviant in that it has 'Inoodg in
verse 30. This is especially interesting, since both Mk and Lk have "Incoig in the
first exclamation, too. This could be an indication of originality, but also of a
(partial) harmonization to (Mk)/Lk.

Min (ANTF 34, p. 292), who argues for the D reading, is misguided by the
unfortunate arrangement in the NA apparatus (see note above), which gives
quite a strong support for the omission of kUpLe. But the evidence is more
complicated.

The L, 892 reading is either a conflation or originated from an erroneous
correction. Either kUpLe or 'INcoD has been added above the line and has been
inserted without deleting the other word. Unfortunately one cannot decide.

Here is the argumentation by Metzger (UBS committee):
Verse 30: The 'Inoob variants are considered secondary, because the parallels
contain 'Inool. The shortest reading is a conformation to Mt 9:27. They do not



really make a decision about the position of KUpLe: "As the least unsatisfactory
resolution of all the diverse problems a majority of the committee decided to
adopt the reading of P45, C et al. [1-2-3], but, in view of the variation in the
position of KUPLE, to enclose this word within square brackets."

Verse 31: The committee adopted the [1-2-3] reading, because "it is the non-
liturgical order of words and so would have been likely to be altered in
transcription tfo the more familiar sequence."

The following witnesses changed the text in one of the parallels:
01, A E KILL,0O, Y, f1,f13, 28, 565, 579, pc
Removing them from the list of witnesses, we are left with the following:

e.n K e.n K C, W, 33, Mqj,
€. M. Ke. n. D
Ke. n. Ke. . B,Z, 085

If we accept the K €. M. reading in verse 31, we should accept then probably
the €. M. or €. M. K reading in verse 30, to make the two formulas different.
Against €. M. K could be argued that the Byzantine text also changed the word
ékpokor into €kpalov (see next variant). This would make the withesses C, W,
33, Maqj suspicious here, too.

Overall we have to conclude that there is no decisive evidence for verse 30. The
UBS committee also did not come to a decision. The support is just too divided
and internal arguments are rather weak. At least we agree with Min (= B. Aland?)
in accepting the 3-1-2 reading in verse 31 against NA.

Note that many witnesses (P45, C, D, N, 085, 0281, f1, 33, 565, 579, 1241, 1424,
Maj-part) read LLE instead of LLOC. Weiss notes that possibly the vocative
KUPLE has been extended to the second vocative ULE.

Compare:
K.S. Min ANTF 34 (Mt papyri, 2005) p. 290 - 93

verse 30:
Rating: - (indecisive)
probably best to leave txt as is with brackets.

verse 31
Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
retain NA?® 3-1-2 reading
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?" Matthew 20:31 0 6¢ OyAo¢ €meTiunoey adTOlC (v OLWTNOWOLY® ol
8¢ pellov ékpokoy A€yovtec: EAENOoV MUAC, KUPLE, LLOC AauLd.

expoVyalov 0, f13,157
ekpolyaooy P45

ékpafoy  01,B,D, L, Z, I1* 085,0281, 700, 892, pc
ékpalov €, K, W, fl, 33,579, Maj
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 10:48 Kl €TETLHWY DTG TOAAOL v oLwmmon: O 6€ TOAAG
naAlov ékpaler: vie Aauld, EAENcOV .

27 ) \ S 4 ) 14 ) ~ U 4 >\
NAZ" Luke 18:39 KL OL TPONYOVTEG EMETLUWY aUT@ Lva oLynor, odtog
8¢ MOAAG paAdov ékpaler: vie Aavid, €AENGOV Ue.

Compare:

NAZ" Luke 4:41 &énNpyeto 8¢ kol OuLpovie Gmo TOAADY kp[evylalovto
Kol A€yovte OTL oL €l 0 vlog Tod Beod.

KpO,LCOV‘EOC B,C,K,L,N,0O, E, ¥, 1, 33,565,579, 892, 1241, 1424, pm
kpavyalovta A, D, Q, W, T, A, f13, 700, pm, Or

Compare previous verse:
NAZ Matthew 20:30 kol i80L 600 TuPAOL KaONUevOL Topd TNHY OO0V
akovoovtec OtL Inoodc mapayel, €kpafoy A€yovtec: EAENOOV MUAC,
[kUpLe,] viog Aauld.

The parallels have ékpager both safe. kpavyalw appears only once in Mt and
once in Lk, but 6 times in Jo (11:43; 12:13; 18:40; 19:6, 12, 15).

Possibly kpauya{w is even more intense?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 20:34 oTAay)vioBelc 8¢ 0 ’Inoodc NPato TOV OUUNTWY
aVTOV, Kol €00EWS aVePAefior Kol HKOAODONOOY aDTE).

BYZ Matthew 20:34 oTAyyvLofelc 6¢€ 0 ’Inoodc MPato TV OGOoALGY
DTV Kol €00€we avefrelory adT@Y ol 0dBuAuol, kol HKoAoLONooV
oa0T®D

Byz 01, C, K, II, W, f1, 33,157, 579, 1071, 1424, Mqj
txt B,D,L,Z 0,f13,892, pc, Or

14 3 ~ ~ b 4
B alone reads: NJTo GUTOV TOV OUUATWV

B: possible umlaut! (line 6 C left, p. 1262) NTo TOV OUUATWY

It is not completely clear if this is really an umlaut. First, it is on the "wrong"
side (but the other umlaut in this column, line 25, is also on the left sidel),
second it looks more like a bar, or three very near dots.

If it is an umlaut it is quite possible that it indicates the word-order variant by
B.

6“‘“’“ —u eyeu

Compare:
NA%" Mark 8:23 kol €mLAafoueroc thg xeLpog tod Tuprod EEnveykey
adTOV €W THC KWUNG Kol TTU0G €L¢ TO Oupate c0ToD,

O is a rare word. It appears only once more in the NT, in Mk 8:23. I appears
7 times in Proverbs and Wisdom. BDAG notes: "more common in poetry than in
prose". Robertson (Wordpictures) writes: "a common poetic word (Euripides) and
occurs in the papyri".

There is no reason to introduce this rare word here. It has probably been
changed to the more common 0GOUALGY.

Note the addition/omission of ®0TAV oL 0POAUOL later in the verse (see next
variant). It is possible that these two changes are connected. So one could think
that OUUATWY has been changed into OGOUALGY as a conformation to context.
A change the other way round is not probable, because in the witnesses that
have OUPOTWV the addition of a0T@Y oL OGOXAUOL is not present, so there is
not need for a change.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 20:34 oTAay)viofelc 8¢ 0 ’Inoodc NPato TOV OUUKTWY
DTV, Kol €DOEWC avéBreoy Kol NKoAovdnoay adtd.

BYZ Matthew 20:34 oTAyyvLofelc 6¢ 0 ’Inocodc MPato TV OGBoALGY
aDTOV Kol €00€we aveprelor adT@Y oL 0dBoAuLoL, kol MKoAoLBnooy
oa0T®D

Byz C, K, II, W, f13-part, 579, 1241, Maj, q, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt 01,B,D,L,Z", O, f1, 124, 788(=f13-part), 22, 28, 33, 700, 892, pc,
Latt, Sy-C, Co(+ mae-2)

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 9:30 kol frewydnoor adtdr ol O0pBuAuol. kol évePpLundn
a0tolc 6 ‘Inoolc Aéywr: Opate UNdELC YLVWOKETW.

NAZ?" Mark 10:52 kol €00UC GUéBAclier kol froAovBeL adT® €V Th 083.

NA?" Luke 18:43 kol Topoypfiue avéBAefer kol froAolBeL adTE

It is either:
"and immediately they regained their sight"
"and immediately their eyes regained their sight"

The addition is probably inspired either by the immediate context (verse 34a),
or by 9:30.

Both Mk and Lk don't have the addition, thus the omission could be a
harmonization.

The phrase avepAéfiog Tolc OpOrALOLS appears several times in the LXX, but
not in the NT. The meaning in the LXX is always "lift up ones eyes" (Compare:
Gen 13:14; 18:2; 22:4, 13; 24:63; 24:64; 31:12; 37:25; 43:29; Deut 3:27; Jos
5:13; Jda 19:17; 1 Sam 14:27; Zech 5:5; Isa 40:26; Ezek 8:5).

It is possible that the words have been omitted as redundant. GVaPA€T® alone
already means "regain sight". It is also possible in light of the LXX meaning that
the words have been omitted to avoid the interpretation as "their eyes were
lifted up".

Compare also previous variant.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 21:5 €lTate TH Ovyatpl Loy

160U 0 PaoLielc oov €pyetal ool TPl kel EMLBEPnKwe €l drov
Kol €mL TAAov vidv vmoluyLov.

Kol €L TOAOV VéOV f1, Orl (Not in NA and SQE!)

Kol TOAOV LLOVY bmoluylov C, D, W, O, f13, 33, Maj,
Latt, mae-1, bo, Or

Kol €L TOAOV vmoluylov 01, L, Z, pc

Kol €Tl TdAov viov Umoluylou 01*, B, N, 124, 700, pc, Sy, sa

\ ) \ )\ ~ (38} b4
kol €mLPePnKwe €Tl TOAOY LLOV OVOL mae-2

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 16:14 line 13f.
Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

LXX Zechariah 9:9 yoilpe 0p0dpa B0yatep Ziwy knpuooe O0yatep
Iepovoodny 6oL 6 Paolielc oou €pyetal ool Slkmlog kol oWV
a0TOC Mpolc kol EMLPBEPnKWE €Ml LTOOYLOY Kel TOAOV Véov

f1: Harmonization to the LXX.

P. Williams comments on the Syriac:
"In support of the second €Tl NA27 cites CP (S hot being extant).
However, Syriac seems to avoid double duty prepositions, and therefore
NA27's citation does not seem certain. ¢P could have added the second ec

due to preferences internal to Syriac."
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the fextual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 147.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 239

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 21:9 ol &¢ OyAoL oL Tpoayovte oOTOV Kol ol
akolovBodvteg ékpalor A€yovTec: Woovve TG VLG Anvid: eDAOYNUEVOC
0 €PYOUEVOC €V OVOUNTL KUPLOL® woavve €V Tolg uilotolg T .

T koL €EAABOV eic LmowTnoLy odT® moALoL Yalpovtec kol dofalovtec
TOV Bedv Tepl TAVTWY GOV €LdoV

Sy-C

T amTwy O oa0T® ToAAOL Yoipovtec kol Sofalovtec
TOV Bedv TepL TAVTWY GV €LdoV

[0)]

Sy-S has a lacuna. Burkitt notes that the space on the missing page is probably
too small to contain the words.
B: no umlaut

ATNVTWOV ATEVTOW "meet"

Parallel:
NAZ John 12:13 kol €fABov elc Dmavtnoww adt® kel ékpodyelov:
WOV €DAOYNUEVOC O €PYOHEroc €V OvouatL kuplov, [kal] O
BooLAcg ToD “TopanA.

27 bl ’ \ 9 ~ b4 \ ~ / ~ b4
NA*" Luke 19:37 €yyLlovtog 06€ ocvTOD 1M0OTM TPOG T1) kotoPooel ToD 0poug
TOV EALRY fpEavto amey TO TARBOC TOV padntdr yolpovted aively
TOV BeOv GWUR PeydAn Tepl Taody OV €160V duvapcwy,

Note the previous addition at 20:28 which is also supported by ® and Sy-C!
The present variant looks like a careful mixture of Jo and Lk. Possibly from the
Diatessaron or some other harmony.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A

NA?" Matthew 21:11 oL 6€ OyAoL €Acyor: o0TOC €0ty O TpodnTng Incolg
0 &m0 Noalaped thic uAtdaioc.

Not in NA but in SQE!

oL 6€ ToAAOL D, pc
ToAAOL € f1, 22, Or!
one of these: a b, c d e, ffl, ff>, h

txt aur, f, 91, l,q,vg

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare previous verse 10:

NAZ" Matthew 21:10 Kol eloeABovtoc adtod eic ‘Tepoodiuvpn €oelodn
Taoe T TOALC Aéyouoo® Tic €0TLY 0oUTOoC:

Probably an improvement. It makes not good sense when Tdoe. T) TOALC asks
who he is and then ol ¢ OyAoL (=all again) answers this.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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70. Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 21:12 Kol €lofil@ev ’Incolc €ic 1O Llepov kol €E€Podev
TOVTOG TOUC TwAODVTEC Kol Gyopalovtac €V 16 Lepd, Kol TOC
TpameCac TOV KOAAUBLOTOV Katéotpeler Kol ToC KouBEdpue TRV
TWAOUVTWY TOG TEPLOTEPAC,

BYZ Matthew 21:12 Kol €lofAfer 0 ’Inoolc eic 10 lepdr tod Beod kol
€EPudcy TG TOUC TWAODVTHG Kol dyopalovtag €V T6) Lepe Kol
T0C TPUTECHC TRV KOAAUPBLOTOV kotéotpeler Kol Tog Kabedpug TOV
TWAOUVTWY TUC TEPLOTEPAC

T&T #57

Byz C,D,W,X,Z, @, fl, 69, 124, 174, 346, 983(=f13-part), 22, Mqj,
Lat, Sy, geo®*, Basil(4™ CE), Gre, Bois, Trg™, Bal

txt 01, B,L,®,0281, 13,543, 826, 828, 788(=f13-part), 33, 517, 700, 892,
1424, 1675, 2786, al*®, b, Sy-Pal, Co(+ mae-2), arm, geo'*®, aeth
al =73, 160, 218, 295, 333, 423, 837, 948, 968, 1000, 1009, 1010, 1012, 1055, 1085,
1129, 1223, 1225, 1289, 1293, 1295, 1403, 1414, 1418, 1421, 1441¢, 1451, 1478¢,
1510, 1515*, 1554, 1574, 2096, 2191, 2356, 2476, 2507, 2747

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 11:15 Kol €loeABav €l 0 Lepov
NA?" Luke 19:45 Kol eloeAwy €i¢ T0 Lepov

Compare next verse 13:
NAZ Matthew 21:13 kol A€yel oDTOLC" YEYPOMTOL: O OLKOC WOU OLKOCG
TPooevyfic kKAnOMoeTL,

2. Esdra 5:43,54 has 10 Lepdr tod Heod

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 26:61 dUvopel Keteddool TOV veor tod Beod
NAZ?" 1 Corinthians 3:17 €1 TL¢ TOV vaov tob 0cod pbelpet,
NA?" 2 Thessalonians 2:4 ()ote aDTOV €lc TOV voor tod Beod
+ 3 times in Rev.




Compare also:
NA?" Luke 1:9 ... €loeABwV €ic TOV voOv oD Kuplov,
c*,D, ¥, 579, 1071, 1424, 2542, pc:  voov Tob Oecod

This term appears only here in the Greek Bible, but it cannot have been a rare
phrase. It might have been inserted to emphasize the contrast of profane
business and the holiness of the place. For Jews it is clear anyway that the
temple is God's.

Note that in both Mk and Lk the short reading is safe.

It is not very probable that it has been omitted to harmonize with Mk, Lk (so
Hoskier). Hoskier also suggested that the term might have been omitted as
redundant.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 133) notes that in the next verse God calls the temple "my
house".

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 21:23 Kal €éA06vtoc adtod €i¢ TO Lepov TpoofiABor adte
SLdoKovTL Ol GpyLepelc kol ol TpeoPitepol ToD Awod A€yovteg: év
moly €€ovoly tadte TOLELS, Kol Tl 0oL €dwkey TNV €Eovolay Tadtny;

Not in NA but in SQE and Tisl!

omit: 7(sic!), it, Sy-S, Sy-C, OrP'
Not D! Tis is wrong here.

omit: a, b, c, ff!, ff%, h, I, r!
have it: aur,d, f, ff**, g\, q, vg
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 11:27 Kal €pyovtal maily eic ‘Tepoodivpn. kol €V 16 Lep®d
TepLmetobrtoc  adtod €pyovial TPOC oDTOV OL GPYLEPELC Kol Ol
YPOUUOTELS Kol oL TpeaPiTepol

NAZ" Luke 20:1 Kol &yéveto év pLi TV Nuep®dy 6Lénokortoc adtod tov
A0V €V TG Lepe Kol €DaryYeALOUEVOL ETEOTNONY Ol GPYLEPELC Kol Ol
YPUUUOTELS 0LV TOLC TPEORUTEPOLC

Streeter ("Four Gospels") calls attention to this omission. But he was under the
wrong impression from Tischendorf that D supports the omission.
Interesting (unusual?) word-order. Possibly omitted for stylistic reasons?

Note also that OL8aokovTL/OL800kOVTOC is one of the so called Minor
Agreements of Mt and Lk against Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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71.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

"The two sons"

There are four versions of this story:

1. The txt reading:

NA?" Matthew 21:29-31 0 &¢ amokpLOeLg elmev:

o0 €AW, Votepov &€ petopeAnBelc dmiABev.

30 TPOOEABWY 8¢ TR ETEPR €lTer WONDTWE. O ¢ amokpLOeLg elmev:
€YW), KUpLE, kol 00K GmHABeV

31TlC €k TV 600 €moinoer 10 BéANUe ToD THTPOC;

A€youoLy: 0 TPATOC.

txt 01,C,L,W,Z 0102,0281, f1, 33,157, 565, 579, 892, Maj,
¢, f. q, vg, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, sa™*, Or, Bois, 6re, NA*’, Tis, Bal
B: umlaut! (line 40 C, p. 1263) d&mokpLOeL; elmey: €YW (in verse 29)

This version and version 3 are divided regarding €TéPw / SELTEPW in
verse 30. %Tég&) have here: 01*, C*, K, II, W, Y, A, 157, 565, 579, 1071, pm
deuTépw have: 01 C%, L, Z, f1, 33,892, 1342, 1424, pm
It would be better in NA to note the witnesses for both €T€pw,
and ﬁeurép(o, because Maj is divided.

Minority readings:

2. Western:
29 0 8¢ amokpLBelg elmevy:
3 ’ ¥4 \ \ b ~ b \ 3 ~
oV BeAw, voTepor e petapeAndele amiAbey elg TOV aumeAdVa.
30 TPOOEABV 8¢ TR €TEPW €lTer WorlTWE. 0 8¢ amokpLBele elmev:
€YW), KUpLe, VoYW, Kol oDk &miABev
31TlC €k TV 600 TO BéANUe ToD TaTPOC ETOLNOEY;
A€youoLy: 0 €0y0Tog

D, it, vg™*, Sy-S, Hier™s, Hilary (4™ CE), (Lachmann, Tregelles)
NA wrongly cites Sy-C for the Western reading!
Lachmann and Tregelles read 0 VoTEPOG from B.

Literal Sy-C translation by Pete Williams, Cambridge:

29 "He said/says to him, 'l am not willing', but afterwards he regretted it [his soul regretted him] and
he went to the vineyard. 30 and he said to the [an] other likewise. And he answered and said, 'Yes,
My Lord', and he did not go. 31 Who from these two does it seem to you did the will of his father?"
They say to him, "The first/former".




3.Betal.

29 0 8¢ amokpLBelg elmey,

€YW) KUpLe Kol 0Ok GmiABey B: umlaut! (line 40 C, p. 1263)

30 TPOOEABWY 8¢ TR BELTEPW €lTer WOonUTWS. O d¢ AmokpLBelc elmev,
o0 Belw Votepov petapeindeic amirdev B: no umlaut

31Ti¢ €k TV 6V0 €molnoer T0 OéANue Tod TaTPOC;

AéyouoLy: 0 Votepoc B: no umlaut

Support: B, ®, 0233, f13, 700, pc,
r?, vg™, Sy-Pal, sa™s, bo, arm, geo,
NA®® WH, Weiss, von Soden, Merk, Vogels

The B et al. version actually comes in two sub-versions:
€YW KLPLE B, sa™*, bo, NA?°, WH, Weiss

Ty w 0

UToryw kOpLe 0233, 13, 700, von Soden, Merk, Vogels

6EUTépq) B, 700, sa™*, bo, NA®®, WH, Weiss, von Soden, Merk, Vogels
ETEPW 0, f13
o0 BéAw VoTepov B, sa™*, bo, NA®, WH, Weiss,

o0 BEAW votepov 6¢ O, f13, 700, von Soden, Merk, Vogels

0 VOTEPOC B, sa™°, bo, NA%°, WH, Weiss,
0 €0Y0TOC 0, f13, 700, von Soden, Merk, Vogels (also D)

4. mae-2, geoZA: (Schenke's reconstruction)
29 €LTEV,
\ 4 J J ~
VoL, Kol oUK oiABer
30 petd, To0To TPOooeABWY T¢) SevTépw €lmer alT® WOorUTOUG. €LTeED,
oD, Votepov 8¢ uetoueAnBeic dmiABey
31Tic €€ adTOV €0TLY O Townoec TO OéAnue tod Tatpdc adTdv;
A€youoLy: 0 TPATOC.

German translation by Schenke:

21:28 "Was ist es, das ihr sagt? Ein Mann, der zwei S6hne hatte, er kam zu dem
ersten und sprach zu ihm: 'Geh' heute! Arbeite in meinem Weinberg!

29 Er sprach: 'Ja’, und ging nicht.

30 Danach kam er zu dem Zweiten. Er sagte ihm auch so. Er sprach: 'Nein!
Zuletzt aber bereute er (es) und ging.

31 Wer von ihnen ist derjenige, der getan hat, was ihr Vater wollte?" Sie
sprachen: "Der erste ist es."



Thus the four versions are:

txt version:

1. he answered, 'l will not’; but later he changed his mind and went.
2. he answered, 'l go, sir'; but he did not go.

3. They said, "The first."

D version:

1. he answered, 'l will not’; but later he changed his mind and went.
2. he answered, 'l go, sir'; but he did not go.

3. They said, "The second.”

B version:

1. he answered, 'l go, sir'; but he did not go.

2. he answered, 'l will not'; but later he changed his mind and went.
3. They said, "The second.”

mae-2, geo**:

1. he answered, 'l go, sir'; but he did not go.

2. he answered, 'l will not’; but later he changed his mind and went.
3. They said, "The first."

The question is which of these four versions is the original? The D-version is
nonsensical and probably wrong. But how did it originate?

Of the other three it can be argued that the B-version is also not really logical
because, why did the father asked the second son at all, when the first said he
will go? But Elliott (Festschrift Delobel, 2002, p. 73) suggested that possibly
more than one worker is needed in the vineyard.

The variation within the B-version also suggests two independent lines of
transmission and possibly an independent (secondary) origin (so Zahn). It is
possible though that the B version is original and has been changed for being not
logical (so Weiss).

The next main question is how did the other versions originate?

WH obelized the part to indicate that an early error lies behind the whole
tradition.

Possibly the D-version was the cause for the B-version? That someone corrected
the D-version in a way to retain the answer and changed the replies?

Jerome knew MSS with the nonsense reading and "suggested, that through
perversity the Jews intentionally gave an absurd reply in order to spoil the point
of the parable." (Metzger)

In mae-2 we have another "nonsense" reading. This reading is also found in MS A
of geo®.



It seems to be derived from the B-version giving the last missing possible
permutation. Interesting. The two withesses seem to represent quite different
traditions and the reading is therefore valuable. From Schenke's reconstruction
it seems that it is at least not exactly the B-version, because the sons answer
with "yes" and "no". In verse 30 it has peto, T00TO. In 31: TI¢ €€ wOTQOV.

There is the argument that the "nonsense" answer given in the Western
tradition was meant to show just HOW ignorant the chief priests and the elders
are. Later this was not understood anymore and scribes tried to correct the
“nonsense" by changing a) the order of the sons or b) the answer. Compare also
Mt 23:3: "they do not practice what they teach". That we now have also the
Western reading in two different forms is more an argument against its
originality.

The D reading is the most difficult and the other readings can easily be
explained as attempts to remove the difficulty (so thinks e.g. Tregelles).

Tregelles ("An Account..., 1854, p. 107f.) explains this in an interesting way: The
0 VoTepog does not refer to the order of the two sons, but to the words
Votepor 6¢ petopeAnfeic amiibev. Thus 0 VoTEPOC, or better O VOTEPOV
here means: "He who afterwards [repented and went]" = 0 VoTepov ameABQV.
So already suggested by Lachmann. This thought originated probably from
Schleiermacher (1768-1834), who further notes that the adjectival usage of
V0TEPOC does not appear in the NT (in contrast to the adverb), except for 1.Tim
4:1.

The hardness of the reading is based on the ambiguity of 0 UoTepog. It can be
taken as 0 VOTEPOC ATEAOWY or as 0 ScUTepoC. Most scribes took it in the
latter meaning and where forced to a correction.

The following comments by WH, based on Lachmann are worth quoting:

“Lachmann in the preface to his vol. 2 (p. V) treats the Jews answer as an early
interpolation, together with the following words AéyelL adtol¢ O ‘Incodc. He
was doubtless moved by the difficulty which it occasions in conjunction with the
Western order, which he had adopted: but he points out that Origen's
commentary contains no reference to anything said by the Jews. [Considering
the difficulty of the Western combination of readings it seems not unlikely that
Lachmann is substantially right; in which case the Western change of order
would probably be due to a retrospective and mechanical application of
TPOWYyouoLV (verse 31). W.] Lachmann weakens his suggestion however by
including A€yeL a0tolc 0 ‘Inoolc in the supposed interpolation: this phrase
might easily seem otiose if it followed immediately on words of Christ, and might
thus be thought to imply the interpolation of words spoken by others."


http://www.bautz.de/bbkl/s/s1/schleiermacher_f_d_e.shtml

Brilliant! Unfortunately only a conjecture. But a good one. Origen's silence is
worth noting though. Origen discusses this parable very detailed, but does not
mention any answer! Additionally it could be said in supporting this suggestion,
that the answer of the Jews ("the first" or "the last") is unique in the NT. It is
also unusual in antique literature. It too often happens that listeners do not
really know anymore, who the first or the last was. Therefore in the NT the
selected is specified in distinct terms. Compare:

Luke 7:43 Simon answered, "I suppose the one for whom he canceled the greater
debt." And Jesus said to him, "You have judged rightly."

Luke 19:24 He said to the bystanders, 'Take the pound from him and give it to the
one who has ten pounds.’

Here then also the above hypothesis comes into play, that 0 V0TEPOC means:
"He who afterwards [repented and went]" = 0 DoTepov ameABWV.

Commentators often see a connection with the following verse 32, the
explanation given by Jesus:

NA?" Matthew 21:32 AAOcv yop “Twovvng TPOg LUAC €V 066 dLkaLoalVTC,
Kol ODK €TLoTelonTe oDTR, Ol &€ TEADVUL Kol ol TOpYoL EmLoTevony
adT@: Upele 8¢ LoovTec 00dE petepheAndnte UVotepov Tod mLoTeDowL
0T,

For John came to you in the way of righteousness and you did not believe him,

but the tax collectors and the prostitutes believed him;
but you, after you saw it, did not change your minds and believe him.

This verse explains the parable as:

1. Jews, did not believe

2. tax collectors and the prostitutes believed
Even then the Jews did not change their minds

This explanation fits best to the B version: First son, who did not go = the Jews
who did not believe. Second son, who went = tax collectors and the prostitutes.
The question is, if this fits because it is original or because the txt form has
been changed into the B form to make it fit better.



That the form of the parable is connected with Jesus' explanation can be seen
at the variant in verse 32:

NA*" Matthew 21:32
.. Uele 8¢ 180vTec 00de petepeAndnre Votepor tod T miotedontl adTE.

“...and you, having seen, repented not even at last - to believe him."

0o B,0O, X2, ®, 0102(=0138), 0233, f1, f13, 22, 33, 157, 700, 892,
al, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo

00 01,C K, IL, L, W, X, 565, 579, 1071, 1424, Maj, sa

omit 0VOE: D, ff*, Sy-S

T oun: a, b, ff%, h, r!

omit 006€ and T uN: c, e ("quod non credidistis")

Metzger: "The reading 008€, supported by early and widely diversified
witnesses, seems to have been altered to 00 by copyists who did not see the
force of the argument ("and you, seeing this, did not even feel remorse
afterwards so as to believe him")."

"The omission of the negative [D, Sy-S] is probably accidental, for the resulting
sense ("but you, when you saw it, at last repented [i.e. changed your minds] so as
to believe in him") seems to be an extremely inappropriate conclusion of Jesus'
saying; likewise the transfer of the negative to the final verb is no less
infelicitous ("... repented later because you did not believe in him")."

R. Michaels has verse 32 as: "And you, when you saw it, regretted later (i.e. too
late) because you did not believe him." He gives two possible translations for
wetepeAndnte Votepor tod mLotedonl adTd:

a) "you repented later so as to believe him." (taking TOU TLOTEVOKL as an
articular infinitive of purpose)

b) "you regretted too late to believe him" (making TOL mLOTEDOOL
dependent upon UVaTEPOV understood as "too late".)

According to WH "both changes (omit 008¢ and ' Wm) being due to the
misinterpretation of T0L."

Schmid: "the Latin interpreter seems fto have had problems with the consecutive
Infinitive and referred it to the o0k €mLoTeVONTE in verse 32a. Note the
following changes:



txt .. petedeAndnte Votepov Tod mLoTebonl wDTE.

W .. deTepueAndnte Dotepov T¢) mLoTedoul ahTE.

© .. petepeAndnte Votepov motedoul €v T,

124 .. petepeAndnte Votepov  mLotedoul adTd.

33 .. petepeAndnte Votepor tod mLotedoul €V adTd.

28* .. petepeAndnte tod mLotebdonl €lg adTO VoTepov alTE.
28° .. UeteueAndnte tod mLoTedoul votepov aOTQ.

Schmid (see below, following Riggenbach) explains:
The Western text grew out of a misinterpretation of the parable and verse 32:

29a. he answered, 'T will not"; For John came tfo you in the way of
righteousness and you did not believe him,

30. he answered, 'I go, sir'; but he did not but the tax collectors and the prostitutes
go. believed him;

29b but later he changed his mind but you, after you saw it, did __(!) change
(LeTapeAndelc) and went. your minds (ieTepeAndnte) and believe him.

Schmid explains the development thus:

One scribe/interpreter came across verse 31 "Verily I say to you, that the tax
collectors and the prostitutes do go before you into the reign of God" and
deduced from the "before you" that also the others (Pharisees) can go into the
kingdom, but only later. He equates the son who later repents with the
Pharisees. But then the Negation in verse 32 006€/00 must be deleted.
Consequently in a second step one has to equate the tax collectors with the son
who said "I go". They did the will of the father. So the answer must be "the
last"!

So the two variants, the answer "the last" in verse 31 and the deletion of
008€/00 in verse 32 are connected, acc. to Riggenbach/Schmid. For Schmid then
the Western form is the second step within the variant stemma. If version 1 or
3 is original he leaves open. If for example one starts with version 1, the
Western redactor changed "the first" into "the last". Later someone wanted to
correct this error and changed the order of the two sons (= version 3) to get
the "normal" understanding. That he did not change it back to version 1
indicates, according to Schmid, that he did not know version 1 anymore.

To decide for version 1 or 3 Schmid, and also WH argue that normally the evil
(the Jews, Pharisees) stands first in a parable (= version 3). Version 1 is "against
all biblical analogy" (WH).



Transmissionally it seems to be easiest to assume the Western version to be
original, if one could only find a convincing exegetical explanation. This is still
lacking.

Overall this is a very difficult problem and a fully convincing solution is currently
not available. The transmission history is probably very complicated.

It might be worth studying the early comments by church fathers in detail.

Compare:

o Alexander Schweizer "Erkldrung der Erzdhlung Mt 21:28-32 nach der von
Lachmann aufgenommenen Lesart." TSK 12 (1839) 944-964

e E. Riggenbach "Zur Exegese und Textkritik zweier Gleichnisse Jesu" in
"Aus Schrift und Geschichte", Festschrift A. Schlatter 1922, p. 26-34

e J. Schmid "Das textgeschichtliche Problem der Parabel von den zwei
Sohnen." in "Vom Wort des Lebens", Festschrift M. Meinertz, Miinster
1951, p. 68-84 [who argues for the B version]

e JR Michaels "The parable of the regretful son" HTR 61 (1968) 15-26 [who
argues for the Western reading.]

e JK Elliott "The parable of the two sons" in "Festschrift Delobel", Leuven
2002, p. 67 -77

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 244

Minority reading:

/ ~ ’
NAZ” Matthew 21:44 [kal 0 Teowv éml tOv ALBov todtov ourbAacOdnoetol:
e’ Ov & Qv méon Alkunoer odTov.]

"The one who falls on this stone will be broken to pieces; and it will crush anyone on whom it falls."
Western non-interpolation

omit: P104?, D, 33,
it(a, b, d, ff!, ££2, r), Sy-S, Or, Eus™", mae-2, Tis, Gre, Bois, Bal
WH, NA?®, Trg™ have the verse in brackets
Lat(aur, ¢, f, g, h, |, q, vg), Sy-C have the verse.

B: no umlaut

omitkol: O, IT, 124, pc (not in NAI)

P104 (2" CE, POxy 4404): According to the editors it is possible that P104
omits verse 44, too. None of the letters is very certain though, "making it
hazardous to use this papyrus as evidence" (J.D. Thomas, ed.).

B. Aland (Festschrift Delobel, 2002): "[one variant reading of the papyrus is]
extraordinary important. The papyrus seems to omit the complete verse 44."

From the published image (online) one can reconstruct the following:

[HRACIACIA TTOY OY KAIJAOOBHCET[A]S

[ €oeNcIToIoyN]T I T [o]yC Qr[noy]c
[AYTHC KAI AKOY]CA[N]T €EC O Alee]
[,’GIC]

43 1| Boorielo. ToD Beod kol doBMoetaL
€0vel ToLoDVTL TOUG KapTOUG
avtfic. 45 Kol dkovoavte ol apyLe
pelc kol ol PapLonlol T TePoBOALC

The green letters are very certain (red = doubtful). The reconstruction of
800M0eTL is extremely unsecure. I cannot make out a single letter. But the
next two lines fit very good with the reconstruction. The only other instance
with the letter combination of CIK A and T E€C is in verse 21:23, but this is
too far removed to fit on the same page (it would give about 50 lines per page).



K.S. Min (ANTF 34, p. 234 ff.) writes: "the verso is not clear. Only with a lot of
effort some letters can be made out. Nevertheless it is probable that the
payrus omits the complete verse 44, as also the ed.pr. notes with reserve."

P. Comfort (Encountering the MSS, p. 330) writes: "The exclusion of the verse is
certain because the text on the verso of P104 can only be reconstructed with
the verse missing."

The reconstruction is quite probable but not entirely certain. We can
reconstruct the two pages as follows:

Recto: Verso:

DOULOUS AUTOU PROS EIS KEFALHN GWNIAS, PARA KURIOU
TOUS GEWRGOUS LABEIN TOUS KAR EGENETO AUTH KAI ESTIN QAUMAS
POUS AUTOU. ** KAI LABONTES Ol GEWR TH EN OFQALMOIS HMWN? ** DIA TOUTO
GOI TOUS DOULOUS AUTOU ON MEN LEGW UMIN OTI ARQHSETAI AF UMWN
EDEIRAN, ON DE APEKTEINAN, ON H BASILEIA TOU QEOU KAl DOQHSETAI
DE ELIQOBOLHSAN. ** PALIN APE EQNEI POIOUNTI TOUS KARPOUS
STEILEN ALLOUS DOULOUS PLEIO AUTHS. “® KAl AKOUSANTES Ol ARCIE
NAS TWN PRWTWN, KAl EPOIHSAN REIS KAI Ol FARISAIOI TAS PARABOLAS
AUTOIS WSAUTWS. ¥ USTERON DE APE AUTOU EGNWSAN OTI PERI AUTWN
STEILEN PROS AUTOUS TON UION AU LEGEI, 46KAI ZHTOUNTES AUTON

TOU LEGWN, ENTRAPHSONTAI TON KRATHSAI EFOBHQHSAN TOUS OCLOUS,
UION MOU. * Ol DE GEWRGOI IDONTES EPEI EIS PROFHTHN AUTON EICON.

TON UION EIPON EN EAUTOIS, OU

TOS ESTIN O KLHRONOMOS, DEUTE
APOKTEINWMEN AUTON KAI SCW

MEN THN KLHRONOMIAN AUTOU,

%9 KAl LABONTES AUTON EXEBAL

ON EXW TOU AMPELWNOS KAl APE
KTEINAN. “° OTAN OUN ELQH O KURIOS
TOU AMPELWNOS, Tl POIHSEI TOIS
GEWRGOIS EKEINOIS? ** LEGOUSIN
AUTW, KAKOUS KAKWS APOLESEI AU
TOUS KAl TON AMPELWNA EKDWSETAI
ALLOIS GEWRGOIS, OITINES APODW
SOUSIN AUTW TOUS KARPOUS EN TOIS
KAIROIS AUTWN. > LEGEI AUTOIS O IS,
OUDEPOTE ANEGNWTE EN TAIS GRA
FAIS, LIQON ON APEDOKIMASAN Ol
OIKODOMOUNTES, OUTOS EGENHQH

Parallel:

NA% Luke 20:18 TdC 0 Teowv €T ékelvor tov AlBov ouvdiaodnoetol
€p’ Ov & Qv méam, Alkunoel adTov.

"Everyone who falls on that stone will be broken to pieces; and it will crush anyone on whom it falls."

Previous verse 43: ... TV oikloy odTOD.
Kel O TEOWV ... ALKUNOEL oOTOV.
Next verse 45: .. KL GKOUOMVTEC OL QP LEPELC

Possibly the verse has been omitted by parablepsis:
either «0TOD - €0TOV or KoL - KoL,



B. Aland (Festschrift Delobel, 2002) notes: "Because P104 has been copied so
accurately and correct, it is improbable that the scribe made this reading up,
but found it already in his exemplar. Thus the omission is very early. Verse 44
could even be a secondary addition from Lk 20:18, added at the wrong place."

It should be noted though, that the reading of P104 is not secure.

The words are similar to Lk 20:18, but not identical:

Mt kol O Teowv éml tov ALBov todtor curbincdnoetol
€p’ Ov & AV méom ALkunoeL adTov.
~ e \ 9 5 9 A \ ’ ’

Lk meig 0 mecwy €m’ ekeLvov Tov ALBov curBAiccOnoetol
€p’ Ov & av méom, ALKuNoEL aOTOV.

This different wording, which is safe in both Gospels, makes it rather

improbable that the verse is simply a harmonization to Lk.

If this is an early insertion a better insertion point would have been after 21:42.
It could also be that verse 43 has been inserted by Mt into a text from his
source, see Lk, where it is omitted:

Mt

42 Jesus said to them,
"Have you never read in the
scriptures: 'The stone that
the builders rejected has
become the cornerstone;
this was the Lord's doing,
and it is amazing in our
eyes'?

43 Therefore 1 tell you, the
kingdom of God will be
taken away from you and
given to a people that
produces the fruits of the
kingdom.

44 The one who falls on this
stone will be broken to
pieces; and it will crush
anyone on whom it falls."

Mk

10 Have you not read this
scripture: 'The stone that the
builders rejected has
become the cornerstone; 11
this was the Lord's doing,
and it is amazing in our
eyes'?"

Lk

17 But he looked at them
and said, "What then does
this text mean: 'The stone
that the builders rejected
has become the
cornerstone'?

18 Everyone who falls on
that stone will be broken to
pieces; and it will crush
anyone on whom it falls."

Weiss (comm. Mat): "vs. 44 is original without doubt. If it came in from Lk it
would have been placed after verse 42." He thinks (Textkritik, p. 183) that the
verse has probably been deleted because it did not fit after the conclusion of

the speech in vs. 43.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
= omission probably wrong



TVU 245

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 22:4 TOALY GTEOTELAEY GAAOLC BOVAOLC A€YWY* €LTHTE TOLG
KEKANUEVOLS: LO0L TO (pLoTOV oL MTOLhoKe, oL TaDpol Wou Kol To
OLTLOTO TEOUUEVX KoL TVt €ToLpe: 8eDTe €l TOUC YOUOUC.

Not in NA and SQE, but in Tisl!

omit 1 f1, Or!
omit 2 828(f13), b, e, r', Sy-Pal™, Legg adds: A, sa™*, arm™s

Sy-S reads very short:

"Behold, everything has been prepared, come to the banquet hall." (thus omitting
TO (PLOTOV ... TEBUPEVLL)

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare:
NA?’ Matthew 20:21 0 8¢ eimer abtTf® Tl BéAelg; Aéyel adt®* elme Tva
keBlowoLy oltoL ol &Uo viol pou €l ék O6eELdr oov kol €lg &
€0WVOUWY 00V €V TH BaoLAely oov.

omit first gou: 01, B, NA®®, WH, Weiss

omit second gou: D, E, O, f1, 22, 33, 565, pc, Lat, mae-1, arm

Possibly omitted fo improve style.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 246

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 22:7 0 &¢ BaoLACUC WPYLOON Kol TEUPG TO OTPUTEVUOTOL
a0TOD ATWAEOEY TOUC POVELG EKELVOUG Kol TNV TOALY aDTOV
EVETPNOEV.

Not in NA and SQE, but in Tisl!

avelier  f1, 22, Orl
B: no umlaut

GVELAEV from AVOLPEW
indicative aorist active 3rd person singular
"do away with, kill, destroy, condemn to death"

No parallel.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 2:16 To0te ‘Hpwdng Ldwr 0TL évemalydn LTO TOV PaywY
E0ULWON Alay, Kl GTOOTELANC GVELAEY TOVTHG TOUC THLOC

The word is probably inspired from Mt 2:16 where Herod also got angry
(EOLuwon Alow).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 247

72. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Matthew 22:10 kol €E€ABOVTEC Ol SODAOL €KELVOL €lc ToC 080UC
oUVNYaYOV TEVTRG OVUG €DpoV, Tovnpoug Te€ kol Gyodolg Kel €mAnotn
0 YOLOC GVOKELUEVOV.

0 VUUGGV "wedding hall"
0 YOUOC here also: "wedding hall"

0 vuuddr 01, B*, L, 0102 (=0138), 892, 1010, pc,
Tis, WH, NA®®, Gre, Weiss, Bal

0 dyoapog C
(error, "unmarried, single" possibly from the preceding & yaBo0c)

B (line 19 A, p. 1265): 0 VUGV is left unenhanced and O YOWOC is written in
the right margin in uncial script, "prima ut vdtr manu" acc. to Tischendorf. O
VUUPQV is labeled by a vertical wave above the word and the same wave is
written above O YOWOC in the margin.

B: no umlaut

Compare verse 8:

27 /4 ’ ~ 4 M ~ S \ 4 V4 4
NA*" Matthew 22:8 TOTE A€YEL TOLE OOVAOLG xUTOD® O W€V YOO ETOLUOG
€0TLY, Ol 8€ KeKANUEVOL ODK Mooy &ELoL’

Compare also:

NA?" Matthew 9:15 oL vLOL TOD VYuud@dVo¢ (and parallels Mk 2:19, Lk 5:34)
D, Latt: oL viol toD vuudlov
(in Lk by 124*, in Mk it's safe)

Some commentators think that 0 VUUG®V has been conformed to O YOG
from verse 8 because the meaning of VUU®OV has not been understood,
similarly in 9:15 (so e.g. Weiss).

On the other hand it has been argued that the equivocal 0 YauOC has been
changed into 0 VLRV for clarity.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 248

NAZ Matthew 22:13 t0T€ O PaolAelc elmer TOlC OLOKOVOLE OMOVTEC
a0ToD mOd0C Kol YeLpag EkPodete odTOV €lc TO 0kOTOC TO EEWTEPOV”
€kel €0t 0 KAMUBUOG Kol O BPLYMOC TGOV 080VTWY.

BYZ Matthew 22:13 TOT€ €lmer 0 PaolAelc TOLC OLOKOVOLS: ONOMVTEC
a0TOD MOd0G KoL YeELpoG Gpate odTOV Kol ExPaiete elg TO 0kOTOG TO
eEwtepor:

b ~ [S \ \ S \ ~ bl 4

€KEL €0TOL O KAULOWOG KoL O BPUYMOG TV 000VTWY.

Byz C,W,0102, 33, Maj, Sy-H

txt 01,8B,L, 0,085, f1,(f13), 22, 700, 892, pc,
Lat(aur, f, g, I, vg), Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), Did
Baete  f13

T0TE elmer 0 PaoLAele Tol¢ dLoKOVoLE:
apote oOTOV TOORV Kol YeLp®dV kol Podete adTOV. ..
"Take hold of him by his hands and feet and put him .."

D, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff', ff%, h, q, r'), Sy-S, Sy-C, Ir-

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 25:30 koL TOV Gypelov 60DAOV ékPolete €ic TO OkOTOC TO
€EWtepor: €kel €otal 0 KAUOUOC Kal 6 BPuYUOC TOV 060VTWY.

It is difficult fo imagine a cause for these variations. There is no parallel for
the words. There is no reason for an omission. Possibly the Byzantine reading is a
conflation of txt and the Western reading? The support is not good for Byz,
although with W quite early.

The Western reading omits the binding.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 249

Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 22:15 T'dte TopevBévteg ol duproniol oupufoiAiLor EAafov
OTWC a0TOV TyLOEVOWOLY €V AOYW.

Not in NA but in SQE!
€ aBov kat’ adtod C, A, ©,0233, f1, 33, pc, bo, mae-2

€lafov kate tod Inood €%, M, Sy-Pal™*
B: no umlaut

In B p. 1265 line 41-42 A, a correction took place. At the end of line 41 after
the word éAafov, text has been wiped out and a filling sign has been inserted.
The complete line 42 and the beginning of line 1 B have been erased too.
Unfortunately nothing of the original can be seen anymore. Tischendorf noted
this too and said the correction is prima manu.

It is quite probable though that the scribe wrote kat’ o0ToD but noted the
error shortly thereafter. No other known variant would account for this
erasure. It could be some other simple error of course.

Parallels:

NAZ" Matthew 12:14 £EeAB0VTEC 8¢ ol Daproniol ouuPolilor Erafor kot
o0TOD OTWC VTOV G TOAECWOLY.

NAZ" Mark 3:6 kol €E€AB0VTeC ol PapLoaiol €00V peta TV HpodLavay
oupBovALOY €dLdour kot adToD OTWE KDTOV ATOAECWOLY.

Typical harmonization. This verse is the beginning of a lection.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 250

73. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 22:16 KL GTOOTEALOLOLY DTG TOUG HOONTOC OTOV HETO,
TV ‘HpwdLovdy Aéyovtee: Sudaokade, olduper 0TL GANONG €l kol ThHY
080V ToD 0eoD €V aAndele SLO0OKELC Kal O HEAEL ool Tepl oDdeVOC.
o0 yop PAETELC €lc TPOOWTOY GVBPWTWY,

Aéyovtag 01, B, L, 085, pc, WH, NA®, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
txt C,D, W, ©, 0102, 02819, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Bois, Gre, Trg™

B: no umlaut

A€yovTec participle present active nominative masculine plural
A€yovtag participle present active accusative masculine plural

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 21:15 180vTeC 8¢ OL GPYLEPELS KOL OL YPOUUNTELS TOL
BoupcoLe 0 €ToLnoer kol Toug THldue ToLC KpalovTac €V 16 Lep®
Kol A€YoUTog: woovve TG LLE Aauld, NYaveKTnooy

NA?" Luke 19:14 ol 6¢ TOALTaL adTOD €Uloovy adTOV Kol GmEOTELANY
TpeoPelay OTLow adTod Aéyovtec ob BéAoucr toltov Buoliedonl €’
M. safel
NAZ?" Acts 13:15 HETO 8€ TNV GUEYYwoLy ToD YOUoL Kol TOV TPodhnToy
QMETTELAGY OL GPYLOLVEYWYOL TPOC aDTOVC AEYOVTEC'  safel
NA?" Acts 16:35 ‘Huépag 6¢ yeVouerng GméaTELANY Ol OTPATIYOL TOUG
paBoy OV AEYOVTECT ATOALOOV TOUC GVOPWTOUC EKELVOUC.

Aéyovtac D

A€yovTeG refers back to kol GTOOTEALOUGLY: "And they send ..., (indirectly)
saying,"
A€yovTag is part of the accusative object: "And they send [people] who say,"

Both are possible and make good sense. Difficult to judge. Possibly AéyovTog is
a conformation to pocen‘rfxg, but Weiss finds this improbable.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 251

Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 22:16 00 Yop BAETELS €L¢ TPOOWTOV GVOPWTWY,

\ oy

NA? Matthew 22:17 €Le€ obV ULV TL ool Sokel* €Ecotiy dodval Kfvoov
Katowpl §) ob;

omit until IUIV: D, pc, it(a, b, d, e, ff!, £f2, q, r'), Sy-S, bo™, mae-2
omit until dokel: 1424, pc

Lat(aur, ¢, f, g, h, |, vg) have the words.

Note also:
€kecotLy MUY f1, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 12:14 o0 yop PAETELC €l TPOOWTOV GVBpWTWY, GAL  &m
aAndelog Tnr 080V ToD Oeod SuLdookelg €eotiy Sodral  kfjvoov
Kaloopl 1) ob; d@uer 7 un 6duey;

NAZ" Luke 20:21 kel OLO0OKeLC Kol 0D AopPavelc Tpoowtov, AL’ ém’
aAnBelog Y 080V Tod OeoDd OLdookelc 22 €coty Muac Koloopt
$popov dodval 1 ol;

The omitted words do not appear in the parallels. It is possible that the words
have been omitted as a partial harmonization fo Mk, Lk. They also appear as
slightly redundant.

Note the addition of WLV, which is probably a conformation to Lk from memory.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 252

74.Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 22:23 'Ev ékelvn thH Nuépe mpoofilfor adte Zeddovkelol,
AEYOVTEC UM €LVl GraoTooLY, Kol EMnPwTnoey adTov

BYZ Matthew 22:23 'Ev ékelvn th muépa mpoofidfor adtd Zaddovkelol
0L AéyovTec Um €lval Graotaoly Kol Emmpwtnoay adTov

YobdouvkaloL ot 01, K, L, ©, 0107, 1582, 22, 565, 579, pc, Maj-part,
Lat, Sy-P, bo, Bal
oL XaddoukeioL ot f13, pc, sa

e/

ol XoddovkailoL KoL oL 1292

Yod6ouKoLoL 01*,B,D, M, S, U, W, Z A TI*, Q, 0102, 1, 118,
28, 33,157, 892, 1424, Maj-part, Sy-S, Sy-C, Or

oL XaddovkaiolL 700, 788(f13), 1243, mae-2

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

tXt  came to him some Sadducees, saying there is no resurrection...
Byz came to him some Sadducees, who say 'There is no resurrection'...

Parallels:
NAZ Mark 12:18 Kol é€pyovtal Xaddovkeiol Tpo¢ alTOV, OLTLVEC
AEYOUOLV GUEOTOOLY UT) €LV0L, Kol €ETMPWTWY oDTOV AEYOVTES:

NA?" Luke 20:27 TPOOEAOOVTEC &€ TLVEC TV Xaddoukolwy,
oL [avTL]AEYOVTEC QuaoTtaoLy un €lvat, EmpwTnoay ciToV

oLTLVEC AEYOUOLY ¥, 713
omit OL: 1319, 2372
Compare:

NA?" Acts 23:8 ZaOGO0UKNLOL UEV YOp AEYOUOLY WN) €LVKL GVOOTHOLY UNTE
ayyeAov unte mvedue, Paprociol 8¢ oporoyodoLy To audotep.

It is possible that the additional Ol arose as a scribal confusion over the ending
of 2o0O0UKKLOL, or it has been omitted for that reason.
The addition could also be a harmonization to Mk, Lk, where the article is safe.



In the context the addition of Ol makes better sense because they ask another

question after that statement:
“came to him some Sadducees, saying there is no resurrection,
and they asked him a question, saying, ..."

Better would be:
"came to him some Sadducees, who say 'There is no resurrection’,
and they asked him a question, saying, ..."

In Mt this would be the only explanation of this kind.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 253
NAZ Matthew 22:30 €V Yyap Tf OGvaotaoel ovte yepodoLy obte
vopllovtul, GAL’ WG AyyeroL €v TG olpavd €loLy.

BYZ Matthew 22:30 €V vyop TR Graotaoer olte  youodoly obte
exyopLlovtol, Al w¢ dyyelor tod Beod €v olpuve €loLy

Byz O1,L, W, f13, 33,892, 1241, 1424, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal
dryyeAor ToD Beod W, A, 0102, 0161, 565, 579, Maj
ayveloL Beod  01,L, 3, 13,28, 33,157, 892, 1071, 1241, 1243,
1292, 1424, pc, Lat(aur, ff!, 91, I, vg), Sy-H, Sy-P, bo, Gre

txt B, D, E*, ©,60197, 0233, f1, 22, 700,
it, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, mae-2, arm, geo, Or
oL &yyeloL O, f1,22,0r

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Mark 12:25 OToV YOp €K VEKPOV GUOOTOOLY 0UTE yoodoLY olTe
vopLlovtol, GAL’ €loLy ¢ dyyeloL €V Tolg oDPaVOLC.

ayyeror Beod .. 69, 472, pc
ayyeior Beod ol .. 13,1071, pc
oyveior tod Beod .. 33

NAZ?" Luke 20:36 008¢ yop amobavely €Tl dlvavtal, LoayyeAoL yoap €ioLy
kol viol elowy Beod T drooTaoew viol OVTeC.
Loayyerog = like or equal to an angel

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 13:49 €&feAcboovTol OL GyyeAolL kol GdopLodoLy tolg
TOVNPOLE €K UECOL TAV SLKalwy

oL dyyeAioL tod Peod C, 1424

NAZ Luke 2:9 Kol OYYEAOC KUPLOL €TEoTn aUTOLC kol 60Fw KupLou
TepLéAaper adtolg, kol épofnonoay dGopov péyo.
ayveroc Beod 0O1*

NA?" Luke 12:8 OLOAOYNOEL €V aDTR) EUTPOGHEY TOV ayYeéAwy Toh OeoD:
NA?" Luke 12:9 &mapundNoctol EvWTLOY TOV GYYEAwY Tob OcoD.




NA?" Luke 15:10 00 €VOTLOV TGOV GYyYEAwY ToD Beod

NAZ" Luke 22:43 [[@ON 8¢ adT® @yyelog &m olpavod évioylwy adtov.
QyYEAOC KupLoL 1424

NAZ” John 1:51 kol TOUC &yyéAoug ToD Beod avofaivovtog
Also 20 times in the LXX.

Note also Mt 25:31 below.

T0D Be0l would be a natural addition. This happens several times, see above,
even in the Markan parallel. It is not likely to be omitted. Weiss (Textkritik, p.
133) notes that also angels of the devil exist (compare Mt 25:41 ... T0 TDp TO
alWrLoV TO NTOLULEOUEVOY TG SLaBOAW Kol TOLC GyYEAOL ahTOD).

That the omission is a harmonization to Mk (so Hoskier) is very improbable.
(yYEAOC appears 20 times in Mt, but never with the attribute T00 6€0D. The
only attribute Mt uses is KUPLOU.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ?" Matthew 22:32 €YW) €lpl 0 Oeoc "APpacys kol 0 0cog Toook kel O
Beoc TokWP; olk €otLy [0] Beoc vekpdr GAle (WVTwy.

BYZ Matthew 22:32 'Eyo) elpt 0 0eoc "APpoogt kel 6 8eoc Toook kol O
Beoc TakwP olk €0ty O Beog Bedg vekp®y GAAl (WrTwY

0 0e0¢ Vekp®dY ALY (WYTwY B,L,T, A, f1,33,157*,372, pc
Be0c VekpdV dAry (vTwY 01, D, W, 28, 1424*, Bois, Tis, Bal
one of these: Lat, bo, sa, Sy-S, Sy-C

0 Bedc BeOc vekp@V Ay (Wrvtwy O, 0102(=0138), 13, 565, 579, 892,
Maj, Sy-H, arm, geo®, Gre
0 0e0¢ Be0c Vekp®Y GAMG Bedg (Wrtwy 157, ¢

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: umlaut! (line 30 C, p. 1265) "TakwP; o0k €atLY O B€0C

Parallels:
NA%" Mark 12:27 00K €0TLY  0€0C VekpDY GAAN {vTwr:
BYZ Mark 12:27 00k €0TLY 0 0c0¢ vekpady aAin Beo¢ (Wvtwy:

Beoc VEKPRV GAAC B,D, K, L, MU, W,A,TII, 28,579, 892,
1071, 2542, pc, Lat
0 0e0g VEKPOY G 01, A, C, F, ¥, f1,157*, 565, 700, 1424
0 0e0¢ 0e0C VekPOY BAAX 0, 13, 33, pc, Sy-S
0 0eog VekpOV aAre Oeog T, 157¢, Maj, Sy-H
0 0e0¢ Be0c VekpdY GAAL OeOc M*, 1241, 1582°¢

NAZ" Luke 20:38 B€0¢ 6¢ 00K €0TLV VeKPOV GAAL (WVTWY,

0 Beog B¢ W, 124, pc

0 6€ Beog @, pc

OVK EOTLV VekpQV BedC 157

Be0c VekpdV OVK €0TLY D, a, sa, bo™*

Compare:
NA? Hebrews 11:16 510 00K €maLoyUvetol oDToLE 0 B0 Bedg
emLkoAclofol adTAY: NTolLaoey Yop adTOlS TOALY.




Compare also:
NA?" Matthew 19:6 (J0TE ODKETL €loly 600 dAAL O0pE pie. 6 odv 0 Beog
ouve(evtey apwTog PN YwPLETw.

omit 0: f13

NA?" Mark 10:9 0 o0V 0 0€0¢ ouvelevtery awdpwTog PN YwpLlETw.
omit 0: A G

NA?" Mark 10:18 0 8¢ ‘Inool¢ elmer adt®* Tl pe A€yelc ayadov; oddelg
ayoBoc €l pn €lc 0 Oedc.
omit 0: D

NA?" Luke 5:21 TLC SUVOTOL OUOPTLOC Abelval €L umn povog 0 0edc;
omit O: D*

NAZ" Luke 18:19 €lmer 8¢ adte) 0 ‘Inoodc Tl pe Aéyelc ayodov; oddelg
ayeBoc €l un €lc 0 Bedc.
omit O: 01*, B*

Regarding 00k €0TLV 0€0¢ compare:
LXX Psalm 13:1 €lmer appwv év kopdle adtod o0k €0TLY Be0g
BGT Matthew 13:57 00K €0TLV TPODNTNG XTLUOC €L Ut €V Th TotpldL

Mt uses 6€0¢ almost always with the article (80-90%). Especially the nominative
form "0e0¢" is always used with the article (5 times). The same is true for Mk,
Lk. As can be seen above the article is omitted accidentally at times.

In our reading:
Mt have it: B, L,892 ©O,f1, 33
Mt have not: 01, D

Mk have it: 01, ¥, 0, f1,33
Mk have not: B,L,892 D

In Lk the reading without the article is almost safe, only ©, W, 124 read the
article.
The witnesses supporting the reading without the article show also variation
with the article at other positions (especially D, see above). This weakens their
support.



Regarding the double 0¢c0¢, this is already almost ruled out by support, it is
probably a stylistic change. The same thing happened in Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
remove brackets in NA.
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75.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? Matthew 22:35 KoL €MNPWTINOEY €lc €€ oty [roulkog] meipalwy
oOTOV"

BYZ Matthew 22:35 Kol €TNpWtnoey €ic € adTdV Voplkoc melpalwy
a0TOV Kol A€ywy

VOULKOC TS E*, F, 6, H, 0233, 2, 372, pc (from Lk?)

VOULKOC €€ aDTRV 828

omit: f1, e (5™ CE), Sy-S, arm, Or, Bois
(Sy-C has the word)

omit € adTQOV: 124 (=f13)
VOLKOC €€ aDT@V: 828 (=f13)

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 12:28 Kol TpooeAdwy €lg TV Ypuuatéwy
NA?" Luke 10:25 Kol 1800 VopLkOc TLC aréatn ékmelpalwy adtor Aéywy:

Compare previous verse 34:
NA? Matthew 22:34 Ol 6¢ PapLociolL akoLOMVTEC OTL EPLUWOEY TOUG
Yoddovkeloug auvnxOnooay Eml TO0 avTO,

Compare also:

NA?" Luke 7:30 oL 6¢ ®opLoalol Kol OL VORLKOL

NA?" Luke 11:45 "AToKpLOeLC 6€ TLC TRV VOULKGY

NA?" Luke 11:46 0 &¢ €lTeV: Kol LWLV TOLC VOWULKOLS odul,

NA?" Luke 11:52 O0el VULV TOLG VOWULKOLC,

NA?" Luke 14:3 'Incol¢ elmer mpo¢ toug voplkoug kel Poploeloug



NA?" Luke 20:9 "HpEuto 6€ TpOg TOV AaOV A€yeLy TNy TopefoAny
Tty Avlpwmoc [Tic] épltevoer qumeAdVE Kol €E€8€TO hTOV
YEWPYOLC KoL GTEdNUNOEY YPOVOUC LKVOUC.

omit 01,B,(C,D),L,R, Y, fl, 33,579,892, 1424, Maj, it, WH

txt A, W,0,fl13, 157, 1071, 1241, 2542, al, vg°', Sy, TR

VOULKOC is a Lukan word and appears in Mt only here. Zahn (Comm. Mat.) thinks
that Matthew used VOULKOG because the question concerns the law.

The support for the omission is very strange. If VOULKOC is really an addition,
then it must be EXTREMELY early. The consequence would be that f1 (almost)
alone can preserve the original. It might be noted that the verse is the
beginning of a Sunday lection. The same is true for Lk 10:25. Thus the story was
well known and a harmonization is likely to occur.

It is also possible that scribes had a problem with the fact that first it is said
"one of them" = "one of the Pharisees" (see verse 34) and then it is a lawyer
(and not a Pharisee?).

Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 320) accepts the omission as original. So does
Burkitt.

Rating: - (indecisive)
difficult, brackets ok.
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NA?" Matthew 22:36 SLOOKQAE, TOLO EVTOAT) LEYOAN €V TG VOUW;
NA? Matthew 22:38 o0t €0TLY 1) PEYRAN KoL TPWTN EVTOAN.

BYZ Matthew 22:36 ALSOKaAE TOL EVTOAN HEYOAN €V TG VOUW
BYZ Matthew 22:38 ctUTT) €0TLY TPWTT KoL UEYOAT EVTOAN

Not in NA but in SQE!

From Legg and Swanson:
verse 36: Minority reading

<

T) LEYOAN Conj. (Heikel-Helsingfors)

ueltlwy 0, d, vg™* ("maius"), geo
maximum h, r?, aeth

TPWTN 1093

LEYOAT Kol TPWTN  vg™, Sy-C

TOLO EVTOAT) €V TR VOUW HEYUAN; D, pc

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: no umlaut

verse 38: Majority reading
N UEYOAN KoL TPWTT 01,B,Z, 0, f1, f13, 33, 700, 892
1 MEYEAN KoL 1) TpWTn L
1 TPWTN KoL 1) Heyain W
LEYEAN Kol TPWTN D, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo
) TPWTN KoL WEYEAN 0, A, Z, ®, 0107, 0233, 565, pc, mae-1
TPWTN KoL HEYOAN K,II, 0102, 157, 579, 1071, 1424, Maj, d, f, q, Sy-H

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: umlaut! (p. 1266 A 7 L) dLowole oov 38 aiTr EOTLY 1) WEYOAN

Compare for ©:
NAZ?" Mark 12:31 &eutépa bt GYaTOELS TOV TANOLOV 00U WG OELTOV.
uel{wr To0TWVY BAAN EVTOAN OVK €O0TLV.




The problem here is that the translation of txt in verse 36 would be:
"which commandment in the law is great?"

but intended is:
"which commandment in the law is the greatest?"

This is the meaning of the © reading in verse 36 (uel{wV often means
"greatest", not just "greater"). But according to BDAG and BDF peyaAn alone
can also mean "greatest".

Heikel-Helsingfors suggests that very early the 1) fell out. With the addition of
the article this then would mean "what is the big one?".

Compare:
I.A. Heikel-Helsingfors "Konjekturen zu einigen Stellen des neutestamentlichen
Textes" TSK 106 (134/35) 314-17

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



76. Difficult variant

NA?" Matthew 22:44

€we Av B tolg €xBpolc 0oL DTOKATW TOV TOSAY GOU);
BYZ Matthew 22:44

€wec dv B tolg €xBpolc oov DTOTOSLOY TGV TOSGY GOU

Byz K, II, W, 0102, f1, 13, 33, 1342, Maj,
Lat(a, aur, ¢, f, ff!, ff2, g%, I, vg), mae-1+2, Sy-P, arm

txt O01,B,D,6,L,U,Z, 1T, O, f13,22,579, 892, al,
it(b, d, e, h, q, r'), Sy-C, Sy-H, Co

Sy-S is illegible here (acc. to Burkitt).
Lacuna: C, 1582
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Mark 12:36 €w¢ 0V 00 Toug €xBpolc 0ov VTOKATW TOV TOdGY GOv.
BYZ Mark 12:36 €w¢ av 6 toug €xBpolg cou LTOTOSLOY TGV TOSGY GOU
Byz O01,A,L A, 0,Y¥, 087, f1,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm

txt B,D, W, 28, 2542, Sy-S, Co, geo

NA?" Luke 20:43
€wc av B tolg €xBpolc oov LTOTOSLOY TOY TOSRY GOU.
UTOKOTW D, it, Sy-C, Sy-P

Source:
LXX Psalm 109:1
€we v 00 toug €xOpolE 0oL DTOTOSLOV TV TOSWY GOV

Compare:
NAZ Acts 2:35 €w¢ av 0@ Toug €xBpolc gov LTOTOSLOY TGOV TOSKV GOU.

The change from UTOKOTW to VTOTOOLOV could be a harmonization to Mk or LK,
the other way round it could be a harmonization to the LXX. There may also be
stylistic or idiomatic reasons involved.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 22:46 Kol 00Ol €60VaTO GmOKPLOfvaL adTE Adyor 00dE
ETOAUNOEY TLC QT €kelvng ThHg MUEPOS EMEPWTRHONL KDTOV OUKETL.

4

wpoc D, W, f1, 1506, pc, a, d, q, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo™*, Or
22 has txt.

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: no umlaut

Compare variant Mt 18:1 for a complete list of occurrences.
Wpe and NLEPX are sometimes interchanged.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ" Matthew 23:3 TavTe. 00V 000 €0V €LTWOLY VULV

TOLNOOTE KoL TNPELTE, KOTO O€ T €PYX DTAV UM TOLELTE: AEYOUOLY
Yop kel o0 moLodoLy.

BYZ Matthew 23:3 TV'Tee OOV 00K €XV €LTWOLY VLY
TNPELY TNPELTE KoL TOLELTE® KOTO O€ T €pye DTGV Un moLelte:
AéyouoLy yop kel o0 moLoDoLy

T&T #58

TNPELY TNPELTE KOl TOLELTE W, 0102, f13, 33, 565, 579, Mqj,
q, Sy-P, Sy-H

TNPELY TNPELTE ®, pc'®

TNPELY TNpeLte Kal Purnooete pct

TNPEELY TNPELTE KoL TOLELY TOLELTE pc?

TOLELY TOLELTE KoL TTPELTE 700, pc®

TOLELY TOLELTE T, pc'?

TOLNOATE KoL TNPELTE 01¢,B,L, Z, ©, 0281, 124(f13), 22, 892, Co

TOLNOMTE 01*, Sy-S, mae-2

TOLELTE KL TMPELTE D, f1, pc?, aur, d

TNPELTE KL TOLELTE 372, 2737, pc’, Lat, Ir'™

GKOVETE KoL TIOLELTE Sy-C

Lacuna: C, 1582
B: umlaut! (line 2 B, p. 1266) €lmwoLy VWiV TOLNOKTE Kol

“all, then, whatever they say to you to observe, observe and do"
“all, then, whatever they say to you, do and observe"

The omission of kal Tnpeite by T and 01* is probably due to homoioarcton
(KAITH - KATA). The Byzantine ftext is probably a smoothing

a) of structure (adding TNPELY, change order TNPELTE KoL TOLELTE)

b) of tense (changing TOLNOXTE to TOLELTE, present, as the other verbs in the
verse, TOLELTE even appears later in the verse.)

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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77. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 23:4 SeopebouvoLy &e poptioe Papén [kol Suofaotokto] Kol
EMLTLOEOOLY €TL TOUC WHOUC TRV GrOpWT®wY, adTolL &€ TG SuKTUAW
aDTOV 00 BEAOLOLY KLYAonL odT.

BYZ Matthew 23:4 Scopevouoly yap doptie Bapén kol SLOPROTOKTE Kol
ETLTLOEROLY €TL TOUC WHOUG TOV GropWTKY T &€ SoKTUAW
aOTOV 00 BéAoLOLY KLVRoal adTo

SuoPoOTAKTOC = hard to carry

omit kKoL SuOBAOTOKTO

(01), L, f1, 892, p,

it(a, b, e, ff%, h), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo, mae-2, Or, WH, NA?®, Gre, Bois, Tis, Bal
WH have kol SUOBROTAKTE in the margin

ueyaio Popéa 01

omit Bapéon kel 700, pc

txt B, D, K II, W, ©, 0102, 0107, f13, 22, 33, 157, 579, Maj,
Lat(aur, ¢, d, f, ff', g%, I, q, vg), Sy-H, sa, Weiss

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 11:46 0 8¢ €lmer: Kol DULY TOLG VOULKOLG olal, 0TL popTilete
TOUC aVOpWTOLE PopTle SUOPROTEKTH, Kol oDTOL €Vl TRV O0KTOAWY
VLGV o0 Tpoofadete Tol¢ PpopTiloLc.

Compare also:
LXX Proverbs 27:3 Bapb ALO0¢ kol SUOBROTOKTOV GUIOC OpyN 6€ ddporog
Boputép audoTEPWV

B. Metzger wants the term to be removed from the text in a minority vote in his
commentary. It is indeed difficult to explain the absence of the term in so many
witnhesses.

Possibly it was accidentally omitted by an oversight from KAI to KAI (so Weiss).
On the other hand a partial harmonization to Lk is also possible.



IQP's Crit. ed. has "doptic ..." indicating with the dots that something unknown
was present here. This is in contrast fo their earlier IQP text which had
SuoPooTOKTE present, but labeled as having differences in wording.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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78.Difficult variant:

NAZ" Matthew 23:4 deopevovoLy € poptioe Papée [kl SuoPaotakta] Kol
EMLTLOEROLY €TL TOUC WUOUC TOV avfpwmwy, adtol 66 TG SakTUAW
aDTOV 00 BEAOLOLY KLVToaL oDTA.

BYZ Matthew 23:4 SeopebovoLy yop ¢optio Papén kol SuoProtakte Kol
EMLTLOENOLY €TL TOUC WUOUC TOV AVOpWTWY 7@ 6€ SaKTUAW
a0TOV 00 BEAouoLY KLvfionl adTo

Byz W, 00,0102, f1, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Gre, Bois
txt 01, B,D,L, 33,157,892, 1010, pc, d, Sy-S, (Sy-C), Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), Ir-'

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 11:46 0 8¢ €lmer: kol DULY TOLC VOULKOLG olal, 0TL popTiete
TOUC GrOpwToue popTioe SuoProTakTe, Kol DTOL €Vl TOV SuKTOAWY

€ ~ b 4 ~ 4
VULV 0oL TpooPaLeTe TOLC GOPTLOLC.

The omission is difficult to explain. More probably a0TOL has been added to
supply a direct subject, because the previous subject was ‘men’. Internally this
would be clearly secondary. Externally ©, f1 and Lat are good witnesses.

IQP's Crit. ed. has aUTOL safe for Q.
Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ Matthew 23:5 TAXTOVOUOLY Yop T0 ¢GLAAKTHPLE oDTOV Kol
HEYEADVOUOLY TO, KPUOTES,

BYZ Matthew 23:5 TAaTUVOUOLY &€ T0 QuANKTIPLE ODTRV KoL
HEYORADVOLOLY TO, KPaoTedn TAV LpaTlwy adT@dy

"for they make their phylacteries broad and they make long the fringes [of their garments]."
dviaktnpLe were strips of parchment with texts from the Law written on them, used as
amulets.

Byz L, W,0102,0107, f13, 33, 892, Maj,
f, £f%, h, q, Sy, bo, mae-2, arm, Basil(4™ CE)

TOV Lpotlwy L, A, pc

00TV b, ¢, vg™*3, sa, aeth (all acc. to Tis/Legq)

txt 01,B,D,0,fl1, 22, pc, Lat(a, aur, d, e, ff1, 91, [, vg), sa, mae-1

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut (not sure though, there is an umlaut on the line before (p. 1266 B
19 L, that ends with T& kpa. Possibly this variant is meant?)

Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 9:20 Kol 160U yuvn aipoppoodon 8Wdeka €tn mpooerbodoa
omLoBer NPoto Tod kpoomédov ToD LUaTlov adTOD 21 édeyer yop €v
€oTh €ov povor apwpol tod Luetiov adtod cwdnoouL.
t0) Kpoomedou 13
~ 4 ~ € ’
ToD Kpoomedov Tob LUotiov 157

NA?" Matthew 14:36 Lovov awrtel ToD KpaoTedou Tod Luatlou adTtod:

NAZ" Mark 6:56 Lvo. kv T0D kpaomedou Tod Lpatiov adtod dpwvtel:
NA?" Luke 8:44 Marto T0D KPooméSOL TOD LUKTLOL ohTOD

This is a natural addition (compare Mt 9:20). All 4 other cases of T0 KPOOTES
have it without omission. So there is no explanation why it should have been
omitted only in this case. It is an addition from customary usage.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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TVU 263

79. Difficult variant i

NA?" Matthew 23:8 LHELg &€ un kAnOfite paPpl: €lg yap €0ty LURVY O
5L60oKOAOC, TovTeG de DUELC GdeAdol €oTe.

BYZ Matthew 23:8 Upelg 8¢ um kAndfite ‘PoPpl: €lc yap €0TLv LUOY O
keBnynTne, 0 XpLotog: mavteg 6€ VUELS adeddol éote

KaONYNTNG

Byz 01 D,L, (W), 09,0102, 0107, f1, f13, Maj, Basil(4™ CE)
txt 019, B, 33, 517, 565, 892*, pc, Co

dudaokoroc XpLotdc U

peBBl  sy-c, sy-P

add 0 XpLoTOC

Byz T, A, Z, 0102, f13, 892¢ Maj, Sy-C, Sy-H**

txt 01,B,D,KIL L, W,0, 1,124, 788(=f13), 22, 33, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Basil(4™ CE)

add deus aur

add qui in caelis est g

Lacuna: C, mae-2
B: no umlaut

Compare the following verses:

NAZ" Matthew 23:9-10 Kol TOTEPX T KaAEONTE VPOV €Tl ThHC VTS,
€lg yop €0TLY VU@V O Tathp O 0DPAVLOC.

10 unde kANOATE KodNyNTOL, OTL KAONYNTNG DUDY €0TLY

€lc 0 XpLotoc.

Compare also:
NAZ” John 1:38 pofBBL, O A€yetal peBepunreuoueror SLO0OKOAE,
NAZ7 John 3:2 papL, oldaper OtL 6mo Bcod EANALOBaC SLOKOKMAOC:

The Byzantine reading is very possibly inspired from the immediately following
verses. There is no reason for the change to SL000KaAOC. On the other hand,
the support for 6L60OKXAOG is quite slim. Some dL80OKMAE addresses appear
18, 30 and 38 verses before. kONyNTNC appears only here in the Greek Bible.
Note also the changes from €mLOTATe to SLOKOKAAE in Lk 5:5; 8:24; 8:45; 9:33;



9:49 (see Lk 5:5). It is possible that occurrences of the rare forms €mLOTOTO
and kN YNTNC have been conformed to the more normal SL800KXAOC.

Compare Jo 1:38, 5L80.0KA0C seems to be the regular translation of peppL. So
it would be only natural here too to use 6L6GOKAAOG in relation to PaPL.

KaONynTNg:
Rating: - (indecisive)

add 0 XpLoTog:
Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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80. Difficult variant:

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA? Matthew 23:10 unde kAndfjte kadnynrtol,
OTL KaOnyntne VLAV éoTLy €ic O XPLOTOC.

BYZ Matthew 23:10 unde kAndfite kodnyntol
€lc yap LUV éoTy 0 kodBnyntne 6 XpLotoc

OTL KaOnynTne VLAV 0 XpLotoc
1,118, 205, 209, 700, pc

OTL KaONynTne VLAY EGTLY 0 XpLatoc
0, 1582, 124, 788(=f13), pc, a, d(1), e, r!, Sy-S, Sy-C

The remainder of f13 and 22 read Byz.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare previous verses:

NAZ?" Matthew 23:8 UUelc 8¢ ur kAndfte pofpi:

€lg yop €0TLY VU@V 0 SLdookeAog, Tavteg 8¢ LEle adeddol éote.
NA?" Matthew 23:9 Kol TOTEPX U KaAEONTE VUGV €Tl TAC YAC,

€lg yop €0TLY VPGV O TEthP 6 0VPAVLOC.

Compare also:
LXX 2 Maccabees 10:28 Ol 8¢ KoONyepove TGV GyWYwy THTTOUEVOL TOV

Bupov "but the leaders of the opposition.."

Here the meaning is more that of a leader and not so much of a teacher.

Difficult.

The Byzantine reading is a harmonization to the previous verses. It is possible
that the Caesarean reading is the original and all others are attempts to
harmonize it with the previous verses.



kN YNTNC appears only here in the NT. Robertson in his Wordpictures writes:
Masters (kathégétar). This word occurs here only in the N.T. It is found in the papyri for
teacher (Latin, doctor). It is the modern Greek word for professor. "While didaskalos
represents Rab, kathégétes stands for the more honorable Rabban, -bén' (McNeile). Dalman
(Words of Jesus, p. 340) suggests that the same Aramaic word may be translated by either
didaskalos or kathégétes.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 265
NA?" Matthew 23:14 -

BYZ Matthew 23:14 OVl &€ LULv, ypouuotelc kel Poplooiol LTOKPLTOL,
OTL KoteoOlete TOC oOlkioe TOV YNnpQdv, kol TPODUOEL WOKPE
mpocevyOuevoL® oL TodTto ANbeabe TePLOGOTEPOV KPLUWK.

"Woe to you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! because ye eat up the houses of the widows, and for
a pretence make long prayers, because of this ye shall receive more abundant judgment.”

Byz W,Y, 0102, 0107, 0233, f13, 22, 28, 157, 565, 579, 700, 892¢, 1071, 1241,
1424, Maj, it(b, c, f, ff%, h, 1, rl), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, boP'

txt 01,B,D,L,Z, 0,f1,33,892*%, pc, Lat(a, aur, d, e, ff!, g', vg),
Sy-S, Sy-Pal™, sa, mae-1+2, boP*, arm, geo, Or, Eus

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

oTe also verse order.

Note als S der:
verse 13 O0aL ... eLoEABETY
verse 14 O0al ... kpLpo

13 - 14 0233, f13, 2%, pc, it, Sy-C, Sy-Pal™*, bo™*,
Vogels, Weiss, UBS, NA?’ (all in apparatus)
14 - 13 W, Y, A, 0102, 0107, 579, 892, Maj, f, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®",
TR, von Soden, WH, Robinson, Trg (WH in apparatus)
UBS, NA?” note both orders.

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 12:40 ol KaTeoBlovteg T0C Olklog TOV ynpdy Kol TPodoocl
LOKPO, TPOOELYOUEVOL: 0DTOL ANUOVTaL TEPLOTOTEPOY KP L.

NA?" Luke 20:47 Ol KoT€oOLOUOLY TOC OLKLOC TOV YNP@dV Kol TPOGHOEL
LOKPO, TPOOEVYOVTOL: ODTOL ANUYOVTHL TEPLOCOTEPOV KPLUX.

The support for the verse is not very good. Also it appears at different places.
This is a strong indication for an interpolation. The Mk/Lk parallels of the verse
are very similar, but not identical. The Matthean 0TL KoTeaOiete could be a
conformation to immediate context, but for the change to 8L ToDTO ANYreaBe
is no immediate reason discernible.



On the other hand there is of course the possibility of omission due to h.t.
(OUAI - OUATI). In that case then, it is obvious that the verse could have been
added at the wrong place accidentally later.

It is interesting to note that NA?’ adds the verse after verse 13 in the
apparatus and not after verse 12. Robinson notes that the NA verse order is
that of the Elzevir TR (European continent standard) and the verse order of the
Majority text is that of Stephens (England/USA standard).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
but reconsider order!

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 266
NAZ" Matthew 23:19 TupAoL, TL yop pellov, T0 8@pov 1| T0 BuoLKoTNPLOV
70 ayLalov T0 6GPoV;

\

BYZ Matthew 23:19 pwpol kol TupAol Tl yap upeilov t0 6Gpov 1| TO
BuoLotnpLor T0 ayLalov TO dEPOoV

Byz B,C,W,0102, f13, 22, 33, Maj, ¢, f, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™, Co, arm, WH™
txt 01,D,L,Z, 0O, f1,892, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, mae-2, WH, NA*
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 23:17 Lwpol kol TupAol, Tic yop pellwy €otiv, O YPLOOC
N 0 VaOC 0 GyLonG TOV XPLOOV;

Clear harmonization to immediate context, verse 17 (so Weiss).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 267

NA*" Matthew 23:25-26

Obal Lply ypoppetele kol doproniol UTokpLtel OTL kobopllete TO
€Ewber tod Totnplov kol TAg TapoPildoc €owbev &€ yépovoLy EE
apToyAC Kol GKpooloc.

26 GopLonie TUPAE KaBUPLOOY TPATOV TO €VTOC TOL MOTNPLov

v yévntol kol T0 éktog ahToD Kobopov.

BYZ Matthew 23:25-26

\ € ~ ~ \ ~ € ’ V4 ’ \
Olol Lply ypoppoatele kel Poprocior vmokpLtel OTL Kebopllete TO
€Ewber tod Totnplov kol TAg Tapolildoc éowbev &¢ yépovoLy EE
apToYRC Kol ALK LG

~ ’ 4 ~ \ b \ ~ ’

26 DapLooie TupAe kKoBopLOOY TPATOV TO €VTOC TOU TOTMPLOV
kel TR mapolidog Tve yévntal kol TO €KTOC adTOY Kobopov

kol The Topolidoc

Byz 01,B,C,L,W,0102,0281, f13, 22, 33, Maj,
Lat(aur, b, c, f, ff, 91, h, I, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co(+ mae-2),
Basil(4™ CE), Trg, [WH]

txt D, 0, fl, 2%, 700, it(a, d, e, ff% r'), Sy-S, Ir-, Cl, NA®®

Sy-C has a lacuna from here to the end of Mt!
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation, in brackets by WH.

DTGV / 0hTOD

Byz 01,8 ¢, L, W,0102,0281, 22, 33, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, sa

txt B*,D, 0, fl, 13,700, 1424, al, a, Sy-S, WH, NA®, Trg

omit: X, pc, Lat, mae-1+2, Ir

In B (line 34 A, p. 1267) the ov is left unenhanced and the WV is written above
it, acc. to Tischendorf by B3,

kol ThHe mopoPldoc ... a0toD have: B*, E*, 6, f13, 28, 157, 1424, some Lect




Parallel:

27 ol \ [S ’ \ 9 4 ~ 3 ~ [3 ~
NAZ" Luke 11:39 eimer 8¢ 0 k0pLOC TPOC ahTOV: Vv Duelc ol daproniol
10 €wler tod Totnplov kol ToD Tivakoc koBupilete, TO &€ €0wWOeV
VLAV yépel apmoyfic kol Tovnmplag. .. 41 TAMV 0 évovta 80Te
erenuooivny, kol L6oL TowTe kKodopd VUIY EOTLD.

Although the readings Topoyldog and the adTOV belong together (because a
plural is needed), the support is not the same for both. B*, f13 et al. retain the
singular ®0TOD even though they add TopoyLdoc. Since sometimes neuter
plurals takes a singular verb this is not decisive, though.

The support for the omission of TaPOYLB0¢ is not very good, but together with
the a0TOD variant there is enough evidence to suspect the addition of
Trocpoqjl',éog to be a harmonization with verse 25 (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 268

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 23:35 OTW¢ €A €’ DUdC Ty alpe SlkoLov €KyuVVOperoV
eml the Yhc amo tod alpatoc “APed tod Sikalov €we tod oipwtog
Zoyoplov viod Bopeytov, ov épovetonte petafl tod veod kol Tod
BuoLootnplov.

omit: 01*, g'¢
viod Iwdee GHebr. (acc. to Jerome, "filii Jojadae")

01: corrected by 01°%,
"In the Gospel used by the Nazarenes, we have 'son of Jojada' instead of 'son
of Barachia'." (Jerome, Mt-Com. at 23:35)

Didymus the blind: 0 yap Tatnp tou Pamtiotov lwavvouv Zoxoprog kol
BapoyLug o Toutou yoveug mpoomyopeLovTo.

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

It is normally assumed that this refers to the following event:
LXX 2 Chronicles 24:20-22

\ ~ ~ b ’ \ \ ~ \ 3 ’
kool mrebpo Beod eveduoer tov Alaplov tov tod Iwdoe tov Lepeq ...

Then the spirit of God took possession of Zechariah son of the priest Jehoiada; he stood above the
people and said to them, "Thus says God: Why do you transgress the commandments of the LORD,
so that you cannot prosper? Because you have forsaken the LORD, he has also forsaken you. 21 But
they conspired against him, and by command of the king they stoned him to death in the court of the
house of the LORD. 22 King Joash did not remember the kindness that Jehoiada, Zechariah's father,
had shown him, but killed his son. As he was dying, he said, "May the LORD see and avenge!"

If this event is meant, the LLOD BapoyLlov is wrong. The addition might have
been inspired by one of the following:

LXX lIsaiah 8:2 KXl MOPTUPEAC MOL TOLMOOV TLOTOUC GvOpWTOUE TOV
OvpLar kel TOV Zayoploey viov BapeyLov

LXX Zechariah 1:1 €V TQ 0Y80w unvi €toug Seutépou €ml  Awapelou
€yeveto A0Yoc kuvplov mpoc Zoxoplow tov tod Bopaylov vior Addw
TOV TpodnTNY A€ywy

LXX Zechariah 1:7 Aapelov éyéveto AOYoC Kuplou TPOC ZoyopLoy TOV
700 BapoyLov viov Addw tov mpodntny AEywy




Note, that the name in the LXX 2Chr 24:20 is Azariah and not Zechariah.

T. Zahn (Einleitung II) notes a comment by Grotius, that this might refer to
Josephus War IV, 5, 4, where the Zealots killed a certain Zechariah €V péow
700 Lepod. The name of the father is not clear, Bapelc, Baplokaiov and
Bapolyov are given in the MSS. But Zahn finds this improbable, especially
because the incident happened in the year 68 CE.

Another suggestion is that the Zechariah is the father of John the Baptist.
Origen (Tract. 26, Mt) mentions that he was killed by angry Jews for allowing
Maria to stand in a place reserved for virgins only.

The Protogospel of James 24:2 notes that he was killed because he did not want
to disclose the whereabouts of his son John: aToTOAUNONC &€ €l¢ €€ ATV
elofA0er kol €lder mapt TO OLoLKOTNPLOV KLPLOU alper TemMyoc. Kol
L6oL dpwrn A€yovon: Xayoplog TePOVELTHL ...

Note Origen (Comm. Mt book 10:18):

" 'They were slain with the sword,' refer to Zachariah, who was slain "between
the sanctuary and the altar," as the Savior taught, bearing testimony, as I think,
to a Scripture, though not extant in the common and widely circulated books,
but perhaps in apocryphal books."

Compare:
C.W. Miiller "Zur Erkldrung des Zoyeplov viod Bapeylov, Mt 23:35." TSK 14
(1841) 673-680.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 269

Minority reading:
NAZ” Matthew 23:38 160U ddletol DIV O 0lkOg DUGDV €PNUOC. 39 AEYW ...

omit: P77?, B, L, ff**, Sy-S, sa, bo?', mae-2, NA®, WH, Weiss

txt

P772,01,C,D, W, ©, 0102, f1, f13, 33, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, bo™, Cl, Eus, Basil(4™ CE), WH™

P77 (200 CE, POxy 2683 + 4405) is doubtful. According to the ed.pr. it reads:
oadeLetal vuLY o [ c. 8 ] Ae
The editors write: "The trace before A€ is much more like C than N."

This cannot be confirmed from the image (online): Only a small dot before the A
can be seen. The A€ is quite certain (hote that in the photo/original, the little
fragment at the bottom is rotated by about 45 degrees.) The dot could be the
top right edge of a C, but it could also be the remains of a N. Below the dot
the papyrus breaks off.

K.S. Min (ANTF 34, p. 196 + 209 reconstructs: [0Lko¢ LLWV]. A€[yw

Min's complete reconstruction of the papyrus page (p. 209) seems to suggest an
omission of €pMUOC. It looks convincing. (In principle it is also possible that P77
omits singularly DUQV.)

P.M. Head writes regarding P77, Tyndale Bulletin 51 (2000), pp. 1-16:

"In fact P”7 does not read €PMUOC at all, except for what the original editors thought was
a part of a sigma at the edge of the old fragment. The announcement of a new piece of the
same page held out the prospect of further clarity on this subject, but unfortunately it
remains lost between the two fragments. Close examination of the papyrus casts doubt on
whether the extant ink is really part of a sigma at all (as to read it as a sigma creates
another problem that requires a unique variant to be postulated in the intervening space).
It seems more likely that P”” should be read as a witness for the shorter reading here,
which while not itself decisive, is an important contribution to an interesting, although
comparatively minor problem."

He adds on the textualcriticism list (Dec. 2005): "I did work both with the texts themselves -

this included the use of some old but helpful microscopes in the Papyrology Room in the
Ashmolean in Oxford - and with good photos."

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut



Parallel:
NAZ?" Luke 13:35 180U ddletol DULY 6 0Lkog VUGV :
BYZ Luke 13:35 160U adletal VUiV 0 0lkog LUGV €pnuog:

Byz D,N,A, 0,V 13, 346, 828, 983(=f13), 33, 157, 700, 892, 1071, 1241,
1424, Maj-part, it, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P45% P75 ,01, A, B, K I LR, S, V,W,YVY,T, A, Q, 047, f1,69, 124,174,
230, 788(=f13), 565, 579, Maj-part, Lat, Sy-S, sa, bo™*, arm

Compare LXX:

LXX Jeremiah 12:7 &YKOTOAEAOLTL TOV OLKOV [OU
"l have forsaken my house"

LXX Jeremiah 22:5 €0V 8¢ un Tromonre TOUG koyouc; rourouc; Kot

ELOLTOD WHOOK A€YEL KUPLOC OTL €lg EPNUWOLY €0ToL O OLKOC 0UTOC

"But if you will not heed these words, I swear by myself, says the LORD, that this house shall
become a desolation."

LXX Tobit 14:4 kol IepooOiupe €otol €pnuoc kol O olkog ToD Oeod év
aOTH KOTHKOMOETOL Kol €PMUOC €0ToL UEYPL YPOVOU

"and Jerusalem will be desolate. And the temple of God in it will be burned to the ground, and it will be
desolate for a while."

Also 1.Ki 9:7f, Hag 1:9, Isa 64:10f., compare also: Act 1:20, 6:14

The omission is possibly a harmonization to Lk. The sentence is rather catchy
and memorable and perhaps the scribe added it from memory? But
harmonization by omission is normally not a very convincing argument. Also
harmonization to Luke is rather infrequent. Another variant that comes to mind
is the omission of €LOLV in Mt 11:8 by B in a similar construction, though not a
harmonization.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 131) notes to the contrary: "Exegetical gloss, thinking of
the destruction of Jerusalem."

The sentence without €pMUOC is hot really clear. "your house is left to you" is
equivocal and could be understood as "I relinquish the temple to you" which
makes no sense in context. Intended is: "your house will be left/forsaken (by
God)". Compare the LXX parallels. The addition of €épmuo¢ then would be a
natural clarification. UiV is Dativ incommodi: "your house will be left behind to
you (destroyed)".

The overall meaning of both readings is basically equivalent. But the short
reading is more difficult to understand. The addition of €pnuUo¢ by scribes
would then be an attempt to make the text more clear.



A. Pallis (Notes, 1932) writes: "this addition is due to misunderstanding
adLleto, which was taken to mean is /eft whereas it means €YKXTOAELTETNL, /s
being forsaken. ... The translation of VULV by wnto you, or to your own disposal
as Meyer puts it, is wrong; it is an ethic dative." [ethic dative: e.g. "me" in "he
opens me his book". same here: "your house has been abandoned you".]

The support for the short reading is early, good and diverse. It could be original.
But if the short form is original in both Gospels, the addition of €pnuog by so
many witnesses is striking. There are convincing arguments for the addition, but
not for the omission. Anybody who argues for the short fext in Mt must explain
the origin of €pMILOG in Mt (and Lk). How and why did it enter the MSS tradition
so strongly? Allusion to Jer 22:5 is not enough, I think.

Note that K.S. Min (INTF, Miinster) now reconstructs P77 without ’épnpog (see
above).
IQP's Crit. ed. has the saying without €pMLO¢ as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 270

NAZ" Matthew 24:6 HEAATIO€TE &€ GKOVELY TOAEUOUC KL GKOGC TOAEUWY*
opate un Opociade: el yop vevéoBol, aAL’ olmw €0TLY TO TEAOC.

BYZ Matthew 24:6 HEAAT|O€TE &€ GKOVELY TOAEULOUC KOl GKOKC TOAEUWY*
opate un Bpoclobe: del yop mTavte yevéobul &AL oDTW €0TLY TO TEAOG

T&T #59
Byz C,W,([2), P, 0102, f13, 22, 1424, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, Gre

ToDTO y™, 372,565, 2737, al*®, Lat, Sy-S, mae-2
movto tedte 1241, 2786, al*®, f

txt 01,B,D,L,0,fl,33,892,pc’ a,d,Co
pc = 557, 1113*, 1604, 2217, 2524

Y* omits 8¢l .. yev€abuL, corrector adds 8¢l yop ToDTO. yevéoBul in the
margin.
omit €0TLY: 33, 1424

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Mark 13:7 0Tow 8¢ GkoDOMTE TOAEUOUC KL GKOGC TOAEUWY,
un Bpociode Sel yevéoBol, AL’ olmw TO TEAOC.

BYZ Mark 13:7 6€l yop yevéaBol
157, 1424:  O€l yop movTe YeEVETHoL

NAZ Luke 21:9 Otar O6€ GKOUONTE TOAEUOUC KL GKOTHOTOOLOG, KT
mtondfjte: 8el yop tobToe yevéoBal TP@TOV, GAL 00k €DBEWC TO TEAOC.
1424: &€l yop Tovte yevéabol

Compare immediate context:

NAZ?" Matthew 23:36 NeeL TaDTo TOVTO €TL TNV YeVeoy TalTny.
NA? Matthew 24:2 00 BA€mete TodTor TOVTO;

NA?" Matthew 24:8 Tovte, 8¢ TadTo PN WdLVw.

NAZ?" Matthew 24:33 OUTWC KoL DUELE, Otoy Lomte mavte todTo,
NA*" Matthew 24:34

00 UN TaPEAdn 1 yeven altn €we av mavte TodTe YEVNToL.




Either Ta0Ta is a harmonization to Lk, and Tavte, Tadte is a conflation of the
two. Or all these ToDTe. and TVt are inspired from the immediate context.

The support for the Byzantine reading is not very good.
On the other hand the omission of TV TW can, in principal, be a harmonization to
Mk. If it's a harmonization to Mk, one could expect also the omission of €0TLV.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 271

81.Difficult variant
NA?" Matthew 24:7 €yepOnoctal yop €0voc €mi €0vog kol PauolAclo €mi
BoorLAeloy kel €o0ovtal ALUOL KXl O€LOMOL KOTO TOTOUC

BYZ Matthew 24:7 éyepBnoetol yop €0voc €ml €Bvoc kol Paotielo émi
BooLAeloy kel éoovtol ALUOL KoL AOLUOL Kol OELOWOL KoTe TOTOUC:

"famines and plagues"

Byz C,L,W,0,0102, f1, f13, 33, Mqj,
Lat(aur, ¢, f, ff', g', h, 1, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, mae-1, Weiss

Aol kol Aowwol C, K, II, ©,0102, f1, f13, 28, 157, 565, 700,
1071, 1424, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1
Aowol kel Aol L, W, 33,L2211, pc, Lat, Sy-Pal, Trg™

Aol kol Aol (sicl) 579, 828*, pc

txt 01, B, D, E*, 892, pc, it(a, b, d, ff?), Sy-S, sa, mae-2
ocLopolL Kol Alpol 01

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ Mark 13:8 €yepOnoetal yop €0voc ém’ €0voc kol Paoiielo émi
BooLAeloy, €00VTOL OELOMOL KOTK TOTOUC, €00VTOL ALUOL®

NAZ" Luke 21:11 OELOMJOL T€ UEYOAOL KL KOTO TOTOUC ALUOL Kol AOLUOL
€oovtal, GOPNTP TE€ Kol &’ obPavoDd onuele peyoAn €oToL.
AOLUOL KoL ALpol B, 157, 1241, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C

An omission by h.t. is possible IMOI - IMOI (so Weiss). Note the omission by
E*. The support for txt is not very good.

On the other hand a harmonization to Lk is also possible (so Zahn).

The addition of AOLUOL appeared as ALUOL kol AOLuOlL and AOLUOL Kol
ALpoL. Addition at different places is a strong indication for a later insertion.



On the other hand it could be accidental, the words look quite similar and were
pronounced alike in Hellenistic times (L = OL).

Compare the same variation in Lk 21:11.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 272

Minority reading:

NA%"  Matthew 24:9 TOte TopadwoovoLly LUdc el OATYLY kol
QTOKTEVODOLY DUAC, Kol €0€oBe WLOOVHErOL LTO TovTwy TV EOvQY
510, TO OVOoua Ov.

omit: C, f1,828(f13), 1424, 2542, al, |, Sy-S, bo™*
eBvdy  D*, 22,517, 954, pc

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ?" Mark 13:13 koL €0€00¢ [LLOOUUEVOL VTO TOVTWY SL0. TO
OVOUL [LOV.

NA?" Luke 21:17 Kol €0€00€ LLOOVUEVOL DTIO TAVTWVY SLe. TO
OVOUL [LOV.

Probably a harmonization to the parallels. Interestingly there are no variants for
the parallels!
Both omissions could also be due to h.t. (.WV - .WV, so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 273
NAZ" Matthew 24:31 Kol GTOOTEAEL TOUC GYYEAOUG DTOD WETR ORATLYYOC
LEYOANG,

BYZ Matthew 24:31 K&l GTOOTEAEL TOUC GYYEAOUC oDTOD WETO OUATLYYOC
~ /
bwilg peyoing

Byz B, (D), f13, 22, 33,579, (1241), Maj,
(Lat), Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, sa, WH™, Weiss, Trg

OaATLYYOC Kol dwric ueyeAnc D, 1241, al, Lat
"cum tuba et voce magna"

txt 01,L, W, A, ©,f1,517,700, 892*, 954, 1424, 1675, pc,
(e), Sy-S, Sy-P, mae-1+2, bo, arm, geo, Eus, WH, NA*

e reads "cum turba magna" = et OYAog MOAUC. Clearly "turba" is an error for
"tuba" (frumpet)

Lacuna: C, Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Note minority reading by 579 at Mk 13:27:

NA? Mark 13:27 kol TOTE GTOOTEAEL TOUC QYYEAOUC ' kol €mLovvatel
TOUC €kAekTOUC [0dTOD] €k TOV TEOOHPWY GVEUWY GT GKpov YAC €wc¢
GkpPOL OVPOVOD.

T q0ToD PeTe odATLYYOC dWwVAC pevoAne 579

Compare LXX:

LXX Exodus 19:16 Kol €ylvovto ¢wvel Kol GoTpomel Kol VepET
vrodpwdne €m’ opouvc Xive Gwrn TAC COATLYYOC TYEL UEYR Kol
emtondn e 0 AnOC 0 év T TapeUBoAT

LXX Exodus 19:19 €ylrovto 6¢ al ¢wval ThHg oaAmiyyoc mpoPelvovoot
LoyupoTepaLl apodpa

LXX Exodus 20:18 Kol TaC 0 AcOC €Wpo THY GWUNY Kol TOC Amodeg
kol TV dwuny ThHC OaATLYYOC

LXX Leviticus 25:9 kol SLocyyeAelte oOATLYYOC Wi €v maon T v

LXX 2 Chronicles 15:14 Kal QUOOKY €V TG KUPLW €V GwUf HeyoAn Kol €v
ooATLYELY Kol €V kepaTivalg

LXX Isaiah 18:3 WO€L ONUElov GO Opouc Gpdf w¢ oaATLyyoS dwum
GKOVLOTOV €0ToL




BGT Isaiah 27:13 kol €0ToL €V T TMUEPE €kelvn ooAmioboly T
OOATILYYL TR UEYOAN

LXX 1 Maccabees 3:54 Kol €00ATLONY TOLC OGATLYELY Kol €Bonooy dwvri
LEYaAn

Compare NT:
NA?" 1 Corinthians 14:8 KoL yop €0v adniov ooAmLyE dwvny 66,
NA?" Revelation 1:10 TKOULOK OTLOW LOL GWUNY UEYOANY WG OUATLYYOC

oaATLYE appears only here in the Gospels, dwuT peyaAn appears 13 times in
the Gospels. Also pwv1 is coupled with peyaAn and OAATLYE sometimes in the
LXX (see above). Therefore it is quite probably that ¢pwv1 has been added to
enhance the expression.

The general question is if the term means
"angels with a loud trumpet call" or
"angels with a large trumpet"

Weiss does hot believe that $wv] is a secondary addition. To the contrary he
thinks that scribes found it objectionable and either added a kol (D, Lat) or
omitted it.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 274

Minority reading:

NAZ?" Matthew 24:30 ... kol Ofovtol TOV LLOY ToD GvOpwWTOL EPYOoUEVOV
EML TOV VePeA@V ToD 00parod peTe SUVapews Kol 60ENC TOAARC

NA? Matthew 24:31 KoL GTOOTEAEL TOUC GYYEAOUC aDTOD HETH OUATLYYOC
HEYAANG, Kol €TLOLVAEOUOLY TOUC €KAEKTOUC aDTOD €K TRV TEOOHPWY
QUELWY &T BKPWY 00PavdY €we [tdv] dkpwy adtdy T .

NA? Matthew 24:32 "AT0 8¢ Thic oukfic podete Ty Tepafoiny:

T 9 ’ \ 4 4 9 ’ \ b 4 \
APYOUEVWY O€ TOUTWV YLveaboL avofAeioite Kol €ETOPUTE TOC

keboddc DUQY, 6L0TL €yYilel 1) &mOAVTPWOLE DUV,
D, 1093, it(b, ¢, d, h, q, r')

omitted by: a, aur, e, f, ff!, ff%, g', 1, vg
Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Luke 21:27 kol TOTE OYovTal TOV LLOV TOD GrOpWTOL €PYOUEVOV
€V VEPEA) UETh SUVOUEWC Kol B0ENC TOAATC.

NAZ?" Luke 21:28 Gp)OMEVOY O¢ TOUTWY YiveoBul GroakOPaTe Kol ETUPOTE
T0¢ KepaAdg VHAY, SLOTL €yyilel 1) GmoA)TPWOLE DUGV.

NA?" Luke 21:29 Kal elmev mapofoiny adtolg Ldete tny oukfy ...

Probably a harmonization to Lk. There is no reason for an omission.

The insertion point is interesting. In Lk the sentence appears after G0ENG
TOAANC, which is the end of verse 30 in Mt. But Mt further adds another
sentence, verse 31, before the lesson of the fig tree.

Note that D reads avafi€iate against dvakoyete in Lk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 24:36 ITepl 6¢ Thg MUEPaC Ekelvng Kol Wpog oDdeLE oldev,
006¢ oL QyyeAoL TV 0DPav@Y 00SE O LLOG, €l un O TaTnHP WovoC.

BYZ Matthew 24:36 Ilepl 6¢ Tfic MUépac ékelvng kol wpog ovdELC oldey
00d€ oL dyyeroL TV oVPAVAY €L PN O THTNP KOV HOVOC

T&T #60

Byz 01%L,W,Z, f1, 22, 33, 892, Maj™®,
g', 1, vg, Sy, Co(+ mae-2), Hier™*, Trg

txt 01*,B,D, 0, ®, f13, 28, 2680, al*°, it, vg™*, Sy-Pal, arm, geo'®,
Ir, (Or), Did, Chrys, Cyr(Hesych), Hier™*, Basil(4™ CE)

Origen knows the variant.
Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA% Mark 13:32 Tlepl 8¢ ThC MuEpac ékelvne 1 ThHg wpog ovdelc oldev,
006€ oL ayyeAoL €v olpav® o6 O LLOG, €L WUn O ToTnp.

omit: X, 983, 1689(=f13°), pc, vg™*

The term was very probably omitted because it represented a doctrinal
difficulty. Also grammatically it is more probable that the phrase was original.
008¢ ... 0VOE, heither ... nor is needed, also the LOVOC at the end seems to
imply that more than one was mentioned before.

It is noteworthy that the phrase was omitted from Mk, too by some MSS.

Also: Why should it have been added if it's not original? A harmonization to Mk
is rather improbable.

It has been argued that both Mt and Lk omitted the words (Lk the complete
sentence) from Mk.

Clayton Stirling Bartholomew wrote (on the TC list):

"A. Plummer (Exegetical Comm. Gospel of Matt., p.339) agrees that the phrase OUDE hO hUIOS
found in Mk 13:32 caused consternation over the christological implications in the early church.
Very early in fact. Plummer argues that both Matthew and Luke omitted.

Plummer (pp. xiv-xvi) demonstrates how Matthew regularly cleaned up what he deemed dubious
material in Mark that might cast a shadow of doubt on the Messiah. (see B.Ehrman's foot note
#221 page 117).



H.Alford has a textual note that Athanasius reported a discussion of Mk 13:32 at Nicea, but
OUDE hO hUIOS was not known in Matt 24:36. I wasn't able to trace down this precise
information in Athanasius but I did find a diatribe of sorts on Mk 13:32."

Several quotes are in Tischendorf:
Ps-Ath¥sP 170 ey pev tw Uotd. ou depetal ovde 0 ULOG OLOE TNV M. €K.
- povwtatog 6 Mapkog €pn ovde 0 LLOG OLOE TNV MUEPLV

Hier: in h.1. "In quibusdam Latinis edd. additum est negue filius, quum in Graecis
et maxime Adamantii et Pierii exemplarib. hoc non habeatur additum; sed quia in
nonnullis legitur, disserendum videtur. Gaudet Arius et Eunomius, quasi ignorantia
magistri" - - Nihilominus postquam probavit aliter explicanduin esse locum ac
verba sonent, pergit: "igitur quia probavimus non ignorare filium consummationis
diem, caussa reddenda est cur ignorare dicatur," unde diffidere videtur
codicibus qui non habent.

Bas® 2%: p. 361. 1 Wev ouv TOL WoTO. A€ELG OLTWE €XeEL” TEPL O€ TNG M.
€K. KoL TNG wp. [edd plures om K. T. ®.] OLOELC OLO. OLOE OL AYY. TWV
OUpP. €L UM O T, Lovoo. 1 O6€ TOUL UopKOoL® TepL - Kol [cdd’® n] wp. oud.
oLd. oude oL ayy. oL [cod' om] €V ovPEV® OVLBE O ULOG, €L UM O TLTNP.
TL TOLVUV €0TLV €V TOUTOLG emLonunrecBel oflov; oTtL o Hev uod.
OLOEV €LTE TeEPL TNG TOU ULOU OYVWOLKO™ OOKeEL O€ Tw oK.
OUpdepecBal KoTo TNV €vvoLoy €k Tou QoreLl €L Un O TOT. KOVOO.
Plura ex his in scholia vetera transiere.

Did™ *°: i.e. 3, 22 allatis Marci verbis pergit: LoTO. WeV yop TPO CUTOU - -
OUK ELTEV TOV ULOV OYVOELY, OAAX KoL TO OYMNUK 0UTO TOU TEAOUG
eLoevaL €£eBeto TOLWOOE TePL O€ TNG M. €K. M TNG WP. - - 0 MHTNP
Hovoc: womep yop etc. Additque plura explicationis caussa, respiciens a Basilio
in ep. ad Amphil scripta.

Ps-Ath¥sP 179 ¢y pev tw potd. ov ¢epetal: ovde 0 LLOC OLdE TNV M.
€K. - LOVWTHTOC O€ LOPKOG €M OLOE O LLOG OLOE TNV TMUEPLV.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NAZ?" Matthew 24:41 600 aAndovonl €V T¢) WOAW, Wi TopeAouPoretal Kol
ulee adletor T .

T [ ’ ~ < ’ v = N
OV0 €L KALYNC WLAC, €lc mapoAoufovetol Kol €LC adLeToL
D, f13, pc, it, vg>*", vg™*, Or

it: - e cites the words before verse 41 (as in Lk)
- ffl2 cite it instead of verse 41
- aur, gl, [, rt vg do not have the addition at all.
Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Luke 17:34 A€yw LWLV, Ta0TY T VUKTL €00Vt 800 €Tl KALYNG
uLic, 0 €lc moupaAnuddnoetol kol O €tepoc abednoeToL
NAZ Luke 17:35 €oovtol &V0 dAnBouvonl €ml TO «bTO, M Wlo
ToapoAnudOnoetoL, 1 &€ €tépa apednoetar T .
T 800 €oovTal €V TR aypQ: 0 €l¢ mupaAndOnoetaL, Kol 0 €Tepog
apednoetaL.
add verse: D, U, 13,579, 700, 1071, al, Lat, Sy, arm

Compare previous verse:

4 ’ ~ ~ Ql 14
NA?" Matthew 24:40 TOTE d00 €00VTOL €V TG GYPW, €L TUPUAXUBAVETHL
Kol €L adletoL

Probably added from memory.

On the other hand it is in principle possible that the words were omitted due to
ht. (@dletal - ddletal) or homoioarcton (800 - &00). But the quality of the
supporting witnesses is not very reliable.

Note that D, f13, Lat also add in Lk in the same manner the Matthean verse 40!

Note also: IQP's Crit. ed. has basically the Matthean version for Q 17:34-35,
but the words from Mt 24:40 €V T® GYP® are in double brackets, indicating
doubt that text was present here.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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82. Difficult variant
NA?" Matthew 24:48 €0V &€ €l O KokO¢ 60DA0OC €kelrog €V Th Kapdly
o0Tod* ypoviler pouv 6 kLPLOC,

BYZ Matthew 24:48 écv 8¢ €1TT 0 KokOC 60DA0C €kelvog €v TH kopdio
o0ToD" Ypoviler 6 KUPLOC POV EABELY,

ypovileL O kUpLOC Pov EABELY W, A, f13, Maj, Latt, Sy, mae-1

ypovileL O kOpLoc pov épyeadol T, @, f1, Or?, Basil(4™ CE)

ypovileL 0 KUPLOC OV TPLY 1| €ABElY mae-2 (reconstruction Schenke)

ypovileL pov O kOpLoc EABELY ¢,D,L, 0, 067,579, 1010, 1424,
pc, Gre, Trg™

ypovileL pov O kOpLoc épyecdol 157

ypovileL pov O kUpLOC 01, B, 33, 700, 892, pc, bo, sa

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut
"My master takes a long time (tfo come)."
Parallel:

NAZ" Luke 12:45 éxv ¢ €lmn O S0DAog €kelvog €v T kopdle wdTod:
ypovileL 0 KVPLOC Wov épyeaBol,

ypovileL pov 0 KUpLog €ABty K, TI, pc
xpovileL 6 kUPLOC WoU EABELY M, Y, 983, 1241, pc
ypovileL pov 0 kipLog Epyeodal 01*, ¥, 2, 579, pc

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 24:46 LokapLOC 0 60DAOC €KeLvog OV EABWY 0 KUPLOG ahTOD
cupNoeL oUTWE ToLoDVTH

The support for the omission is not that good. €pyecbuL is clearly a
harmonization to Lk. €éABely might be a harmonization to immediate context,
verse 46. There is no reason why it should have been omitted.



IQP's Crit. ed. has ypovilel 0 KOPLOC WOV without "to come" as safe for Q!
Note that there is no MS support for this reading, neither Mt nor Lk!

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 25:1 T'0te OpoLwOnoetaL 1) PaoLicla TRV oDpav@dY Séko;
TopBevoLe, altivec Aafodonl Tag Aapumadec cavtdy EERABoV €ic
uTerTnoLY tod vupdlov .
T kol The viudne D, X, ©, X, f1,124*, 174(=f13), pc,

Latt, Sy, mae-1 (not mae-2), arm, geo™*,

Or, Basil(4™ CE)

Legg adds: Tatian, Diatess.

There is a note in the Old Latin c:
" 'sponsa’ non in omnibus exemplariis invenitur, nominatim in Alexandrino."

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: umlaut! (line 17r C, p. 1269) vuudiov. 2 Tévte &€ &

Quite good support. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority "Caesarean" reading:
NA?’ Matthew 25:6 HE€ONC &€ VUKTOC KPOuym yYeéyovev:
€Eépyeabe el amavtnowy [adtod].

M \ e

LdoL 0 vuudlog,

€yelpeabe O, 1,157, pc, (bo), Or

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 7:
NA?" Matthew 25:7 TOTE NyépOnooy maowl ol TapBEévolL ekelvul Kol
EKOOUNOOY TOC ANUTOSNG ERVTROV.

Probably a harmonization to next verse.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Matthew 25:13 ypnyopelte obV, OTL ODK OLdNTE TNV TUEPUY 0LSE
My Opov.

BYZ Matthew 25:13 YpMYOP€ELTE 00V OTL ODK OLONTE TNV MUEPOY 0LSE TNV
wpov €v 7 6 Llog ToD GYOpwWTOoL épyeToL.

T&T #61
[Note: from here A/02 is available, it starts in the middle of verse 6.]
Byz C%, Y™, f13,579, 700, 1424¢, Maj™®, vg™*
txt  P35(3™CE), 01, A, B,C*,D,L, W, X, Y* A, O, IT* X, ®, 047, 0136, 0211,
1, 174(f13), 22, 33, 372, 565, 892, 1424*, 2737, al*™°,
Lat, Sy, Co(+ mae-2)

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut (but one line above: p. 1270 A 18, 6TL 00K OLdKTE TNV TUEPXV)

Parallel:
NAZ Matthew 24:42 I'pnyopelte ovv, OTL OUK oOLdTe TOly TUEPE O
KUPLOC DUQV €EPYETOL.
BYZ Matthew 24:42 00K 0OL8aTe TOLYX WPQ
NAZ?" Matthew 24:44 OTL 1) 00 S0K€LTE WPE O LLOC TOD AVOPWTOL EPYETUL.

(98

BYZ Matthew 24:44 0T 1) Opg. 00 dokelte 6 LLOC TOD GYOPWTOL EpPyeTaL.

Compare:

NA? Mark 13:33 BAémete, aypumveite: obk oLdate yop TOTE O KoLPOg
€OTLY.

NA%" Mark 13:35 ypmyopeilte odv: oUK oldate yop ToTe O KUPLOG TAC
olklog épyetat,

This is a natural addition from the previous context. The support is also not very
good.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 25:15-25:16 Kol @ L€V €OwKeEY TEVTE TOAMVTE, ) € 800, @
8¢ €V, €K0oTw Kot TNV Lolay SOvapLy, kol Omednunoer. eDBéwg 16
TopevBelc O T TEVTE ToAavTe AePwr Npydoato v adTOLS Kol
EKEPONOEY AN TEVTE!

BYZ Matthew 25:15-25:16 KOl () W€V €OWKEV TEVTE TaAaVTH ) 8¢ V0 @
8¢ €V €KaoTw Kot TNV Lolay SUVoULY Kol QTednunoer €DBEWC. 16
TopeLBeL; &€ O To TEVTe TaAavTe AdPWy elpyaonto év alTOl Kol
emoLNoer GAAX TEVTE" TOAXVTO

€0Bewc. Topevdele &¢ 01, A, C,D,L, W, f13, 33, 157, 579, 892, 1071,
1241, 1424, Maj, Lat(aur, d, |, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Trg

. €VBéwg TopevPelg b€ Weiss

. €0Béwg &€ mopeuBelc O, f1, 700, pe,
it(c, f, ff!, f2, h, q, r!), vg™s, Sy-Pal, sa, mae-1

txt, without interpunction  01*, B, pc, b, ', Ort®"

Kol mednunoer. e0Béwg &€ mopeubelc "and he went away. Immediately ...
Kol Gmednunocy €00éwe. Topeubeic 6€ "and immediately he went away."

It is quite probable that originally no 6¢ was present, leaving the sentence
structure equivocal. By the insertion of 8¢ one or the other option was chosen.
Matthew uses €0B€wC only at the beginning of sentences (Kol €0BEwC 8 times;
€0BEWC 6¢ 2 times). €VBEWC at the end of a sentence appears nowhere in the
NT.

The support is slim.

Weiss: "The €00€w( belongs to TopeLBeL, notwithstanding the &¢ at the third
position, because the emphasis is in verse 16 on the immediate trade."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 25:16 TOpeuBelg O Ta TEvTe TaAavTo, AafOr NPYRoETo v
a0TOLC Kol EKEPONOEY Bl TEVTE:

BYZ Matthew 25:16 TopeuBelc &€ O T6 TéEvTe TaAavTo AXBWY €LPYRONTO
€V a0TOLC Kol €molnoer &AAo TévTe TRANVTH

Byz O1*, A%, K, II, W, 22, 579, 700, 1071, Maj, q, Sy-H, Basil(4™ CE), Tis

txt 01 A¢ B,C,D,L,0O,fl, f13,33, 157, 517, 892, 954, 1424, 1675, al,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Sy-H™, Co, arm, geo

A, folio 26: The correction in A is not completely clear. NA has €éképdnoev for
A* and Swanson and Tischendorf have €éT0LNGEV for A*. From the facsimile only
the letters for €képONOEY are visible, but they look somewhat compressed and
have a different more brownish color. The letters for émoilnoer would fit the
space perfectly.

Lacuna: Sy-C, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Luke 19:18 kil HABEY O 6€0TEPOC AEYWV* M WVE GOV, KUPLE,
ETOLNOEY TEVTE UVAC.

Compare next verse 17:
NA?" Matthew 25:17 WOQUTWS O T0c 600 €képdnoer drin dlo.
BYZ Matthew 25:17 WoaUTWS Kol 0 T 600 €képdnoey kal adtoc &Aln 6o

It is quite possible that €Tolnoey is a harmonization to Lk.

On the other hand éKép6noev could be a conformation to immediate context,
verse 17. But for a conformation to immediate context would it not be more
probable that in the second place €k€pOnacY has been changed into €TOLNOEV?
In verse 17 Ek€pdnoey is safel

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ?" Matthew 25:29 T} Yap €XOVTL TaVTL d0ONoeToL Kl
TepLooevOnoetaL, ToD 6€ PN €XOVToC Kol O €xeL apdnoetol &’
ahToD .

NAZ?" Matthew 25:30 kol TOV Gxpelov dodAov ékPaiete €lc TO 0kOTOC TO
€EWTEPOV: €Kel €0Tol O KAXLOUWOC Kol O PPuyHOC TRV 080vTwy .

T ~ ’ J 4 L4 ? 9 4 9 ’
TOLVTO )\.E'Y(A)V Ed)(x)VEL 0 €(WV WTH OKOLELY OKOUVETW.

insert after verse 29: C™, F¢, G, H, M€, Y¢, 2,892™, pc
insert after verse 30: T, QF, f13, 118%, 124, 1346, 1424¢
f13: no addition by 174, 788(=f13°)

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Luke 8:8 0 €(WV WTK GKOVELY GKOVETW.

NA?" Luke 14:35 00te €l¢ YAy olte €ic komplow ebDOetov €oTLy,
€Ew BairovoLy adTO. 0 €YWYV WTO GKOVELY GKOVETW.

Just as an example for this typical insertion. Probably inspired from Lk by the
word €kPaiete.

579 has this addition at Lk 8:15 (with many), 12:21 (with many), 15:10 (with ©°),
16:18 (alone) and 18:8 (alone)! The addition also appears at Lk 21:4.

Another example is at:

NA?" Matthew 13:23 0 8¢ €TL TNV KoANY YfjY oTapelc, oDTOC €0TLY O TOV
AOYOV GKOVWV Kol ouvielc, 0¢ 6N KaPTOPOPEL Kol TOLEL O pev
ekotov, 0 8¢ €Enkovte, 0 8¢ TPLOKOVTH | .

T & 7 ’ ’ ’ ’
0 €YWY WTO OKOVELY OKOVETW
G, Y5, M

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 25:31 “Otav 8¢ €A O viog tod AvBpwmov év Tf 60N
a0TOD Kol TOVTEC oL oyyeAoL pet’ «ltod, Tote kobloel émi Opovov
80ENe ahTod!

BYZ Matthew 25:31 “Otoww &€ €A O vLO¢ TOD AvOpwTOL €V TR 60EN
a0TOD Kol TaVTEC Ol (yLoL GyyedoL Wet odTtod ToTe Kkabloel éml
Bpovouv 80Enc adTob!

Byz A, W, fl13,22, Mqj, f, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"'

txt 01,B,D,L, 0, f1,124(f13), 33, 157, 565, pc,
Lat, sa, mae-1, bo™", arm, geo™*, Or, Eus?

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 16:4

A. Anderson has 22 for txt.
Lacuna: C, Sy-C, Sy-S, mae-2
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Mark 8:38 To.TpO¢ c0TOD HeTh TOV Ay YEAWY TGOV ayLlwV.
NA?" Luke 9:26 kol TOD TTpOC Kol TRV ylwy GyYéAwD.
NAZ" Acts 10:22 €(pNUETLOON DTO &YYEAOL GryLOU

NA?" Revelation 14:10 k&l B€lw EVOTLOV QY YEAWY GYLWY

Note also:
NAZ Matthew 16:27 HEAAEL yop O LLOC TOD GUOpwTOL €pyecbul €V T
80N oD TTPOg ahTOD HETR TOV GYYEAWY adTOD, Kol TOTE ATOSWoEL
€KOOTW KoTh TNV TPEELY adToD.

GYYEAWV TOV aylwy  C, 1071, 1365, b, Sy-P

QYL &YYEALWY D*, 047

(not in NAl)

The ferm GyLoL (yyeAoL is rare in the NT. It's only here in Mt. &yyeAog
appears 20 times in Mt. The omission could be due to h.t. OI - OI. The support
for txt is very good.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 25:40 Kol ocTrOKpLGELg 0 Boccnkeuc; €pel aTOLG QuNY A€Yw
LY, €¢’ Ooov enomoocre vl TOUTWV TOV  GOEADDV pov  TQV
€AY LOTWY, €UOL €TOLNOTE.

omit:  B*, 0128%, 1424, ff', ff?, Sy-Pal™®, CIP", Eus, 6rNy

ETOLNONTE €VL TOL TOUTWV OOEAP@Y Uov 064

adeAbAV pou 579 (h.t.)

TV AdeApOV sa

TOV EAYLOTWY Lov  118* (sic! duplication)

Lacuna: C, Sy-C

In B (p. 1271 A 21) the words are written in the right margin in uncial script, acc.
to Tischendorf by B? and later enhanced by B>,

B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:

NAZ?" Matthew 25:45 TOTE GTOKPLONOETHL DTOLE AEYWV* GUNY AEYW

VUIY, €p’ Ooov oDk €ToLnoate €vi TOUTWY TV €daylotwy, olde
€UOL ETOLNONTE.

Probably omitted either due to h.t. (TQV - TWV, so Weiss) or as a harmonization
to verse 45.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 25:41 TOT€ €pel Kol TOL¢ €€ cOwripwy: Topeleade am’ Euod
[ol] kotnpopévor €i¢ to TP TO alwrior TO TMTOLUNOWUEVOV TG
SLPOLR Kol TOLG Gy yEAOLS ohTOD.

"Then he will say to those at his left hand, 'You that are accursed, depart from me into the
eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels:"

0 TTolpooer O Tothe Wou D, 1, 22, it, mae-1, Justin, Ir*t, Or, Cyp

0 Mroiuocer 0 KOPLOC Cl, Tert
“... which my father prepared for the devil and his angels;"

Lat(aur, f, I, q, vg) have txt.
Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA?" Matthew 25:34 TOT€ €pel 0 BaolAclg T0l¢ €k 6eELdY adtod: dedte ol
c0AoYNUEVOL TOD TOTPOC OV, KATMPOVOUNOXTE TNHY NTOLLKOUEVNY LULY
BooLAeloay &mO kateBoAfic KOoUOU.

"Then the king will say to those at his right hand, 'Come, you that are blessed by my Father,
inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world;"

On the one hand it is possible, though improbable that the explicit "which my
father prepared" has been softened to the less explicit passive participle.
On the other hand the construction could be a harmonization to verse 34.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ" Matthew 26:3 T0te ouvnyOnoav ol apyLepelc kol ol TpeoPitepol
70D A0oD €lg TN adANY ToD apyLepéwe Tod Acyouevov Kotlado

BYZ Matthew 26:3 T'OTe ouvnyOnoar oL GpyLEPELC KoL Ol YPOUUOTELS Kol
ol Tpeofitepol Tod Awod €ig Ty adATY TOD GP)LEPEWC TOD A€YOUEVOU
Katodpa

Byz 0255, 22, Maj, it(c, f, ff%, h, q, r'), Sy-P, Sy-H
kol ol @opLoaiol "

txt P45,01, A, B, D, L, 0,0293, f1, f13, 33"9, 565, 700, 892, 1424, pc,
Lat(a, aur, b, d, ff!, 91, [, vg), Sy-S, Co(+ mae-2)

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 2:4 TUVTOC TOUC GPYLEPELS KoL YPUUTELS TOD AooD
NA?" Matthew 16:21 TOV TPEOPUTEPWY KL GPYLEPEDY KUL YPUUULKTEWY
NA?" Matthew 20:18 TOLC GPYLEPEDOLY KL YPUUULKTEDTLY

NA?" Matthew 21:15 OL GPYLEPELG KUL OL YPOUUKTELS

NAZ" Matthew 21:23 0L GpyLepEle kol oL TpeoPiTepoL Tod Acod

NA?" Matthew 21:45 ol apyLepele kol ol Daploniol

and many more...

A common term, a natural addition. The support is very bad.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Matthew 26:9 €60V0TO Yop TODTO Tpabfval mToALoD kol
doffraL mTwyoLc.

BYZ Matthew 26:9 Nd0vato yop ToDTOo TO WOpov Tpadfjvetl moAloD kol
d0OfroL mTWyOoLG

No txt in NA and SQE!

Byz E,F,6,H,K,T,60255,f13, 22, 33,579, 700, 1241, 1424, Maj-part, c, q

txt P45'9 01, A,B,D,L, W, A, 0©,]1II,0293, f1, 517, 565, 892, 1675, Maj-part,
Lat, Sy, Co(+ mae-2), Basil(4™ CE)

© omits also ToULTO.

P45: The relevant line reads:

H ATIOACIA AYTH] €AY[NATO FA] TOYTO npAeH]NAI TOANOY KAI AlOBH

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 14:5 A80vato yop To0To TO hipov mpadfival émavw dnraplwy
TPLOKOOLWY Kol 608fjvel TOl¢ TTWYOLE Kal EVeBpLu®drTo aiT).

NAZ" John 12:5 S tiL 7todDto 1O WUpor OOk €mpadn TPLOHKOOLWY
dnraplwy kol €800M TTWYOLE

Context:

NA? Matthew 26:7 TPOoHAOcy wbT® Yuvn €xovoe GAoBuoTpov KOPOU
BopuTipov kol Katéxeey €Ml ThHC kepoAfic adToD GUoKELUEVOU.

NA?" Matthew 26:12 Bodoboo yop ohTn TO popor ToDTo €ml ToD OWHKTOg
LOL TPOC TO EVTaPLEONL e ETOLNOEV.

Again a natural addition from context and Mk. Also bad support.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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83. Difficult variant
Minority reading:
NAZ" Matthew 26:20 ‘Orloic € YEVOUEVNC GVEKELTO HETO TOV SWSEKL.

dwdeko poBnTdr 01, A, L, W, ©, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424,
Maj-part[M, A, IT ], L844, Lat, Sy-H, sa-mss, mae, bo,
Basil(4™ CE), [WH], [NA?°], Bois, Gre

txt P37¥d p45Yid B D, f1, f13, 28, 565, 579, 700,
Maj-part[K, U, T, Q], L2211,
d, Sy-S, sa-mss, Eus, Weiss, Trg

uonTdr adtod  074(=064), 0281, pc, it, vg©', Sy-P

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare complete discussion at 20:17!

Weiss thinks that it has probably been added from 11:1 or 20:17.

Metzger: "As in the case of 20:17, the reading ... is doubtful. In the present
verse the weight of the external evidence seems to favor the shorter reading."

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
either both times in brackets in text or both times in apparatus.
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NAZ?" Matthew 26:28 T0DTO yop €0TLY TO aipe hov Thg
SLafnKNg TO TEPL TOAADY EKYUVVOUEVOV €1¢ APETLY QUUPTLOV.

BYZ Matthew 26:28 TODTO Yap €0TLV TO alla WoL TO TAg KoLVTg
SLafnKng TO TEPL TOAADY EKYUVOUEVOV €l¢ AdeoLy papTLOY

Byz A,C,D,W,fl, f13‘, Maj, Latt, Sy, sa, bo, Trg
txt  P37(300 CE), P45"4(3™ CE), 01, B, L, Z, ©, 33, pc, bo™, mae-1, Ir*™

P45: The reading is within a lacuna, but from space consideration it is very
probable. Here is the reconstruction by K.S. Min (ANTF 34, p. 117):

Aaswon o norHp[o]n K[Aareyxapic]iTHEAC [eADKEN Ay TT0IC AEFWN TU
clre ez ayrToy nanTec [ToyTo €]cTIN T°0 [AIMA MOY THC AJAOHKHC

Tonep nJoarwn ekxy[NNOMeENON erc A<l>]€CIN [AMApTION ACT @

Lacuna: Sy-C, mae-2
B: no umlaut (but one line above: Tavtec, 28 ToDTO Yap EOTLY)

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 14:24 kol €lmer adTole To0T0 €0TLY TO aljd Hov
¢ SLaBNKNC TO €KYLVVOUEVOY DTIEP TOAARDV.
BYZ Mark 14:24 10 TH¢ Kalvfic SLabnkng
Byz A, f1, f13, 579, 700, 892, 2509*, Maj, Lat, Sy, sa®", bo?"
txt 01,B,C, D, L, W,0,¥,0211, 565, 2509, d, (ff?), k, sa®, bo?*

NAZ" Luke 22:20 Kl TO TOTNPLOY WOKUTWC WETO TO deLmvfjont, A€yw:
70070 TO TOTNPLOV 1) KoLYT) SLoONKT €V T¢) alietli Jou TO DLTEP UUAV
€KY LVVOUEVOV. omit KLy Sy-P™, Marcion

Compare:

NA?" 1 Corinthians 11:25 WOXUTWE KoL TO TOTHPLOV WeTh TO OeLmrfiout
Aéywy: To0TO TO TOTNPLOV 1) KoLVT SLaBnkn €0TLY €V TQ €U alpotL”
T00TO TOLELTE, O0GKLE €0V TLUNTE, €L TNV EUTV QVAUVTIOLV.

The term has possibly been inserted for liturgical reasons. Possibly it was a
harmonization to Lk. There is no reason for an omission. That Marcion is
responsible for the omission is improbable.



A. Pallis (Notes, 1932) writes:

"[keLvic] is indispensable, so that a contradiction may be emphasized to Exod
24:8 160V TO alpo TAC 6LONKNE NC 6LEBETO KUPLOG TPOC LUAC. By a plain
Tfic 6LONKNC the Mosaic law would have been understood. I presume KeLVfiC
was discarded by those theologians who would not admit that any other dLaO1km
existed save the one delivered by Christ."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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84. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 26:36 kaBioate o0ToD €we [00] ameAbav ékel
TPOOECVEWNL.

4 N

€wg v D,KIL L, W,A, ©, f1, f13, 157, 565, al, Chrys™"
€wg 01, ¢, 0281, 22, 28, 33,700, 892, 1424, pc, Chrys“"
€wc oD av  P532(3" CE), A, pc

txt B, 067, 124, 579, 1071, Maj

WH have 00 in brackets

P53: According o Sanders (Festschrift Lake, 1937), P53 reads:

T]a[Lg ovtov keBLowte]... aLTOL €[Wg

ov av a[meABwY exeL T]pooevE[w

K.S. Min (ANTF 34, p. 154) gives:

o] ] avtou €[wg

o]Ju av a[TeEABWY ekeL T]pooevE[w

From what I can see on the quite good published image (online), this
reconstruction is doubtful. 0]Ju aTe[ABwV equally fits. Compare the letters ame

of &1’ €uoD in line 33 (verse 39).

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Matthew 1:25 kol 00K €YLVWOKEY DTNV €we 0D €Teker viov:
omit OU: B*, 1042S*, Weiss

NA%" Matthew 18:30 0 6¢ 00Uk NOeAer aAAG ameAbwy €Puier adTOV €Lg
GUAOKTY €W ATOSD TO OPpelAdUerov.
€wg 01,B,C,L, 892

V4 <

€wg ov D, K, II, W, 0, f1, 13, 33,157, 579, Mqj
NA?" Matthew 18:34 koL 0pYLOOELS O KUPLOG aDTOD TUPESWKEY (UTOV
T01¢ BroovLoteic €wg ob GmodE TaY TO OdeLAducrov.

omit 00: B, 579", 892, pc

A curious mixture. The occurrences of %’wg 0L at Mt 13:33, 14:22, 17:9 are safe.



Compare fuller discussion at 1:25. Since B omits 00 or Qv several times, its
witness for the presence of OU here is comparatively strong.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 26:39 Kol TPOEAOWY WLKPOV €TEoer €Ml TPOOWTOV nHTOD
TPOOEUYOUEVOC KOl AEYWV* TRTEP WOV, €l SuvatOv €0TLY, ToPeABNTw
am’ €uod TO TOTNPLOV TODTO® TANY 0) WC €YW OEAW GAA w¢ ov T |

T Luke 22:43-44 [[@dON d€ adT®d dyyeloc &’ oOpavod évioylwy

o0TOV. 44 KoL YEVOUEVOC €V QYWVLE EKTEVEGTEPOV TPOONUYETO® Kol
€yéveto 0 LOpwc ahTod Woel OpdufoL olipatoc kotafoivovtec €ml TNV

yiv.]]

add after Mt 26:39 only:
f13 (13*, 69, 124, 346*, 543, 788, 826)

add after Mt 26:39 and after Lk 22:42:
C",E, S, V,T, A I, Q, 131(=f1), 1241, pc®
f13: 139, 346™9, 828, 983, 1689

Lacuna: Sy-C
C has a lacuna in Lk, but adds the words here at Mt 26:39 in the margin.
B: no umlaut

Very probably from lectionary usage, where this Lukan passage is surrounded by
readings from Matthew.

Readings for Thursday of the Holy Week:

Jo 13:12-17, Mt 26:21-39, Lk 22:43-44, Mt 26:40-27:2, 1Co 11:23-32

The verses are disputed in Lk. See Lk for a detailed discussion of the verses.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ’ Matthew 26:42 TOALY €K O€UTEPOL ATMEABWY TPOOMVEXTO A€y
TOTEP UOVL, €L 00 dlratal ToDTOo TapeABeLY €0V

un owdTO TLw, yeundnNTtw T0 BEANUK Oov.

BYZ Matthew 26:42 TXALY €k O€UTEPOL GTEABWY TPOOTVERTO A€YWY
[Tatep pov €l o0 duvetel ToDTO TO TOTNPLOY TPEABELY &’ éuod, €y
UM a0TO Tlw yerndnTw t0 OEANUL oov

10070 TO TOTNPLOV ToPEABELY dm’ éuoD, TI¢, 579, 22, Maj, bo, mae-2

10 TOTNPLOV TODTO TopeABely am’ éuod, f13°€
T00T0 TopeABely am’ éuoD TO moTtnpLov  A*, 157

10010 mapeABely am’ éuod, A, C, W, AS, T1*, 174(f13), 565,
1071, ff?, q, Sy-H

70070 TO TOTNPLOV ToPEADELY ®, 700, 892, 1424, Lat, Sy-S,
Sy-P, mae-1

TO TOTNPLOV TOUTO TapeABely D, 69, 788(=f13)

T007T0 ToPEABELY P37(300 CE), 01, B, L, f1, 33",
b, sa, Or

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

When considered as two separate variants, this looks:

70 TOTNPLOV

Byz D,0,f13, 22, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, bo

txt P37,01,A,B,C,L, W, A,fl,33,565, 1010, pc, Sy-H, sa

am’ éuod,

Byz A,C, W, (f13), 22, Maj, Sy-H, bo

txt P37,01,B,D,L, 0, f1, (f13), 33, 700, 892, 1424, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, sa
(£13 divided)

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 26:39 TATEP OV, €L SvvatOV €0TLY, TUPEAOXT®W & oD
7O TOTNPLOV TOUTO® TATY 00} WC €YW BEAW GAL’ w¢ ov.




Parallel:
NAZ?" Mark 14:36 Top€veyke TO moTnpLov todto am’ éuod: &AL’ ob Tl €yw
BéAW GAAG TL OV,
NA?" Mark 14:39
\ 4 9 \ ’ \ 9 \ 4 b 4
Kol ALY ameABWY mPoomLENTo TOV (LTOV AOYOV ELTWV.
And again he went away and prayed, saying the same words.

NA?" Luke 22:42 €l BovAecL Topéveyke ToDTO TO TOTNPLOY G’ €Uod

Both additions if not original are natural additions to harmonize the words with
the immediate context of verse 39.

From the variation of the readings it appears that first either T0 TOTT)pLOV or
am’ €0l have been added independently to the text.

There is no reason why these words could have been omitted.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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85. Difficult variant

NA%" Matthew 26:44 Kol apelc dTOUG

ALY GTeABOV TPOonOENTO €K TPLTOU TOV adTOV AGYOV €LTwy TUALD.
txt 01,B,L,bo

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

TOALY GTeABV TPoonUENTo €K TPLTOL TOV adTOV AGYOV €LTov
C, f13-part, 28, 33, Lat(c, f, ff', g', h, I, q, vg), mae-2, sa, Trg

4 b \ / \ ) \ 4 b \
ToALY ameABwY TPOoMULENTO TOV o(UTOV AOYOV ELTIWV
D, it(b, d, ff%, rl)

ameAbwr mpoonvETo TOV a0TOV AOYOV €LTWV TOALV.
P37"%(300 CE), a

ameAdwr TPoonVEXTo ék TPLTOL TOV alTOV AOYOV €lmwy TMaALV.
0, 124(f13), Sy-S

ameABr mpoonlEaTo €K TPLTOL TOV adTOV AdYOV €imwy
13, 174, 788(=f13-part), 118, 700

b \ 4 \ 2 \ 14 ) \
ameABWY mpoonuEaTo TOV 0UTOV AOYOV €LV
f1

ameABWY TAALY TPOONUENTO €K TPLTOU TOV adTOV AGYOV elmwy
(W, A), 1582¢, 22, 579, 1241, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H
ameAdwy TPOoNVEXTO TOALY ... W, A, Sy-H

ameAbwr mpoonVEnTo TUALY TOV aDTOV AOYOV €lTwy
A, K, II, 157, 565, (1424)




Minority variant:
omit 1. maALy  P37¢, 0, 1, f13, 700, pc, Sy-S, Sy-Pal™©

Minority variant: ‘
omit €k tpltov P37YY A, D, K, 11, f1, 157, 565, 1424, al, it

Majority variant:
omit 2. TOALY A, C,D, W, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, mae-1+2
txt P37,01,8B,L, 0, 124, pc, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, bo

P37 reads:
GY]’GN]AYTOYC KAGCYAONTAC HCAN A} AYTWN OJ O[<]>9AAMOI

BCBAY ] HMENOI KA A<l>elc AY T OYC ATICAOWN ]l’rOC[HYEA’l'O JIAAIN
TON AY]TON AOIFON EINIWON JIAAIN TOTE CPXET A nr[o]c T[oyc Ma

GHTA]C KAITAEINE€I AY T OIC KAOEYAET € T7O0 AOITION KAJ ANA[HAYG

Sanders (ed.pr. 1926), Comfort (2001) and Min (ANTF 34, 2005) reconstruct
without TaALY. NA notes P37 for the omission as "vid". €k TPLTOU is too long
for the space in the right lacuna, but yTAAIN would fit in principle (this have A,
K, IT et al.). But it would generate a singular reading which also is awkward
stylistically: dmeABOV mpoonEnto TAALY TOV adTOV AOYOV €lTV TOALY.
It cannot be ruled out completely though.

The recoonstruction by Min (ANTF 34, p. 110) makes the reading without TaALY
quite certain.

Compare:
NA*" Matthew 26:42
TOALY €K BEVTEPOL ATEABWY TPOOMVENTO AEYWV

Parallel:
NAZ" Mark 14:39 KoL

/ ) \ / \ 3 \ 4 b ’
ToALY ameABwY TpoonvEato TOV o(UTOV AOYOV ELTWV
40 KoL ALY EABWY €Dper ahToug KabeddovTe,
41 KoL €pYeTaL TO TPLTOV ...

It has been suggested to take the second TOALY with the next verse:
43 KoL EABOV ALY €Dper ahToug KaBeDdoVTOC ...
44 kol Gpele adTOUC TAALY GTeABWY TPoonVEnTo €k TPLTou TOV adTOV
A0yoV elTwv.
I4 14 b4 \ \ \ \ ’ b ~
TOALY 45 TOTE €PXETOL TPOG TOUG HoBONTOC Kol A€YyeL oUTOLG:




Mark:

35 And going a little farther, he threw himself on the ground and prayed
37 He came and found them sleeping:;

39 And again he went away and prayed
40 And once more he came and found them sleeping

Missing
41 He came a third time and said to them,

Matthew:

39 And going a little farther, he threw himself on the ground and prayed
40 Then he came to the disciples and found them sleeping;

42 Again he went away for the second time and prayed
43 Again he came and found them sleeping

44 So leaving them again, he went away and prayed for the third time
45 Then he came to the disciples and said

The verse 44 in Mt is not present in Mk: That he left them a third time. So our
verse is either inserted by Mt or it's a later addition. There is no witness for a
complete omission though.

Difficult.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 156) suggests that the last TOALY has been omitted
because Jesus didn't speak exactly the same words.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA%" Matthew 26:59 OL 8¢ GPYLEPELC Kol TO
ouvedpLor OAov €lnrour Pevdouaptuplov kete Tod ‘Incod Omwe adTov
B TWOWaOLY,

BYZ Matthew 26:59 oL 8¢ apyLepelc kol oL TpeoPutepol kol TO
ouvedpLor Odov &é(ntour Yevdouaptuplar kote Ttod Inood  Omg
BovaTWoWaLY oOTOV

Byz A,C,W,fl,f13, 33, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal
txt 01,B,D,L,®, 69, 788(=f13"), 892*, pc, Lat, (Sy-S) Co(+ mae-2), Or

Sy-S reads only: kel TO OLVESPLOV OAOV ECNTOULV ..
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 14:53 Ol GPYLEPELE Kol Ol TPeoPUTEPoL Kol Ol YPOULaTELC.
NA% Mark 14:55 OL 6¢ apyLepele kol OAOV TO ouvédpLov €(NTouy KoTo
70D 'Inood poptuplov €ig 0 Bovatdonl «dToV, Kal oy NUpLOKOV:

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 21:23 0L Gp)LepPEL Kol ol Tpeafutepol To0 AxoD

NAZ?" Matthew 27:1 TOVTEC OL GPYLEPELC Kol oL mpeaPutepol ToD AnoDd
NAZ" Matthew 27:3 TOLC Gy LePeDOLY Kol TPEOPUTEPOLS

NA?" Matthew 27:12 UTTO TGV GPYLEPEWY KoL TPEGPUTEPWY

NA?" Matthew 27:20 OL 6¢ apyLepelc kol ol mpeafitepol

OL GPYLEPELG KKl OL TPEOPUTEPOL is a common term in the Mt. But there is
no reason why it should have been omitted here. It is again mentioned in 27:1, 3,
12 and 20. Probably a harmonization to immediate context.

Compare with 26:3, where kol Ol YPOUUKTELS has been added.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 26:59 OL 8¢ apyLepelc kal TO ouvédpLov OAov €(HTouvy
Yrevdopaptuploy kot Tod ‘Incod Omwe adTor Buratwowaoly,

26:60 Kol 0UY €DPOV TOAADY TPOGEABOVTWY PeLSOUXPTUPWY.
Uotepor 8¢ mpooeArdovtee Vo

BYZ Matthew 26:59 oL 6¢ apyLEPELS KoL OL TPEOPUTEPOL KoL TO
ouvedpLov OAov &(ntour Yrevdopaptuploy kute Tod 'Inood omwg
BuvaTWowoLY adTOV 26:60 kol oy €bpov T° .

Kol TOAAQY YeLdopapTipwY TPOSEABOVTWY oY €DPOV.
Votepov 8¢ mpooerBovtec 800 WevdouapTUPEC

KoL ...00Y €DpoV

Byz A, C¢ D, W,1582¢ f13, 22, 33, Maj, it(a, c, d, f, ff?, h, n, q), (Sy-S), Sy-H
kol 00y €Dpov TO €EfAc D, it (both times!)

Sy-S reads acc. to Burkitt:

"And there came many witnesses of falsehood, and they could not take the truth." (the last
phrase is partly illegible).

txt 01,B,C* L, N*, 0, fl, pc, Lat(aur, b, ff', g', I, vg), Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), Or

Swanson has f1 for txt here, against NA and Lake! K. Witte from Muenster
confirms that Swanson is right. Swanson has 1582* for txt and 1582° for Byz.
According to Anderson, 1, 118, 209 and 1582 omit Ol’)x ef)pov. Anderson does
not list the correction.

&V0 YeLBOUAPTUPEC

Byz (A),C,D, (W), f13, 22, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy-H, (Sy-S)
A*' has LapTLPEG
N, W, 157, 1241, pc, Sy-S: TLVEC JeLBOUAPTUPES

txt 01,B,L,O,fl, 124(f13), pc, Sy-P, Co

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: has only an umlaut for the word order JevdopapTOPWY TPOTEABOVTWY
(line 41 B, p. 1273)



Parallel:

NA?" Mark 14:56-57 ToAAoL yop €pevdopaptipouy kot’ ohTod, kol Lol
ol popTLplol ODK Mooy, 57 Kol TLVEC Grootavtes EPeudolapTipouy
Kot o0TOD A€YOVTEC

The addition of kol plus the second 00y €Dpov were probably intended to
make a new complete sentence.

In the second case the JeudOULOPTUPES does not really makes sense, because
what they say in verse 61 is no lie. So the LaPTLPEC of A* makes some sense.

The D reading kil 00y €Dpov 1O €ERC is strange. There is no parallel for it.

Similarly some Old Latins: h: ".. exitum rei ..ineo quicquam"
c,rlh .- - - .. in eo quicquam"
d: "..sequentia .. rei sequentia"
ff2: ", exitum .. quicquam in eo"
a: M- - - .. exitum rei"
f: "ao- - - .. culpam"

C.W. Conrad writes on the bgreek mailinglist (25™ Sept. 2003):

"In L&N and in BDAG I find only THi hEXHS hHMERAI and EN TWi hEXHS (CRONWi), but LSJ
shows a considerably history for the adverbial expression going back as far as Homer; one item
is: 3. Gramm., TO hEXHS grammatical sequence, opp. HUPERBATON, A.D. Pron .41.3,al.; KAT TA
hEXHS, Lat. et cetera, PTeb. 319.34 (iii A. D.), etc.

From this I think it may not be an unreasonable conjecture that OUC hEURON TO hEXHS means
something like, 'and they couldn't find the logical connection' or (using ECW as a not uncommon
equivalent of DUNAMATI): 'they were unable to put it all fogether.' "

Regarding the Latin: " ‘rei sequentia’ and 'exitum rei' (at least) do seem to represent something
like what T suggested about TO hEXHS."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 299

86. Difficult variant:

NA?" Matthew 26:63 0 6¢ 'Inoolc €oLm. Kl 0 ap)LEPELE elmey ahTR:
€Eopkilw oe kate Tod Beod tod (Drtog Tve MUy €lmmg el oL €l 0
YPLOTOC O LLOC TOD OeoD.

BYZ Matthew 26:63 0 &¢ 'Inool¢ €éotwma kol amokpLBele O apyLepelc
etmer a0t® Efopkilw o€ katd Tod Oecod tod (Drtog Tve Muiv €lmmg
el oL el 0 XpLoTog O viog ToD Beod

OLWTAW "be silent or quiet"

Byz A, C, (D), W,22,6157,565, (579), 700, Mqj,
it(a, b, ¢, d, f, ff%, h, n, q, r'), Sy, mae-2
amokpLOeilc 0OV O dpyLepelc D, U
KoL GmokpLOELC 579

txt 01,B,6,L,Z, 0,f1,f13, 33,517,892, 954, 1424, 1675, pc,
Lat(aur, ff!, g, I, vg), Co, Or

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Mark 14:62 0 8¢ ‘Inoolc €lmer: éyw eiut,
amokpLBelc A€yeL adTt® D, O, 565, pc, it, arm, geo, Or
amokpLBelc elmer adT®* 6, W, f1, f13, 1071

It can be argued that &mokpLOELG is not appropriate here, because "Jesus was
silent" before.

Interestingly the same variant also appears in Mk, possibly a harmonization to
the Byzantine text of Mt, but the witnesses are not the same.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 26:64 A€yeL a0T® 0 ‘Inoolc: ob elmog .

T OTL €YW) eiuL A
B: no umlaut

A question of punctuation and interpretation:

Jesus said to him, "You have said so (and it is not true)."
Jesus said to him, "You have said so (and yes, it is true)."
Jesus said to him, "You, actually YOU say this?"

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 14:61-62 KoL A€yel a0T@® OV €L 0 YPLOTOC O LLOC TOD

4 )

> ~ € o\ ~ % )

evAoyntol; 62 0 &€ 'Inoolg eLmev: eyw €LuL,

NAZ Mark 15:2 Kal émpwtnoer adtov 0 IIiAdtog: ob €l 0 Baolielg
OV Tovdalwy; 6 8¢ amokpLBelg adTH A€YEL: oL A€YeELC.

NA?" Luke 23:3 0 6¢ I[LAdTOC NPWINOEY adTOV A€ywr: oL €l 0 PaoLielg
OV Tovdalwy; 6 8¢ amokpLBelg adT €PN oL A€yeLc.
28: 0L AeAdAnkoc OTL €YW) €lpL

NA?" John 18:37 €lmer obv adte O IILAdtog: olkodv PBaoiielg €l ov;
amekplOn 0 ‘Inoodg: oL Aéyelc OtL BaoLielc elut.

Compare:
e J.Irmscher"Xv Aeyelc" Studii Classice 2 (1960) 151-8
e D.R. Catchpole "The Answer of Jesus to Caiaphas" NTS 17 (1970/71)
213-26 [who argues for an affirmative answer: "affirmative in
content, and reluctant or circumlocutory in formulation."]

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A
NA?" Matthew 26:70 0 8¢ HPVNONTO EUTPOOBEY TOVTWY AEYWV* ODK 0OLde
Tl Aéyerg T .

T o00€ éTioTapoL D, A, f1, it(a, b, n, rh), Sy-S, Sy-Pal
Tis/Legg add: 090

22 reads txt.
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ?" Mark 14:68 0 6¢ Mprnoato A€ywy: olte oldw olte émiotapol oL Ti
Aéyelc. kol EERABer Ew elc TO0 TpoalALoY [kal dAékTwp Eépurnoer].

Harmonization to Mk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 302

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA?" Matthew 26:73 HETO ULKPOV 8¢ T TPOOEABOVTEC Ol €0TGTEC €lmov
10 Tlétpw' aAndOC kol oL € adTtdV €l, kol yop T AwAld cou SHAOV
0€ TOLEL.

T

Not in NA but in SQE!
T maALy f1, 157, 517, 954, 1071, 1424, 1675, al, mae-1 (not mae-2)
22 reads txt.

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Mark 14:70 0 8¢ TALY HPVELTO. KOl HETO LKPOV TEALY OL
ToPEaTATEG EAecyor 16 TI€Tpw: aAndde €€ adtdv €l, kal yop
Cadtdoloc el.

Harmonization to Mk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 303

87. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 26:73 LE€TO WULKPOV O€ TPOCEAOOVTEC OL €0TMOTEC €LToV TR
[IéTpw: GANBRDC Kol oL €€ adTOV €l, kol yop T AwAld oov SHAOV oc¢
ToLEL.

aANOAC et a0tV €l D, O, 1, pc, Sy-S, sa™

Only 1, 1582 omit.
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ?” Matthew 26:69 kol oL o0 pete Inood tod TaAtAxiov.

NA?" Matthew 26:71 0UTo¢ MV pete Inood tod Nalwpoelov.

NA? Mark 14:67 koL oV pete To0 Noalapnrod fobu tod ‘Inood.
NA?” Mark 14:69 0TL 00TOC €€ aUTOV €0TLV.
NAZ" Mark 14:70 aAn0&C¢ €€ avtdV €l, kol yop Tadtdolog €.

NA? Luke 22:56 kil 00TOC 0LV 0T M.
NA?" Luke 22:58 koL OU €€ o0TQV €l.
NAZ?" Luke 22:59 €T’ aAnBeloc kol ovtog pet’ adtod fy,

NAZ” John 18:17 1) Kol OV €k TV LadnTtdr el tod arfpwmov tolTou;
NA?" John 18:25 Kl 0L €K TV pabntdr odtod €L;
NAZ" John 18:26 00K €YW) O€ €160V €V T¢) KNTMW Wet’ adTod;

The question is if it is a harmonization to Mk (who omits KoL OU here) or if it is
a harmonization to immediate context or the other parallels. kil GU would be a
natural addition. D, ©, f1 are excellent witnesses here. That a harmonization to
Mk is possible is shown by C* which adds koL yop ['aALAalog €l in Mt before
Kl Yop 1 AOALCL.

The support is similar to that of Mt 25:1 (D, ©, f1, 124*, pc, Latt, Sy).

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 304

88. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 26:73 aANOKDC kol oL €€ aOTOV €l, Kol yop 1 AwALd oou
SAAOV o€ ToLel.

opoLoleL D, it(a, b, ¢, ff2, h, n), Sy-S
txt has: aur, f, ff', g%, 1, q, vg

kel yop FoeAtAoloc €l kol M Aodle oov 6fAOV o€ ToLel  C* (from MK)

L omits due to h.t. (0OTAV €l ... TOLEL).
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Mark 14:70 aAn0@&¢ €€ adtdV €l, kol yop [aitdoloc €l.
BYZ Mark 14:70 "AAnN0G¢ €€ adtdv €l kol yop aAlialoc €l
kool | AoALo. gov opoLaleL.

Byz A, KII A, ©,f13,28, 33,157, 1071, 1424, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™
txt 0L,B,C D,L, ¥, fl,565, 700, 1342, pc, Lat, Sy-S, sa, bo"", Eus

Nestle thinks it is original. 8fA0V o€ ToOLEL "is the language of the
SLopBwTnc".

It has been suggested that it's a conformation to the Byzantine text of Mk
14:70. But the "Western" reading must be very old, therefore it is more
probable that the Byzantine reading in Mk took OpoLaleL from the Western
text in Mt and not that the Western text took it from a (then very early)
Byzantine correction in Mk.

But even though this is MORE probable, it is the question if it is also more
probable than that the Byzantine reading in Mk is original! All possibilities have
problems.

See complete discussion at Mk 14:70 |

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 305

89. Difficult variant:
Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 27:4 A€ywV* NUPTOV Tapadovg oipe adGov.

dlkaov B4, L, O,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co, mae-1+2, arm, geo, Or, Cyp, WH, Trg™

txt 01, A, B*,C, W, fl, f13, 33,579, 700, Maj,
Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo™, Eus, Chrys, WH™

Lacuna: D, Sy-C

B p. 1274 A, last line: SLkeLOV is written in the right margin. &0GoV is enhanced
and has accents, so too has 8Lk LoV. No cancellation is visible. Looks as if it has
been noted as an alternative. Acc. to Tischendorf a vertical wave should be
visible above both words (for exchange), but this cannot be seen clearly in the
facsimile.

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 23:35 OTwWC €AOY) €’ DUAC TV ol SLKOLOV EKYUVVOUEVOV
emL the yAc amo tod walpatoc “APed oD Sikaiov €wg Tod aipotoc
Zoyoptov viod Bapaylov, ov épovelonte petafl tod vood kol ToD
BuoLaotnplov.

Compare 27:19:
NAZ?" Matthew 27:19 undev ool kol T¢) SLkole ékelvw:

Compare also Mt 27:24 below:
NA?" Matthew 27:24 60GO¢ €ipl &mo Tod alpatog TOUTOL: LUELC Oieabe.

BYZ Matthew 27:24 48(0¢ €lpul amo Tod alpatog ToD Sikelov Tovtou:
Vuele Oreabe.

Byz 01, (A), L, W,fl,f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™*°, mae-1+2, bo, WH™
txt B, D, 0, pc, it, Sy-S, sa™s, Ort", WH, NA?°



Compare LXX: ailjuee SLkocLov appears 4 times:
LXX Proverbs 6:17 Y€Lpec €ky€ovonl oo SLkelovu
... and hands that shed innocent blood

LXX Joel 4:19 v &eyear alpo dikolov év th vi| adtdv
"in whose land they have shed innocent blood."

LXX Jonah 1:14 kol pn 86¢ €d’ Nuag oiye SlkeLov
“Do not make us guilty of innocent blood"

LXX Lamentations 4:13 €€ GUOPTLOY TPOPNTOY oOTAC ABLKLOY Lepéwy
aOTAC TOV ekyeovTwy olpe SLkaLov €V Uéow adThC

It was for the sins of her prophets and the iniquities of her priests, who shed the blood of the righteous in the midst of her.

alpo OGOV appears more often (19 times):
Deu 27:25; 1Sam 19:5; 25:26,31; 1Ki 2:5; 2Ki 21:16; 24:4; 2Chr 36:5; Est 8:12;
1Ma 1:37; 2Ma 1:8; Ps 93:21; 105:38; Jer 7:6; 19:4; 22:3; 33:15.

It is interesting that we have two variants with 6LkLOG in this context: verse 4
and verse 24 (see below). In both variants the support is quite similar, but here
SLkoLoC has been added and in 24 omitted! In this verse 4, it is almost versions
against Greek!

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 35) thinks that the 6LkoLOV here comes from 23:35.

From the LXX it appears that the term ol dlkoLov is synonymous to oclpor
aB¢yov with il SLKeLOV being more rare.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 306

Minority reading:

NAZ" Matthew 27:9 T0Te €mANPWON t0 Ppnder S Tepeptov tod TpodgnTov
Aéyovtoct kel €Aefor TG TPLOKOVTO  GPYUPLK, TNV TLUMY  ToD
TETLUNUEVOL OV ETLUNOOVTO &m0 LY Topana,

10 KoL €0WKOY aDTO €L TOV aYpOV TOD KEPOUEWC, KoBo GUVETOEEY oL

omit: ®, 33,157, pc, a, b, Sy-S, Sy-P, bo™
Zoyoplov 22, Sy-H™

‘Inootov 21,

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

The passage cannot be found in Jeremiah, although there are nearly the same
words in Zoyoplov:

LXX Zechariah 11:13 kol €lmer KOpLo¢ mPOC pe kabec adTtolg €ig TO
YWVELTNPLOY Kol OkEPol €l BOKLUOV €0TLY OV TPOTOV €60KLULEaONY
UTEp DTOY Kol €AoY TOUC TPLAKOVTE GPYLPODE

KoL €véEBodor adTOUC €Lc TOV 0lKOV KUPLOU €LC TO YWVELTNPLOV

Compare quotes in Tregelles' GNT.
It has been suggested that the Zechariah quote rests on Jer 18-19 (Endemann,
1904).

Compare also variant and discussion at Mt 13:35

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 307

90.Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 27:16 €Lyov 6¢ TOTE &€oULOV €TLonuov Aeyouevor [Inooby
Bapoppav.

27:17 CUVMYUEVWY OOV adTOV elmer abtolg 0 IIuAdtog: tive Béiete
amollow Uuiv, [Incodv tov] Bopefpar 7 ’‘Incodv tov Aeyouevov
XPLOTOV;

BYZ Matthew 27:16 €Lyov 6¢ TOTE d€opLov €mlonuor Aeyouevov BapofBay
27:17 CUVMYUEVWY OOV DTV elmer abtolg O Iiddtoc Tive Béiete
amollow LUy BepofBayr 7 ‘Incodv tov Acyduevov XpLotov

add ‘Incobvy O, f1, 241**, 299**, 700*,
Sy-S, Sy-Pal™s, arm, geo?, Or and Or™*, Bois

in verse 17: “Incoby tov BapopBav 1, 22%, 241**, 299**, Sy-S,
Sy-Pal™*, arm, geo®, Or, Bois

"Incobv Bopopov ©, 700*, pc
tov Bapoppav B, 1010, Or [WH] Weiss
BapofBBayr Incody 579

Omitted by NA? and all other printed NT's. WH have the TOV before
Boapafav in brackets.

f1l verse 16: 1*, 118, 209*, 1278*, 1582

fl verse 17: 1*, 22*, 118, 209*, 1582 (acc. to A. Anderson)

Anderson further notes: "In verses 16 and 17, when referring to Barabbas, all
four family members have "IncobV written out rather than abbreviated."

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Origen:
" '16 habebat autem tunc vinctum insignem, qui dicebatur Barabbas.
17 congregatis ergo eis, dixit eis Pilatus: quem vultis dimittam vobis Jesum
Barabbam an Jesum qui dicitur Christus?' - in multis exemplaribus non
continetur, quod Barabbas etiam Jesus dicebatur, et forsitan recte, ut ne
nomen Jesu conveniat alicui iniquorum." (Sermon 121, on Matthew)

Origen also mentions in passing (Sermon 33):

"quemadmodum secundum quosdam Barabbas dicebatur et Jesus."



Origen: ToadaiLolg 8¢ TOVL GUTLYPAGOLE EVTUXWY €LPOV Kol ohTOV TOV
Bapeppar ‘Incodv Aeyouevor: oltwe¢ yobv eiyer 1 tod Ilidatou
TeboLc ékel: Tive Bédete TOV 800 amoAlow Luiv: Inoodr  tov
BepofBayr fi Inoodv tov Aeyopevov xpLotov; (from Boismard's Synopsis,
Zahn note that it is a scholion taken from A. Gallandi, p. 81)

In another context Origen reads as B: Tlva BéAete TGOV 800 GMOADOW ULV,
tov BopefBav fi Incodv tov Acyoucvov ypLotov; ("Contra Celsus", book
I:2)

579: Swanson has this right against NA! Confirmed by K. Witte from Muenster,
22: Harris (JBL 1914) notes that 22 has vs. 17 IN TON erased by 1°" hand.
Apparently 22 has this only in vs. 17, not in vs. 16!

The reading was known to Origen and "not absolutely rejected by him, though
the general tenor of his extant remarks is unfavorable to it." (WH).

There are also various scholia (e.g. in S/028, text see Swanson and WH Notes),
which recall this reading and interpret the name Barabbas as "son of the
teacher". It is possible that this goes back ultimately to Origen.

About the spread of this tradition compare Th. Zahn, Diatessaron, p. 105, 118,
211.

WH: "This remarkable reading is attractive, ... but it cannot be right."
Reasons: - the support is just too weak and bad.
- why is it not mentioned in verses 20 and 26, where also both names
appear?

Explanations:  Duplication in verse 17 of JN in YMIN (or wrongly
interpreting JN for Jesus) and then subsequently added in verse 16 for
clearness.

On the other hand this could equally well be a reason for an omission, reading
Y MININ and deleting one 1N for it made no sense to the scribe.

The reading of 579 probably arose by overlooking the H before JN and thus
obviously led also to the suspected reading.

It is very interesting that in B, 1010, Or®" the reading of verse 17 is TOV
Bapoppav (Weiss: "very remarkable"), presupposing the presence of "Incobv in
an ancestor? But note verse 20, where also Tov Bopofpav appears.

Burkitt writes:



"The word TOV is an integral part of the reading 'Jesus bar Abba' and its
presence in B tells us that B is descended from a MS which once had had the
longer reading, but from which 'Incobv had been intentionally deleted. The
same is almost certainly true of Origen's MS, though here his own comment
suggests that he cut the name out himself on considerations which seemed to
him to commend themselves on internal grounds, though the omission was not
supported by most of the MSS known to him."

The name Jesus at this point (if original) must have been very perplexing for the
scribes. It is possible that the name "Jesus" for a prisoner was not acceptable
and was therefore omitted from very early on.

The antithetical names make a good symmetry:

‘Incodv tov Bapapfarv 7

‘Incodv tov Aeyouevor XpLotov;

And there might also be something symbolic in it, which we don't know anymore?

But note also:
NA?" Matthew 27:20 OL &¢ GpyLepelc kol ol TpeoPitepol €meLony Toug
OxAoug tva altnowvteal Tov BapofBayr, tov 6¢ 'Incody GmoiéowoLy.

This verse makes it quite improbable that Jesus was also the name of the
robber.

We do not really know. Overall, especially in light of verse 20, it is more
probable that the name Jesus is an error in verses 16-17. At least in modern
translations the name should be in a footnote and not in the text.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
better move "Jesus" into the apparatus.

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 308

Minority "Caesarean" reading:

NA?" Matthew 27:17 ouvnyuévwy obr adt®v elmer altolc 0 IIuAdtoc
tive Bérete T gmoAlow bpiv T, [Inoodv tov] Bepofpav f ‘Incodv

TOV A€YOUEVOV YPLOTOV;

Not in NA but in SQE!

™! v &0 A, ©,pc,a, Or
L gmo TGY 800 064, 828(f13), pc
™1 G4m0 toltwy mae-2

™ Qv &0 f1, pc

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 21:
NAZ?" Matthew 27:21 &mokpLOele 6¢ 0 Nyeuwy eimer adTole Tlve Bédete
&m0 TV &00 GmoADOW LWIV; ol 6¢ elmar: Tov Bapappav.

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 309

91.Difficult variant:

NA? Matthew 27:24 16wy 8¢ 0 ITLABTOC OTL 00OEV WPeAEl GAAL HaAAOV
BopuBoc yivetar, Aofwr Vdwp ameviPato TG YELPUC GMEVOVTL TOD
OxAOL AEYWV* GOGOC €lpL &md toD alipetog TovTov: Luele Ofeabe.

BYZ Matthew 27:24 Ldwv &€ 0 ITLA@TOC OTL 0VOEV WPeAel GAAG paAAov
Bopufoc ylvetal AoPwy Vdwp ameviPoto TOC YELPUC GTEVAVTL TOD
OxAov Aéywr "ABROC el &m0 Tod alpotoc ToD SLkelov TOUTOL: UHELS
OYreade.

Byz 01, (A), L, W, fl,f13, Maj, Lat(aur, ¢, f, ff', g', h, I, q, vg),
Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa’', mae-1+2, bo, arm, geo’, Cyr, WH™, Trq
ToUTOL TOD SLkelov A, A, 064, pc
Tregelles has ToD 8LkaLOV in brackets.

txt B,D,0,pc,it(a, b, d, ff?, r), Sy-S, sa”', geo?, Or®", Chrys, WH, NA?®

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 19:
NA?" Matthew 27:19 undev ool kol T¢) SLkolw €kelvw:

Compare also:

NAZ?" Matthew 23:35 OTW¢ €A €’ DUdC TaY alpe SlkoLov €kyurvoperoy
eml the YAc amo tod alpetoc “APed tod Sikalov €we tod oipotoc
Zoyeplov viod Bapoylov,

NAZ" Matthew 27:4 Aéywv* HuapTtov mepadoug aipe ad@ov.
dlkoLov B L, 0,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co, mae-1+2, arm, geo, Or, Cyp, WH

It is interesting that those who omit the word in this verse add it in verse 4.

The word dLke.lovu is mentioned once in the context (27:19). It is possible that
it was added here to express Pilates innocence more clearly. On the other hand
it could have been fallen out accidentally due to h.t. (TOU - OU - TOUTOU).
From the LXX it appears that the term aipo SLkoLOV is synonymous to oiljor
aBcov, with alpo SikeLov being more rare (4 : 19).

See also discussion at verse 4 above.



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 310

92. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 27:28 KoL €KSVOOVTEC KDTOV YAUUOE KOKKLUTY TEPLEOMKLY
oa0TQ,

koL evdloavtec odTOV
01°, B, 1424, pc, q, aeth, Or, Diatess, WH™, Weiss

Kol Evd0oavTeg a0TOV LUATLOY TophupodY Kol
D, 157, pc, it, vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-Pal™

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

€kdVW "strip, take of f"; midd. "strip oneself, be naked"
€vdlw "dress, clothe"; midd. "put on, wear"

Compare:

NAZ Matthew 27:31 kol Ote évémaléar olt®, €Ecdvoay obTOV TNHY
YAUOOK Kol €veduoay oDTOV T0 LUATLH 0TOD KoL Qmryeyor o0TOV
€l¢ T0 oTaUPGOowL.

NAZ John 19:2 kol OL OTPATLOTHL TAEEavTEC O0T€EDaVOV €€ aKavdRY
emédnkoy adTod Th KepoAf) kol LwatLor Toppupoldy mepLéfaior adToOV

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 15:17 KoL €v8LE0UOKOLOLY DTOV TopdhUpeY
BYZ Mark 15:17 kel €v80000LY adTOV TopdUupay

The reading €v60w might have been used, because Jesus was probably already
naked from the flogging, so why take off clothes again? The support is quite
good. The combination of €k6Uw and €v&0W is again used in verse 31.

In Mk also "dress" is used: €V6L6V0K® or évEUW in Byz

Weiss says (Textkritik, p. 54) that the év800aVTEC was not understood next to
the TepLEOMKOY KDTG).

The reading of D et al. (LuatLov mopdpupodV) is a harmonization with Jo 19:2.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 311

93. Difficult variant:
Minority reading: i
NA?" Matthew 27:32 "EepyouevoL 8¢ ebpov avbpwmov Kupnuaiov T

OVOUTL Eipwre, ToDTOV NyYopevooy Lve apn TOV oTaLpoVr oiToD.

T elc amavtnow odtod D, it(a, b, ¢, ff2, h), vgm
"meeting him"

Lat(aur, f, ff', g, I, q, vg) do not have the addition.
Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Mark 15:21 KoL Gy yopeDouoLy Tapayovta TLve Lipwve Kvpnrolov
€pYOuevoy an’ aypod, Tov mutépe "AleEavdpov kal Povdou, Tve dpn
TOV OTOLPOV KDTOD.

NAZ" Luke 23:26 Kal w¢ ammjyayor adtov, eémiaPoucrol Lipwro TLvo,
Kupnratlor épyouevor an’ aypod eémeinkar adt@ TOV oTaupor GépeLy
0mLoBer Tob ‘Inood.

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 25:6 L€ONG € VUKTOC KPOUYT YEYOVEV: L80L O VuudLog,
eEepyeade el amavtnoly [adTod].

Cyrene is a city in Libya.

Possibly the words have been omitted as redundant to get Kvpnrolov close to
OvopTL Llpwve. It is also possible that the well fitting term has been added
remembering it from 25:6.

ATOVTNOLG "meeting", appears elsewhere only in Mt 25:6 in the Gospels, but
UTOVTNOLG "meeting" appears three times.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 312

94. Difficult variant
NA? Matthew 27:33 Kol €éAB0vTeC €ic TOTOV Acyouevor I'oAyoBd, 6 éotiy
Kpoaviov Tomoc Aeyduevoc,

BYZ Matthew 27:33 Kol €A00vTec eic tOTOV Aeyouevor I'odyobd 6 éotiy
Aeyouevoc Kpaviov Tomoc

Aeyouevoc Kpaviov Tdmoc A, N*, W, A, f13, 22, 579, Maj
epunrevopevoc Kpaviov Tomoc M, N, rt (from MK)

Kpoaviov Toémoc Aeyduevoc 01*, B, L, f1, 33, 157, 892, pc,
ff!, vg™*, mae-1, WH, NA%®

Kpoaviov Tomoc 01%,D, T, O, 124(f13), 565, 700, 1010,
1241, 1424, al, Lat, sa, bo, mae-2

Sy-S omits 0 €0ty Kpaviov TOmoc Ae€yOuevoc. (This is a fairly standard
treatment in Old Syriac where it avoids giving the Aramaic twice, i.e. 'skull which means skull'.)
01: Tischendorf writes: "C% ut videtur punctis notaverat, sed puncta rursus
deleta."

Lacuna: C, Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Mark 15:22 Kol ¢pépovoLy adtov émi tov [odyobav tomov,
uebepunrvevopevor Kpaviov Tomoc.

NA? Luke 23:33 k.l 0Te NABoV €mL TOV TOTOV TOV KaAovuevov Kpaviov,
NAZ John 19:17 kol Pootalwy €nute TOV OTaupOy EERABer elc tov
Aeyouevor Kpaviov Tomov, 0 Aéyetar ‘Efpoatioti INodyoda,

Y4

EOTLY

Compare:

NAZ?” Matthew 26:36 T'0Te €pyetal ... €i¢ ywplov Acyduevov I'eBonuavi
NA?" John 19:13 €i¢ TOTOV Acyouevov ALBootpwrov, ‘Epatoti 8¢
[NoBBeOc.

There is the possibility that the short reading might be correct, because
a) it is the harder reading



b) is has been "corrected" in two different ways, inserting A€yOuevog before

and after it.
On the other hand it could have been omitted deliberately because of the
preceding Acyouevov before I'oAy004..

A. Pallis (Notes, 1932) writes: "It is obvious that AcyOuevoc (or the variant
Aeyouevov) after A€yOpevov cannot be right; read €AAMVL{OpeVog or
eV L Opevon."”

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 313

NAZ" Matthew 27:34 €dwkov DTG TLELY OLVOV WeTO XOARG HepLypévov:
Kol YELOOUEVOC OVK NOEANOEY TLELY.

BYZ Matthew 27:34 €dwkor o0TG TLELY OF0C METR YOARG MEULYMEVOV: Kol
YELOAUEVOC OVK TBEAEY TLELY

Byz A,N,W,II 0250, 0281, 1582, 124, 346, 828, 983(=f13), 579, 700, 892,
1424, Maj, c, f, h, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1+2, bo™*, geo?, Tert, Ir, Or

txt 01,B,D, K II* L, O, f1, 69,543, 788, 826(=f13), 22, 33, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-H™, sa, bo, arm, geo’

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (line 10 B, p. 1275) aT( TLELY olvov et

650@, sour wine, wine vinegar, a popular and inexpensive thirst-quenching drink
LETO YOATC MEMLYMEVOV  mixed with gall;
Xokﬁ as a bitter substance made from wormwood, a plant yielding a
bitter-tasting dark-green oil that is alcoholic in its effect

Barnabas 7:3 (2™ CE): dAAG kol oToaupwBelc €motileto Oel kol YOAf).

Tertullian (2™ CE): "to whom you gave gall and vinegar to drink"
(De Spectaculis, ch. 30)

Irenaeus (2" CE): "that He received for drink, vinegar and gall;"
(Adv. haer. III, 19)
"and that He should have vinegar and gall given Him to drink;"
(Adv. haer. IV, 33)

"For when did the Christ above have vinegar and gall given him to drink?"

(Adv. haer. IV, 35)

Celsus (From Origen "Contra Celsus"):

(book 2, ch. 37): "he [Celsus] makes the vinegar and the gall a subject of reproach
to Jesus"

(book 7, ch. 13): "For what better was it for God to eat the flesh of sheep, or to
drink vinegar and gall, than to feed on filth?" ... But in regard to the vinegar and
gall mentioned in the prophecy, "They gave me also gall for my meat; and in my
thirst they gave me vinegar to drink," we have already referred to this point;
Origen in his commentary on John (ch. 19): "But we must remember that the sixty-
ninth Psalm, which contains the words, "The zeal of thy house shall devour me,"
and a little further on, "They gave Me gall for My drink and for My thirst they
gave Me vinegar," both texts being recorded in the Gospels"




Compare:
LXX Psalm 68:22 K&l €dwKoV €L TO PPOUE HOL YOATY Kol €lg TNy
Sljov pov émotLoay pe 6fog

"And they give for my food gall, And for my thirst cause me to drink vinegar."

Direct parallel:
NAZ Mark 15:23 kol €6LS0UY DTG EOUULPVLOWMEVOVY olvor: O¢ &€ olk
ErafPev. wine mixed with myrrh

Sy-H™: 6Eo¢ (acc. to Tis)

Later parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:48 Kotl €00€WE dpopwy €lg €€ alTdY Kol AdPwy omoyyov
TANoaG Te OFoug Kol TepLOele Kadopw EmOTL ey adTOV.

NAZ" Mark 15:36 Spapwy 6¢ Tic [kal] yeploog omdyyor OFoug TepLBeig
KOAOW €TOTL ey ahTOV ..

NA?" Luke 23:36 eveémaLléoy &€ adT® Kol Ol OTPATLOTHL TPOOEPYOUEVOL,
0foc mpoodéporTec aTH

NA?" John 19:29 okeDo¢ €keLto OFEoug Weator: amoyyor oDV UeoTOV ToD
0E0ULC LOOWTR TEPLOEVTEC TPOOVEYKOY KDTOD TG OTOUKTL.

NAZ" John 19:30 0te oOV €éAafer T0 0Eoc [0] 'Inoolc elmev:

There are two points where a drink is mentioned, first here, where only Mt and
Mk have it, and later, where all four have it. In the later one OfoC is safe. It is
very probable that O£0¢ at this first point is a conformation to the latter one.
Note also that in Mk olvov is safe. How could olvov in Mt originate? A
harmonization to Mk is very improbable. It is more probable that Matthew took
it originally from Mk and that it has subsequently been conformed to Psalm
68:22 and the later accounts which all have O¢oc.

That the reading is early can be seen from the quotations of the church fathers.

Possibly the overall meaning of both mixtures is essentially the same, viz "sour

wine". The XOAN, gall, a plant yielding a bitter-tasting dark-green oil that is
alcoholic in its effect, has been used as an anesthetic.

Compare:
JW Burgeon "Traditional text", 1896, p. 253 - 258

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA? Matthew 27:35 Ltoupwoavtec 6¢ alTOV OLEPepLOaVTO T0  LULETLOL

a0ToD BaAlovtec kAfipor T |

T V4 ~ \ [3 \ 3 \ ~ 4 4 \ [3 / /
Lo TANPWON T0 Pnber LMo TOoD TPOPMNTOUL OLEUEPLONVTO T LUOLTLO

LOU €UTOLC Kol €TL TOV LUOTLOWOV oL €éfaiov KAfpoV
A, 0, ®, 0250, f1, f13, 22, 517, 954, 1071, 1243, 1424, 1675, al,
it(a, aur, b, ¢, h, q), vg™°, Sy-H, mae-1 (not mae-2), Eus
f13: 174, 828 no addition; add after verse 36: 983
it: d, f, ff', ff2, g', I, vg do not have the addition

T em adTd 892*, pc, Sy-S, Co

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (line 16 B, p. 1275) PaAlovteg kAfpov, 36 kol KoBMueroL

Compare:
LXX Psalm 21:19 SLeUeploowTo T LUATLE WOV €UTOLE Kol €Tl TOV
LLOTLOROY pov €RaAov kAfipov

NA%" John 19:24 lve. M| ypodn TANPwORH [N A€youow]  Siepeploavto T
LLOTLO. OV €0UTOLE Kol €TL TOV LUaTLOROV Hou €fador kAfpov.

It is possible that the sentence fell out due to h.t. (KAfipov - KATipoV) but the
support is bad (basically "Caesarean"). It is more probable that it has been
added from the Johannine parallel (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ?” Matthew 27:38 T'0te otaupodvtal oby adTE 6V0 Anotol,
€lc &k SefLv T kal €lc € edwvipwy T

1 .
7" nomine Zoatham ¢

nomine Camma ¢

T2

Codex Colbertinus, ¢ (12™ CE) reads in full:
"func crucifixerunt cum eo duos latrones, unus a dextris nomine Zoatham, et
unus a sinistris nomine Camma."

B: no umlaut

The same addition occurs in Mk 15:27 by the same MS c.
NAZ?" Mark 15:27 Kol ovv adt® oteupodoLy 8o Anotac,
o &k SeELdv T kol Eva € edovipor T adtoD.

1 .
" nomine Zoathan c

2 :
" nomine Chammatha ¢

Another fradition appears in Luke:

NAZ" Luke 23:32 "Hyovto 8¢ kal étepol kakobpyor d0o obv adtg T
droLpedfval T .

™! Toathas et Maggatras |

T2 et Capnatas rt (having a lacuna before)

See "Names for the Nameless in the NT"
in Metzger "New Testament Studies", Leiden 1980
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95. Difficult variant:

Minority variant:

NA?" Matthew 27:40 KoL A€YOVTECT O KOTOADWY TOV VOV Kol €V TPLOLY
MUEPILS  OLKOSOUDY, 0®BOOV OcuTtoV, €l ulog el tod Beod, [kol
ketaPnOL &mo Tod oTovpPoD.

el viloc BeoD €l B, Weiss, Trg™

omit kal: 019, B, K, II, L, W, ©, 0250, f1, 13, 33, 157, 579, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, ff!, £f2, g, 1, q, vg), Sy-H, Co, Did, WH, Gre, Trg

add kel:  01%, A, D, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, h, r'), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™®, Bois, Weiss
NA?® has koL in brackets as txt.

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ?" Mark 15:30 000V G€XVTOV KaToPog GO ToD aTowpoD.
BYZ Mark 15:30 600V 0exuTOV Kol KotaPe 6o ToD oteupod
Variant not noted in NA, but in SQE.
Byz A,C P, fl, {13, 22,28, 33,157,565, 700, 892, 1071, 1424, Mqj,
Syr, arm, geo
txt 01,B,D,L,A, 0, ¥, 579, 1342, k, vg, Co

NAZ" Luke 23:35 Kal elotnkel 0 Aw0¢ Bewpddv. €EepvktnpLlor 8¢ kol ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTEC BALOUC €0WOEY, OWONTW €XUTOV, €L 0DTOC €0TLY O
YpLoTOC TOD BeoD O EKAeKTOC.

Meaning:
without Kal: "Save yourself! If you are the Son of God, come down from the cross."
with KoL: "Save yourself, if you are the Son of God and come down from the cross."

The support for the Kl is quite good. On the other hand in Mk it is the

Byzantine variant. It could have been omitted because of homoioarcton (KAI -
KATA.., so Weiss).
Overall it makes more the impression of an addition to separate the clauses.

Note that the addition of the complete phrase is one of the so called Minor
Agreements of Mt and Lk against Mk.



P. Williams comments on the Syriac:
"The other side of the fact that certain conditions make asyndeton more likely,
is that when these conditions are not fulfilled waw is used, and its presence in
Syriac witnesses has no bearing on the presence or absence of Kol in the Greek
Vorlage. Applying this to Matthew 27:40 could shift the balance of evidence
against the reading given in txt. NA27 cites (S)P, alongside only 01* A D pc and
the Old Latin in favour of #x7#5 Kol in adoov geavtoV, €l LLOC €l ToD Beod,
[keel] kotaPnOL &mo ToD otaupod. However, the waw in S and Pis liable to
occur since the two imperatives are not adjacent, represent two distinct actions,
and the former is not preparatory to the latter. If the other reading is adopted
a significant exegetical change results. Those who pass by the cross make three
independent taunts:

(1) This is [vocatively: you are] the one who said he could destroy the temple

and rebuild it in three days;

(2) If you are God's son then rescue yourself;

(3) Come down from the cross.
Taking the three taunts as independent also might explain the apparent lack of

logical sequence between the phrases."
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek Gospels",
Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 152-53.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
better omit it.

External Rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ" Matthew 27:41 OHOLWC Kol OL GPYLEPELS EUTaL{OVTEC WETOH TRV
YPOULOTEWY Kol TPEOBUTEPWY EACYOV*

BYZ Matthew 27:41 OHOLWC O€ KoL OL GEYLEPELS EUTELOVTEC HETH TRV
YPOUUOTEDY Kol TpeoButépwr kel DopLoniwy Eleyov

Byz Y,ATLZ,®, 22,157,565, Maj, f, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo?'

txt 01, A, B,L,0O,fl,f13, 33,700,892, al,
Lat(aur, ff!, g, I, vg), sa, mae-1+2, boP"

kol DopLooiwy only: D, W, 517, 1424, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, ff2, 91, h,q, rt), Sy-S

omit: T, pc

Lacuna: C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Matthew 26:57 OL 6¢ kpotnoavtec Tov ‘Incody amyeyov mpog
Katopor OV apylepén, OTOU OL  YPOUUOTELC Kol oL TpeoBitepol
ouvnxOnooy.

Parallel:
NAZ Mark 15:31 Opolwe kol ol apylepelc éumuilovtec TPOS GAANAOULG
LETO TRV YPOUUUOTEWY EAeyor: GAAOUC €0WOEV, €xvTOV 00 OUVHTHL
oWonL

Clearly an expansion.
Compare 26:3 addition of KL OL YPOUUKTELG
26:59 addition of kel ol TpeoPuTEPOL

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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96. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 27:49 ol 6¢ AoLmol €Aeyov: adeg Ldwuer el épyetat HAlog
owWowv abtov T .

T&T #63

T add: 01, B,C,L, U%%* 9% pc34, vg™*®, Sy-Pal™*, mae-1+2, add:
aAloc 6€ APV AdyYMY évuvEev oltod TNV mAevpoy Kol EERABer D6wp
Kool orbpor

word-order: ... ol kool U6wp ... U, T, 2680, pc19 °f 3% ‘mae-2
Tis and Swanson add: U/030 (030 is not at all noted in T&T at this unit)
WH have the sentence in double brackets in the text.

34 minuscules (from T&T, % Byz readings): 5, 26, 484" 675" 115, 127, 160%*,
175, 364, 782, 871, 1010, 1011, 1057%°%, 1300, 1392, 1416, 1448, 1555°°%, 1566,
1701, 1780%%, 2117, 2126, 2139, 2283, 2328, 2437*, 2585%°%, 2586"%%, 2622,
268077" 2766%°%, 2787

green = deviation more than 10% from Byz (T&T)

underlined = have the order alpo kol V8wP

2437: email from Jairo P. Cavalcante Filho: "I have checked the reading of manuscript 2437 and
found out that 2437* has the inclusion, but a corrector has erased 3 lines and replaced them
with the traditional reading."

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Compare: Jo 19:34
NAZ" John 19:34 AL’ €l¢ TOV OTPATLWTOV A0YYn «0ToD TNV TAcupoy
€vuier, kol €ERABer €0BLC alpe kKol VSWP.
VOwp Kol oipe Y, 579, e, sa™*, bo, Eus
omit eDOLC: Y?, e, Or'/?

Compare also:

NA%" 1 John 5:6 00TOC €0TLY O €ABwr 6L Vdotog kol eipotog, ‘Inoodc
XpLotog, olk €V T@ VBTl povor AL’ €v T¢) DOUTL Kol €V TG oluatL:
Kol TO TVedua €0TLY TO MapTupoDY, OTL TO TVeDud €0TLY T) GANOCLe.




The support is good. Also there is no immediate reason for a secondary addition.
The problem is the discrepancy with Jo, where the piercing happened AFTER
Jesus death and here it happened before.

WH have these words in double brackets in their text. They do not want fo rule
out completely that this clause was originally in Mt's Gospel.

The only alternative idea given is that some scribe was inspired by the €i¢ to
add an &AAOC and/or he remembered the €lc from Jo when he read the €lc in
Mt and added the clause.

48 kol €0B€we dpopwy €lg € adTOV kol Aofwv omdyyov ...

49 aALog 6¢ Ao AOYYMY ...

Another idea is that someone wrote the sentence in the margin meant to be
inserted at some other point and a later scribe inserted it wrongly here (but the
diverse support of unrelated MSS makes this improbable).

Possibly some ancient lectionary usage influenced it. Compare Burgeon ("The last
12 verses...").

Ehrman argues (p. 195) that it could be an anti-docetic corruption: The piercing
BEFORE his dead shows that he was a real blood and flesh human being and
experienced real pain and suffering.

It is very difficult to explain the diversity of witnesses supporting this verse.
The best Alexandrian witnesses (01, B, L) group with mixed MSS (C, 2680) and
fully Byzantine MSS (U, I', 33 minuscules). It is improbable that they all added
the words from a marginal notel

Wording Mt and Jo:

Mt: dALog &€ Aafudr AOyxmY évuEey adtod THY TACLPOY
kol €ERAOer Vdwp Kol olpc

Jo: GAL’ €l¢ TOV OTPATLOTOV A0YXT adTOD TNHY TAcupow €évuer,
Kol €EfAOer €0OUC el kol VOw.

The wording is quite different from John and astonishingly fixed. One would
have expected strong harmonization to John and more variants. This is not the
case. Only one witness (1416) adds €00¢w¢ before(l) €EfAO€Y and the order
Uowp Kol oipe is changed by half of the withesses. The first part of the
sentences is quite different in Mt and John, but all witnesses have exactly the
same wording in M.

This rules out an independent origin due to a simple harmonization with John
completely. This insertion, if it is one, must go back to one source.



There is a scholion in MS 72 (11™ CE), which attests the presence of the
sentence in "the Gospel", according to church father reports.

MS 72 (British Library, London, "Harley 5647"):

OTL €l T0 Kat' Lotoploy edoyyérlor Aladwpov kol Totiarod kol
GAAWY SLadOpwy aylwy Tatépwy. ToDTo TpoOokeLtol: &AAOG O€
APRv AOyxmy évuEer adtod THY TAcupay kol EERABer Vdwp kol
alpe. ToDTO Aéyel kol 0 XPLOOGTOROC.

“Because, in the Gospel, according o a report of Diadore and Tatian and various other holy
fathers, it adds this: &ALoc ... alpe. Chrysostom also says this."

It has been suggested that there is some corruption in the text and that
ALodwpov actually means 6Lec A’ = "dia 4" = Diatessaron. Gregory writes on MS
72: "Notes and readings (added) in Mt, two notes in Mk, readings in Lk and Jo,
..., many personal notes in Greek and Arabic." The MS once belonged to the
monastery of Mar Simeon, near Kartmin in Syria.

If this reading was in Tatian, why at this place? Is it possible that he actually
read it in his M1? Burkitt writes ("Ev. da-mepharreshe" at Mt 27:49): "There is
no Syriac evidence for the insertion here of words corresponding to Jo 19:34.
The spear-piercing is mentioned in E?*° [Ephraem's commentary] after Mt
27:55."

Vogels (BZ 10, 1912, 396-405) shows that the Old Latin MS e in John omits
€0BUC and changes the order in VowpP Kol olp as in Mt. He explains this with
some good arguments as an influence of a harmony.

If this sentence is a secondary addition, why insert it here (and create a
discrepancy) and not at some later point, e.g. after verse 50?

P. Comfort, in his book "Encountering the manuscripts" (2005, p. 299-300), also
notes that the reading "appears to present a jarring contradiction to what was
just described: while many of the bystanders were waiting to see Elijah would
come and save Jesus, a Roman soldier (in complete oposition to this sentiment)
lances Jesus' side with his spear."

Context:

45 From the sixth hour, darkness came over the whole land until the ninth hour.

46 About the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, "Eli, Eli, lema sabachthani?" that is,
"My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?"

47 When some of the bystanders heard it, they said, "This man is calling for Elijah."

48 At once one of them ran and got a sponge, filled it with sour wine, put it on a stick, and
gave it to him to drink.

49 But the others said, "Wait, let us see whether Elijah will come to save him."
But another took his spear and pierced his side, and out came water and blood.

50 But Jesus cried again with a loud voice and breathed his last.



Especially the last 8¢ is awkward. Without the piercing sentence everything is
normal and straightforward: "Wait, let's see ..." - But Jesus cried ...

49 ol 8¢ AoLTol €Acyov- ...
&ALOC € AoBwV AOYYMV
50 0 8¢ Inool¢ TaALY Kpafag ...

Either this is a very unskillful secondary insertion or it is original and has been
eliminated to improve style and remove a difficulty. There is no convincing
explanation for a secondary addition of this kind.

It has been suggested that the testimony in Jo 19:35 was meant with regard to
the time of the piercing ("I testify that it happened AFTER his death."), to
object to other accounts like Mt who placed it before Jesus' death.

With the words, Jesus is not dying from crucifixion (at least not alone), but
from a stabbing in the side!l This obviously is a big problem and perhaps led to
the elimination of the words? Imagine the implications of having these words in
the Bible today!

Why do add 35 fully Byzantine MSS the words with exactly identical wording
exactly here?

Even if the Diatessaron could be established as a source, it is still a puzzle why
these diverse witnhesses inserted the words here.

Compare:
e FC Conybeare JTS 8 (1907) 571-581
e HJ Vogels BZ 10 (1912) 396-405
e JP van Kasteren BZ 12 (1914) 32-34
e (. Peters "Das Diatessaron Tatians", 1939, p. 125-129

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Matthew 27:64 kéievoov oUV Godailodfjval tov Tador €wg Thg
TPLTNG MUEPHCS, UNTOTE €ABOVTEC ol podntal adTod KAEwOoLY
aDTOV Kol €LTWoLY TG Ax® NYEPON GTO TOV Vekpdv, Kol €0Tol N
€OYOTN TAGYM YElpwV THS TPWING.

BYZ Matthew 27:64 kéicvoov oOV aodpaAiloBfval TOV todov €we ThC
TPLING MU€PEC pnmote €ABOVTEC oL podnTol odTOD VUKTOC KAEYWOLY
adTOV Kol €lmwoLly ¢ Aa® "Hyépdn 4mo TtV vekpdry Kol €0tol N
EOYOTT) TAAYT YELPWY TAC TPWING

Byz ¢%,L,T,565,700,892,1241, Sy-S, Sy-P, Maj-part

txt 01,A,B,C*D,K W,VY, A 0,f1,f13,22, 33,579, 1424, Maj-part,
Latt, Co(+ mae-2), goth

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Matthew 28:13 €lmate OTL oL padnNTol oDTOD VUKTOC €ABOVTEC
éxdefiory adTOV NUAY KOLUWHEVWD.

A harmonization to 28:13.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" Matthew 27:66 0L 8¢ TopeuBévtec NopuAloovto TOV Tadov
odpparyloovtec TOV ALBOV et THC KOuoTWoLNC.

NA?" Matthew 28:1 ’Oie 8¢ ooffatwr, Tf émLdpwokolton €i¢ wlow
oofPatwy A0y Moaprap 1) Maydoinvn kel 1) aAin Maple Ocwpfiont
TOV TOdOoV.

A question of punctuation:

Isit

.. hete TR kovoTwdlog OYe de oaPfatwr. TH émpwokolon ...
or.

.. hetoe TR kovoTwdlag. 'OYe 8¢ oapfotwy, th empwokoion ...

So they went with the guard and made the tomb secure by sealing the stone on
the eve of the Sabbath. As the first day of the week was dawning, ...

or:

So they went with the guard and made the tomb secure by sealing the stone.
On the eve of the Sabbath, as the first day of the week was dawning, ...

Linder (TSK 35, 1862) notes that in later Greek 'Oy 6¢ ocofPatwy means
"after the Sabbath" with ’O\s¢ = "after, after the expiration of". So also BDAG.
This makes better sense here than "on the eve" or "late on the Sabbath".



TVU 321

NAZ" Matthew 28:2 kol 180D O€LOMOC EYEVETO WEYOG (Y YEAOC YOO KLPLOU
koatofog €€ 0Dpavod kel TPOoEABWY ATekOALOEY TOV ALOOV
Kol ékadnro émovw ohToD.

BYZ Matthew 28:2 k&l L8OV O€LOWOC €YEVETO WEYXC OYYEAOS YOP KLPLOU
kateBog €€ oDpovod mPooeAdwr amekUALoey TOV ALBov G4mO tfic Bupoc,
Kol exadnto émovw odTod

Byz divided:

amo tfic Blpog A,C, K, W,A, f13-part, 579, 1424,
Maj-part, f, h, q, Sy-P

amo T B0pog Tod pvmuetov L, T, O, f1, f13-part, 22, 33, 157, 565, 1241,
Maj-part, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, mae-1+2, bo, Eus

txt 01, B, D, 700, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, sa

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA27pMatthew 27:60 Kotl TPOOKLALOOG ALBov péyov th O0pe ToD urmuelov
QmAOeD.

NAZ?" Mark 15:46 KoL TPOOEKUALOEY ALOBoV €Tl TNy O0pay ToD pumuelov.
NA?" Mark 16:3 Tl &moKLALOEL TULY TOV AlBov ék Thic BUpag ToD pumueLov;

G. Peter 12,53 Ti¢ 6¢ aTOKUALOEL MUY Kol TOV ALBov TOV TéBevta
emL the BVpac Tod pymueiov:

There is no reason for an omission. Probably an addition from immediate context
(27:60) and common knowledge.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ?" Matthew 28:6 00K €0TLY W8€, NYEPON Yop kabwe eimer: dedte 18ete
TOV TOTOV OTOU €KELTO :

BYZ Matthew 28:6 00k €0TLV wde Nyépdn yap kabwe elmer: dedte 1dete
TOV TOTOV OToL ékelto O Kiplog.

Byz A ,C,D,L,W,O0148, f1, f13, Mqj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, [Trqg]

txt 01, B, ®©, 33, 892*, pc, e, Sy-S, Co(+ mae-2)
70 oW ToD Kuplov 1424, pc

0 Inooug )

Lacuna: Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ?" Luke 24:3 eloeABolonL &€ oy €Dpor TO oW ToD kuplov "IncoD.

There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Matthew 28:7 ketl ToryU TopeuBeionl elmote Tolg podntaic adtod OTL
AYEPON GO TOV VeEKPRY,

omit: D, 565, pc, Lat(a, b, d, e, ff', g', h, I, r', vg), Sy-S, arm, Or

aur, ¢, f, ff%, q, vg™s have the words
Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 14:2 kol €LTer Tol¢ ToLoly adtod: obtog €otiy Twavvng 0
Bamtiotng adTOC NYEPON ATO TV VeKPDV

NA? Matthew 27:64 kKéAcuoov o0V GodpaALlodfival Tov Tador €we ThC
TPLINC NUEPaE, umote EABOVTEC ol podntal adTod kAEwoLy adtov
Kl €ELTWOLY T6) @ NYEPON 4O TOV VekpQv,

NA?" Matthew 28:6 00K €0TLY 8¢, NYEPON Yop Kobwe elmev:

The omission could be a harmonization to the previous verse 6.
The addition could be a harmonization to immediate context (27:64).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Matthew 28:7 kol TooxU mopeubelonl elmote Tolg padnteic adtod
OTL NYEPON GO TAV VekpRV, Kol LOOL Tpodyel LU €lg TN
Coiidoloy, ékel adtov OYeade: Ldov elmoy LULV.

eLTeV cj. (Hort) WH™

kobwe elmer LUy 126, 472 (from MK)
"sicut dixit vobis" f, vg™*

WH have this eading labeled as "1 ... ", indicating a "primitive error".
The reading was listed in NAZ® but has been omitted in NA2627,
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

5 And the messenger answering said o the women, "Do not be afraid, I know that you are
looking for Jesus who was crucified. 6 he is not here, for he rose, as he said; come, see the place
where the Lord was lying; 7 and having gone quickly, say you to his disciples, that he rose from
the dead; and lo, he does go before you to Galilee, there ye shall see him; lo, I have told you."

Compare:

NA% Mark 16:7 GAAG UToyete elmate tolg podntalc adtod kol T6
[Iétpw OTL Tpoayel VWG eic v Dedtdoloy: ékel adtov OYeobe,
koBwe elmer LULY.

It is the messenger/angel who is speaking. Thus it makes good sense to have "lo,
he told you" here.

On the other hand "lo, T told you" also makes good sense as an intensifying
statement.

This conjecture appears to me o be the most probable in the Gospels.

Hort writes: "Comparison with Mk 16:7 gives much probability to the suggestion
of Maldonat [JTohannes Maldonatus, 1533-1583] and others that €lmov is a
primitive corruption of €lTeV. The essential identity of the two records in this
place renders it improbable that the corresponding clauses would hide total
difference of sense under similarity of language; while L60U might easily mislead
a scribe. As recalling sharply an earlier prediction or command, 160U €lTev is
the more forcible though less objective reading."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 325

97. Difficult variant:

NA*" Matthew 28:9

kel 1doL  ‘Inoolg  Umutnoer altelc  Aéywy:  yolpete. ol O¢
TpooeABolonl ékpatnony ahTod TOLG TOdNG Kel Tpooeklvnoay adTd.

BYZ Matthew 28:9 WC O€ €TMOPEVOVTO GmeyYeLAaL TOLC padntoic odtod
kel Loov  Inoobg  amutnoer  abtalc  Aéywy  Xalpete ol 6¢
TpooeABolonl ékpatnoay ahTod, TOLC TOdeC Kol TPooeklvnoay )T

T&T #64

Byz A,C L, X, @, 0148, f1, f13-part, (1424), Maji®, f, q, Sy-H, Weiss
amepyouévor 8¢ adTOV 788
W¢ 6 €dpopor amoyyeldul Toig pobntaic adtod 1424, pct

txt 01,B,D, W, 0,13, 69, 788(=f13), 33, 279, 700, 892, 1292, 2680, al'®°,
Lat, Sy-P, Co(+ mae-2), Or, Eus

From here to end Sy-S (and Sy-C) are not extant.
B: no umlaut (but one line above: amoryyelAoL Tolg podnroic)

Compare:
NA? Matthew 28:8 Kol dmeABolonl tayL amo tod puvmuelov pete $popov
KoL 0PaC UEYOANG €8payiov ameryyelAnl Tole pednteic edtoD.

It is quite probable that the term felt out due to h.t.
On the other hand it could have been added from the previous verse. The kol

before the L8OV is a bit strange though:
“...and ran to tell his disciples. When they walked to tell his disciples, and suddenly, ..."
This has been felt by some scribes, because 41 minuscules omit the KoL

On the other hand kel 180U is idiomatic for "Look! Seel Listen!"
Weiss has the words and writes (Textkritik, p. 184): "Surely the emendators did

not insert such a tautological and unnecessary addition." He believes that h.t.
lead to the omission. But Weiss also notes the non-Matthean w¢ temporalis.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
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98. Difficult variant:
NA?" Matthew 28:17 koL 160VTEC DTOV TPOOEKDUNONV , Ol O¢
edlotooay .

) N \

BYZ Matthew 28:17 kol L80VTEC adTOV Tpooeklvnowy dT@: ol 6¢
edlotaony

Byz A, W,O©,0148, f1, 13, 22,579, Maj, q, 6re
o0TOV I', 700*, 28, 157, 1241, al
o0TOD 346
oaDT® or aOTOV Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, Co, arm, geo

txt 01, B, D, 33, Lat, Sy-Pal™, Eus?

Lacuna: C, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 9:
27 \ b \ ) ~ € ’ b ~ 4 14
NA*" Matthew 28:9 koL LOOL 'Inool¢ LTMVTNOEY KLTELE AEYWV" XXLLPETE.
ol 8¢ Tpooerfodonl ékpatnony cUTOD TOUC TOSKC KoL TPOOEKLYTONY
3 ~
oUTE.

Compare also:

NA? Matthew 2:11 Kol €AO0VTEC €l¢ TNV olklay €ldov TO ToLdlov petn
Maploag THc UnTeog adTod, Kol TEoOVTEC TPOOEKLYNONY oDTG

NAZ?" Matthew 14:33 0L 8¢ €V TG TAOLK TPOOEKOYNONY K0T AEYOVTEC
aAnOGc 0eod viog el.

NAZ?” John 4:20 Ol TLTEPEC MUY €V TG OpPEL TOVTR TPOOEKVYTONY*

If originally present there would have been no reason for an omission. The
addition of a personal pronoun is the normal usage in relation to Jesus. Without
pronoun TPOOKUVEW is used with respect to God. Since Jesus is how the risen
Savior and Lord, the usage without the pronoun might be appropriate.

Note the conjecture by A. Pallis (Notes, 1932): 006¢ €dloTaony.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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99. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA%" Matthew 28:19 TopeLOEVTe o0V podntedonte vt To  €0vn,
Bamtilovtec altovc €ic TO Ovope tod Tatpdc kol Tod viod kol TOD
oyLov mreduatoc,

Eusebius (17 times), before Nicea (325 CE): &V T} OVOUOTL WOV
Variant noted in NA?®, but not in NA2¢-2”
B: no umlaut

Compare Didache:

7.1. mepl 6¢ tod Pamtiopatog, Ovtw Pamtiowte, TadTe  TOVTW
TpociTovtec, Pamtionte elc tO dropa Tod TMaTpOg kel Tod viod kol
10D oryiov mrelpatoc év Véatl (QUTL.

Compare also:
’ / ’ ’

NA? Acts 2:38 Ilétpoc 6¢ TpoOC obTOUG MeTovonowte, [pnolv,] kol
BamtLoONTW €keotog VPGV €mi T@ ovouatt 'Inood Xpiotod €lc adeoLy
TOV OUOPTLOY DUV

27 > </ \ > s ) \ 5> A » ’ ’ \
NA*" Acts 8:16 OULOETW YaP MV €T OLOEVL AUTAOV ETLTETTWKOG, LOVOV O€
BePamtLopévol vTfipyov €ic O Ovoue tod kKupiou ‘Incod.
NA? Acts 10:48 Tpoo€tofer 8¢ adTOVC €V 1@ ovountt ‘Incod Xprotod
BomTLo0N VL.

27 b 4 \ bl 14 b \ b4 ~ 4
NA®" Acts 19:5 akovoovteg O€ €Pamtiobnoay €Lg TO OVoue TOL KLPLOU

>

Inoov,
NA? Romans 6:3 T &yvo€lte O0TL, OooL €ERamtiobnuer eic XpLotov

‘Inoobv,

Eusebius uses 29 times a form of Mt 28:19 and cites it in three different forms:

Form 1: " Go ye and make disciples of all nations " (7 times)
Form 2. " Go ye and make disciples of all nations in my name " (17 times)
Form 3. The traditional form (5 times)

Examples:
"But the rest of the apostles, who had been incessantly plotted against with a
view to their destruction, and had been driven out of the land of Judea, went
unto all nations to preach the Gospel, relying upon the power of Christ, who had
said to them, 'Go ye and make disciples of all nations in my name.' "

H.E. book 3,ch. 5




"Surely none save our only Savior has done this, when, after his victory over
death, he spoke the word to his followers, and fulfilled it by the event, saying to
them, 'Go ye and make disciples of all nations in my name."' "

"The Oration in Praise of the Emperor Constantine" ch. 16:8

"Go forth, and make disciples of all the nations." 'But how," the disciples might
reasonably have answered the Master, 'can we do it?' .. But while the disciples
of Jesus were most likely either saying thus, or thinking thus, the Master solved
their difficulties, by the addition of one phrase, saying they should triumph 'In
My Name.' For He did not bid them simply and indefinitely ‘make disciples of all
nations," but with the necessary addition 'In My Name.'

"The Proof of the Gospel", similar in "The Theophania"

FORM ONE FORM TWO FORM THREE

The Proof of the Gospel 3 times 5 times -
Commentary in Psalms 2 times 4 times -

The Theophania 1 time 4 times 1 time
Commentary in Isaiah - 2 times -

The History of the Church - 1 time -

In Praise of Constantine - 1 time -

The Theology of the Church 1 time - 1 time
The Letter to Caesarea - - 1 time
Contra Marcellum - - 2 times
SUM 7 17 5

Eusebius apparently used this formula instead of the "trinitarian" one before
the council of Nicea, which fixed the "trinity". Since Eusebius was a known
skeptic of trinitarian thoughts it is the question if the formula was changed by
him (or a predecessor) or if his version is the correct one and all existing copies
of Mt are corrupt at this position.

The quotes in the long, third form are all of disputed origin in Eusebius, with
them all believed to have been composed after the frinitarian debates at the
council of Nicea, or even possibly by another author.

Note that the Eusebian form does not contain the word BOCTT‘EfC(o, so it is not a
reference o baptism at all.

W. Petersen on TC list (Jan. 2003):

In the absence of any textual evidence, but in view of the strong anachronistic character of
Matt 28:19 - anachronistic when compared with the rest of the NT - it seems to me one can
comfortably state that (1) the words were never spoken by Jesus; (2) the *logion* was unknown
as late as the composition of Acts (in the 80s?); (3) one cannot determine whether it was - or
was not - part of the earliest version of Matthew (80s? 90s?).



Note the articles:

e F.C. Conybeare "The Eusebian form of the text Mt 28:19", ZNW 2 (1901)
275-288 [has a full list of all quotes, most in Greek]

e Eduard Riggenbach "Der Trinitarische Taufbefehl : Matth. 28,19 nach seiner
urspriinglichen Textgestalt und seiner Authentie untersucht", Giitersloh,
1903, 103 pages

e Hans Kosmala "The Conclusion of Matthew", Annual of the Swedish
Theological Institute, 4 (1965), 132-147

e David Flusser "The Conclusion of Matthew in a New Jewish Christian
Source", ibid. , 5(1966-7), 110-119

e George Howard "A Note on the Short Ending of Matthew", HTR 81 (1988)
117-20 [notes the form of the Even Bohan by Shem-Tob: "and teach them to
carry out all things which I have commanded you forever." This form
additionally omits Tt €6vn.]

Rating: - (indecisive)



