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Textual variants
in the
Gospel of Luke

Results from the variant evaluation:

The best MSS of Lk:

1. Primary (=best) witnesses for Lk are: 01,B, L, W7, Co
P75, T, Z (= have lacunae)
W is Alex from ch. 1-7, after that Byz.

2. Secondary (= good) withesses for Lk are: P45, R%7°, 070, 579, 1241,1342%™°
1342 is much better in ch. 6-10 (ca. 6:35-11:15 from a
cursory check in IGNTP), elsewhere Byz.

R is particularly good in ch. 13-16 (Waltz).

3. Tertiary: R f1, 33, [157, 1612, 1627], 5652, 700"1°, 892 2786

vg, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal

565 is comparatively good in ch. 1-2, later it is Byz.

700 is better in ch. 1-10, later Byz.

The assignment of R has been taken from Waltz online encyclopedia and is
consistent with my data (see below).

"Western": D, it, Sy-S, Sy-C

"Caesarean":(( [O, f13, 1071], [f1, 157])) two subgroups, all very weak

"Caesarean" and "Western" MSS in Lk:
The Western element in Lk is exceptionally strong: D, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C

To the contrary the Caesarean element is very weak.



MSS with lacunae

Note: The lacunae of P45, P75, R, T, 070 are not noted explicitly at the variants,
because they are more often absent than present. Only the lacunae of E from
ch. 1-11 have been noted. Also 33 and Sy-S have been noted, explicitly. If one of
the fragmentary MSS is not given, please refer back to this page.

P45 content:

6:31-41
6:45-7:7
9:26-41
9:45-10:1

P75 content:

3:18-22
3:33-4:2
4:34-5:10

C lacunage:
1:1-2
2:5-42
3:21-4:25

R extant:
1:1-13
1:69-2:4
2:16-2:27
4:38-5:5
5:25-6:8
6:18-40
6:49-7:22

T extant:
6:18-26
18:2-16

10:6-22
10:26-11:1
11:6-25
11:28-46

5:37-6:4
6:10-7:32
7:35-39

6:4-36
7:17-8:28
12:4-19:42

7:44,46-47
7:50

8:1-15
8:25-9:1
9:12-43
10:3-16
11:4-27

18:32-19:8
21:33-22:3

11:50-12:12
12:18-37
12:42-13:1
13:6-24

7:41-43
7:46-9:2
9:4-17:15

20:28-21:20
22:19-23:25
24:7-45

12:4-15
12:40-52
13:26-14:1
14:12-15:1
15:13-16:16
17:21-18:10
18:22-20:20

22:20-23:20
24:25-27

13:29-14:10
14:17-33

17:19-18:18
22:4-end

20:33-20:47
21:12-22:15
22:42-56
22:71-23:11
23:38-23:51

24:29-31



Z is extant:
1:1-9
1:19-23
1:27-28
1:30-32
1:36-66
1:77-2:19
2:21-22

070 is extant:

3:19-30
8:13-19
8:56-9:9

33 lacuna:
21:38-23:26

Sy-S lacunae:
1:16-38

Sy-C lacunae:
1:1-2:48

2:33-39
3:5-8
3:11-20
4:1-2
4:6-20
4:32-43
5:17-36

9:12-16
10:21-39
10:41-11:6

5:28-6:11

3:16-7:33

6:21-7:6
7:11-37
7:39-47
8:4-21
8:25-35
8:43-50
9:1-28

11:24-42
12:5-13:32
16:4-12

24:44-51

9:32-33.35
9:41-10:18
10:21-40
11:1-4
11:24-33

21:30-22:2
22:54-65
23:4-24:26



Western non-interpolations
In D there are several passages omitted which have been labeled "Western non-
interpolations" by WH.

Luk 5:39 [12 words] Luk 22:19b-20 [32] Luk 24:12 [22]
Luk 10:41-42 [11] Luk 22:62 [5] Luk 24:36 [5]
Luk 12:19 [7] Luk 24:3 [3] Luk 24:40 [10]
Luk 12:21 [9] Luk 24:6[5] Luk 24:51 [5]
Luk 12:39 [3] Luk 24:9[3] Luk 24:52 [2]

Further we have one omission probably due to h.t.:
Luk 11:32 [24]

And three omissions for other reasons:
Luke 11:36 [23]

Luk 19:24b-25 [16]

Luk 19:32-33 [23]

Western non-interpolations and John
It is interesting to note that several Western non-interpolations at the end of
Luke could be interpreted as harmonizations to John.

Luke 23:38 John 19:20
Luke 24:12 John 20:3-6
Luke 24:36 John 20:19
Luke 24:40 John 20:20

Compare:
K. Snodgras "Western non-interpolations" JBL (1972) 369-79



Noteworthy other MSS:

In Lk 131 belongs to f1. It is also f1in Mk 1-5.

"Text & Textwert" found the following additional MSS, which have a valuable
text in Lk (noted are the number of "2" readings):

5 040 12/15 80%
_070 11/13 85% both fragmentary.
(+ 0110, 0124, 0178, 0179, 0180, 0190, 0191, 0202)
(Lk in: 070, 0124, 0178, 0179, 0190, 0191, 0202)
070 = T; Greek-Coptic bilingual from the 6™ CE, Paris, see Gregory I, p. 69.

157,1612 and 1627 form a group
157 15/46 33%, agrees with 1612 77%.
1612 10/35 29%, agrees with 1627 69%.
1627 8/45 18%, agrees with 1342 (1) 81%.

2786 8/46 17%
(372 and 2737 have only 8% "2" readings)

I also checked the fragmentary palimpsest codex R/027 in IGNTP: R has
roughly 30% txt readings (15/49). Waltz in his online TC-Encyclopedia gets 25%
on a larger sample size. He finds it particularly good in ch. 13-16 with 60%
(20/32) txt readings. The assignment as Cat. 5 (=Byz) by Aland is not correct.

131 of the 342 variants (38%) are difficult to evaluate (Rating either "-" or
lll?ll)-

Lk has 1149 verses. This means that we have

- one significant variant every 39 - 4™ verse, and

- one difficult variant every 9™ verse.

About 36 variants (11%) should be reconsidered in NA (Mt: 20, Mk: 13).

Of the variants noted only 26 (8%) have an umlaut in B (plus 2 insecure cases).
There are 78 umlauts overall in Lk. This means that 52 of the 78 umlauts
indicate rather minor (or unknown!) stuff.



TVWW 1
NA% Luke 1:28 koL €Lo0€ABOV TPOC DTNV €lTey:
YOLPE, KEXUPLTWUEVT), O KUPLOC HETK 0OD.

BYZ Luke 1:28 Kol €LoeABwY O (ryyeAog TPOC ahTNY €lmey
YOLPE KEYUPLTWUEVT O KUPLOC WeTe 00D €DAOYTLEVT OL €V yuvaLlELv.

Byz A,C,D,0,f13, 33,1342, Mqj, Latt, Sy, bo™*, goth, Eus, [Trg]
eDAOYNUEVT OV év yuvalEiLy
Kol €0AOYMUEVOG 0 kopTo¢ Thg KoLAlag cov 1071, pe

txt 01,B,L, W, ¥, f1,565, 579, 700, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal, Co, Or-*", Trg™

Lacuna: E, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (p. 1305, A 17 L) 28... 00D 291 &€ €Ml TQ A0y
(It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the next one.)

Compare:
NA? Luke 1:42 KoL GVePWINOEY KPOLYT WEYOAT Kol €lTer: eDAOYMUET
oL &V yuvalEly kol €eDAOYNUEVOC O KapTog THS KOLALKG OO0v.

Compare Proto-Gospel of James:

11:1 Kol Aofodoe kaAmiy €ERABer yeulool Uowp, kol LdoL dwvr
A€yovoo

YOLPE KEXUPLTWUEVT O KUPLOGC WeTe 00D €DAOYNUEVT 0L €V yuvaLELv.
The words then are omitted at 12:2, the position where they are in Luke.

Probably copied from verse 42 (so Weiss). Note 1071l There is no reason for an
omission.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 2

NAZ Luke 1:29 1) &€ €TL T® koyw 6Lewpocxen
kel SLedoyL{eto moTamog €l 6 GOTHOUOSC 00TOC.

BYZ Luke 1:29 1 6¢ idoDoo Stetapoydn €mi T Adyw ahToD,
kol SLeAoylleto moTamog €1 O QOTHOUOS 0VTOC

Byz A,C,0,0130, f13, 33, 892, 1342, Maj, Lat, Sy, bo™, goth
txt 01,B,D,L, W, X, Y, f1,565,579, 892, 1241, pc, sa, boP*

Lacuna: E, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (p. 1305, A 17 L) 28... 00D 291 &€ €Ml TQ AOYQ
(Tt is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the previous one.)

Compare:
NA% Luke 1:12 kol €tapoydn Zoyopleg Ldwy kol ¢pofoc émémeoey ém’
a0TOV.

Probably added to note that Maria actually saw the angel. There is no reason for
an omission.
Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks it is from verse 12.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 3

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 1:35 kol &mokpLOelg 0 dyyedog elmey adth:
TVeDUe yLoV €meAeloeTol €L o€

Kol SOVaLE DYLOTOU ETLOKLOOEL OOL*

5L0 Kol TO yevvwpevor T yLtov kAndnoetel viog Beod.

T &k god C*, 0, f1, 124, 174(=f13), 22, 33, 372, 517, 954, 1675, pc°,
a, ¢, ', vg™s, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, Irt®", Tert, Adamantius, Epiph
pc = 229¢, 478¢, 544, 1005, 1192, 1210, 1365, 1443, 2372

T ev ool Did

Lacuna: E, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

There is an umlaut on the previous line (1305 B 5 L) for
SL0 Kol TO YevvWuevov

A natural addition. There is no reason for an omission. It is supported by early
and diverse witnesses. Possibly it was in Tatian's Diatessaron.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 4

1. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 1:37 0TL 00K aduvatnocl Tepk Tod BeoD mav Pfiuc.

BYZ Luke 1:37 0TL OUK GOUVaTNOEL Tapl T¢) Bey My PRuw

Byz 01 A,C,0,Y,f1,f13,33,157,579, 700, 1071, Maj, Trg
txt 01*,B,D, L, W, E (=040), 565, pc
B: no umlaut

adLVUTEL impers. "it is impossible"

txt "because every word from God is not powerless"
Byz "because every word with God is not powerless"

Compare verse 30:
NAZ Luke 1:30 kol eimer O ayyeroc o0Th un ¢oPod, Moaprap, €bpeg
YOP YOPLY ToPe TG O€d.

Compare also:

NAZ Mark 10:27 €uiéfiec odtolc 0 ’‘Inoolc Aéyer mapd GUOPWTOLC
adlvator, aAL’ ob mapd €@ TowTo yop Suvate Topd TG Bed.

NA?" Luke 18:27 0 &¢ elmev: T adOVaTo ToPe GVOPWTOLE SUVETO TOPE,
TR Be® €oTLV.

LXX:
LXX Genesis 18:14 un advvatel mopt T6 0ed phue €lc TOV KoLpov
T0DTOV AraoTpéfiw TPOC O€ €lg Wpag kel €otal TH Zappo LLOG

Possibly inspired from context verse 30. The meaning is essentially the same for
both. Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks it is from the LXX.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 5

2. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 1:42 Kol GVeDOVNOEY KPOLYT MeYaAN Kol elmer: eDAoynuérT
oL €V yuvalEly kol €DAOYNUEVOS O KapTOC THC KOLALKG OOv.

BYZ Luke 1:42 Kol repwvnoer ¢wri] peyain kol eimer EdAoynuévn ob
€V YUValELy Kol €OAOYMUEVOC O KopTOC THS KOLALEG GO

Byz A,D,Y,f1,157, Maj, Gre, Trg™
txt B,L,W,E, 565,579, 1241, Or, WH

avepunoey dpwri 01,C, F, 0,053, 118, f13, 28, 33, 892, 1071, 1424, pc*®

Swanson has wrongly 579 for Byz, NA, IGNTP and Schmidtke for txtl K. Witte
from Muenster confirms that NA is right.
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 27:46 Trepl &€ TNV évatny Wpov qrefonoer 6 ‘Incodc dwri
UEYaA A€YWV*

NA?" Mark 15:34 kol TH €vatn wpe €gonoey 0 ‘Inoodc dwrf peyain:

NAZ" Mark 1:26 kol oTopaEey «dTOV TO TVeDUK TO akabupTor Kol
dwriicor pwri ueyain EEfABer €€ adtod.

NA? Luke 23:46 kol pwrnoec ¢wrf weyoin 6 Incolc elmer: matep, eig
YELPOC 00V ToPITLOCOL TO TVEDU oV, ToDTO 8¢ elmwy EEETVevoeD,
NA% Acts 16:28 épwvnoer 6¢ peyorn dwrf) [0] ITadiog Aéywy:

Here the words are safe.

KPOLYN is a rare word in the NT (6 times, once in Mt, once in Acts, both
occurrences are safe).

On the one hand it is possible that ¢wV1) has been changed to kpavyT) to avoid
the double wvm. In the same way the change by 01 et al. could be explained,
they left pwrj, but changed dvepwimoer to dvefunoey.

On the other hand, the rare kpoLYM could have been changed to the more
common Gpwun. Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks pwrf} has been conformed to the verb.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 6

Minority reading: A
NAZ Luke 1:46 Kol eimer Maplop: Meyadlver 1 Juyxn pov tov kdpLov,

'EALOGBET a, b, I*, Ir™, Or*™ss Nicetas (1414)
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ Luke 1:41 kol €Y€veto w¢ MKovoer TOV Gomeopor thc Maplag T
‘EAloafet, éokiptnoer 0 Ppédoc év Th koldle alTAc, kal ETANOON
mrebpatoc aylov 1 EAloofert,

NA? Luke 1:42 Kol Grepwvmoer Kpouyh HeyaAn kol elmer: eDAoynuévrn
oL €V yuvalEly kol €DAOYNUEVOC O KapTOC THS KOLALXG OO0v.

NA% Luke 1:56 "Epeiver &€ MapLop ovv bt wg pireg Tpeie ..

‘EALoaBet  Sy-S, Sy-P, sa™, geo™,
Diatessaron

A much debated point. In the previous verses it is Elisabeth who is speaking. It
is possible that someone accidentally or deliberately changed the name here.
The following words make not much sense in the mouth of Elisabeth ("from now
on all generations will call me blessed").

Harnack notes, that if the subject is changing in verse 46, €imer &€ would be
expected and not koL €lTev.

Similarly in verse 1:56 the éueLver .. oLV aOTT should be either

éucLver 8¢ Moprop ovv tf) "EALoafet

or simply éueLver 8¢ ovv th EAloaper.

To the opposite WH argue that the change to Elisabeth could have been inspired
by these words.

Harnack argues that BOTH 'EALoofet and MapLoyw are explanatory glosses,
and that 'EALoafet is the correct interpretation. Luke simply continues
Elisabeth's speech with kL €lmev. This is also the opinion of Burkitt.

The beginning of the Magnificat is similar fo Hannah's Prayer in 1.Sam 1:11 and
2:1ff. Here Hannah gives thanks to the Lord for giving her a son after a long
time of infertility. This would then fit of course good to Elisabeth, too.

Note that in 1.5am 2:1 the Prayer also simply starts with kol eimev, with
Hannah continue speaking.



Compare:
E. Ter-Minassiantz "Hat Irenaeus Lk 1:46 MuopLop oder 'EALoOfet gelesen?"
ZNW 7 (1906) 191-2

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 7
Minority reading:

4 4 ~ ~
NA?" Luke 1:66 kol €0evto TOWTEC OL GkoVooVTEG €V TR Kopdly wdTOV
Aéyovteg: Tl dpo. TO Toldlov ToDTO €0TaL; KoL YaP XELP Kuplou MY
net” abTod.

omit: D, it(d, ff?, 1, q), vg™, Sy-S
Lat(aur, c, e, f, vg) read txt. a has a lacuna, b is not clear.

B: no umlaut

The last sentence is an afterthought from Luke and is not spoken by the crowd.
The MSS supporting the omission probably overlooked this and omitted the then
inappropriate V. It is also possible that it has been changed deliberately.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 8

NA? Luke 1:75 €V 00LOTNTL Kol SLKLOOUYY) €vamLov a0tod Toowle Telg
€ 4 € ~
Muépai MGV

BYZ Luke 1:75 €V 00LOTNTL Kol SLkoLoolLVT EvWmLor odTod THoNC TOQ
Nuépag TNe Cwiig MUKV

Only Byz in NAl
Byz T, 0, fl1,fl13, 1424, 2542, Maj-part, Sy-S, Or

txt P4(200 CE),01,A,B,C,D,F,K,L,R,U,V,W,Y, A IIL Y, Q, 0130, 0177,
22, 33,565,579, 892, 1241, Maj-part, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth

Lacuna: X, 2
B: no umlaut

A typical LXX term, it appears 33 times in the LXX, but nowhere else in the NT.
The support is rather bad, probably secondary.

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes, that the dative Tal¢ TUEPLS should indicate every
single day. It has been changed into the accusative of length of time, which then
is further defined by t1)¢ (WfiC.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 9

3. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 1:76 Kol ov 8¢, moidlov, mpodnrng LYtotou kAndnon:
TPOTOPEVOT) YOp EVWTLOV KUPLOL €ToLoonL 060U¢ dTOD,

BYZ Luke 1:76 Kal oU maLdlov mpodpntne virlotov kAndnon:
TPOTOPEVOT] YOP TPO TPOOWTOL KUPLOL €TOLUNOL 0800¢ a0TOD

Byz A,C D,L,R,0,¥, 0130, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 892, 1241, 1342,
Maj, Sy, Ir*, Gre, Trg

txt P4(200 CE), 01, B, W, 0177, pc, Or

Lacuna: E
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare LXX:

LXX Malachi 3:1 1600 €&yw €EamooTéAlw TOV &YyYeAOV HOL Kol
eMLPAEPETOL 060V TPO TPOOWTOL OV

Compare context:

NA? Luke 1:15 €0Tol yop Ueyng évwmior [tod] kuplov, kel olvov kol
olkepo, 00 pn i, kol TYeOUaToC ylou TANOONOETOL €TL €K KOLALOC
untpoc adtod, évwmiov safel

Compare also:

NAZ Mark 1:2 Kobwg véypamtar €v 1@ "Hoole t¢) mpodntn: LooU
QTOOTEAAW TOV QYYEAOV HOL TPO TPOOWTOUL OO0V, OC KOTHOKELNOEL TNV
080V cour safel

NA?" Matthew 11:10 L6OU €Y@ GTOOTEAAW TOV QYYEAOV HOL TPO TPOOWTOU

00U, 0¢ KOTOOKELEOEL TNV 080V 00U EUTPOTOEY Gov.

NA? Luke 7:27 00TOC €O0TLY TepL 0D YEYPATTHL® LOOU GTOOTEAAW TOV
QYYEAOV LOU TPO TPOOWTOL 00U, 0C KOTHOKELAOEL TNV 080V oov
€UTPoaBEr gou. safel

And:
Odes of Solomon 9:76 kol oL 6€ TuLdlor mpodnTng LYPLoTOL KANONOM
TPOTOPEVOT] YOP TPO TPOOWTOU KLPLOU €TOLUaonL 060U¢ adToD




EVWTLOV KUPLOU appears 117 times in the LXX, but only 2 times in the NT (2Co
8:21 and Jam 4:10).

TPO TPOOWTOL KUPLOU appears only 5 times in the LXX and not in the NT. But
the exact LXX parallel here quoted has TpO TPOOWTOU WOV. Also Mk 1:2, Mt
11:10 and Lk 7:27 have the words.

On the other hand €vWTLOV KUPLOL appears in verse 1:15.

So it's either a conformation to context or to the LXX and Gospel parallels (so
Tischendorf).

It is interesting to find TPO TPOOWTOL KLPLOU in the Odes of Solomon, which
are generally dated to around 100-150 CE and are therefore our earliest
independent(?) witness.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 10

4. Difficult variant

NAZ Luke 1:78 dL0 oTAyyve €A€ovg Beod MUAY, év ol ETLOKEYETOL
MU aratoAr €€ Lioug,

BYZ Luke 1:78 SL0c omAayyve €Aéoug Beod Mudy, €év ol émeokéinto
MUAC aratoAn €€ Djioug

"By the tender mercy of our God, the dawn from on high will look upon us,

Byz 01% A, C,D,R,E, ¥, 0130, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy-H, Gre, Trg
txt P4(200 CE), 01*,B,L, W, ©, 0177, pc, vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Trg™

P4 not noted in NA. The editio princeps (J. Merell, RB 47 (1938) 5-22) gives:
€v olc emL[...  Soalso Comfort in his book.
B: no umlaut

€mLoKEPeTaL indicative future middle 3rd person singular
€meokéoto  indicative aorist middle 3rd person singular
éTrLGKémouocL "visit, care for, be concerned about"

Compare:
4 I4 ’ ~ ~ ~
NA% Luke 1:68 OTL €TeokePato Kol €molnoey ADTPWOLY TG Aw o0TOD,

"Blessed be the Lord God of Israel, for he has looked favorably on his people and redeemed
them."

NA% Luke 7:16 kol OTL €meokéoto 0 0e0¢ TOV AnOV ohTOD.

Fear seized all of them; and they glorified God, saying, "A great prophet has risen among us!"
and "God has looked favorably on his people!"

NA% Acts 15:14 0 0c0¢ €mcoketo AoPely €€ €0vdY AoV TG OVOUKTL
®0TOD.

Simeon has related how God first looked favorably on the Gentiles, to take from among them a
people for his name.

A typical Lk word.
Possibly the future has been changed to the aorist to harmonize it with verse 68
(so Weiss). On the other hand Lk in the other places always used the aorist.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 11

5. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 2:2 UTn]  &mOypadt) TPWTN EYEVETO TyYEULOVeDOVTOC THG
Yuplag Kvpnyiov.

BYZ Luke 2:2 DTN 1) &TOYPT TPWTN EYEVETO MYEUOVEDOVTOS THC
Yuplag Kvpnyiov

Byz 01% A,C,L,R,W,E,¥,f1,f13, 33,157,579, 1071, 1241, Mq]
txt 01%, B, D, ©, 0177, 543(=f13), 131, 346(=f1), 565, 700, pc, L1043

o0TNY Groypadny €yéveto Tpwtn  O1*

00T €YEVETO ATOYPODT TPWTN D

VTNV amoypodn W (Swanson, against NA and IGNTP)
The reading of W is not entirely clear here. The N can easily be
confused with the H. But since it would generate a singular reading, the
probability is slightly more to the H reading. Bruce Prior, who works on a
W transcription agrees with this (from the facsimile).

B: no umlaut

Probably a transcriptional error:
AY T HHAJIOT PATIH
A YTHAHOI",’ J1H

The peculiarity has been resolved in D by placing the verb before amoypadn.
The error is probably at least in part accidental. The question is if the error is
the omission of one H or the addition of a second H. The former appears to be
slightly more probable.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
adding 1) in brackets?

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 12

NA? Luke 2:5 amoypafooButl oy Mapiogh T éuvnoteupévn adtd,
olom €yKLW.

BYZ Luke 2:5 amoypopacOol oy MapLogl TH LEUUNOTEVHEVT) DTG
YuvoLkl, oboT €YkOw

Byz A, C%0,Y,fl13,33,579, 1241, Maj, Lat(ff?, |, q, vg), (Sy-S), Sy-H, Gre

txt 01,B,C*,D,L,W,E, 0177, f1, 22,565, 700, pc, L1043,
it(aur, b, c, d, e, f, r), Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, goth, Eus
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 1:20 ‘Twond vlog¢ Aauvld, pun ¢opndfc mapeiafely Maploy
TNV YLVELKK OOV

NAZ" Matthew 1:24 ... koL ToPEAXBEY TNV yuvalke odToD,

It is possible that YuvaLkl has been added to provide a direct object. The only
reason for an omission would have been to avoid the term "wife" in connection
with Joseph.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 128) thinks that it is an addition inspired from Mt 1:20, 24.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 13

NAZ Luke 2:9 KoL GYyYeAOC KUpLOL €TEOTN oDTOLC Kol O0Fx KupLov
TepLedapier adtolg, Kol épofnonooy Gpofov peyoy.

BYZ Luke 2:9 koL 160U &yyeAog kuplov éméotn adTolg kel 80fu Kuplou
TepLedapier adTolc Kol épofnonoar ¢popov péyoy

Byz A,D,0,Y,1,118(=f1), f13, 33, Mqj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™, bo, [Trg]
txt 01,B,L,W,E, 1582(=f1), 565, 579, 700, 1241, pc, L1043, e, Sy-S, sa, Eus
1582 is not noted by NA and IGNTP. It is only in Swanson.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

160U appears 10 times in chapters 1-2. It is a natural addition here and there is
no reason to omit it.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 14

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 2:9 Kol OYYEAOG KUPLOL €TEOTN oDTOLC Kol 60Fx Kuplov
TepLédoper adtolg, kol épofnonoay dGopov péyoy.

dOBov péyor odddpo W, bo
obodpo B

B: no umlaut

0pOdpw "very much"

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 17:6 Kol GKOVONVTEC OL HoONTHL €Teony €Tl TPOOWTOV
0TV kol ehoPrdnoor ododpe.

NA?" Matthew 27:54 ‘O 8¢ ekaTOVTHPYOC Kol Ol Wet’ adtod Ttnpoduteg
tov "Inoodr 180vTec TOV OeLOpOV Kol T yevdueve épofnonooy

0dpodpw,

NAZ Mark 4:41 kol édoPndnoov  ¢ofor Weyar Kol €Aeyov Tmpoc
aAANAOLC

A natural addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 15

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 2:11 OTL €T€XOM DULY ONUEPOY OWTNP OC €0TLY
YPLOTOC KUPLOC €V moAeL Awould.

KOPLOC YPLOTOC W, Sy-S, Sy-P

ypLatoc ‘Inooic 859, d, Cyprian

YPLOTOC OWTNP 346(=f13)

XPLOTOC KLPLOL B, r', vg™, Sy-Pal, Ephraem, cj. (J. Weiss)
ypLoto¢ "Incodc klpLoc e

XPLOTOG pc3, bo™

B: no umlaut

Compare:

\ > ~ 4 \ ~ 14 ~
NAZ" Luke 2:26 kel v o0T® KeXPMUaTLOREvorY Umo tod mreduntog Tod
aylov un o€ty Bovatov mply [f] Av 181 TOV ¥pLOTOV KULPLOU.

The term is unique in the Greek Bible. It is only natural that it has been
changed. Note the 'correct’ usage in 2:26.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "Luke being unacquainted with Hebrew imagined
that it was with Meoolac that the word owtnp was related and not with
‘Incodg."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 16
NAZ Luke 2:14 60Ex év Dilotolg Beq kal éml yAg elpnun &v
ebdoK LaC.

GrOpWTOLE

m
<

BYZ Luke 2:14 A0kx év Dilotolc Bedd kol émi yAg elpnvn & ardpudtoLg
€bdOK L.

T&T #1

Byz 01°,B“ K,L,P,0,E, ¥, fl,f13, 892, 1241, Maj, L1043,
Sy, bo, Or?", Eus, WH, Trg™
omit €v: 372,724, 2737, Sy-S

txt 01*, A, B*,D, W, 23, Latt, sa, Or®', goth, Ir-*",
WH™, NA®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
omit €v: Lat, Irt" Weiss

In B (p. 1307 B 5) the C is left unenhanced. It is only hardly visible and further
obscured, because exactly on the verso is an Omicron. But it is certain.

There is an umlaut on the previous line (1307 B 4 L) for:

eml yfic elpnvn & avdpwmoLg

Lacuna: C, N, I1

B: no umlaut

€0O0KLIG noun genitive  feminine singular
€0O0KLK  noun nominative feminine singular
eDdOK Le, "good will, pleasure, favor"

txt "and on earth peace among men with whom he is pleased"
Byz " and on earth peace, good will foward men"

German: txt  "bei den Menschen seines Wohlgefallens"
Byz "und den Menschen ein Wohlgefallen"

A much debated issue. The genitive is the more difficult reading.

See detailed discussion in WH Intro and Scrivener Intro Vol. 2. Scrivener notes
a quote from Dr. Field, who points out that "men of good pleasure" would be
according to Graeco-biblical usage, not GvOpwTOL €DdOKLKG, but AVEPES
eDdoK Lotc.

It is difficult to explain how the txt reading could have arisen accidentally.



The omission of the €V could be due to avoiding a Hiatus: €lpnum - év.

Harnack (compare NT Textkritik, 1931, p. 153-179): The solution can only come
from a correct understanding of the sentence. The sentence can be constructed
either as:

Aok év LitotoLg e,

Kal €ml yfig elpniyn avbpwmoLe eddok L.

or:

Aok év LitotoLg Beq kol €mi Y,

Eipnvn avbpwmolg €bdok L.

Most commentators favor the first version. Harnack and Hort go with the
second. The first line is straightforward, T, UyLoTe. is equivalent to oL
00pavol and has probably been chosen for poetic reasons (Harnack). But what
means &vOPWTOLE €060k LG ? It has no parallel.

Hort notes that a trajection (hyperbaton) is possible, so that €060k LG belongs

to €Lp1YM with the meaning: "peace of [God's] favor in men". This is apparently

fhe im‘er'pre‘raﬂon of Origenl He wrh‘es

EL ELpnvnv AEYEL 0 OWTINP UN SLéovuL ETTL vAg, oUk €oTLy eU(SoKLocg
elpniyn’ od yap OchELTOCL SL80vaL TN ELpT]VT]V QAL ATAGC )»EYEL 00K

nABov Bakew ELpT]VT]V emL Ty YHv. olk €lme 8¢ eddoklag elpnvny,

ALY ToDTO YE €lToV TP TOLC TOLUESLY OL QYYEAOL.

Origen distinguishes between €Lp1vn as such and elpnun €ddokLoG. This must
be a special peace "through grace". By the way, Origen learned the word from
the LXX and thinks the LXX created it. It was apparently not part of the living
Kowv| Greek at his time.

The Hyperbaton idea is strengthened by the fact that the first line contains one
too:

Glory in the highest - to God - and on earth

= Glory in the highest and on earth to God

Peace - to men - of God's grace
= Peace of God's grace to men

\ \ ~ ’ \ b ’ 14
Compare also Henoch I, 8: kol WeTd TAV Slkalwy THY €lpivny TOLNoEL ...
kel TNV ebdokloy 6woel adTolC.



Harnack additionally notes that the two sentences are not connected, a Kol
seems to be required. He explains this structure as the two sentences being two
hymnic exclamations and also notes the contrast between 0¢@ and avBpwTOLC.

Metzger, who took the words in the first of the two above constructions writes:
"The meaning seems to be, not that divine peace can be bestowed only where
human good will is already present, but that at the birth of the Saviour God's
peace rests upon those whom he has chosen in accord with his good pleasure.

It should be noted that the Sahidic version employs the possessive pronoun:
‘and peace upon earth among men of his desire [pleasure].’ "

avOpwmoL; €060K LG is probably a Semitic construction and has been found
several times in Hebrew and Aramaic Qumran hymns in the following forms:

"the sons of his [God's] good pleasure"

"the elect of his [God's] good pleasure"

"among men of his good pleasure"
(see: J.A. Fitzmyer, Theological Studies 19 (1958), 225-227)

The Byzantine text appears in the LXX Ode 14:1-3. The addition of the Odes to
the LXX is relatively late (5™ CE?), but I haven't found any details about this.
The earliest form of Ode 14 can be found in the Apostolic Constitutions (4™ CE,
book 7, sec. V "Daily prayers - A morning prayer", XLVII).

Kilpatrick reviews the evidence and writes: "Wether Luke wrote the genitive or
the nominative at 2.14, we should expect to find good idiom and sense." After
analyzing the internal evidence he concludes: "The 'received’ nominative
€080k Lo suffers from neither ambiguity nor inappropriateness in either context
or in form".

Compare:
e J.H.Ropes "Good Will toward men (Lk 2:14)" HTR 10 (1917) 52-56
e J.Jeremias "avOpwmoL €0dokiag (Lk 2:14)" ZNW 28 (1929) 13-20
e  Gerhard v. Rad "Nocheinmal Lk 2:14 dvBpwmoL evdokiac" ZNW 29
(1930) 111-115
e C.-H. Hunzinger "Neues Licht auf Lk 2:14" ZNW 44 (1953) 85-90
e  C.-H. Hunzinger "Ein weiterer Beleg zu Lk 2:14" ZNW 49 (1959) 129-30
e R Deichgrdber "Lk 2:14: avBpwmoL €bdokLog" ZNW 51 (1960) 132
e R.S.Kilpatrick "The Greek Syntax of Luke 2.14" NTS 34 (1988) 472-75

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 17

6. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 2:15 Kol éyéveto w¢ amiABor am’ adtdr €l Tov olparor ol
ayyeioL, oL TOLUEVeC €dadovy TPOC GAANAOLC:
SLEABwUeY 81 €we BnOAéey ...

BYZ Luke 2:15 Kl €yéveto w¢ anmfilbor am’ adTt@dr €lg tov olpovor ol
GyyeloL Kol oL dvBpwmoL oL  TOoLu€veg elmov  mpoO¢  GAANAoUC
ALérBwper O €wg Bnbiéeu ...

T&T #2
Byz A,D,P, Y, f13, 33,157,892, 1241, Maj, d, q, Sy-H, goth, [Trg]

txt 01,B,L,W, 0, E, f1,22,372,565, (579), 700, 1071, 2737, pc*?, L1043,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, Or*™", Eus

565, 1241, pc® omit also €1¢ TOV 0Dpavov
kel L, 579, pc'®

Note also (word order):
oL (ryyeAoL €lg TOV obpPavOV (D), ©, f13, 28, 33, 157, 1424, Lat

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

There is an umlaut on the next line (1307 B 9 L) for:

TOLéVeG EMaAOLY TPOC indicating the éEAaAouvr /el oV variant.

Compare previous verse:
NA? Luke 2:14 80fx €v Dilotolc Beq kol €ml yAc elpnun év ardpwmoLg
ebdoK Loc.

It is possible that ol &vOpwTOL has been omitted due to h.t. (OI - OI - OI) or
to improve style. The longer reading is characteristically Lukan in style.

It is also possible that it has been added to have a better separation between
the angels and the shepherds. But this then has been done very imperfectly.
Now, in the longer reading, the sentence structure is really equivocal: GTHAO0V
am adTOVY €L TOV 0DpavOY oL GyyeloL kol oL GrOPWTOL Ol TOLUEVEC
€Lmov ...



"

In this form it could be interpreted as .. were gone away from them into
heaven the angels and the men, the shepherds said ..."

To avoid this interpretation several witnesses moved oL &yyeAoL in front of €lg
TOV 00pavOV. It is possible that others omitted kol ol GvBpwmoL for that
reason. © goes so far and does both.

It is also possible that kal oL GVOpwTOL has been added to contihue the
bipartition from verse 14 of év UYiloToLg and avBpwWToLG: That when the
angels departed ALSO the men behaved according to Gods will. But the addition
appears rather unskillfull.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 18

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 2:22 Kol Ote émAnodnoar ol nuépel tod kaboplopod adTtdy
ket TOv  vopov Mowiloéwe, aviyayov avtov el ‘Tepoodiupn
ToPEOTHOKL TG KLPLW,

®0T0D D, 118, 205, 209, pc®,

Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, f, ff%, g%, I, r', vg), Sy-S, sa™, arm
oOTTC hot 76°¢ " Catenae
omit: pc, bof", Ir*" Chrys

Of the Latins only q reads txt.
The reading ®0TH¢ is not found in MS 76. Gregory checked the MS and found
DTV ("Textkritik" vol. 1, p. 146). Hatch confirms this.

B: umlaut! (p. 1307 € 5 R) kabopLouod adtdv
B* reads: ol TUéPL KoBopLopod ahTOY
Umlaut with correction. On the left B3 adds 100 before koBopLOpOD.

Compare previous verse:

27 \ V4 bl 4 € /’ b \ ~ ~ 5 \
NA“" Luke 2:21 Kol 0Te emANOONOOY MUEPKL OKTW TOU MEPLTERELY ®LLTOV
Kol €kANOn to Ovoue o0tod 'Incolc, 0 kAnBer LTO TOd AyyEAOL TPO
70D oUAANUGOTHVeL adtov €V T KoLALq.

"After eight days had passed, it was time fo circumcise the child; and he was called Jesus, the
name given by the angel before he was conceived in the womb."

The purification law applies probably to women here only.

The Western a0ToD probably refers to Jesus, who is mentioned in the previous
verse.

NET Bible: "It was Mary's purification that was required by law, forty days
after the birth (Lev 12:2-4). However, it is possible Joseph shared in a need to
be purified by having to help with the birth or that they also dedicated the child
as a first born (Exod 13:2), which would also require a sacrifice that Joseph
would bring. Luke's point is that the parents followed the law. They were pious."

W.H.P. Hatch thinks that c0T0D is a mistranslation from the Aramaic, x0TV an
early correction and a0TfC the correct reading. That «0Tf¢ has been adopted
was in part due to the Latin "eius", which was understood as feminine.



Compare:
W.H.P. Hatch "The text of Lk 2:22" HTR 14 (1921) 377-81

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 19

Minority reading:
NA? Luke 2:25 Kal 180U dvBpwmog (v €v Tepouoony ) OVOUK Ludewy

kel O dvBpwmogc obToc Olkolog kol  €DAOPNE  TPOOSEYOUEVOC
Topakinoly tod Topand, kel Tredue Qv ayLov €’ ahTov:

evoePric 01*, K, II, T, 0211, 565, 700, 1071, 1424, al*?, L253, L854, Sy-H
al = 6, 229, 265, 489, 544, 713, 726, 1079, 1219, 1220, 1223, 1313

01* corrected by 01,

Lacuna: C, &

B: no umlaut. But there is one on the next line (1307 C 24 R) for:
TPOOOEY OUEVOC TUPOKANGLY TOD
here is no variant known.

€0AaPnc and €00€PTg both mean: "devout, godly, pious”

Compare:
BGT Acts 23:10 TIoAARic 6¢ yLvouérng otaoews Gopndeic 6 yLAlopyog

coAffifcLc 014,020, 025, al

€0oePNC got new support recently (Nov. 2003) by the discovery of a 4™ CE
inscription on the so called Absalom's tomb in Jerusalem's Kidron valley. This
inscription has been found by Joe Zias and Emile Puech. This inscription reads as
follows:

10 ©APOC CYMEWN OC HN
2 AIKAPOT AT OC ANOPWINOC

3KAITHPIWIN €EYCHBHC T AT OC
4 KAI TIAPAKAHCIN [T"OY
5 AAOY

6 ﬂ,’OCAGX[OMGNOC

In modern script:

0 TapoC Lupewr 0¢ MV (or LURERVOC fY)

SLKOLOTATOS BVOPWTOC Kol YEPWY

€00EPNCTTOC Kol TPaKANOLY ToD AxoD TPOOSE)OUeVoC.

It is interesting to note that some MSS which read €0oePn¢ have a link to
Jerusalem. Two have the so called Jerusalem colophon (565, 1071). 1219, 1220



and 1223 are MSS from St. Catherine, Sinai. 1313 is a MS in the Jerusalem
Orthodox Patriarchate.

The error is probably at least in part accidental. €00€PNC appears 34 times in
the LXX, but only 3 times in the NT (2 times Acts), €OAPNC appears 2 times in
the LXX and 4 times in Lk/Acts.

Compare:
E. Puech and J. Ziach "Le Tombeau de Simeon et Zacharie dans la vallee de
Josaphat" RB 111 (2004) 563-77 (incl. photos and transcription)

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 20

NAZ Luke 2:33 kel MV 0 Totnpe a0tod kel 1) pitne Oouvuolovtec &
TOLC AAOUUEVOLE TEPL ohTOD.

BYZ Luke 2:33 kol v Twond kol 1) pnitne adtod Beupalovtec €Ml tolg
Aodovpévolg Tepl adToD

T&T #3

Byz A,0,V¥,f13,892, Maj, it, vg"*, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo"", goth
Twond kol 1) pntne N, 33,579, pcd

txt 01¢,B,D,L, W, f1, 131,700, 1241, d, vg, sa, bo"’, Or-*
0 metne odTod Kol T) pntne edtod 01*, L, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-H™

3

0 TaTnP kel 1) uitne adtod pct

Twond 6 motnp odTod kel | uniTne odtod 157, 165, 176, aeth

P. Williams: "It is possible, however, that S was derived from txt since the
possessive on ‘mother' needed to be expressed in Syriac." (p. 56)

Lacuna: C, &

B: umlaut! (1308 A 11 L) mathp odtod kel 1y pritnp

The change to Joseph is clearly secondary fto avoid naming him the father of
Jesus.

It could be argued that there were no doctrinal reasons involved, but stylistical
ones: Either both are given a name or none. Therefore Twom¢ has been
changed into O TaTNP.

Compare variant 2:43 below!

Note:

H.J. Vogels "Die 'Eltern' Jesu (Textkritisches zu Lk 2:33ff.)" BZ 11 (1913) 33-
43

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 21

7. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 2:38 kol 0T Tf] Wpy €MLOTAON GVOWUOAOYELTO TG O€)) Kol
EAAEL Tepl adTOD TEOLY TOLC TPOOOEYOUEVOLE AVTPWOLY TepouoaAn.

BYZ Luke 2:38 kol 0T aUtn TH Wpe EMLOTROK GVOWUOAOYELTO TG
Kuplw, kol €daier Tepl ahTod TAOLY TOLC TPOOSEYOUEVOLE ADTPWOLY
ev "TepovoaAnu

Byz 0O, fl, 13,1241, Maj, Lat

txt 01,A,B,D,L,N, W, X, A, E, ¥, 0130, 0211, 124(=f13), 28, 33, 157, 579,
1071, pc'®

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

On the one hand one could easily imagine that scribes omitted one of the two
identical words, assuming a dittography. On the other hand the supply of a
personal pronoun is always possible.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 22
NA% Luke 2:38 kotl oiOTH) T7) WP €mLoTaon avOwUoAoYeLTo TG Beld

BYZ Luke 2:38
Kl 0T TN T Wp €motaon avbwporoyeito ¢ Kuplw,

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A, 0O, fl,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, sa, goth
txt 01,B,D,L,N, W, E, 579, 892, 1071, 1241, pc, a, d, Sy-H, bo
Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 2:22 dvryoyor adtov €i¢ ‘Tepoodivpe mepaotfiont T6 Kuplw,
NAZ Luke 2:23 koOWC YEYPUTMTHL €V VOU®W KUPLOL OTL TRV &PoeV
SLavolyov unTpar @yLov TG Kuplw kAnOnoetol,

27 \ e bl 4 4 \ \ \ / ’
NA% Luke 2:39 Kol w¢ €téieoar TovTo T KT TOV VOUOV KUPLOU,
b / b \ ’ b 14 € ~ ’
emeotpeiory €lg TNV laAldoioy elg moALy exvt®dv Noloped.

Probably a harmonization to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 23
NAZ" Luke 2:38 T&OLY TOLG TPOOOEYOUEVOLE AVTPwOLY  TepouooAnL.

BYZ Luke 2:38 TOOLY TOLG TPOOSEYOUEVOLE ADTPWOLY €V TepouoaAnu

Byz A,D,L,©,¥,0130, f13, 33, 1241, Maj, d, Sy-H

txt 01,B, W,II, E, 0233, f1, 565*, pc’, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, goth, Ir-
TopanA pc, a, g\, r!, vg®, bo™

év Topani 1071, pc

év 7 TopomA pc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

ATPWOLE "redemption, liberation, setting free"

It is either
"waiting for redemption of Jerusalem" or
"waiting for redemption in Jerusalem"

The txt reading is ambiguous in this respect. There is no reason for the omission
of the év.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 24

8. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 2:40 TO &¢ moLdlov mbEaver kal €kpotolodTo
TANpoLuevor codble, kol yaplg Beod Qv € adTo.

BYZ Luke 2:40 TO 6¢ modiov ndéaver kal ékpatotodto mrelpatt,
TANpoLpevor coplac kal xopLe 0cod fr ém adtd

Byz A,0,Y,f1,f13, 33,892, 1241, Maj, aur, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, goth
txt 01,B,D,L,N, W, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-Pal™*, Co, Ort“’
D has ékpateLodto kol NOEavey

Lacuna: C, =
B: no umlaut

aDEAVW "grow"

KPOTO.LOOWKL "become strong"

Compare:
’ ~ 4
NAZ Luke 1:80 T0 6¢ maLdlov nbEvey Kol EKPOTHLOVTO TVEVUNTL

Possibly a harmonization to verse 1:80 (so Weiss). Is it probable that Luke used
the same words as in 1:80 for John, but omitted TTVEl')pocTL here? In 1:80 the

words are safe.

The Byzantine reading is theologically problematic, because it would indicate
that Jesus developed spiritually and was not completely divine from the

beginning (see Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 92-94).

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 25

9. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 2:40 To 8¢ moLdblov MOEaver kol €kpateloDTo, TANPOVUEVOV
codle, kol yopLe Oeod Qv ém’ alTo.

Not in NA but in SQE!

oty D

"in illo" Lat(aur, f, ff%, g), vg
"in eo" B

"cum illo" it(b, c, I, q, r!)

"cum eo" d

"super illum" e

"super eum" a

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% Luke 3:22 kol KoToffivel TO TVeduo TO GYLOV OWHKTLKG €LdeL ¢
TepLOTEPAY € aOTOV,

M

elc adtov D, Lat, Ir

NA? Luke 1:66 ... KL YO YELP KUPLOL MY Wet’ avToD.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 26

NA? Luke 2:42 Kol 0Te €Y€veto €Tr 6wdekn, Grafolrovtor adTtody
Kot TO €00¢ TC €opTihic

BYZ Luke 2:42 Kol OT€ €YEVETO ETOV dWdekn Grafovtwy otV
eic Tepoodivpe, kot TO €8o¢ THe €0PThC

Byz A,C" N,®,¥,0130, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth, [Trq]

txt 01,8, (D), L, W,983,1689(=f13%), 579, 1241, pc,
d, B, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Trg™

D reads: ... GvéPnooar ol yovelc abtod €xovtec adTOV KoTh TO €00C

Lacuna: Z
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 2:22 Kol 0te émAnodnoar ol muépot tod kaboplopod adTtdv
ket TOv  vopov Mowioéwe, aviyayov  avtov  eic  ‘Tepoodiupn
ToPEoTHoKL TG KLPLw,

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
19. 6vtog 6¢ ohtoD 8wWodeke €TOUC ETOPEVOVTO OL YOVELC ahTOD KoTé TO
€0o¢ cic 'TepovoaAnu €i¢ Ty coptny Tod Tooyw:

A natural addition. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 27
27 \ 4 \ € /’ b ~ € /’
NAZ Luke 2:43 Kol TEACLWOAVTWOV TOC TMUEPKS, €V TG UTOOTPEDELY
adTOVC UTépeLver ‘Inoolc 6 meic év "Tepouoainy,
kel 00K €yvwoay ol yovelg odtod.

BYZ Luke 2:43 KL TEAELWOOVTWY TOC NUEPAC €V TG LTOOTPEPGELY hTOVG
uTépeLvey ‘Inoode 0 Tic €v TepovoaAni
kel o0k €yvw Twond kel 1 pritne edtod

Byz A,C, P, 0130, f13, Maj, it(b, c, f, ff2, 1, q, r'), Sy-P, Sy-H, boP', goth
y J q y-P. Sy g

txt 01,B,D,L, W, 0O, fl,788, 983(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 372,579, 700, 1241,
pc’, Lat(a, aur, B, d, e, vg), Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Sy-H™, sa, bo?', arm, geo’

Lacuna: &
B: umlaut! (1308 B 27 L) Kkal o0k éyvwoay oL Yovelc odtod.

Compare also minority reading verse 41:
NAZ Luke 2:41 Kol émopelovto ol yovelg odtod kot’ €1o¢ €ig
TepovooAny T €optf tod Taoyw.

0 te Twond kel 1 Maploe 1012, pc, it

See above verse 2:33

Twond kel 1 uitnpe «dtod

I?yz ;\4 N, 0, ¥, f13, 892, Maj, it, vg"*, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"'

0 Tt adToD Kol 1) KNI

txt 01,B,D,L, W, fl,700,1241,d, vg, Sy-S, sa, bo?", Or-'

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
19. 0L &¢ yoveic avtod évduLony abTov €v T ouvodly elvol:

It is very interesting and strange that the reading in verse 41 is not equally well
attested.

Note:

H.J. Vogels "Die 'Eltern' Jesu (Textkritisches zu Lk 2:33ff.)" BZ 11 (1913) 33-
43

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 2:47 €EloTowto 8¢ mavtec ol akovovtes o0ToD éml TH ouvéoel
Kol TLC GToKpLloeaLy o)ToD.

omit: B, W, 1241, pc

Tis notes additionally: Or*

e 3 4
oL akovovteg ¥

bl ’ \ b \ ~ 4
69 reads: eElotovto &€ €TL Th OLVEdeL
Kol TolG Gmokploeoty adTod mavteC ol dkovovtel ohToD .

Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 12:23 kol €£L0TOVTO TVTEC OL OYAOL Kol €Aeyov:

NAZ Acts 2:7 &ELoTarto 8¢ kol EBodpalor A€yovtec:

NA% Acts 2:12 €EloTavto 8¢ TAVTEC Kol dLnTOpOLY,

NA% Acts 9:21 €EL0TaVTO O€ TAVTEC OL GKOVOVTEC KoL EA€yOV:
omit: P45, P74, ¥*, 049, pc

There is no apparent reason for an omission, but also not for an addition.
Possibly omitted as redundant or for stylistic reasons?
Note the similar omission in Acts 9:21.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 2:48 kol LoOVTee adTOV €EemAoynoay, Kol €lmer Tpog adTov T
untne adtod: tékvov, TL €molnong MUy oUTwe, 6oL O THTNP 00U
Kéyw Oduvwueror T élntoduér oe.

T koL Aumovpevor D, it(a, d, e, ff2, 1, q, rY), vg™*, Sy-C

Lat(aur, b, B, c, f, vg) read txt.

NA: In the introduction Lk 2:48 is said to be missing in Sy-C, but here it is
cited.

Lacuna:

B: no umlaut

ALTTEW passive: "be sad, be sorrowful, be distressed"
08UVROUNL  "be in great pain, be deeply distressed or worried"

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
19. lvatl Todto émolnoag MLV, T€KVoV;
160U dduvwpevol é(ntoluér oe.

A quite natural addition. There is no reason for an omission.
The word appears six times in Mt, twice in Mk and twice in Jo. Possibly it was
originally meant as a marginal explanation?

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

NA? Luke 2:52 Kol 'Inoodg mpoékomter [év Tij] codlo kol MALKLY Kol
YOPLTL Topo Bew) Kol AvBpwToLe.

BYZ Luke 2:52 Kai ’Incolc mpoékomter codple Kol TALKLY Kol
YOPLTL Topo Ber) Kol ArBpwToLS

omit: A,C,D,0, Y, fl,f13, 33, 1241, Maj, Gre
€v T} 01,L, Co, OrP", NA®®, Bois, Weiss
M B, W, 579, pc, WH

€V Clement (Swanson)

Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Galatians 1:14 kol TPOEKOTTOV €V TG "Toudaioue
"T advanced in Judaism"

Compare context:
NA* Luke 2:40

\ \ ’ b4 \ ~ ’ I4 \
To 6¢ moLdlov mMOEaver kol €kpotoloDTO TANPOUHEVOY cobly, Kol

yopLe Beod MY €’ avTo.

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
‘0 &¢ 'Inoodg TpoékoTTer codle kol MALKLY Kol XaPLTL®

It appears that the omission might be original. There is no reason for an
omission. It is possible that the addition of €V or €V Tf} was meant to indicate
the dative. The omission of €V by B et al. is possibly due to oversight (ENEN, so
Weiss). On the other hand it could have been added for that reason.

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the words could have been omitted to construct the
three expressions more parallel: Tpo€komter coble Kol MALKLY KoL YAPLTL.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 311 'Ev étel 6¢ mevtekoldekatw thc myewoviag Tiepilou
Kaloopog, myepovevovtog Ilovtiov IIidatov thc ‘Touvdoieg, kol
tetpaapyobrrtoc thc Todtdalac ‘Hpwbdov, ®iiimmou 6¢ tod ddeddpod
a0toD Tetpanpyodvtog Thg Trovpaieg kel Tpaywritidog ywpeg, kol
Avoaviov the "ABLANVTc Tetpaapyodvrog,

BaoLAelog B¢

Thic OpeLViiC B¢
"hill-country"

BouoLAelog  (p. 1308 C 31)
TH¢ OpeLviic (p. 1308 C 40)
B: no umlaut

Both corrections are very weak. They are written in small uncial script in the
left margin. The words are indicated for exchange by a vertical wave.
Tischendorf in his 8™ ed. labels the words with " B™* ". Does this asterisk
indicate that he considers both words as being deleted subsequently? I think
the words in the margin are by B! and are just very faded.

The word PaoLA€log is slightly superimposed by the Latin chapter number "3,
It is not noted in NA and Swanson, but in IGNTP and Tis. One line below in
column B are fwo letters not enhanced. They are equally faded.

It may be that someone tried to delete OpeLVT|C later, the area around it looks
washed out. But PaoLAclog above also looks very faded and has no such blot. It
is thus more probable that the stain has nothing to do with the word OpeLVfic,
OpPELVAC is not noted in NA, IGNTP and Swanson, but in Tis.

Now the question is, why these changes? No other MS reads thus, as far as I
know.

Has T)Yepoviog been changed to PaoLielog for stylistic reasons, to avoid the
double Nyepoviag - Nyepovelovtoc?

And 0peLViic? Is it another designation for ‘Ttovpelog?
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12. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 3:7 "EAeyer olv t0i¢ €kmopevopévolg 0xiolg Pomtiodfjivel om’
odTOD"  yevvnuotee  €XLBVQAY, Tig UmEdelEer LUy uyely amo  Tig
ueAdovong OpyAg;

BatLoBfjrol évwmiov adtod D, it(b, d, e, I, q, r'), Bois

BorTLo0fvact Sy-S, Sy-P

omit: Sy-C, bo™*

Lat(a, aur, c, f, ff?, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 3:6 kol €Pomtilovto év t¢) Topdowrn moTope LT ohTOD
€EOLOAOYOUUEVOL TOC POPTLC 0DTOVY.

NAZ Mark 1:5 kol €femopeleto mpo¢ adtov maow T Tovdale ywpe Kol
ol ‘Tepoooivpitor movteg, kel épumtilovto v wbTod €v T@ Topdav
TOTOUE EEOLOAOYOUUEVOL TOC OPOPTLOC DTV,

NA?" John 3:23 "Hv 8¢ kol 0 Twavvne Bamtilwy év Alvov éyyuc tod
Yodelp, O0tL UVéator mMOAAX MV €kel, kol Tapeylrovto kol éfumtilovto

Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiphanius):
kel €EfABov  Tpoc altov doploniol kol EPamtiOnoov kel mEow
‘Tepoodiuuc.

Possibly txt is a harmonization to Mt, Mk.

Burkitt (Evangelion Intro, p. 288) writes:

"Possibly therefore the disturbing cause is the Western reading famtiofijvoel
evwmor a0Tod. This uncommon phrase is very likely to be genuine: possibly
even stood in the source from which St. Luke took Lk 3:10-15. It seems to
present a view of Jewish Baptism in which the penitent administered the rite to
himself, as Naaman did."

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 3:9 fi6n 6¢ kol T aElvn mpog Ty pLlov TV 8evdpwr Keltul:
oy olv &€vdpov Wn ToLolY KapTOV KoAOV €KKOTTETOL Kol €lc Thp
BaAAeTol.

omit: P4(200 CE), Lat(a, aur, ff%, vg™*), bo™, Or’°
Lachmann and WH both in brackets

KePTOUC KoAOUG D, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

it(b, ¢, d, e, f, 1, q,r') read txt.
omit 1. keel: D, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C

Lacuna: E
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 3:10 1on 8¢ 1) a&lvn mpoc Ty pllay TV SEvdpwy KelToL®
oy o0V &€vdpov Wn ToLoDY KapTOV KOAOV €KKOTTETOL Kol €lg Thp
BaAreTol.

omit: pc, Sy-S, Irt

Compare:
~ 4 ~ /
NA? Matthew 7:19 TV O€vdpov [N TOLODV KOPTOV KOEAOV EKKOTTETOL
kol €lg mOp PoAdeTol
27 5 4 b 4 \ ~ \ /
NA*" Luke 6:43 OU yap €0TLY S€VOPOV KOHAOV TOLODV KopPTOV CoTPOV,
008¢ TAALY 8EVSPOY oamPOr TOLODY KePTOV KoAOV.

It is possible that the addition of KAOV is a harmonization o Mt. Note that D,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C also omit Kol as a conformation to Mt. These are the only
differences to Mt.

Metzger notes that "the omission of KXAOV improves the sense (every unfruitful
tree - not only the one that does not bring forth good fruit - is to be cut down)."

It is quite probable that it is at least in part an omission due to homoioarcton Ko
- Ko or homoioteleuton -ov -ov.



It is noteworthy that WH have kaAOV in brackets. They very probably did not
know P4. P4 has been found in 1880 and was first published in 1892. WH
published their text in 1881. Perhaps they were influenced by Lachmann? Or
they considered Origen plus Western evidence (Old Latin plus Vulgate) to be
enough evidence.

The evidence from Origen is divided, as in the homilies he cites Lk 3:9 with
‘good fruit' twice (from Tregelles).

UBS 4 dropped the variant. UBS 3b has "Ir-Lat" and "Or" for the omission.

The SQE has interestingly "Ir" for the omission in Mt 3:10 |

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading: A
NAZ Luke 3:10 Kol émmpudtwr odtov ol OyAoL A€yovtec: TL ovv
ToLnowpey T ;

T

ve 0wBQuer D, b, d, q, Sy-C, sa™*

NA% Luke 3:12 fABov 6¢ kol TeA@dvol Bomtiodfjval kel elmay mpog
a0TOV: SLb0oKaAE, TL TOLNowHEY T ;

T Tva cwhRduey D, d

NA? Luke 3:14 €mpWTwy 8¢ adTOV Kol OTPOTEVOUEVOL AEYOVTEC
TL TOLNOWUEY Kol MUELS;

’ ’ (¥4 ~
TL TOLNOWUEY LYo, owbuery D, d

Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA% Acts 16:30 kol Tpooyoywy o0TOVG €Ew €pm: kUpLoL, TL pe o€l
ToLeElY o 0wh®;

There is no reason for an omission. Probably added for clarification.

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 3:16 amekplrato Aéywy maoly 0 Twavvne €yw per D6nTL
Bamtilw VWS épyetol 6€ 0 LoyvpoTeEPOC OV, 0L OUK €Ll LKovOg
AbooL TOV Lpavto TV bTodnuatwy adtod: adtog LUAC PamtloeL €V
TVEVUOTL GYLw Kol Tupl:

omit: 788(=f13), 63, 64, Cl, Tert, Epiph, Aug, Bois
Tert, Aug: "in spiritu et igni."
Cl: €pyetal 8¢ pov Omlow O Pamtilwy év TYeOUaTL Kol TupL

Sy-S: "... with fire and with the Holy Spirit."
IGNTP, Geerlings and Swanson note the omission by 788, but not NA.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 3:11 0TOC UG Bomtioel év mrelpatl oylw kol Tupl:
BYZ Matthew 3:11 «0TOC DU&C PamTioel €V TVedUaTL oyLlw
Byz E,S,V,Q, 2,28, 517,579, 1424, Maj, Sy-Pal
txt P101Y¢ 01, B, C, K, IL L M U, W,A,f1 f13,22, 33,565, 892?
Lat, Sy, Co

Note the omission of &yiou in Lk 4:1 by Athanasius (4™ CE) and one bo™:
NA? Luke 4:1 'Inoodg 8¢ mANPNG TYedpatoc oylov vméotpeler amo ToD
TopSovou Kol HYETO €V TG TUEOUNTL €V TH €PNUw

WH: "a remarkable reading", "if better attested, it would be highly probable."

Note that the IQP Crit.Ed. has 0yLw in double brackets (= "probable but
uncertain"). They comment: "Is &yLw in Q or from Mk?" (Q-Mark overlap).

Compare the complete discussion at Mt 3:11.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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14. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 3:22 kol kotoffivect 10 TYeduee TO 0YLOV OWUOTLKG €166l WG
TepLotepaw €n’ adtov, kol pwrny € obpavod yevéoBul:

oL €l O LLOC pov O Gyamntoc, €V goL €DOOKNOW.

0 LLOC POV €l oL EYw ONUEPOV YEYEVVTKO O€
D, it(a, b, ¢, d, ff2, 1, rl), Justin(2x), Eus, Meth, Hil, Aug, Gre, Bois

Lat(aur, e, f, q, vg) read txt.

LLOC Wwov €l oL GyaTTOC, €Y ONUEPOV YEYEVVTKO O€
Clement

oL LoV €L O LLOC O dyamntoc, €V golL €VOOKNOW,
KoL TAALY® €YQ ONUEPOV YEYEVVNKA O€
Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiphanius)

It also appears in the Didaskalia, Origen cites it, and several other fathers, too.
Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

txt  "You are my Son, the Beloved; with you I am well pleased."
D "You are my son; today I have begotten you."

Parallels:
NAZ" Mark 1:11 kol QWU EYEVETO €K TOVY 0DPaV@Y*
oL €l O VLOC Pov O GyoTNTOC, €V ool €DSOKNO.

NA?" Matthew 3:17 kel 180U pwrn €k TV 0DpavOY Aéyovon: oLTOC E0TLY
0 ULOC LoV O ayoToc, €V ) €DOOKNOLL.

Compare:
NA% Matthew 17:5 kil LBOU pwrm €k The vepéAne A€yovon: oUTOC €OTLY
0 ULOC WOV O AYOTNTOC, €V ) €DSOKNON AKOVeTE otLTOD.

NAZ" Mark 9:7 00TOC €0TLY 0 LLOC oL O Gyemntoc, koVeTe oDTOD.




Kkekeyuevoq, o0TOD GKOVETE.
ayonTog, aTOD GKOVETE

ULOC WOV
ULOC LoV

NA?" Luke 9:35 00TOC €0TLV
BYZ Luke 9:35 O0tdC €0TLY

¢ <
o) 0 €
¢ ¢
o o

NA?" 2 Peter 1:17 AoPwv yop Topk Bcod TaTpOC TLUTY Kol 805y Gpwric
eveyBelong adTe ToLdode UTO ThC peyodompemode 60ENC:

0 ULOC LOU O &yommTOC oL 0UTOC €0TLY €LC OV €Yw €VLOOKNOW,

for having received from God the Father honor and glory, such a voice being born to him by the
excellent glory: 'This is My Son - the beloved, in whom I was well pleased;’

For the D reading compare:
LXX Psalm 2:7 SLocyYEAAWY TO TPOOTHYUE KUPLOL KUPLOG €lmer TPOC e
ULOC OV €l o0 €Y ONUEPOV YEYEVUNK(E O€

NA% Acts 13:33 OTL ToOTNV O Gebg éKﬂEﬂ)ﬂﬁprev rolg T€KVOLS [aDTOV]
npw owocornoocg ’Inoouv WC KoL €V TR lljockuoo VEYPUTTOL TR SELTEPW"

ULOC LOU €L 0V, €Y ONUEPOV YEYEVUNKA OF.

God has in full completed this to us their children, having raised up Jesus, as also in the second
Psalm it has been written, "You are my Son; today I have begotten you"

NA%" Hebrews 1:5 TivL yop €lm€v mote TGOV GyYEAwY: LLOC Wou €l oV,
€YW) OTLEPOV YEVEVUNKO OF;
For to which of the angels did God ever say, "You are my Son; today I have begotten you'"?

NA?" Hebrews 5:5 oUTw¢ kol 0 XpLOTOC 0UY €ouTOV €80faoey yevndfval
GpyLepée &AL 0 AoaAnong TPOC a0TOV: LLOC WOUL €l oV, €Yw ONUepoV
VEVEVVNKO O€

so also the Christ did not glorify himself to become chief priest, but He who spoke unto him:
"You are my Son; today I have begotten you"?

A so-called Adoptionistic or Ebionitic reading.

The reading seems to have been widespread and early. Internally it is clearly to
be favored: It is the harder reading and the txt reading is possibly a
harmonization fo Mt/Mk. Acts 13:33 shows that Ps 2:7 is clearly connected with
Jesus from early on. Where did the author of Hebrews get his quote? Did he
know Lk in this form?

Do the church fathers really quote a special Lukan reading or are they just
quoting Ps 2:7?

The version in the Gospel of the Ebionites is clearly a conflation, but of what?
Of Mt and Lk? Or of two versions of Lk?



A curious reading of P4 might be mentioned here for this verse (noted in
Comfort, Encountering the MSS, p. 331).
Instead of

Kol KetoPfvet O Tredpo TO (YLOV OWUETLKE
and the Holy Spirit descended upon him in bodily form

P4 has:
kool kotoBfvec T TINA 1o aryrov TINI
which expands:

kel KetoBAvot O Treduo TO GyLoV TUEVHNTL
and the Holy Spirit descended upon him in spiritual form

Comfort writes: The reading "provides a creative alternative to the difficult
idea of the Spirit descending in bodily form."

Compare:
Ehrman (Orthodox Corruption, p. 62 - 67).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Lk 3:23 - 3:38 The genealogy in D, Aphraates
Note: W and 579 omit the genealogy in Lk completely. That's remarkable!

The names of the Lukan genealogy from NA?’:

23 Twong tod 'HAL 24 100 MaBbat tod Aeul T0D MeAyl tod Tovval
700 Twond 25 tod Mattablov toD Auwe tod Neaovp tod ‘EoAl tod
Nayyoal 26 to0 Moa® tod Moattablov tod Zepeiv tod ‘Iwory oD
Twde 27 tod Twavay tod Pnoc tod Zopofofer tod Zadwdind tod
Nnpl 28 toD MeAyl tod "AddL tod Kwoop tod EAuwdap tod “Hp 29
700 'Inood tod 'EAlelep tod Twpip todD Maobbxt tod Aecvl 30 tod
Yupewv tobd Tovdw tod Twond tod Twvey tod EAakip 31 10D Meen
100 Mevva 10D Mottebo tod Noboy tod Aavld 32 tod 'leoowl ToD
Twpnd tod Boog tod Xadx tod Nawocowv 33 tod "Apivedef tod
Aduiy tob "Aprl tod ‘Eopwu tod ®apec tod Tolde 34 tod Toakwp
10D Toook Tod CAPpaop tod Oope Tod Noaywp 35 tod Xepovy oD
‘Payod tod dakek tod "Efep t0d T 36 ToD Katvop tod Apdoaknd
700 XN tod N@e tod Aapey 37 100 Mabovoaix oD ‘Evay tod
Toapet t00 Madedend tod Koaivop 38 tod Evwe tod XnO tod "Adau
T00 Oe0l. /77 entries

Four slightly deviating genealogies are given in Swanson, by

E, 2, 28,1071

They are mixing up the names, perhaps interchanging rows and columns (at least
1071).

Now, D has a very strange genealogy: The first part (Lk 3:24-31) is the
Matthean genealogy Mt 1:6-16, but in reversed order. The second part (Lk 3:32-
38) is the normal Lukan genealogy.

This D version is also found in Aphraates’ homily "Demonstrations 23.21" (ca.
345 CE), Aphraates is known for citing the Diatessaron (which lacks the
genealogies). Curious!

D: white = Mt, red = other, green = Lk

23 ..uvLo¢ Iwond touv lakwp

24 touv MabBbar Tov Edealop tov EALovd tou layewv tov Zadwk
25 tou ACwp Tov EAlakelpn tov APLovd touv ZopoPafer

26 Tou ZoAnOLnA tov Iexoviov Tov Iwakely Tov EAvakeipomt Aphr
27 tou lwoeln Tov Apwg Tov Mavaoon tov Elekera

28 toL Ayog tou Iwabav Tov Olele Tov ApacLov

29 tov Iwag Touv Oyxoliov Ttov lwpop tov Iwoadod




30
31
32
33

tov Acap touv ABLovd touv Pofoop tov XoAopwv

ToL AoveLd

tov legool Touv (QBeA tov Booc touv ZoAuwy touv Noaooowvy
Tov Apewvadop tov Apop tov Aopwp tov Papeg tov Iovdo

34

tov JokwpP touv Ioook tov APBpoopy Touv Oupa Tov Naywp

35

Tov Xepovy Touv Payov tov doAek touv EBep touv Xaio

36

ToL Apdpa&ad Touv Xnu touv Nwe Tov Aopey

37

Tov MaBovoaia Tov Alvwy tov loped tov MaiedenAd touv Koivow

38

Tov ALvwe tov Xnd Tov Adap touv BGu

Matthew 1:6-16 reversed:

16 Twong, Tokwp,

14-15 MatOav, Eicalap, EALoLs, "Ayin, Zadwk,
13 ’Alwp, Eirokiy, "ABLovd, ZopoPofel,
11-12 ZaAadnA, Texoviog,

9-10 ’Iwotoag, "Apuwe, Mavaoofic, ‘Eleklog,

9 "Ayal, Twodop, ‘Ol oy,

8  Twpop, Twoudort,

7 "Aoad, "ABLe, ‘Popoag, Xolopwy,

6 Aovid

Notes:

1. Aphraates omits Tov KEALokeLy. This name is in D only. Regarding its

probable origin confer: 2. Chr 36:4 The king of Egypt made his brother Eliakim king
over Judah and Jerusalem, and changed his name to Jehoiakim. So, KA Lok LY is just
another name for IwaKLp. Perhaps a marginal gloss that found its way
into the text?

2. IwakLp is a well known addition in Mt 1:11. Support:

M, U, ©,Z, f1, 33,1342, al*®8, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, geo, (Ir**"), Epiph
The addition of Tou Apaoilov touv Iwag touv OxolLou is also given in
Mt 1:8 by Sy-C, Aeth and Epiphanius (4™ CE). Unfortunately D is not
extant in this part of Mt. Sy-S reads normal.
They are taken from 1°" Chronicles:
1.Chr. 3:11-12 Iowpop vioc odtod Oyolier vioc adtod Iwec UVLOC

o0Tod 12 Apooiec viog odtod Alapie viog avtod lwobor viog
o0ToD
Unfortunately Sy-C is not extant for this part of Lk. Sy-S reads the
normal genealogy.




This obviously secondary genealogy can thus be traced back to Syria in the 4™
CE. One could speculate that, perhaps, it is an attempt to add a genealogy to the
Diatessaron? It's inclusion in D, then, would be another indicator for D's
closeness to the Diatessaron or some similar document (and for its origin in
Syria). William Petersen agrees with this speculation (private email, Dec. 2005).

Codex Fuldensis (547 CE), a Latin Gospel harmony using a Vulgate text, shows a
clearly independent attempt to add a combined genealogy. It first has the full
Matthean genealogy (Mt 1:1-16) in the normal order and after that the Lukan
succession from Abraham to God (Lk 3:34-38). It has the normal Vulgate text

and none of the additions known from D/Aphraates:

Mt 1:1-16

Liber generationis Jesu Christi filii David, filii Abraham.

Abraham genuit Isaac,
Isaac autem genuit Jacob.
Jacob autem genuit Judam, et fratres ejus.

Judas autem genuit Phares et Zaram de Thamar.

Phares autem genuit Esrom.

Esrom autem genuit Aram.

Aram autem genuit Aminadab.
Aminadab autem genuit Naasson.
Naasson autem genuit Salmon.
Salmon autem genuit Booz de Rahab.
Booz autem genuit Obed ex Ruth.
[0258B] Obed autem genuit Jesse.
Jesse autem genuit David regem.
David autem rex genuit Salomonem
ex ea quae fuit Uriae.

Salomon autem genuit Roboam.
Roboam autem genuit Abia.

Abia autem genuit Asa.

Asa autem genuit Josaphat.
Josaphat autem genuit Joram.
Joram autem genuit Oziam.

Ozias autem genuit Joatham.
Joatham autem genuit Achaz.
Achaz autem genuit Hiezechiam.
Hiezechias autem genuit Manassen.
Manasses autem genuit Amon.
Amon autem genuit Josiam.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)

Josias autem genuit Jechoniam

et fratres ejus, in transmigratione

Babylonis. Et post transmigrationem Babylonis,
Jechonias genuit Salathiel.

Salathiel autem genuit Zorobabel.

Zorobabel autem genuit Abiud.

Abiud autem genuit Eliachim.

Eliachim autem genuit Azor.

Azor autem genuit Sadoch.

[0258C] Sadoch autem genuit Achim.

Achim autem genuit Eliud.

Eliud autem genuit Eleazar.

Eleazar autem genuit Mathan.

Mathan autem genuit Jacob.

Jacob autem genuit Joseph virum Mariae,
de qua natus est Jesus, qui vocatur Christus.

Lk 3:34-38

Abraham autem fuit filius Thare.
Qui fuit Nachor. Qui fuit Seruch.
Qui fuit Ragau. Qui fuit Phales.
Qui fuit Heber. Qui fuit Sale. Qui fuit Cainan.
Qui fuit Arphaxat. Qui fuit Sem.
Qui fuit Noe. Qui fuit Lamech.

Qui fuit Mathusale. Qui fuit Enoch.
Qui fuit Jareth. Qui fuit Malelehel.
Qui fuit Enos. Qui fuit Seth.

Qui fuit Adam. Qui fuit Dei.



TVU 38

NA? Luke 3:27 t00 Twavoy tod Pnod tod ZopoPafer toD XaAadind tod
Nnpl

Resa is unknown. The explanation is that Resa is not a name but a title. The list
seems to have been reversed from a file that read "Zorobabel Resa", which
means "Zorobabel, the prince", Aramaic XURY "head". By misinterpretation and
reversion of the list, this "Resa" then became the father of Zorobabel (see
Nestle "Einfiihrung" 2" ed.).

This is not a TC issue, but possibly connected with the variant 3:33, see below.

Compare also on this and other issues:

G. Kuhn "Die Geschlechtsregister bei Lukas und Matthdus" ZNW 22 (1923) 206-
228



TVU 39

NA? Luke 3:33 toD ’Apwvedaf tod ’Aduly tod ’Apvi tod ‘Eopwu tod
dopec ToD Tovdw

BYZ Luke 3:33 toD ’Apwvedef tod ‘Apap, tod ‘Eopop tod Papec tod
"Tovda

Byz 70D ’Apvadof tod ‘Apapu
A,D,II, 33,565, 1424, Maj-part, Lat, Sy-P, goth, Trg
100 "Apwadop tod "Apau tod Twpou
K.M,S,Y,A, ¥, 118, 205, 209, 2542, (=f1), 28, 700,
892, 1071, Maj-part, b, e, Sy-H

txt 100 ‘Apwoadof tod Aduiv tod Apri
01 L, X, T, f13, 157, pc, bo, NAZ?°, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis
10D "Adau tod Aduly tod ’Apri
P4¥4(200 CE), 01*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, sa

tod ’Aduly tod ’Apvri B, WH, Trg™, Bal
10D "Adap  tod "Apri Sy-S, WH™ (1)

Mixed:

70D "Apvadof tod ‘Apay Tod *Aduiv tod 'ApvL O, 1, pc, NET-Bible
10D "Apwvadep tod *Aduly tod ’Apau 0102

100 "Apwodep tod ’Apap tod ‘Apvi N

Minority reading:
"ApLvoadop M*, s, T1, Q, 1,118, 2, 28, 33, 157, 1424

P4: The noted reading is that of NA. The editio princeps (RB 47, 1938, 5-22) and
also P. Comfort have P4 for txt. But space considerations make it very
improbable that P4 reads the long "ApLvadop: (red = unclear)

TOYCAAA - TTOYNAA[C

CWON - TTOYAA[AM - T OY

AAMCEIN - T[O]Y)J[N 1] -

TOYECFWM - [TTOY P A

Sy-S: acc. to Burkitt the words To0 ’Adou T0D Apvi were added "between
the lines".

Lacuna: C, E, Sy-C

B: no umlaut



There are certain different genealogies in Lk. Compare abovel!

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 1:3 .. ‘Eopwu 6¢ éyévvnoer tov ’Apoy, 4 ’Apou &€
eyévvnoey tov "ApLvadap, ...

NAZ Matthew 1:8 ‘Acad ¢ éyévvnoer tov Twoadat, Tooaput &€
eyévvnoer tov Twpap, Twpoy 6¢ eyévvnoey tov ‘Ol lav,

The names ’Aduilv and ’Apvl appear nowhere else in the Bible. Probably
someone changed them to the Byzantine reading using the name from Mt 1:3.
Since then one name is missing, a ’I(x)po'cp has been inserted later. Or, in the case
of 0102 and N ’Apap. has been replaced for one of the unknown names. The
reading of O, fl is a conflation of both either accidentally (misinterpreting a
correction) or deliberately.

WH note: "Aminadab/Admin and Aram/Arni are evidently duplicate forms of the
same pair of names, preserved in different family records."

Then the B reading and the Byzantine reading (A, D et al.) would mean the same.
"ApLvadof is sometimes written as "AuLvadou, which might explain the *A &
by P4, 01* et al., but why the other way round?

It is possible that the genealogy used by Luke was originally the other way round
and read ARAMAMINADAM, giving Adam, A(d)min and Aram/Arni, the reading
of P4, 01* et al. Alert scribes noted the error and changed "Adam+Admin" back
to Aminadab (= Byz) or removed Adam (= B).

This means that essentially most of the readings mean the same, only the K et
al. reading being really wrong.

The Byzantine reading is identical with Mt and cannot be the original. It cannot
explain the strange other combinations. The © et al. variants are conflations.
We are left with the txt reading, the P4, 01* reading and the B reading. The
singular B reading is possibly a homoioarcton error from the P4, 01* reading
(AD... AD..).

It is possible that the P4, 01* reading is a transcriptional error (AMINADAM -
ADAM).

In Lk, as in Mt, it is very probable that the original genealogy obeys the
Hebdomadic principle (gr. "seventh"), there are 11 x 7 = 77 generations. This has
to be taken into account.

Compare also on this and other issues:
G. Kuhn "Die Geschlechtsregister bei Lukas und Matthdus" ZNW 22 (1923) 206-
228



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 40

Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 3:36 To0 Koivop tod "Apdafad tod Xnu tod Nde tod Aapey

omit: P75"9 D, d
(acc. to Burkitt Ev. d. Mepharreshe, Aphraates' Homilies omits it, t00)

ELAM  Sy-S (ALiap ?)
Pete Williams comments (textualcriticism list Dec. 2005):
"Sy-s, rather oddly, has 'Elam’, (YLM, where other withesses have KAINAM. I take this to be an

inner-Syriac corruption from qynm (the L and n can readily be confused; q --> ( is less obvious).
On this theory Sy-s would at least attest the final mu on KAINAM."

P4 has the words.

P4, reconstruction (red letters doubtful):
CGJOY[XT'OY AT'AY

T Yj)A)\[GK O]Y ERE
TOYCAAIATO]IYKADIN[AM
TOYA,’ AZAAT OY[C]H[M
TOYNWETOYAAM[EX

P75, reconstruction: (This page was integrated into the binding and had not been
photographed. Aland explicitly agrees with this omission (as "vid") in his collation
of P75.)

TOoYI AFA]YTOY(‘)J;)\GK]TOY[GBG,’
TIJOY[CAAAT OYA] A[ZAAT O]Y[CHM
TOYNWETOYAAMEXTOYMA[OOYCA
)\ATOYGN(DX]TOYIA,’GTTOYM[A)\G

Lacuna: C, E, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Context:

NA? Luke 3:35 to0 Xepovy toD Poyad tod Paick tod "Efep 100 Lok
36 100 Kaivop tod "Apdatnd tod Xnu tod Nde tod Aauey

37 100 MaBovoeix tod Evwy tod Tapet 10D Maieiend tod Kaivog
38 10D 'Evwe tod Xn6 tod "Adau tod Oeod.




LXX parallels:

LXX Genesis 10:22 vlol Xnu Atlop kel Acoovp kel Appafed kel Aouvd
kel Apop kel Kewvow 23 kol viol Apop ...

LXX Genesis 10:24 kol Ap¢pofad éyévvmoer tov Kooy kol Kolvey
eyévrnoer oV Yoo Xaio 8¢ éyévvnoer tov Efep

LXX Genesis 11:12 kol €(noer Appafad €KotOV TPLOKOVTO, TEVTE €T
kel €yévvnoer tov Kolvay

LXX Genesis 11:13 Kol eCnoev Ap¢a£a6 pew 70 yevvnoocL aDTOV TOV
Kooy €t tetpakooLo TpLOCKOVTOL Kol eyewnoev ULOUQ Kol
Buyatépac kol GméBaver kol €(noer Kolvay €katOv TPLOKOVTE €Tn
Kol €yévvmoer Tov Yoo kol €(noer Kooy pete t0 yevvijool oadTov
TOV  Xoado €Tn  TPLOKOOLK TPLAKOVTE Kol €Yévvmoer uloug Kol
BuyaTEPHC Kol GTEBNVEY

LXX Genesis 11:16 kol €{noecv Efep €katOV TPLOKOVTH TETOXPN €TT) Kol
eyévvnoer tov Paiek

But note the Hebrew:
DX TID7 TWIENY MWNRY 05D OW 32 WTT Genesis 10:22

REERL -:5* n‘arm n%w ny '15* -rw:mm WTT Genesis 10:24

w%w nSw nx 17*511 ﬁrm 'r:n:mx *rm WTT Genesis 11:13
© P21 %2 -r‘vw MY PIND D2IWY O

The important point here is that the name Kalvav is not found in the Hebrew

OT. But it appears overwhelmingly in the LXX.
The name reappears in Lk 3:37, where it does parallel Gen 5:9 and 1. Chr 1:1.

Since the name KaLvov reappears in verse 37, it has been suggested that its
appearance in verse 36 is some kind of copying error. But there is no obvious
cause for it.

To the contrary, the omission is much more likely to be accidental. Note similar
omissions in the genealogy:

verse 23 omit To0 'HAL %*toD MoBbort c
verse 24 omit ToD MeAyl 1220
omit ToD Tevval tod Twong 1005
omit ToD “Towvol 115, L1056
verse 25 omit T0D "Au®g 1200, q, b, c, e, |
omit T0D Noolp L10
verse 26 omit T00 Maad t0oD Mattodiov 544
omit To0 Maod a,aur,b,c, el rt

omit ToD Matt. ToD 2. t0d Iwony 716



verse 27

omit T00 Mattodilov
omit 00 Twovey tod Pnon

213
N*, L10

omit T0D ZopoPofed oD ZaAadLnd a

verse 28 omit T0D "EApadog L854
verse 29 omit verse 828
omit ToL ‘Inood 157, 2757
omit To0 Aeul 69, 1424, b
verse 30 omit verse 69
omit 00 Twond 213
omit T0D "EALakiy 213
omit ToD "EAtakiy.. (31) tod Mevve 1579
verse 31 omit To0 Meiea T. Mevva T. Mattodo 69
omit To0 Melew ab,e,l r
omit T00 Mevva A
omit T00 MottoBox L854
omit T0D NoOog 213
verse 32 omit ToD Boog N*

omit To0 Noaooov 71*, 157, 1458
verse 33 omit ToD ApLvadf ... tod dapec  L76

omit ToD ‘Eopwp ... tod Toldw 2766
omit ToD Eopwu tod dapec 348
omit ToD ‘Eopwp 047, 1005
omit ToD Dapeg A
verse 34 omit 100 "TokwP 2766
omit T0D "ABpocy 1071
verse 35 omit ToD Poryod 480*
omit ToD "Efep N*
verse 36 omit ToD Kolvap P75"“, D
verse 37 omit ToD MaBouvoara tod ‘Evwy 1071
omit ToD ‘Evwy tod Tapet 157
omit T00 MaAerenh e

It is also possible that the name has been omitted
a) because it could not be found in the OT or
b) because it appears a second time in verse 37.

The name ELAM (A LAoL) in Sy-S could be a confusion:

LXX Genesis 10:22 viol Xnu Atlop kel Acoovp kel Appafad kel Aouvd
kol Apop kel Kewvow

ALdop is a brother of Kawvow.



The LXX evidence:

Another question is, why is the name in the LXX, but not in the Masoretic text?
It has been argued that the name has possibly been added by Christians in order
to bring the genealogy in Genesis in line with Luke. But is this really probable?

Is it not also possible that this is just one of the many differences of the LXX
and the Masoretic text and that Luke read the name in his LXX?

Perhaps the name was omitted at some stage to get rid of the problem that
Kowvav in Gen 10:22 is the brother of Appo&ad, but in 10:24 he is his son?

But note:

Josephus (37-100 CE), who quotes the LXX, does not have KoLvav. In Ant. book
1 he explicitly writes: "Shem, the third son of Noah, had five sons", and also:
"Sala was the son of Arphaxad".

And Julius Africanus (ca. 160-240) wrote in his Chronography, ca. 220 CE:

"And after the flood, Sem begot Arphaxad. Arphaxad, when 135 years old, begets Sala in the
year 2397. Sala, when 130 years old, begets Heber in the year 2527. Heber, when 134 years old,
begets Phalec in the year 2661, so called because the earth was divided in his days." [he clearly
cites the LXX]

So, he omits KaLlvav, too, probably because he did not read it in his LXX (he
writes Greek).

The following was given on the LXX-list (Dec. 2005):

e "There are Old Latin manuscripts with and without KaLvay in Genesis 11.
Vulgate is uniform in rejecting KaLvay." [vg is translated from the Hebrew]

e "The name is also found in Jubilees (Ethiopic for sure)"

e "Gen 10:22-24 and Gen 11:12-13 are not found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, are
not found in any of the pre Christian LXX manuscripts, are only found in 2
LXX manuscripts that predate the Great Codices, see P.Berlin Graec.Fol.66
I IT (Rahlfs 911), a Christian MS of about the late 3rd century, and P.Beatty
IV (Rahlfs 961), a Christian MS of about the early 4th century."

e "The sequence KAIKAINANKAI at Gen 10.22 is ripe for corruption and
variation. If you want to see how much, check Wevers' Gottingen edition.
There is much confusion in the textual witnesses on these matters. I doubt
that there is anything certifiably "Christian" about any of it."

e '"the Genesis Apocryphon lists the sons of Shem at 1QapGen 12:11. The
beginning of the list has been lost, but the end is there. The list is in the
same order as the LXX, so fortunately we can see where the KoLvor would
have been at the end of the list. It is not there. We have: ..WR )RPK$D
LWD W)RM WBNN NQBN XM$ (..ur Arpachshad Lud and Aram and five
daughters). No QYNN."



Looking this up in the Gottingen edition, the papyri P833, P911 and P961 omit
Kaiwvay in 10:24, but not 10:22, and have it in chapter 11. Only MS 319 omits in
all cases.

So, the earliest evidence in the LXX we have for KoLvav is from the late 3rd

CE (P911).

The only (possible) pre-Christian reference to Kalvov can be found in Jubilees.
Jubilees was written around 109-105 BCE. The possible references are in ch. 7
and 8.

There is no Kowvav in chapter 7 (equals Gen 10:22): "And these are the sons of

Shem: Elam, and Asshur, and Arpachshad -this (son) was born two years after the flood- and
Lud, and Aram."

But KoLvow is mentioned in ch. 8, 1-5: " 1In the twenty-ninth jubilee, in the first week,
[1373 A.M.] in the beginning thereof Arpachshad took to himself a wife and her name was
Rasu'eja, the daughter of Susan, the daughter of Elam, and 2 she bare him a son in the third
year in this week, [1375 A.M.] and he called his name Kainam. [...] 5 And in the thirtieth jubilee,
[1429 A.M.] in the second week, in the first year thereof, he [Kainan or Arpachshad] took to
himself a wife, and her name was Melka, the daughter of Madai, the son of Japheth, and in the
fourth year [1432 A.M.] he begat a son, 6 and called his name Shelah; [...] and Shelah grew up
and took to himself a wife, [...] 7 And she bare him a son in the fifth year [1503 A.M.] thereof,
and he called his name Eber

So, depending on who the "he" is in vs. 5, we possibly have the succession from
the LXX and Lk 3:36: Apdatad - Katvay - 2o - Efep

List-comment: "None of the Qumran fragments contain Jubilees 8. A Syriac
fragment has most of 8:2-4. The Latin and Ethiopic manuscripts of Jubilees
tend to be harmonized to the Vulgate and LXX (via the Ethiopic OT). However,
the Syriac could be an independent witness to the pre-Christian text of Jubilees
if it is franslated directly from the Hebrew, as Tisserant argued."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 41
NAZ" Luke 4:2 MUEPOG TeooEpakovta TeLpaloperog LTO ToD SLeBorov.
Kol o0k €dayer o0der €V Tolc MUEPILS EKeLvaLe Kol ouvTedeoBelo®dy
a0TOV EmeLvooey.

€ ’ / /4 € \ ~ ’ \
BYZ Luke 4:2 NUEPAG TECOKPAKOVTH TELPKCOUEVOC LTO TOD OLKBOAOL Kol

¥ b4 9 \ b ~ € ’ b 4 \ ~
OUK €PoyeVy OLOEV €V TOLC MUEPHLE €EKELVHLE KoL OUVTEAECHELORDV
aUTOV VOTEPOV ETELVOEY

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!
Byz A, K W,A LY, f1,f13, 33,565, 700, Maj, f, ff%, q, r!, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt 01,B,D,L, W, 0, 788(f13), 579, 1241, 2542, pc,
Lat(a, aur, b, c, d, e, I, vg), Sy-S, Co, arm, geo, aeth

Lacuna: C, &

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Matthew 4:2 Kol VNOTEDONC TMUEPOC TEOOEPAKOVTO Kol VUKTOQC
TE€O0EPAKOVTH, VOTEPOV ETELVOOED.

Clearly a harmonization fo Mt. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 42

NA? Luke 4:4 kel GmekplBn Tpog adtov 6 ‘Inoodc: yéypamtal OTL
00K €M GPTw WOVw (Noetal 0 Gropwmog.

BYZ Luke 4:4 kol &mekpiOn ‘Incodc mpog adtov Aéywr, I'éypamtal OTL
Ok €T GpTw Hovw (Noetal GropwTog
GAL’ EmL movTl pruetl Oeod.

T&T #4

Byz A,D,0,Y,fl,f13,33,579, 892, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"", goth, [Trg]
+ add after PUOTL: EKTOPEVOUEV L& OTOROTOC
118, 157, 205, 209, 1071, 1424, al''®, bo™*

txt 01, B,L, W, 788(=f13), 264, 1241, Sy-S, sa, bo’"

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 4:4

b s \ \ (4 b 4 \ /4 ~

AL €TL TOWTL PNUKTL EKTOPEVOUEVW OL OTOUNTOC OeoD.

1 s s 9\ N e/ ~

D,a, b, g 0AL’ €mL TAVTL PNUOTL BeoD.

LXX Deuteronomy 8:3 .. QAL €Tl ToVTL PNUKTL TG EKTOPEVOUEVW BLO,
otopatog 0cod (Noetol O avdpwTOC

The addition is well known from Mt and it is only natural to insert it here, too.
On the other hand the support for the omission is not very good. But there is no
reason for an omission.

It is probable that the addition was not in Q and that it was Mt, who inserted it
here. IQP's Crit. ed. does not have it in Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 43

NA% Luke 4:5 Kol avoyoywy oadTov
€beLier adT® maong TG PaoLAclag THS olkoupérng €V oTLYUR YpoOvou

BYZ Luke 4:5 Kol Groyoywy adtor 0 diafolog elc Bpog vimiov
€beLier T maong TG PauoLAclog THS olkoupérng €V OTLYUR YpOvou

Byz 0 SLaBorog eic 6pog LYmAov
A, 0, ¥, 0102, 33,579, 1342, Maj, it(d, f, ff2, 1, q), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, goth

0 duafolog eig dpog DYMAOY Alay  f13,c, r!, vg™, sa™
eic Opoc LYnAOV Alay D, 788(=f13)

elg Opog vYmAov 014, f1, 700, 2542, pc,
sa™*, bo”", arm, geo
eic Opoc W, e
0 dLaforoc aur, b, g', vg™s
"satanas" Sy-S

txt 01* B, L, 1241, pc, sa™, bo®'

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 4:8 ITaAly mopodopfarvel o«btor O Suafoloc €lc Opoc
VYMAOV Aloy kol Selkvuoly odT@ moong To¢ Puoticlog ToD kOoUOUL
kel THY 808y etV

The support is not good for the omission and it is slightly awkward without the
words ("led him up" to what?). h.t. is possible (ON - ON), note the C1 correction
of Ol.

The variety of the readings indicates a secondary cause though. Very probably
from Mt (so Weiss).

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean 6 SLoBoAoc eic Opoc LYMAOY Alay with
DYMAOV Alaw in double brackets indicating doubt that text was present there.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 44

NAZ Luke 4:8 koL GmokpLBelc 6 'Inoodg elmery adt®* yéypamtal: KOpLOV
TOV B0V 00U MPOOKLYNOELG KoL 0T UOVR AXTPEVOELC.

BYZ Luke 4:8 koL &mokpLOele adte) eimer 0 ‘Inoodc “Ymoye Omiow ov,
Yotowva: [éypamtal mpookuvnoelg Kopov tov Bedor oov kol a0TE)
HOVW AaTpedoeLg

Byz A,©,V,0102, {13,157, 1071, Maj, it(b, e, |, q, r'), Sy-H, boP", Justin®’?

txt 01,B,D,L, W,E, fl,788(f13), 22, 33, 579, 700, 892*, 1241, 2542, pC7,
Lat(a, aur, ¢, d, f, ff2, vg), Sy-S, Sy-P, sa, bo?", arm, geo, goth, Justin'/2
pc = 372,903, 1005, 1210, 1365, 2372, L854

(The omission by 788 is not listed in Geerlings, but in IGNTP and Swanson!)

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut (1310 C 25 L)
kol GmokpLBeilc 0 Inoodc elmey odTe): YEYpaTTOL: KUPLOV
B has: kel &mokpLBelc adt® elmey Inoodg yéypamtaL: KOPLOV
It is not clear if the umlaut indicates the word order variant in B or the “Ymoye
OTLow KOV variant.

Parallel:
NAZ?" Matthew 4:10 TOTE Aéyel aOTE
BYZ Matthew 4:10 T0Te A€yel a0TQ

'Inoodc: Umorye, ootova:
'Inocob¢ Umorye OTlow pouL XoTovd

¢
0)
¢
(0)

txt 01,B,C* K W,A,fl, 13,565, 579*, 700, 892*, k, vg, Sy-P, mae, bo, Or
Byz (% D,L,Z, 33,118° 1582¢ 579¢ 1071, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™*, bo™*
[A, © lacuna]

Compare:

\ o ~ ’ 4 ~
NAZ" Matthew 16:23 otpadelc elmer ¢ Hétpw: VTOYE OTLOW WOV, OOTOVA
NAZ Mark 8:33  ¢metiunoer IIétpy kal Aéyel: UTOYE OTLOW WOV, OOTOVA,

It is interesting fo note that here no omission of OTLOW WOV occurs. The text
is added in the full Byzantine form. The long form must be old, because it
appears already once in Justin (Dial. 103:6).



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 45

15. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 4:17 kol €medoOn odT® PLpilov tod mpodnrov "Howlov kol
Gromtoiag To BLPALov ebper TOV TOTOV 0L Qv Yeypauuévor:

avotkoc A, B,L, W, E, 788(=f13), 33, 579, 892, 1241, pc>,
NA%, WH, Weiss, Trg
pc = 1195, 1210°, 2643

Txt 01,D, 0, ¥, f1, f13, 157, 1071, Maj, Latt

IGNTP lists all Sy (S, P, H, Pal), Co and Arm for avoléoc.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" Luke 4:20 kol TTUEeg TO BLPAlov &modoug T¢) LTMPETT €éKabLoev:
Kl Tovtwy ol 0pOuApol €v Th ouvaywyf foor dtevilovteg adTe.

Regarding o’woiyw compare also: Rev 5:1-5

Both words mean essentially the same ("open"), but GramTUOOW is used
especially for "unrolling scrolls". It is possible that it is a harmonization to
immediate context, verse 20 (so Weiss). TTUO0wW means "close (a book)".
aramtoow is a rare word. It appears only here in the NT and only 6 times in
the LXX. GOLYW on the other hand is a very common word, appearing 260 times
in the Bible (77 times in the NT).

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 46

NAZ Luke 4118 Tveduo KLPLOU &M €uE 00 €lvekery €XPLOEV e
€V YYEALONOBL TTWYOLE, ATEGTUAKEY L€,

4 b ’ b4 \ ~ 2 4 b ~
KNPLEKL olypoAwTolg odeoly kol TtupAolg ovoPAeily, omooTeLAnL
TeOpauopevoug v adéoel,

BYZ Luke 4:18 Ilvedua kuplov €T €ué oD €lvekey €ypLocy e
€00y YEALONOBL TTWYOLE GTECTUAKEY e
Lo0oBol TOUC GUVTETPLUPEVOUC TNV Kapdlow,

4 ) ’ b4 \ ~ b 4 J ~
KNPLEoL olypaAwToLg adeoly kol TtupAolg avaPreliy  amooTeliol
TeOpauoUEvoug €V apéocel

Byz A,©, ¥, 0102, f1, 1241, Maj, f, vg™*, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™*, Tre"
.. TH kopdLlo pc?°

txt 01,B,D,L,W,E, f13, 33,579*, 700, 892*, Lat, Sy-S, Co, goth, Or, Eus

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel. Quote from:
LXX lsaiah 61:1 Tveduo Kuplov €m €uE o0 €lveker €xpLocy e
€00y YEALONOBL TTWYOLE GTECTUAKEY i€
Lao0oB0oL TOUC GUVTETPLULEVOUC TH Kopdio
Y kapdlay B, LP, ¢P
KNEVEXL olHOADTOLS GpeoLy kel TupAOLS dvaPrefiy

Compare also:
LXX Psalm 146:3 0 LWWEVOC TOUC GUVTETPLUIEVOUS TNV KepdLlow

There is no reason for an omission. Probably the words have been added to cite
Isaiah more completely.

For the question of interpunction compare:
E. Nestle "Lk 4:18-19" ZNW 2 (1901) 153-57

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 47

Minority reading:
NA% Luke 4:26 koL TPOC o0Oeploy btV €méuddn "HAlag el un eig
Yopento The Lidwvieg TPOC Yuvalke XNpey.

Zipoy ¢j. (Julius Wellhausen, 1844-1918)

B: no umlaut

Context:

NA% Luke 4:25 €’ aAnfelog 6€ A€yw LWLy, moAdal yfjpol Moov €V Taig
nuépate "HAlov év t¢) "Topanid, Ote ékAielobn 0 obpavog €mi €tn Tplu
kel ufjvag €€, w¢ €yeveto ALUOC péyag €ml Taoay thy YhAv, 26 kol
TPOC  oLdeuilo  abtdr  eméuddn HAlag el un elc XZapemta Thg
Tdwriog mPO¢ Yuvalke ¥Npev. 27 Kol TOAAOL AeTpol Mooy €V T
TopanA €ml "Eiloaiov tod mpodntov, kel o0deLc abT@V ékaboplodr
el un Noawuar 6 Xipoc.

25 But the truth is, there were many widows in Israel in the time of Elijah, when the heaven was shut
up three years and six months, and there was a severe famine over all the land; 26 yet Elijah was sent
to none of them

except in Zarephath in Sidon to a widow / Syrian woman.

27 There were also many lepers in Israel in the time of the prophet Elisha, and none of them was
cleansed

except Naaman the Syrian."

NPV in verse 26 is superfluous, because the widows have already been
mentioned in verse 25 and are referred back to in verse 26 with the words ﬂpbg
00dep Lo OTAV ("to none of them").

"Syran" would also make a good symmetry with "Naaman the Syrian" in verse 27
and contrasts the "widows in Israel".

Perhaps Luke would have accepted this reading, if he would have heard about it.



TVU 48

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 4:38 "Avaotac 8¢ amo Tfi¢ ouvaywyfc elofAber eic tny
olklow Zipwvrog T . mevBepa &€ T0D LLUWVOC NV OLVEYOUEVT) TUPETR
HEYIAW Kol MPWTNooy adTor Tepl adTHC.

T kol ’Avdpéov D, it(b, ¢, d, e, ff%, I, r'), vg™*

Lat(a, aur, f, q, vg) reads txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 1:29 Kol €00U¢ ék tfic ouvaywyfic €eABovtec NABov eic try
olkiow Xipwrog kol "Avdpéov pet TakwBou kal Twavvov.

Probably a harmonization to Mk 1:29.

It is also possible that the words have been added to get a plural subject for
the following KoL MPWTNOKY ®DTOV.

There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 49

NAZ Luke 4:41 €npyeto 8¢ kol delpovie, amo TOAADY kp[avy]olovte
Kol A€yovto OTL OU €l 0 viog ToD Beod. kol EMLTLUOY OUK
cloe T AaA€ly, OTL fiéeLooy TOV YPLOTOV aDTOV €lvul.

BYZ Luke 4:41 €Enpyeto 8¢ kol Solpoviee G4mO TOAADY kpalovte Kol
A€yovte 0TL 2V €L 0 XpLotoc 0 viog tod Beod kol EMLTLUAY oUK €l
aDTO AXAETY OTL NdeLoay Tov XpLoTtov adTov €lvol

Byz A,Q,0,Y¥, 0102, f1, f13, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth

txt P75,01,B,C,D,F,L,R, W, X, &, 788(=f13), 33, 579, 700, 1241, 2542, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, sa, bo?’, arm, Marcion', Or
B: no umlaut

kpoal oVt B,C,K, L, N,0O, E, ¥, f1,33,565, 579, 892, 1241, 1424, pm
kpavyalovte A, D,Q, W,T, A, 13, 700, pm, Or

No parallel.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 16:16 &mokpLOelc 6¢ Lipwy Ilétpog eimev:
oL €l 0 ypLotoc 0 uloc tod Beod tod (DvToc.

It is a natural addition, probably from Mt (so Weiss) and there is no reason for
an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 50

16.Difficult variant
NAZ" Luke 4:44 Kol flv knploowv ei¢ tog ouvaywyes the Tovdelog.

BYZ Luke 4:44 kol Y knpLoowy €V talc ouvaywyole the TeAtdoioc.
T&T #5
Byz A,D,0,VY,f13, 33,1071, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H™, bo™", goth, Trg

txt P75,01,B,C,LQ,R,fl,22,131,157,579, 892, 1241, Cl|53, Lect,
Sy-S, Sy-H, sa, boP", WH, NA??, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trq™

tfic Tovdatog kol ToaAtAotog 447,740
thc Fadtdolog kol thc Tovdulog — 744° (744* = Byz)

v Tovdalwy W, 713, 1282¢, 2147
oOTGV 517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc’ (= 505, 702, 976, 1048, 2522)

Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 4:14 Kol vméotpeer 6 ‘Inoodc év th duvapel tod mreduntog
cic T Todtdoloy. kel ¢Mun EERABer ka®’ OANG THC MEPLYWPOL TeEPL
a0TOD.

Parallels:
NAZ Mark 1:39 Kol HAOcr knploowy €i¢ ThC ouvaywyoc odTOV €ig
oAy v Todtdotoy kol o Selpovie EKPUAAwY.

"Judaeae" Lat™ (s. Zahn)

NA?" Matthew 4:23 Kol mepLfiyev év 0An tf [eAtiaie SLb0okwy €v Talg
OUVOYWYOLE aDTOV Kol KNPLUOOWY TO €boryyeALor Thg Paotielog

Note previous verse:

NA% Luke 4:43 0 8¢ €lmev mPOC a0TOUC OTL KL TOLC €TEPULE TOACOLY
cboyyeAlonoBul pe &€l TNy Paoticior tod OeoD, OtL émi Todto
QTETTOANY.




Note next verse:
NA% Luke 5:1 ... 00TOC GV €0TWC TMape tTHY Aluvny evvnoapét

Note also:
NAZ Mark 1:28 kol €EfABer 1 akor adTod €0BLC TavToyod €lg OANY Ty
Teplywpov th¢ ToAltdaloc.

o1*: Tovdalog  (28: Topdavov)

NA% Luke 1:26 'Ev 6¢ 1@ Pnvl T¢) €KTw ameotadn 6 dyyeioc Lofpini
amo toD Beod elc moALY Thc [aitdaiog ) dvopn Noaluped
o1*: Tovdalog  (pc: "Tovda)

NA¥ Luke 23:55 KotokoAiovOnooool &€ ol yuvelkee, oltivee Moov
ouveAnAuduiol ék thc Nodtdoloc adTd,
179: "Tovdéac (IGNTP)

NAZ Luke 1:5 ‘Eyéveto év toilc muépale ‘Hpodov Puoiricwe Tig
‘Toudoiog

NA? Luke 7:17 kol €EQABer O Adyoc obtoc €v OAn T Toudale mepl
a0TOD KoL TEom TH TEPLYWPW.

NAZ Luke 23:5 oL 8¢ émioyvor Aéyovtec OTL Grooelel TOV AoV
SLoaokwy kad’ 0Anc the Touvdolac, kol apfopevoc amo the [oadtdoloc
€W Woe.

NA% Mark 1:5 kol €EeTopeleto mpog adtov maow T Touvdoie ywpo

Toudaleg is very strange. If it's an error, it must be a very early one, possibly
even by Lk himself (in which case we should not correct it, but we will never
know). The last mentioned place was in verse 14, Galilea. The next mentioned
place, in the following verse 5:1, is the lake of Gennesaret. Also the parallels,
including Luke's source Mk, have Galilea.

On the other hand it is possible that Galilea is a harmonization to the parallel
accounts. It is quite possible that "Toude.Lo was the original text and that later
scribes tried to work around that by changing it to the Mt/Mk parallel or into
oV Toudalwv or TGOV,

There is no reason why someone should change Galilea into Judea here, except
accidentally. The large array of witnesses makes this quite improbable.

Is it possible that the "other cities" in the previous verse 43 inspired some
scribes to think of Judea?



Another possibility is that Judea is meant here as "land of the Jews" as in Mk
1.5 (so Weiss). This is also clearly meant in Lk 1:5 and possibly also in Lk 7:17 and
Lk 23:5. This interpretation would also be in line with the statement in verse 43
"I must proclaim the good news of the kingdom of God to the other cities also".

It is interesting that the majority of Lectionaries apparently read ‘Toudalog
here (Wachtel, SBL 2005).
Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 51

17. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 5:2 kol €ldevy 600 TAOLE €0TOTH TP THY Alyvmy: ol &¢
QALELC AT aDTOV GTOPUVTEC ETALVOY T SLKTUX.

d0o mAola P75, 01¢, €%, D, O, f1, f13, 157, 565, 700, Maj, Lat, Bois, Trg
TAOL 01*
TAOL &V0 B, W, 579, 892, pc, e, WH, Bal
dvo mAoLapie A, C*, L, Q¢ P, 1*, 33, 1071, 1241, 1424, al,
a, f, NA® WH™ Gre
TAOLOPL, 600  Weiss (no MS support)

Lacuna:
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 6:23 Al HAOcy TAoL[apr]e ék TiPepradog €yyug tod ToTOU
OTou €daryor TOV GPTOV €DYUPLOTNOKVTOC TOD KUPLOU.

TAoLa, P75, (01), B, W, ¥, 157, pc, Lat
TAOLOPLO, A, (D), L, ©, f1, f13, 33,579, 1071, 1424, Maj

NAZ John 6:24 évéPfnoor aldtol €l To TAoapLe kol MABov  elg
Kadoproovp {nrodrteg tov Incodv.

TAOL (01), A, ©, f1, 28, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj

TAolaple  P75,01%,B,L, N, W, ¥, 33,579, 892, 1071, dl

NA? Luke 5:3 €ufog 8¢ €l¢ €v TV TAOLWY,
27 \ 4 ~ 14 b ~ C 4 14
NA?" Luke 5:7 KL KOTEVELOOV TOLG LETOXOLS €V T() €TEPW TAOLW

Interesting, because a diminutive appears. Similar to Jo 6:23, see there.

Blass notes that diminutives are not accepted in "good Greek", so it is possible
that scribes changed TAoLOP L into TAOTC.

Difficult.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 23) notes that it is possible that scribes found the little
boats too small for TOV OxAov of verse 1. Placing 600 in front of TAOLOPLA
should emphasize it. He also suggests a possible conformation to Lk 5:3 and 5:7.

Th. Zahn (Comm. Lk.) thinks that the word order variation of V0 makes it
suspect.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Luke 5:5; Luke 8:24:; Luke 8:45; Luke 9:33; Luke 9:49

NA? Luke 5:5 kol GTokpLOelc Lipwy elmey: émiotate, 6L 0ANG VUKTOG
KOTILOLOOVTEC ODOEY EAGPOUEY: €TL 8€ TG PNUKTL 00U XUAKOW TO
SlkTuc.

B: no umlauts

dL80.0keAe D, a, d (magister)

NAZ" Luke 8:24 TpooeAovTeC ¢ SLNyeLpay adTOV AEYOVTEG ETLOTOTO,
ETLOTATH, GTOAAUUEO. O 6 SLeyepOele EmeTiunoer TG GVELR KoL TG

’ ~ U \ b 4 \ b 4 14
KAUDOWVL TOU LOKTOC™ KOL €ETOVOKVTO KOL EYEVETO YOANVN.

KOpLE, KUPLE D, d, Sy-C
5180 0KoAE a, ¢, e, r' (magister)

NA? Luke 8:45 kol €lmer 0 ‘Inoodc’ Tl O aoueroc Hov; GPrOoUUEVwY
8¢ mavtwy elmer 0 II€Tpog: EMLOTOT, OL OYAOL OLVEXOUCLY O€ Kul
amoBALBovaLy.

dL80okaAe 157, a, d, r! (magister)

NA? Luke 9:33 Kol €y€veto €v T¢) SLaywplleabul adtovg am’ ahTod
eimer 0 IIétpoc mpog tov 'Inoody: EmLoTaTe, KaAOY €0TLY NUAC WdE
elvol, Kol TOLNOWUEY OKNVOG TPELS, hlor ool kol piey Mwioel kol
wlow "HAlg, pun eldwg 0 Aéyel.

dLé0okade P45, X, 157, pc, a, b, d, r! (magister)

NAZ Luke 9:49 ’AmokpLBeic 8¢ "Twavvng €lmer: EmLOTTe, €LOOUEV TLVK
€V TG OVOUNTL 00U EKPOALOVTE SoLpOVLe Kol €KWAVOEY ohTOV, OTL

00K (KOAOLOEL Wed’ NMUGY.

SLodokale P45, C*, L, E, 157,892,1342, pc, e, a, d, r!, Sy-H™, bo
omit: Sy-C



NAZ Luke 17:13 kol odtol Npov ¢wvty Aéyovtec: ‘Inood émiotoro,
EAENOOV MUAC.

omit: 472

Probably changed to avoid the unusual (for the NT) term.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 53
NAZ Luke 5:17 koL SUvaiuLe Kuplov v €ig T Laobul adTov.

BYZ Luke 5:17 kol SOVeLS KUpLov MY €i¢ T0 LaoBel adToUC.

T&T #6
Byz A,C,D,O,,fl,f13,33,892,1071, Maj Latt, Sy-P. Sy-H. bo, goth, Trq
txt Ol B L, W, E, 579, 2542, pc?, Sy-S, sa, Trg™
pc = 313, 371, 434, 752, 1016, 1264, 1821, 1822
TAVTOC K, bo™

o0TOVG TOVTeG  Sy-Pal?
UBS and IGNTP have Sy-Pal for the K reading, the conflated extra reading is
only in Metzger's commentary. A.S. Lewis says "all have Tavteg for adTOV."

omit kol dlvaple ... adtdy 1241
B: no umlaut

€l¢ T0 L@oBuL ohTOV AcI  "for his healing"
elc 10 1aoBaL odtolc "to heal them"

Compare:

NA? Luke 4:40 Abvovtoc 6¢ ToD MALov amevtec 0ooL €lyor aodevodvtog
voooLg ToLklAaLg fiyoryor adToug TPOC ahTOV: O 6€ €Vl €K0oTw DTGV
TG YELPOG EMLTLOELS EBepamever adTOUC.

Robertson: "neat Greek, but awkward English". Possibly the AcI has not been
understood. €OTOV is the subject of TO L&aBaL, not the object.

It is possible that c0TOV has been changed to a:0TOUG as a conformation to Lk
4:40. There is no reason for a change from c:0TOUG to AOTOV.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 54

Minority reading:
NAZ" Luke 5:25 Kol ToPeYpfue Graoteg €vwmiov alt®dv, Gpag ép’ O
KOTEKELTO, GTAABeY €lc Tov olkov adTod dofalwy Tov Oedv.

27 \ » b4 (4 \ bl 4 \ \
NA%" Luke 5:26 KoL €koTooLe €Aofev omovtoc Kol €60tolov TOov Oeov
kol €mAnoOnoar $popov A€yovtec 0TL €ldouer Topadokn ONUEpoV.

omit: D, M, S, W, X, ¥, Q*, 157, 579, 1241, pc’®, e, d
118, 205, 209(=f1),
13, 69, 124, 174, 788(=f13),

\ b4 (4
KoL €KOTOOLE eAofer amovTog a

f13: 230, 346, 828, 983 have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 9:8 1d0vTec 6¢ ol OyAoL ébofndnoay kol €80fncoy TOV
Bcov Tov 8oVt €Eoualor TOLDTNY TOLS AVOPWTOLC.

27 . \ b ’ e \ 76\ b4 \ 4 b F\)\‘e
NAZ Mark 2:12 kol fyépOn kol €0BUC dpog Tov kpaPattor EERAOey
€uTpoofey TavTwy, Wote €Elotaobul Tovtac Kl SofaleLy TOV Beov
A€YOUTOG OTL OUTWC OVLSETOTE €LOOUEY.

Very probably omitted due to h.t. (ending verse 25).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 55

NAZ Luke 5:33 OL &¢ elmov Tpog adTOV: ol padnrel Twarvou
UNOTEVOLOLY  TUKVO Kol  O€noeLg moLoDvTol OMolwe Kol oL TRV
dopLoalwy, ol 6¢ ool €0BLlouoLy Kol TLVYOUOLY.

BYZ Luke 5:33 OL &6¢ elmov mpo¢ adTov Suee TL ol padntal Twavvou
UNoTEDOUOLY  TUKVG Kol denoelg  moLodrtal  Opolwe kol ol TGV
dopLonlwy ol 8¢ ool €00lovoLY Kel TLYoLoLY

Byz 01*% A,C,D,R, 0, Y, fl, 13,579, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo®", goth, [Trq]
txt P4(200 CE), 01¢, B, L, W, E, 33, 157, 892, 1241, pc, sa, bo*'

IGNTP and Hoskier's collation have 157 for txt, Swanson for Byz.
Sy-S and Sy-C have lacunae.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 9:14 Tote mpooépyovtal «dT® ol pabntal Twavvou
Aéyovteg S TL muelc kel ol Paproaiol vnotevoper [moAda], ol 8¢
Lodntal oov o0 vnotebouvoLy;

NAZ Mark 2:18 Kol noar ol pebntel Twovvov kol ol Paprociol
UNOTEVOVTEC. KOl €PYOoVTOL Kol A€youoLy oadtey: 6Ll TiL ol podntal
Twovvov kel ol pedntal tov daplLoaiwy vnotedouvoLy, ol 8¢ ool
HoOnTal 00 YnoTelouoLy;

Very probably a harmonization fo Mt, Mk (so Weiss). There is no reason for an
omission.

The omission makes a statement out of a question. Jesus answers in verse 34
although it merely says: 0 8¢ ’Incolg €lmer TPOG ®UTOUS" So, on the one
hand it is possible that the 610 TL has been added to create a question. On the
other hand it is possible that the absence of o’cTrOKp LO€LC in verse 34 led to the
excision of OL& TL in verse 33 (so Hoskier).

Compare Mk 2:18 where first the statement is made which is then followed by
the question!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 56

18.Difficult variant

NA% Luke 5:36 "Eleyev 8¢ kol Tapofoiny mpo¢ adTovg OTL 00SELG
ETPANUI GO Lpatiov kelvod oylowg émBaiiel €Ml LUOTLOV ToAXLOV:
€l 8¢ WM ye, kol TO KaLvov oyloel kol TG ToeAul® o0 ouppwYnioeL TO
emiPANUE TO &m0 TOD KoLvoD.

BYZ Luke 5:36 "EAeyer 6¢ kol mapafoAny mpog adtolg OtL O0delg
ETLBATILOL lpotiov kaLvod EMLPaAAEL €TL LpaTLOY TANLOV®
el 8¢ unye, kol TO KeLvov oxilel kol TG ToAwle o0 ouudwrel TO
&m0 ToL KoLvod

Not in NA, and only Byz in SQE!

luatlov kolvod A,C,R, ¥, 565, 1071, 1424, Maj, Lat, goth
4mO LUaTLOL Kolvod X, 13, 700, Sy-H

luetiov kawvod oylooc W, 157¢, 579
amooyLlong ipatiov ketvod O, Sy-P

amo Lpatiov kelvod oyloec P4(200 CE), 01, B,D,L, W, 0, B, 1, 22, 33,
157*, 892, 1241, pc, d, Co

P4: Acc. to Comfort P4* reads: 40 LuaTiov TeAalod oyLlooc which has been
corrected then into txt. This is not noted in IGNTP.

Sy-S and Sy-C have lacunae.

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 9:16 00delc ¢ €mLBairel EMLBAMUN PAKOLS AYVapoL €Tl
LoTlw ToAeLe: olper yop TO TANpwRe «0Tod 4mo ToD Luatiov Kol
YELPOV oy Llope ylveToL.

NA% Mark 2:21 O08elc EMLBANUE POKOUC Gyvadoy ETLPUTTEL €TL LILKTLOV
ToALOv: €l 8¢ pn, alper Tt TANpwUe an’ owhtod TO Kelvov ToD
TodLod Kol xe€lpov oylope ylvetul.

One of the rare cases with an omission in the Byzantine text (note also next
variant).



Both parallel accounts have the genitive without the preposition, but both use
different words here and also the sense is slightly different. It seems that
O-X(aC(L), "tear", is required in the first place, because KoL TO KOLVOV OXI'.CGL =
"also the new will be torn" takes up the word again. Possibly it has been added
for this reason?

The only reason to omit 0YLocc would be to make it more conform to the
parallel accounts.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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19.Difficult variant

NA% Luke 5:36 "Eleyev 8¢ kol Tapofoiny mpo¢ adTovg OTL 00SELG
EMBANUE &TO Lpatiov kalvoDd oyloag EMLBOAAEL ETL LUKTLOV TOAXLOV:
€l 8¢ un ve, kol TO KoLVOV Oy LoeL

Kol TG TeAol o0 ovupwrnoel T0 ETLRANUE TO &md ToD Kolvod.

BYZ Luke 5:36 "EAeyer 6¢ kol mapafoAny mpog adtolg OtL O0delg
b 4 3 / ~ b 4 b \ € 4 4 b \ ’
ETLRANUE LUOTLOU KoLvoD €TLPoAAEL €Tl LUOTLOY ToALOV: €L &€ UNYE,
Kol TO KoLvov oyLlel

Kol TG TeAolE o0 oupndwrel 70 QMO TOD KOLVOD

Byz A, KIIR, A, ¥, 565, Maj, goth

txt P4(200CE),01,B,C,D,L, W, X,Y,0,A,0211,0233, f1, f13, 33, 157,
579,700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, 2542, al, Latt, Sy, Co
10 GmO ToD KoLvoDd EMLPANULL D

P4: The editio princeps (Merell, 1938) reconstructs:

W TIAAAID OY [CY M
WDNHCCE] 17O [CTUBIAH

MA 770 ATIO T'OY K[AIN]OY

Lacuna: E, Sy-S and Sy-C

B: no umlaut

It is possible that in the txt reading a direct subject has been added. This is
supported by the fact that in D the word has been added at the end. Is this an
independent addition or a re-ordering?

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 58
NAZ Luke 5:38 GAAG, OlvOV VéOV €l¢ GokoUC Kalvoug BAmTEOV.

BYZ Luke 5:38 GAAX OLVOV VEOV €l¢ GOKOUG KoLVOUC BANTEOV
kol auddtepoL cuvTnPoIVTOL.

T&T #7

Byz A,C,D,R 0,Y,f13, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo™*, goth, [Trg]
BaAlovoLy kel dudotepor tnpodvtal D, it, Sy-P, Marcion®

txt  P4(200 CE), P75"¢, 01¢, B, L, W, f1, 33, 131, 157, 579, 700, 1241, pc?, Co
01*: BAAOVO LY
W: Baiintol
pc = 5, 301°

Lacuna: E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Matthew 9:17 &AAX BoAlovoly olvov véov €i¢ dokolLg kolvolg, Kol
audOTepoL auvtnpodrToL.

NA?" Mark 2:22 GAAX OLVOV V€OV €LC GOKOUC KOLVOUC.
BYZ Mark 2:22 GAAX OLVOV V€OV €l¢ GOKOUC KelvoUg BANTEOV.
omit: 01*, B, pc’
pc = 1041, 1282, 2528*
01 corrected by 01¢

Very probably a harmonization to Mt.
Note the rare PANT€ov, a verbal adjective from BaAAw: "must be put". This
word is basically safe in Lk. It is very questionable if the omission in Mk is

correct.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA? Luke 5:39 [kaL] o08€elc TLOVY TodoLOv BEAEL Vvéov:
AéyeL yap: O TaAaLOC YPNOTOC EOTLV.

Western non-interpolation

omit verse: D, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff%, I, r!), Marcion, Ir, Eus

WH have the verse in brackets.

txt P4, P75 ..., Lat(aur, f, q, vg)

omit kal: P4, P75"¢, 01, B, 579, 700, 892, 1241 (see "Minor variants WH").

Lacuna: E, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:
Gospel of Thomas logion 47.3
“No person drinks old wine and immediately desires to drink new wine."

The verse is not in Mt and not in Mk. It has either been omitted due to the
harmonizing tendency of D in Lk or it is a secondary interpolation. Since the
external evidence is overwhelming, the latter is not very probable.

Why Marcion omitted the sentence is clear, because he thought it validated the
authority of the OT.

The saying also appears in the Gospel of Thomas.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 5:39 [kal] 008€lLe LWV TeAoLOV O€AeL véov: Aéyel yoap: O
TOAKLOC YPNOTOSC €0TLV.

BYZ Luke 5:39 kol 0ODOELC TLWY ToAxLOV €DBEwe BEAeL VéOV: A€YeL Yap
‘O ToALOC YPNOTOTEPOS EOTLY

"the old is good"
"the old is better"

Byz A,C,R,0,Y,fl,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, goth, Trg™
txt  P4(200 CE), P75"¢,01, B, L, W, 157, 1241, 1342, pc, Sy-P, Co

omit the verse: D, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff? I, r'), Eus (see next variant)

Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.

Sy-S and Sy-C have lacunae.

From P75 only the last S of xpn0TO¢ is visible, but space calculations make it
improbable that it read }pNOTOTEPOC.

Lacuna: 2

B: no umlaut

The Byzantine reading indicates a misinterpretation: The person who sticks with
the old does not do it because the old is better (in his view), but because it is
good (enough). He has not tried the new one, so he cannot know if it is better.

Is it possible that the word has been changed to avoid confusion with XpLotog?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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20.Difficult variant
NAZ Luke 6:1 Eyéveto 6¢ &v oofBaty SLamopeleabot
a0TOV 6Ll OTOPLUWY,

BYZ Luke 6:1 'Eyéveto 8¢ €V oofPatw SeLTEPOTPWTR SLamopedeodul
a0TOV OLl TOV OTOPLULWY

T&T #8

Byz A,C,D,R,0, Y, f13, Maj, Lat(a, aur, d, f, 2, vg), Sy-H, goth, Gre
Lat = sabbato secundoprimo

txt  P4(200 CE), P75 01, B,L, W, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 22, 33, 157,579, 1241,
2542, pc®, it(b, c, e, |, q, rl), Sy-P, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co
pc = 588, 697, 791, 1005, 1210, 1365, 2372, 2670

ooty Tpwi e
"sabbato mane"
="in the morning"

oofBotw Sevtépw TPWL  cj. Frangois Bovon, 1989 (Lk Com.)

Tregelles has ooBPatw [6euTepoTPWT®] in the margin.
Lacuna: E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% Luke 4:31 Kol katfil@ev cic Koapoproovy moaly th¢ FeAtioloc.
kel M dLdaokwy adtolg €V tolg ouBfaoLy:

NA? Luke 6:6 Eyéveto 8¢ év €tépw oofPatw

Compare LXX:

LXX Psalm 23:1 JaApnog t6) Aculd thg pLag oaPfotwy tod Kuplov
LXX Psalm 47:1 JaApnoc wdfic toic vioic Kope devtépa oaPpotou
LXX Psalm 93:1 JaAnoc t¢) Aauld tetpadt oofBatwy

External against internal evidence.



A real mystery. The word occurs nowhere else (M.A. Robinson notes the titles of
several psalms, which also contain similar references of (today) unknown
meaning). The reading is normally considered as originating through some
strange scribal blunder. But the given explanations are quite unsatisfactory. The
best is that of Skeat who thinks of a dittography BATWBATW, which was
subsequently interpreted as -BATW BA-TW with B and A representing numbers.

Another explanation is that some scribe wrote TPWTwW here, with reference to
the other Sabbath in 6:6, but then remembered an earlier Sabbath in 4:31 and
correct the TPWTW into B€LTEPW, which then led to SeLTEPOTPWTW, but this
appears very far-fetched. Klein argues that actually Luke himself wrote TpWTw.

Francois Bovon in his Luke commentary conjectures oofBatw S€utépw TPWL.
The problem with this suggestion is, as Bovon himself acknowledges, that Luke
does not like the word TPWL and avoids it when he finds it in Mark. However,
the advantage of the emendation for the narrative is that the early time of the
day explains the hunger of the disciples.

H. Sahlin (NovT 24 (1982) 160-79) notes the word-order variant later in the
verse.

NA? Luke 6:1 kel fjoBLov Tolg otayvac PWyovtes Tols Xepolv.

BYZ Luke 6:1 TOUC 0TOXLG KoL HoBLov Juyovtec Tolc XepoLy

Sahlin suggests that some scribe wrote deltepor TPOTOV above the words to
indicate exchange. Another scribe misunderstood this and created the variant.

The meaning was already unknown in Jerome's time. He asked Gregor Nazianz
about it, but he didn't know it either.

Eustratius (in his life of Eutychius) refers to the €LTEPOTPWTN KULPLOKY as
the first Sunday after Easter. The word d€uTepEayaToC is also known (see Th.
Zahn, Comm. Lk.).

It remains strange. If the word is correct, it must have been borrowed from
something in the Jewish calendar, and should have been generally known. Then
there would be no reason for an omission.

It might additionally be noted that ScuTEpOTPWTW is visually and acoustically
similar to the following word dLamopeteaBul.



Compare:

e T.C. Skeat "The 'Second-First' Sabbath (Lk 6:1): The final solution" NTS 30
(1988) 103

e Hans Klein "Am ersten Sabbat - Eine Konjektur zu Lk 6:1" ZNW 87 (1996)
290-93

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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21.Difficult variant
~ ~ 4
NA?" Luke 6:2 TL TOLELTE O OUK €E€0TLY TOLC oafPooLy;
BYZ Luke 6:2 TL TOLELTE O OVK €E€0TLY TOLELY €V Tolc oofBaoLy

ToLeELY év tolg oaffacy A, C, K II, O, ¥, 13, 33, Maj,
q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®", goth

ToLely  tolg oaffaoy 01, (D), U, W, f1, 124, pc
T0lc oofBaoLy  TOLELY L

txt  P4(200 CE), P75, B, R, 69, 788(=f13), 700, pc, Lat, sa, bo?"

D: 1de Tl TorodoLy ol padntal oov tolc oaPPuciy 6 olk €EeoTLy;
Lacuna: E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ Matthew 12:2 oL 6&¢ Doploniol L8OVTec elmar wdT@: LooL ol
LodnTol oov ToLodoLY 0 00k €E€0TLY TOLELY €V oofPatw.

TOLELY €V Tolc oofBaoLy 157, 1071

NA?" Mark 2:24 18¢ tiL moroDoLy tolc oofBacLy 0 oUk €E€oTLV;

Compare:

NA% Luke 4:31 kol v SL8aokwy adToug €V Tolc ooffaoLy:
NA?" Luke 13:10

"Hy 8¢ SL600KWY €V ULl TRV oLVOYWYDV €V Tole oaPfuoLy.

The D reading seems fo be a harmonistic combination from Mt and Mk.

The Byzantine reading could be a harmonization to Mt. There is no reason for an
omission. The support for txt is slim. In 4:31 and 13:10 Lk uses €V TOlLg
oofpaoLy. Stylistic reasons?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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22. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 6:3 Kol amokpLBele Tpog adtovg €imer 0 ‘Inoodc: olde TolTo
GUéEyvwte 0 €molnoey Aauld 0Te émelvaoery adTtO¢ Kol ol Wet’ adTod
[OvTec],

NAZ Luke 6:4 [wc] elofABer eic tov olkov ToD Oeod

omit: P4(200 CE), B, D, Bal

01*, W, 579, [Trg]
01, L, X, ©, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 33, 157, 700, 1241, pc, L890

e

ovtec w¢ A, C, K, 11,579, 892, Maj, goth, [Trg™], Tis

b4

dvtec Mg R, f13, 1071, 517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc
TOVTEC TOC 124,174 (=f13), L211
dvtec Bois

Lacuna: &, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 12:3 0 8¢ €lmer adTOLG" OUK GUEYVWTE TL €moinoer Awuld
0Te €melvaoer Kol ol Wet’ adToD,
NAZ Matthew 12:4 Q¢ €LofAber €ic TOV olkov toD BeoDd
W. (f)g

NA%" Mark 2:25 KoL A€yeL a0TOLG OUBETOTE VéyvwTe TL €molnoer Awvld
0Te ypelay €oyev kol émelvaoery a0TOC Kol Ol Het’ adToD
NAZ Mark 2:26 ¢ €lofiABer €lc TOv olkov tod Beod

omit TO¢: B, D
add 6VTeg: D
add qoov: A

The omission of OVTeEC is possibly a harmonization to Mt, Mk (so Weiss). On the

other hand it could have been added to improve style. Note the similar changes
in MK

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA% Luke 6:4 [w¢] €lofiABer eic tov oikov tod Beod kol TOLC GPTOUC
TRc TpoBéoewe Aafwr époyer kal €dwker  TOLC pet’ adToD, 0U¢ 0UK
€EcotLy doyely el un wovoug toug Lepelc;

BYZ Luke 6:4 w¢ €L0TABer €lc OV olkov oD 0€oD kol TOUC GPTOUC THC
TpoBEsewg EAaPer kol €poyer kol €dwKEY Kol TOLG et ahToD oV OUK

b4 ~ 2 \ 4 \ 3 ~
€E€OTLY POYELY €L U1 LOVOUG TOUG LEPELG

Byz 01, A,D,R,0,f13, 33,157,579, Maj, Sy-H, bo
txt  P4“4(200 CE), B,L, W, ¥, f1, 372, 1352, 1604, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, sa, goth

omit: kKol €dwkev Tolc Let’ adtod 700

IGNTP has bo for txt, NA for Byz
Lacuna: C, E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Mark 2:26 kol €8WKeV kel Tolg oUv a0T® ovoLY;
omit: D, Lat

There is no reason for an omission. The kol fits good and is probably a natural
addition here. Note a similar case in the next verse 5 (see below). It is possibly
a harmonization to Mk (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading: Lk 6:5 D

NA? Luke 6:4 [w¢] elofABer eic tov olkov tod Ocod kol TOLC &PTOUG
The mpoBéocwe Aufwr €dayer kol €dwkey Tolg pet’ ahTod, olg 0lK
€EcoTLy puyely el un povoug Toug Lepelg; T

The so called "Cambridge pericope™:

e b -~ (3 ’ 4 4 9 14 -~ / [0
™ o0Th Nuepe Oeaoopevoc Tve epyolouevory T oofBotw elmey
TO®
» b \ ol 4 ~ 4 [ b \ ’ Ol
avOpwme €l Uer oldug TL TOLELE HoKoPLOC €l. €l 6e un oldoeg
EMLKOTAPOTOC KoL Tapoatne €l Tod vopov.

.|
Cel A

Eodem die videns quendam operantem sabbato et dixit illi:
Homo, siquidem scis, quod facis, beatus es, si autem nescis, maledictus et
trabaricator legis.

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

“On the same day he saw a man working on the Sabbath and said to him: Man, if
you know what you are doing, you are blessed, but if you do not know, you are
accursed and a transgressor of the law."

This passage is generally referred to as Lk 6:5D, but D actually shifts verse 5
after verse 10. This way D has three incidents concerning Jesus and the
Sabbath which are finished by the statement of Jesus' sovereignty over the
Sabbath. Good composition, but excluded by external evidence.

WH: "Possibly from the same source as the Section on the woman taken in
adultery."

E Bammel writes: "The old Latin codex Palatinus (e) intfroduces Luke 6:1 by the
addition of mane to the normal text, that means in a way which suggests that
another story was to follow later on the same day - as it actually does in D. If
this is right, it would point fo the existence of the pericope at some stage of
the Latin version and thereby to a more widespread occurrence, the last trace
of which is found in e."



Compare:
e E. Bammel "The Cambridge pericope. The addition fo Lk 6:4 in Codex
Bezae" NTS 32 (1986) 404-26
e J.D.M Derrett "Luke 6:5 D reexamined" NovT 37 (1995) 232-48
e T. Nicklas "Das Agraphon vom 'Sabbatarbeiter' und sein Kontext: Lk 6:1-
11 in der Textform des Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis (D)" NovT 44 (2002)
160-175

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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23. Difficult variant
NA% Luke 6:5 Kol €Aeyer a0TOLC
KUPLOC €0ty Tod oafPatov 6 LLOG ToD AVOpWTOU.

BYZ Luke 6:5 kol éAeyer ahTOLG OTL
KUPLOG €0TLY O LLOC ToD avdpwtou kel tod oePpatou

Byz A,D,LR,O,%,fl,fl13,33, Maj,
Latt, Sy-H, sa, bo"", goth, Marciont, WH™ Gre, Trqg

txt 01, B, W, 1241, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, bo", WH, NA*
omit 0TL: P4, 01*, B, W, f1, 157, 579, 700, 954, pc

Lacuna: C, E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

P4 is not noted in NA. In IGNTP it is not noted as defective and also not in the
apparatus (except that it omits OTL). So one must assume that it reads Byz. But
this is certainly not correct. P. Comfort has P4 for txt, but the ed. princeps (J.

Merell RB 47,1938, 5-22) reads (letters in red doubtful):

[TOYIC IEFEIC: KAI EAE
[FEIN AY T 0IC KC ECTIn

KA1 T°OY CABBAT OY O]
[Y10C] TOY ANOPWIIOY

E€reNeTOo A€ eN Tw eT €

’I’(D CARBAT WD EICEABOCIN

This also Skeat (NTS 1997) notes, without presenting the text: "kal TOD
oof3Betou: the Kol is required by the space". From the above reconstruction

this seems reasonable, but it would create a singular reading (note that this is
the reading of the TR in Mt!).



Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 12:8

KUpLOG yap €0ty ToD oofBatov 0 viog ToD Avbpwmou.
0 uloc Tod avfpwmov kel tod cofBatov
f1, 33,157,788, 1424, pc, vg (not in NA and not in SQE)
kol ToD oofPotov O vioc Tod drOpwTOL
124,372,565, dl, f, vg™, Sy-Pal, TR (1)

NAZ" Mark 2:28 ()oTe
’ 4 b e [ ~ J 4 \ ~ /
KUPLOGC €0TLY 0 ULLOG TOD avBpwtou kel Tob oeffetov.

Either the txt reading is a harmonization to Mt or the Byzantine reading is a
harmonization to Mk (so Weiss). Generally a harmonization to Mt is more
probable than to Mk. Also the support is quite limited for the txt reading.

The OTL is not in the Matthean parallel (but there is a yop, and in verse 12:6
there is a OTL). There is no reason to omit the OTL in Lk. It was possibly added
to separate KUPLOG from the preceding, because one could interpret the words
as Kol édeyer adTolc 6 KUPLOG ...

Note also that some witnesses at Mt 12:8 have the reading with KoL, either as a
harmonization to Byz-Lk or to Mk. Interestingly some witnesses in Mt insert the
Kol between €0TLY and ToD oofBatov, without parallel. This is possibly the
reading of P4 in Lk.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:
NAZ Luke 6:10 kol TepLPAcfaperoc movtag o0TOLE ' €lmer adTd:

€KTELVOV TNV XELpE 00L. O B¢ €TOLNoEV Kol Gmekateotadn 1) YeLp
bl ~
a0TOD.

T &v opyQ D, X, 0, A, f1, 230(=f13), 22, 1071, al,
it(aur, b, ¢, d, ff%, 1, q, r'), Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™™, arm

T uet’ 0pyfic f13, 157, 2542

No MS of f13 omits thisl!

f, vg read txt.

Lacuna: C, E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Mark 3:5 kol mepLprefaperoc adToug Wet’ 0pYfg, OLAAUTOUUEVOG
el Th Twpwoel ThHC kapdlag adTdY Aéyel TG AVBpWTW: EKTELVOY TNV
YELPeL. KoL EEETELVEY Kol GTekoTeoTadn N yelp adToD.

Probably inspired from Mk. This emotional release is a-typical for Lk. There is no
reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 6:10 koL TepLBieapervoc mavtec adtovg eimer adtd:

€KTELVOY TNV XELPO. 00L. 0 O¢ €TOLNoEV Kol GTEKNTEOTHON T YELP
) ~

a0TOD.

BYZ Luke 6:10 Kol TePLPACPOUEVOC TOVTHG (DTOUE €LTEY aDTG)
"EKTeLvor Ty x€lpa. 6ov 0 6€ €molnoer Kol GTOKaTeoTadn M xeLp
o0TOD LYLNC WC 1 AAAN.

Byz A,D,QW,0,Y,fl, {13,157, 565, 892, 1071, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal

DYLIE W¢ N &AAN E, M, S, VY, T, A, Q, 13, 28, 700, 1071, 1241, 1424, Maj, ¢

¢ <

WC N @AAN VyLnc 892

Wwe N GAAn A K IL Q U, X, A, 0, ¥,047,0211, 174, 788(=f13), 157,
565, 2542, al,
b, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, goth, [Trq]

W¢ KoL M &AAN D, f1, pe, f, rt

\

VYLIG W, 579
txt  P4(200 CE), P75"¢, 01, B, L, 33, pc, Lat(a, aur, e, ff2, I, vg), Co

Lacuna: C, E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: umlaut! (1314 B 36 L) 10 .. o0t0D. 11 adtol &€ émAnadnoov

Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 12:13 TOTE A€YeL TG AVOPWTW* EKTELVOY OOL TNV YELPC.
Kol €EETELVEr Kol QmeknTeoTadn LYLNG W T) GAAM.
WC 1 BAAN. it, Sy
VYLTG 01, C¢, 892*




NA? Mark 3:5 €KTELVOV TNV YeLpo. Kol €EETELVEY Kol Qmekateotadn 1
xeLp adToD.

BYZ Mark 3:5"EkTeLvov THY X€lpe 00U. Kol €EETELVEY Kol GToKaTeoTadn
M xelp adTod LYLNE WC 1) CAAN.

Byz C¢, L, O, 13,157, 892, Maj, a, b, ¢, Sy-S

omit f)yL[]‘ o 346,qa,b, c, Sy-S

txt 01,A,B,C* K P, W,A 0% A, Il f1, 33, 565, 579, pc,
Lat(aur, e, f, 1, g, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

€VOEwe D, it(d, ff2, i, rh)

Clearly a harmonization to Mt. The variation is interesting.

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

NA? Luke 6:17 Kol kotofog pet’ adt@dr €otn €ml tomov medLrod, Kol
OyAoc TMOALC pednTdr adtod, kel TARBoC mOAL TOd AxoD &TWO TOOTC
thc Tovdoilag kol Tepovoadnu kol th¢ Tapailov Tipov kol Xiddvog,

BYZ Luke 6:17 Kol kotefoc pet adt@dr €otn €ml TOTou TedLvod Kol
Oy AoC pednTt@dy odtod kel TAROOC mOAL TOD AnoD AmO TaoNg
thc Tovdalog kol Tepovoadnu kol Th¢ mapailov Tipov kol XLdGvog

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A,D,Q,0,Y,f13, 33,1342, Maj, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-H, bo, goth, Trg
OYAOC TOV puodntdr ¥ (Swanson)
0 OyAoc TV podntdr ¥ (IGNTP)

txt P75,01,B,L, W, 1,579, 892, 1241, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa
OYAOC TOAUC TV podnTdY 579

LET TV padntdr 157 (without Kol)

omit: kol OYAoc pebntdy 983

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Mark 3:7 Kol 0 'Inoodc pete ThV uadntdr adtod avexwpnoey mpog
my Ooednoooy, kol TOAL TARBoc amo Thc [NaAitdnlec [HkoAovdnoev],
kel amo the Tovdaloc

NA? Matthew 4:25 kol TKoAoUOMOOY DTG OyAoL TOAAOL GTO Tfg
Codtdolog kel Ackomorewe kol Tepoooitpwy kol Tovdelog kol TEpOY
t0D "Topdovov.

Compare:

NAZ" Luke 5:29 Kol émoinoer Soymv peyainy Aevlg adt® €év Tf olklg
a0TOD, Kol MY OYA0C TOAUC TEAWVRV Kol GAAWY Ol Mooy Het’ adTdv
KOTOKELLEVOL.




NA% Luke 7:11 Kal €yéveto €v t¢) €Efc €mopeln elg TOALY kadoupévny
Naiv kol ouvemopebovto alTd ol wedntal adtod kal 0xAog ToAlC.

The term OYA0¢ (TOAVG) WaONTQOV = crowd of disciples, appears howhere else.
But in Lk 5:29 appears OYA0G TOAVG TEAWVGOV.
It is possible that TOAUG has been added as an enhancement or from 5:29. The

support is not very good.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 132) thinks that TOAUC has been omitted, because it

seemed too much for the group of disciples.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA? Luke 6:17 Kol kotofog pet’ adTdV €0Tn €ml tomou medLvod, Kol
OxAoc TOALG HodNT@dV ahToD, kol TARB0C TOAL ToD AxoD &mO Taong
thc Tovdailag kol Tepovoadnu T kol thg Tapaiiov TOpou kol

21001r0c¢,

T kel ITupatog  O1* (corrected by 019)
T kel Tlepoloc  L150*, L299

T kol thc Tlepéoc W, ff2

=

et trans fretum it (a, b, c, ff%, 1, q, r), vg™*
fretum = "seaq, strait, channel"

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Mark 3:7-8 Kal 0 ’Inood¢ peta TGV uabntodr adtod avexwpnoey
TPOc TNV OoAnooov, kel  TOAL  TmAROGoc amo  thc [MaAldwleg
[AkoiovBnoer], kol amo thc Tovdaieg 8 kol &md ‘Iepocodlpwy kol
amo thg ‘Tooupaiog kol mépav tob Topdovov kol Tepl TUpov kol
Y6Gve mARBoc TOAL akovovteg 0o €molel MABov TPOC adTOV.

Lat = et trans Tordanen

NAZ Matthew 4:25 kol TKoAoUONoow odTE OxAoL TOAAOL Q&m0 TfC
Codidoloc kel Ackomorewe kol Tepoooilpwy kal Tovdoloc kol TEPOY
100 Topdavou. Lat = et de trans Tordanen

This is the area east of the Jordan. A natural addition, possibly inspired from
the parallels, where mépoy ToD ’‘Topdavouv appears, which represents
approximately the same area.

WH: "e has et de transmarinis, omitting the following kol Tfg Tepaiiov,
rendered et maritima by most Latins. The Latin reading probably represents kol
[Tepatag, which must thus be regarded as Western."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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25. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 6:25 000l UULY, OL EUTETANOUEVOL VOV, OTL TELVHOETE.

ovol , OL yeA®vteg ViV, 0TL Tevdnoete kol kKAwloeTe.
2 \ e ~ 3 b ’ (V4 /
BYZ Luke 6:25 0Dail DLV OL EUTETANOUEVOL OTL TELVROETE

obal VULV, ol YeA@vteg YOV OTL TevOnoete kol KAa\oeTe
Minority reading:
27 b \ T (V4 3 ~ ~ b4 4 [3 v
NA% Luke 6:26 ool " OToV VHAC KXADC €LTWOLY TaVTEC OL arOpwTOL:
KOTO TO DT Yop €TOLouY TOLS PeudoTpodnToLe Ol THTEPEC KDTOV.

omit 1. Luiv: K, L, O, E, 0147, f13, 579, 892, pc
(not in NA and SQE but in Tis)
f13: 124, 174, 230, 346 have the word.

add 2. UpIv: P75, A,D,P,Q,R, ¥, 33,1071, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth

omit = txt: 01,B,K L, T,W, X, 0, E,60147, f1, f13, 157, 579, 700, 892,
1241, al, Sy-S
f13: 124, 174, 230, 346 have the word.

add 6:26 LUiv: D, W, A, 2, 69(=f13), 1424, pc, b, d, r!, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Ir-™

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
NA? Luke 6:24 TIANV olal LWLV TOLC TAOLOLOLG, OTL GTEXETE TNV
TOPAKANOLY VUGV,

The additions can be explained as making the sayings more symmetrical. The
omissions could be made for similar reasons, to harmonize with the following
"woe's" which miss the DULV.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ" Luke 6:26 000l OToV DG KOADS €LTWOLY TOVTEC oL &vfpwroL:
KOTO, TO DT Yop €TOLouY TOlS PeudoTpodnToLe Ol THTEPEC KDTOV.

BYZ Luke 6:26 000l OToV KOADS VUAC €LTWOLY ol &vfpwmoL*
koo, TodToe Yop €molouy Tolg PeudompodnToLE Ol TUTEPEC KDTAV

T&T #10
Byz D,L,T,A, 28,157, 892*, Maj-part®’, Sy-S, Sy-P, bo?", Marcion”

txt P75,01,A,B,E, H K II,M,P,Q,R, U W,X,0,E, ¥, 0135, 0211, f1, f13,
22, 33,565, 579, 700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, Maj-part®®,
Lat, sa, bo™, goth
omit oL: W, f13, pc* (f13: 69, 124, 174, 346 have it)
ol &vbpwtoL mavteg 01, pc’

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally TavTeC in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare:
NA? Luke 6:22 LokopLOL €0T€ OTaV LONOWOLY UUAC Ol &ropwTol

TOVTEG OL GvOpwToL is a little strange, because it would be quite unusual if
ALL would speak well to you. Also, TaVTeC "was felt to be inconsistent with the
other member of the comparison" (Metzger).

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks it is a conformation to 6:22.

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 6:26 000l OTOV VUAC KOADC €ELTWOLY TOVTEC oL GvOpwroL:
KoTo T 0TC Yop €ToLouvy Tolg PeudompodntaLls ol ToTéPeC adTGV.

omit: P75, B, 700*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, sa, Weiss
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 6:23 yapnte €v ékelvn Th MUépe Kol oKLpTNonTE, L8OL Yop O
LLOBOC DUV TOALG €V T¢) 0Dpov®: Kate To 00T Yop ETOLOLY TOLG
TPOPNTULS Ol TUTEPEC DTDV.

There is no reason for an omission. On the other hand there is a strong reason
for an addition: to harmonize it with verse 23 (so Weiss).

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words have been added to supply a subject for
€ToLOUY, overlooking that ToVTEG Ol GVYOPWTOL was the subject.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:
27 ~ ’ 4 2 \ \ 4 4 \ \ b4
NA“" Luke 6:29 T() TUTTOVTL O€ €TL TTV OLOYOVQ TOPEYE KoL TNV OAANY,
kel &m0 ToD alpovTOC oL TO LUKTLOY Kol TOV YLTOVK PN KWADOTC.

eic Ty OcfLow owaydve.  0O1*

el Ty owyove  D,P, W, ®,700,892, 2542, pc, Cl, Or, Tis
emL TNV O€fLoy oLoyOve  E*, 28,579, 983, 1241, 1424, 1675
txt + add oov: rl sa, arm

txt P75¢, 01 A,B,K II,L,P,R,E, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy, bo, goth

NA: The reading of 01* in NA is in error. NA says 6€£LiV is inserted AFTER
oLyove. This is hot correct according to Tischendorf's facsimile. The error is
confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster.

P75: has a lacuna, but from space considerations it is very improbable that it has
the word deELow.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 5:39 &AL’ 00TLC o€ patmilel eig TNy 8efLay oLeyove [oou],
otpefior TG Kol TNy GAATY:

BYZ Matthew 5:39 GAA 00TLC Oc patiocl €ml TNy &eELar [oov] oLaydve
otpefior adTG Kl TNV GAATY:

€ml TNV SefLar oov awwyove K, II, M, L, ©, f13, 579, 700, 1424, Maj-part,

Gre
emL THY oLyove gou D, k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Aug®™®
emL TNV SefLo oLoyove 01, 1, 346(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 892, 1071,
1241, Maj-part, Or, Cyr
elc TV SefLay oLayove 01*, W, 983, 1689(=f13°), pc (Legg: Z?)
one of the previous two: a, f,h,sa

eic TN defLaw owoyove oov B, Eus, [NAZ®], [WH], Bois, Weiss
NA2®, WH have 00U in brackets

Interestingly nobody added oou in Lk (well, one MS did acc. to Legg: 1604), but
quite some omitted 6€ELiV, as does D in Mt.



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

Compare the discussion in Mt 5:39!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 6:31 Kol kaBwe Bérete Tvo ToL@doLY DULY ol &vOpwroL
TOLELTE VTOLC OOLWC.

BYZ Luke 6:31 kol kaOw¢ Oédete v moL@doly LUV ol Grdpwtol
KoL UUELC TIOLELTE DTOLC OHOLWG

Byz 01,A,D,L PR, W,0,E, Y, f1,f13, 33,565, Mqaj,
Lat(b, c, d, e, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth, WH™, Trg
LUELC ToLelte 565, e

txt P75%9, B, 579, 700, (892), 1241, it(a, aur, £f, 1), Irt, I, WH, NA%®
OLOLWC TOLELTE 892

KaAQ TOLELTE  r!, vg™*, Sy-S

Tregelles has additionally k&l UWELS in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 7:12 Ilavto. oOv Ooe €xv OéAnte Lva ToL@oLy LWLV ol

AVOpWTOL, OUTWC Kol VHELS ToLELTE adTolC
KoL DUELC TOLELTE L
¥4 \ e ~ [S 14 ~
OUTW¢ KoL LDUELC OUOLWCG ToLelTe 157

There is no reason for an omission. Except possibly to make it more terse, as an
aphorism. The addition on the other hand would be quite natural. It could be a

partial harmonization o Mt (so Weiss). The support for txt is rather slim.

IQP's Crit. ed. has 0UTw¢ TOLELTE ADTOLC for Q, a reading that is neither in

Mt nor in Lk.

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

NA? Luke 6:35 TANV GyoTate TOLG €xOpOLC DUDV Kol dyebomoLelte Kol
Soviete undey amedmilovtec:

undevee 01, W, E, T1, 1071, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P, WH™
B: no umlaut

unéev accusative neuter singular
Undéve  accusative masculine singular

davi{w  "lend (money)"
ameATL(w "expect in return"

"But love your enemies, and do good, and lend, hoping for nothing again"
"But love your enemies, and do good, and lend, hoping for no one"

No parallel.

The variant reading undéva does not fit the context. It probably arose as a

transcriptional error: MHACNAATICATUZONTT CC
MHACNAJICATUZONTT CC

Accidentally the A has been doubled (so Weiss).

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 33) notes additionally that it could also be a reflection on

Tof)q éxepof)g which, then, requires the masculine.

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

NAZ Luke 6:42 TQC SUvaonl A€YeLy TG GdeAd@ oov: GOEAPE, deg
exBaiw TO Kappog TO €V TG OGBuALG Tov,

b4

BYZ Luke 6:42 1 TQR¢ OdUvoool A€yely T¢) abeAd®d oov "AdeAdé adeg
exPaiw TO kKappog TO €V TG OPBuALG Tov

Byz A CD,L P W0, E Y, fl, 13, 33, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, bo, goth, [Trg]

txt P752, B, e, ff2, L1056, Sy-S, sa™, bo™
To¢ 6 01,579, 892, pc

kel TS 1365, pe, g', gat, vg

P75 is not noted in NA, but in IGNTP (as "vid") and Swanson. From the facsimile
nothing clearly can be seen before the m@¢. Everything is possible. There are
traces that could be judged as a Sigma from KaTeVO€LG = end of verse 41.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 7:4 ) TQC €PEL TG ABeAPE oov* ddec EKPOAW TO KEPPOC
ek ToD 0pOuALOD oov, Kol LBOL T) SOKOC €V TG OPOUAUED 0OD;

Previous verse 41:
NAZ Luke 6:41 TL 8¢ PAémerc T0 kappoc TO €V 1K) OPONALG TOD
adeApod cou, Ty 8¢ SokOv TNV €V T¢) LOlw O0POXAUD 00 KUTOVOELC;

The addition of a particle is only natural here to smooth the abruptness of the
text. It could come from Mt (so Weiss).

The support for txt with B only is very thin.

IQP's Crit. ed. has TK¢ as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
~ ’ ~ ~

NAZ Luke 6:42 TR¢ SUvaonl AEYeELYy TG OOeAd® o0V GOEAPE, deg
b 4 \ 4 \ b ~ ) ~ 2 \ \ b ~ Pl ~
ekBaiw TO KapPog TO €V TO O0POUALE OO0V, ALTOG TNV €V TG O0POUALE
oou SokOV o0 PAETWY; DLTOKPLTN, ékPaie TP@TOV TNHY G0KOV €k TOD
0pBaAp0D oov, kel TOTE dLafrcfere TO0 kappog TO €V T OPOAAUD TOD
adeAdpod gov ekPaieiv.

D, it (a,aur, b, c, f, ff?, 1, q.r"), Sy-S:
(Sy-C has a lacuna herel)

N TR dUvoonl AEYeLY T6) A8eAP® ooV Adec EKBOAW TO KOPHOC
€k T00 0pBuAUOD oov, Kol LBOL T BOKOGC €V TG 06 OGOUALG UTOKELTOL
DTOKPELTR, ékPoke TP@TOV TNV d0kOV €k ToD O0PpBaAuod 0od kal toTE
SLaPAréfelc ekParely TO kappog ék T0D 0dBaAuod tod adeipod cov.

"subiacet? upocrita" a,aur, b, c, f, ff?, |, q, pt
but (1):
"est? upocrita" d,e

et ecce in oculo tuo trabes subiacet, upocrita it
ipse  in oculo tuo trabem non videns, upocrita vg
B: no umlaut

UTOKeELUoL "lie below"

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 7:4-5 1§ TG €PELC TR ABeAPE 0oL dpec EKPUAW TO KAPPGOC
ek 10D 0pOuALOD oov, Kol LBOL T) SOKOC €V TG OPOUALE 00D;
5 LTOKPLTE, ékPaie TpATOV €k ToD O0PBuALod 00D TNy SokoOV, Kol TOTE
SraPreierc exPoreily T0 kapdoc ek toD 0pOxAuLoDd tod adeAdpod oov.

\ b \ € \ b ~ ~ bl ~ S ~
Sy-C: Kol LOOUL 1) O0KOG €V TR 00 O0QOXALG LTOKELTOL
UTTOKPLTA,

The overall reading of D, it, Sy-S is clearly a harmonization o Mt.

What is most interesting here are the two words UTOKELTOL UTOKPELTA. It has
been suggested (e.g. Vogels) that this is a very early dittography error in a
Greek ancestor of the "Western" text. This may point to an underlying common
ancestor of the Old Latin.

Note also the very interesting fact that Sy-C has this text in Mt (where D and
Sy-S unfortunately have lacunae) !



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 6:43 O0 yop €0TLY 8€VSpOY KaAOV TOLODY KopTOV oumpov,
006 TOALY &EVSpPOY oaTPOV TOLODY KapTOV KA.

BYZ Luke 6:43 O0 yap €0TLY 8€vSpor KaAOV TOLODY KaPTOV Oompov
08¢ SEvdpov oaTPOY TOLODV KPTOV KOAOV

Byz A,C,D,0, Y, 33, Mqgj, Lat, Sy, sa

txt P75,01,B,L, W, E, 0211, f1, f13, 157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 2542,
pc' b' ql bO, [Tﬂ.]

IGNTP has 579 for Byz, against NA, Swanson and Schmidtke.
B: no umlaut

TAALY here: "on the other hand; also"

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 7:17-18 0UTwC TaV 6€vdpor GyoboV KapToLC KKAOUC TOLEL,
T0 8¢ oampor OEVSpor KaPTOUC TOovnpoLg ToLel. 18 o0  Suvatol
8€vdpor  GyodOV KapToLE TOVMPOLC TOLELY 000¢  &Evdpor oaTpovV
KePTOUC KOAOUC TOLELV.

Compare for this use of TAALY:

NA?" Matthew 4:7 €pm a0t 0 'Inoodg MaALY yeypamToL®

NA?" 1 John 2:8 TOALY €VTOANY KaLVMV Ypadw LWLV, ..

NA?” 2 Corinthians 10:7 ... T00T0 A0YL(€00w TaALY €’ €xvToD, ..

TAALY is not needed here, but it fits good. There is no reason why it should have
been added here. Possibly omitted as a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAY Luke 6:45 0 ayaboc GvOpwrmoc €k tod aywbod 6Onoovpod ThC
kapdlog TpodépeL TO ayadov,

Kl 0 Tovnpog ¢k toD movnpod TPOGEPEL
T0 TOVNPOV*

€K Y0P TEPLOOEVUNTOC Kapdlog AdAEl TO 0ToUe a)TOD.

BYZ Luke 6:45 0 &y000¢ GrOpwtog ék tod ayndod Onoovpod The kapdilog
a0ToD TpodépeL TO Ayabov

kel O Tovmpog &vbpwtog ék Ttod Tovmpod Bnoovpod Tfg kepdieg
obToD TPOdEPEL TO TOVMPOY:

€k yap ToD mepLooelpntog The kopdleg AwAel TO oTORK ®bTOD

avBpwtoc (Not in NA but in SQE)
Byz 01 A,C,W,0,E, f13, 33,157, 1071, 1241, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, e, f, ff%, q, r!, vg), Sy, sa™, goth

txt P75,01*,B,D,L, ¥, f1,579, 700, 892, 1342, pc, it(a, b, d, 1), Co

B: no umlaut

Onoavpod ThHe kopdloc olToD
Byz A,C, 0,Y, 13,33, Mqj, it, Sy, bo™

Onoaupod 69, 788, 828(=f13), 1342, it(c, e, f, q, r'), vg™*, bo™*
Bnoavpod oltod sa, bo™*

txt P75,01,B,D,L, W, E, f1,579, 700, 892, 1241, pc,
Lat(a, aur, b, d, ff, 1, vg), Co, arm
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA¥ Matthew 12:35 0 ayw00c (vBpwtoc €k Tod ayebod Onocupod
exPorel ayedo,

Kl 0 Tovnpog Grvdpwtog ¢k tod movnpod Ononvpod ékPaiict Tovmpd.

Probably a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). A natural addition to make the saying
more symmetrical. The support for the two additions is not exactly identical.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 6:48 OOLOC €0TLY GVOPWTW 0LkodopodrTL olkloy 0¢ €okofer
kKol €Baduver kol €Onker BepéAlov €ml TNy TETpoY: TANUUUPNG ¢
YEVOUEVTC TIPOOEPTEEY O TOTOOC T Olkle €kelvr, Kol OVK Loyuoey
oodedoal 0TV SL TO KaADC oikodopfioBuL adThy.

BYZ Luke 6:48 OOLOC €0TLY GVOpWTw 0lkodouolrtL olkley 0¢ €okonfey
kel EBaduver kol €Onker OeuéAlov €mi TNHY TETpaY: TANUMUpKG O¢
YEVOUEVTC TpooEppnEey O TOTaMOC TH olkle ékelvn kol oDk Loyuoey
oodeboal adTTY TeBepeAlwTo Yop €Ml TNV TETPUY”

Byz A,C,D,0,VY,fl,fl3, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®', goth

ixt P75 01,B,L, W, E, 33, 157, 579, 892, 1241, 1342, pc,
Sy-H™, sa, bo”"

omit: P45" 700%, Sy-S (h.t. from txt?)
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 7:25 kol kotéfn 1 Bpoyn kol NABor oL TOToUOL Kol
€TVELONY OL (VEROL Kol TPOOETEoHY T OLKLy €KELVT), Kol ODK €TECEV,
TeOeEALWTO YO €TL TNV TETPOV.

The Byzantine reading is probably a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). There
would have been no reason to change it to the txt reading.

It is in principle possible that the omission was the original. And that both
additions are secondary to fill in the gap. But the support is just too slim for
that. It is more probable that the omission was caused by h.t. from the text
reading (.00l GCOTTV - ..ol GCOTTV).

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

Minority reading:

NA¥ Luke 7:3 akovoac ¢ mepl tod ’'Inood améotelder mpog odTOV
TpeoPutépoug TV Tovdulwy EPWTEY adTOV OTWS EABWY SLaOWOoT TOV
dobiov avToD.

NA? Luke 7:4 ol 8¢ mapoyevopevol Tpog tov ‘Incody mapekdiovy wdTOV
omoudalwg Aéyovteg OTL GELOC €0TLY ) TopéEn TolTo"

7:3 omit: D, f13, 700, pc, it, bo™, arm
f13: 124, 174, 230, 346 have the words.
f, vg have the words.

7:4 omit: D, it(a, c, d, e, ff2, 1, r!)
TPOC adTOV €, 700
(C not in NA and IGNTP, but in Tis and Swanson. K. Witte
from Muenster confirms this reading.)
Lat(aur, b, f, g, vg) have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? John 4:47 o0tog dkovoog Ot 'Inoodc Nkel ék thc Tovdulog eig tnw
Coadldoloy GmiABer mpo¢ adTOV kol NPWTe v kotoff) kol Leontol
a0TOD TOV LLOV, HUEAAEY Yop GTOBVNOKELY.

Strange. No reason for an omission. Note variant 7:6.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 7:6 0 &¢ 'Inoodg émopeleto oy adtolc. 116N &€ adtod ol
HOKPOV GTEXOVTOC GO THC Olklog émepeyr $LAovg O
EKOTOVTAPYNG AEYWY a0T@ KOPLE, U OKVAAOU, 0D YOp LKOVOC €Ll
v DO THY OTEYNY HOL €LOEADTC:

BYZ Luke 7:6 0 6¢ 'Inoolc €mopeveto oL adtole Hon 8¢ awhtod ov
HOKPGY GTEXOVTOC GO ThHG olklog émeper mpoc adTov O
EKTOVTAPYO0C PLAOLE A€ywr ahT® KipLe un okdAAOL 00 yap €ljl
LKavOg v UTO TNV OTEYNY oL €LOEABNC

Byz 01%,(A),C,D,L,R,(W),0,E, Y, fl,fl13, 33,157, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, goth, Gre, Trg
ém’ adToOV A
PO adTove W

txt P75, 01*, B, 579, 892, 1241, 1342, pc, sa, geo®
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare context:

27 ’ ’ \ \ ~ ~ s \ 5 A\
NA¥ Luke 7:3 akovoac &€ mepl tod ’'Inood améotelder mpog adTOV
TpeoPutépoug TV Tovdulwy EPWTOY adTOV OTWE EABWY SLaOWOoT TOV
doDAov avToD.

NA? Luke 7:4 ol &¢ Tapayevouerol mpoc tov "Incodbr mapekaiovy adTov
omoLdILWG A€yovTee OTL GELOC €0TLY ) TopEEn TolTOo!

There is no reason for an omission. A clarifying addition. Note variant 7:3.

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

NAZ Luke 7:6 1161 6¢ «dtoD 00 Wakpay GTEXOVTOC GO TAC Olklog
émeplier dpilovg 0 ekatovtapyne A€ywr adT®: KUPLE, UN OKLAAOUL, OV
Yop Lkovdg €l v UTO TNV OTEYNY UOL €LOEABNC

NA?Z Luke 7:7 810 00O€ éuautOV NELwoo TPOC o€ EABeLY”

GAA €lTe AOyw, Kol LedTw O el Hov.

omit: D, 700%, it(a, b, c, d, e, ff?, I, r'), Sy-S

Lat(aur, f, q, vg) have the words.
Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 8:8 Kol GTOKPLOELG O €KATOVTAPYOC €PN KUPLE, OUK €Ll
LKervO¢ v ou LTO TNV OTEYNY €LOEADBC,
GAAG pOVOV €lme A0yw, Kol Lednoetol O Tl [ov.

Probably omitted to harmonize with Mt.
This variant is not in the WH list of Western non-interpolations.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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29. Difficult variant
NA% Luke 7:7 810 008¢ €UoLTOV TMELWON TPOC O EAOCLY: QA
AOYw, Kol LednTw O Tlg pov.

T elme

BYZ Luke 7:7 510 000¢ €UoLTOV HELWOK TPOC 0€ EABCTY: GAL’ €lme
MOyw kel LeBnoetol O TG pov

Byz 01,A,C,D,R, W,0,Y,fl1,f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo, Trg™
txt P75, B, L, 1241, sa, bo™**

T ubvov €, P, f13, pe, |, !, Sy-H**

Lacuna: E
B: no umlaut

elme imperative aorist active 2nd person singular
laBNTw  imperative aorist passive 3rd person singular
laBnoetaL indicative future passive 3rd person singular

Parallel:

27 ’ 9 b \ 3 \ V4 [N \ \ /’
NA%? Matthew 8:8 kUpLe, OUK €lpl LkowO¢ (vee pov UTO TNV OTEYNY
€LoEAONC, aAAL povov elme A0Yw, Kol Lodnoetal 6 Tl Wov.

It is possible that La®noeTaL is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). On the other
hand it is possible that LaO1Tw is a harmonization to the immediate context to
adjust the form to the imperative €LT¢. Note that C, ¥ et al. add povov as a
further harmonization.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 7:10 Kal Umootpéavtec elc tov olkov ol TeudBeévtec ebpov
Tov 600AOV UyLaivovta.

BYZ Luke 7:10 kol UTOOTPEYovTeC Ol TeUpOEVTEC €ic TOV olkov €Dpov
Tov 0.00evodvte. 60DA0V LYLxLvovTH

Byz A,C,D,R,0,Y,f13, 33, Maj, d, f, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, Gre, [Trg™]

txt P75,01,B,L, W, fl1,157,579, 700, 892, 1241, 1342, pc,
it, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co

Lacuna: E
B: no umlaut

No parallel for this.

It could have been omitted to resolve a possible contradiction: Either he is ill or
in good health.

On the other hand it has possibly been added to make clear who is meant,
because in verse 8 another slave is mentioned. Go6evodvte and LYLxlvOVTO
also makes a nice antithesis.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the withesses)
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30. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 7:11 Kol €yéveto év t() €Efic €mopevdn €l TOALY KoAoupévny
Naiv kol ouveropebovto alTd ol wedntal adtod kal 0xAog ToAUC.

cEfc adv. "next in a series, in the next place"
€v 10 €Efc "soon afterward"

No txt in NAl

~

™ D.d, e, Sy-S

EYEveto TR W, pc

EYEVETO &V TH) 01*, C, K, 11, 28, 124, 174(=f13), 565, 892, 1071, 1424,
Maj-part, WH™, Trqg™, Bal

EYEVETO €V TR P75,01%, A, B,L, X, 0, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 1241,
1342, Maj-part [E,F,6,H,R, U, V,Y, T, A], WH, NA®

one of the last two: Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

IGNTP has 579 for Byz. Swanson and Schmidtke explicitly and NA implicitly for
txt.

Lacuna: E

B: no umlaut

Similar:
NA% Luke 8:1 Kol €y€Veto év T¢) KaBeEfg
&V 1@ EEN A (not in NA and SQE, but in Tis and Swanson)

NA? Luke 9:37 'Eyéveto 66  tf €ffic Muépy
BYZ Luke 9:37 'Eyéveto 8¢ év Th €Efic Muép

Byz A,C,0,Y%, 33, 565,700, 1424, Maj, Lat
txt 01,B,L, S, W, fl, 13,579, 1071, pc
ThC Nuépag P45
dLe ThC Muépag D, it, Sy-S, sa™
i) €& 579

(Only the P45, D variant is in NA and SQE!)




Compare also:

NA% Acts 21:1 €0Bubpounoavtec NAboucr cigc v Ko, th 6¢ Efic eig
v ‘Podov kakelbev eic Iatape,

NAZ Acts 25:17 ouveABovtwr ol [adtdr] évbude dvafoiny undeplov
Tolnoaperog th €Ef¢ kablong €ml Tod Puatog €kéAcvon ayOfjvaL TOV
avdpo

NAZ Acts 27:18 0¢odpdc 6¢ yelpalouévwy MUY Th €Efg  EékPoiny
€moLodVTOo

With €Efic sometimes the subject must be supplied:
v i) €Efc - Muépy
€V TR EENC - XPOVY
In Lk we have three occurrences:
7:11 €v Tf) €Efic
eV TR EEfC
8:1 &V T KoOeENC

9:37 (&) Tf} €Efic

In Acts: Tf) €EfiC (three times)

Other similar occurrences:
€YEVETO €V T() ... appears 15 times in Lk.
€YEVETO €V T (MUEPQ) appears elsewhere only once in Lk 1:59.

In Lk we have one firm occurrence of €V T() and one firm occurrence of €V TH.
In Acts we have three times Tf] €EfiC. Elsewhere most often €yéveto €v TG
appears. Thus a certain decision is not possible from internal reasons.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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31.Difficult variant

NA? Luke 7:11 Kol €yéveto év Ty €Efjc €mopetbn €l TOALY Kadoupévny
Naiv kol ouveropebovto adTd ol wedntal adtod kol OxAog TOAUC.

BYZ Luke 7:11 Kl €yéveto €év 1@ €Efig émopeteto elg TOALY Kodoupévny
Naiv kel ovvemopeborto adT® ol uadntal adtod Lkevol kel OYAoC
mToANC

T&T #12

Byz A,C KR,0,II, V¥, f1, 13, 33, 892, 1071, Maj,
b, c, q, Sy-H, goth, Gre, [Trg™]

txt P75,01,B,D,F, L, W,E, 157,579, 1241, 1342, pc®,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo
pc = 79, 130, 1604, 2220, 2546, 2750
NA does not list 579 for txt, but T&T, IGNTP, Swanson and Schmidtke!

Minority readings:

ouvveTopelovto ol uedntal adtod Lkevol A, R,U, X, A, 69, 565,

892, pc
ouvemopelovto adT®  padntol lkavol  f1, pc
ouvemopeborto ol padntal adtod 157

B: umlaut! (1316 € 27 L) ol padnrol adtod kol OyAoc

Note next verse:
NA? Luke 7:12 kol OxAoC THAC TOACWE Lkowodg oLy whTH

Compare also:

NAZ" Matthew 28:12 AaOvTec qpylpLo LKooV,

NA%" Mark 10:46 kol TOV padnTt@r adtod kol 0YAOL Lkowod

NA? Luke 8:27 €xwV OoLUOVLK KoL YPOV® LKOVG ODK €Ved0NTO LUKTLOV
NA? Luke 8:32 v 6¢ €kel GYEAT XOLPWY LKoYV

NA% Luke 20:9 koL GmedNUNoEY ¥pOroue LKoVolC.

NA? Luke 23:9 €mnpwto 8¢ wdTOV €V AdyoLc Lkovolc,




LKoo here: "many, quite a few"

LkorvoC appears 14 times elsewhere in the Gospels, 3 times in Mt, 3 times in Mk
and 8 times in Lk and 18 times (1) in Acts. So, it is a typical Lukan word.

Note especially the occurrence in the next verse with the same meaning.

There is no reason for an addition here, except for a conformation to the next
verse 12 (so Weiss). It is possible that it has been omitted, because it is unusual
and strange to mention so many disciples. Those many disciples have been
mentioned before at 6:17 and here a variation occurs, too:

NAZ Luke 6:17 Kol kotofog pet’ adt@dr €otn éml TOmou TedLvod, Kol
OyAoc TOALC poBNTOV avToD,

Here, TTOM)(; has been omitted by:

A, D,Q,0, Y, fl13, 33,1342, Maj, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-H, bo

The difference between these two variants is that in 6:17 it is the Byzantine +
Western text that omits and here it is the Alexandrian + Western text.

Overall, it is more probable that is has been omitted than added.
Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 7:25 aAAe TL €ENABute L8ely; arBpwmov év uaAokols LUaTLoLg
AudLeouévor; 1800 oL €V LUATLOUG €V8OEw kol TPudf LTOP)oVTEC €V
T0l¢ PBaotieiolc eloty.

dLayovtec D, K, I1, 28, 565, pc'?, Cl

UBS does not have 28 for this reading!
B: no umlaut

dLiyw  “"spend ones life, live"
LTEPYW "to be", a widely used substitute in H. Gk. for €lvaL.

txt  "have luxury or be rich"
D "spend luxury or live in luxury"

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 11:8 GAAX TL €NABute Ldely; GVOpWTOY &V HOARKOLG
fubLeouévor; LooL ol To podake Gopodrtec €V TOlC OLKOLE TRV
BooLAéwy eloiv.

Compare:

NAZ Luke 8:41 Taipo¢ kol 0UTOC &pYwV TAC oLVAYWYTC LTTPYEY,
omit: D,c,d
v 28

NA*" Luke 9:48 i
0 YOP ULKPOTEPOC €V TAOLY VULV LTEPYWY 0DTOC €0TLY HEYNC.
omit: D

NA?" Luke 11:13 €L o0V DU€LC TOVMPOL LTOPYOVTEC
ovtec 01,D, K, II, M, X, 157, 472, 954, 1424, 1675, al

NA? Luke 16:14 .. ol PapLooiol GpLAKPYVPOL DTEPYOVTEC
ovtec 13,157, 2542, pc

UTaPYW is a Lukan favorite (15 times in Lk, 3 times in Mt). There are two
different meanings:



a) substantivally as T DTAPYOVTE, with the meaning "possessions, property"
b) with the meaning "to be".

There is evidence that scribes felt uncomfortable with the occurrences of
LTEPYW with the meaning "to be". Almost always some witnesses changed the
word (see above).

The IQP text has the Matthean form for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

< o) ’
NA% Luke 7:27 00TOC €0TLY Tepl 0D YEYPamToL: LOOU GMOOTEAAW TOV
GYYEAOV HOU TPO TPOOWTOL OO0V, OC KOTHOKELAOEL TTHY 080V GO
€uTPOaOEY aov.

omit: D, it(a, aur, d, I, rl)

Lat(b, ¢, e, f, ff%, q, vg) have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Mark 1:2 0¢ KOTOOKELOOEL TNV 080V 0oL

BYZ Mark 1:2 0C KOTOOKEVAOEL TNV 000V GOL €UTPOadér aou,
Byz A, f1, f13, 33, 565, 1342, Maj, Sy-H, Or
txt 01,B,D,K,L,P, W,0,II, ®, 700*, pc*, Sy-P

NA% Matthew 11:10 OC KOTOLOKELAOEL TNV OO0V GOL EUTPOTHEY Gou.

LXX parallel:
LXX Malachi 3:1 180U €yw €EamOOTEAAL® TOV OYYEAOV WOU Kol
emLBAEPETaL 080V TPO TPOOWTOL OV

The omission could be due to h.t. (SOU - SOU) or as a harmonization to Mk.
The addition could be a harmonization to Mt.
IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean TNV 080V 00U €UTPOCHEY GOV as safe for

Q.
If we accept the texts as they are in NA, the words constitute a Minor
Agreement of Mt/Lk against Mk.

Compare also discussion at Mk 1:2.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ Luke 7:28 Aéyw LRIV, pellwy & yevvnrole ywalk@y Twdavvou
008l €0TLY® 0 8¢ ULkpOTepog €v Th Baotiely ToD Beod uellwr adtod
b

€0TLV.

BYZ Luke 7:28 Aéyw Yop VULV pellwy év yevuntolg Yuvalk®y TpodnTng
Twovvov tod Pamtiotod o006l €0ty O O6€ ULKPOTEPOC €V T
Booriele tod 0eoD pellwy adtod €oTLY

Twovvou P75,01,B,L, W, E, 1, 22,157, 579, pc,
Sy-Pal, sa, bo?", arm, geo, Or, Did

mpodntne Iwavvou ¥, 700, pc, Sy-S, arm, Gre, [Trg]

Towovvou TPodNTNC 892, 1342

TpodnT 1241

Twowvvov tod Bamtiotod K, I, M, X, 33, 565, al,
it(a, b, c, e, ff%, 1), Sy-H™, sa™

mpodntne Twovvou tod Battiotod A, D, O, f13, Maj
Twovvov Tod PBartiotod Tpodntng 1424, pe
one of these: Lat(aur, f, q, r', vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"", goth

Sy-S: There is a lacuna after 'Twavvou. Burkitt reconstructs: "a prophet
greater than John [the Baptist ..]". NA and IGNTP have Sy-S for the omission
of TOD PamtLoToN.

D has the part Lel{wv ... €0TLY at the end of verse 26.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ Matthew 11:11 "Auny A€yw LUV 00K EYNYEPToL €V YerunTtoic
Yuvolkdv pellwr Twarvov tod Pamtiotod:

There is no reason for an omission. Obviously scribes felt the need to specify
more detailed who and what is meant. The variety of additions is a strong
indication for a secondary addition. Some added Tpo¢nNTNG, some TOD
BartLotoD and the Byzantine text as the most complete has both.

IQP's Crit. ed. omits ToD PamtLoTto from Q (= accepts LK).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA%" Luke 7:30 oL 6¢ PupLoniolL kol oL voplkol Ty BouAny tod Becod
foeTnoay €ig €xvtolg un Bamtiofévtec v adToD.

omit: 01, D, d, pc, sa
B: no umlaut

fOétnoay GOeTéw indicative aorist active 3rd person plural
"reject, refuse, ignore; make invalid, set aside; break"

"the purpose of God did they put away for themselves"

No parallel.
The words are not really needed. There is no reason to add them. Without the
words the statement is more general.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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32. Difficult variant
NAZ" Luke 7:35 Kol €6LkoiLdOn 1) codle 4O TEVTWY TV TéKVWwY alThC.

BYZ Luke 7:35 kol €81kl 1) codple &m0 TOV Tékvwy adThg ToVTwY

omit: (01°%),D,L, M, X, 0, ¥, f1,13(=f13), 2, 22, 28, 700, 1241, 1342, al,
d, Sy-C, arm, geo, Ir, Epiph, Bal

Byz A,P,E, 174,230(=f13),33, 565, 1424, Maj, WH™, Gre, Tis, [Trg™]

txt (01*), B, W, f13, 157, 579, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Co, WH, NA®, Trg

GO VIOV TOV €pywy althic  O1*
QO TOV €pywy abTfic 01

Latin: "et iustificata est sapientia ab omnibus filiis suis."
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 11:19 kol €8Lkel®n 1 codle & TGOV €pywr wbdTRC.

BYZ Matthew 11:19 kol €8LkaLwOn 1 coplo ATO TRV TEKVWY aOTHC
Minority readings:
Ao TAVTRVY TOV Tékvwy aDThc 13, 346, 543, 826, 828, 983 (=f13)
amo TOV TEKvwy adThic TavT®dY  pe
QO TEVTOV TV €pywy abdThc 124,788 (=f13°)

In principle different insertion points are an indication for a secondary cause.
But here there is no reason for an addition.
The word could have been omitted to make the difficult saying easier and/or to
conform it to the parallel in Mt.
As to the insertion point no decision is possible. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 198) thinks
that the position at the end is for emphasis. Tischendorf notes: "TaVT®V ante
TOV: at hoc est fere ex usu Latinorum”. Th. Zahn (Comm. Lk.) translates the Byz
reading as " justification on the part of her children alltogether".

IQP's Crit. ed. has 4TO TV TékVwVY aUTHC as safe for Q!




A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes:

"Read Xopapelo for codle. We have here a loose quotation in the form of a
proverb from the savage stigmatization addressed to Jerusalem in Ezek. 16:51
Ezekiel 16:51 KoL XoUIPELE KOTO TOC MULOELC TOV oUapTLOY Gov olY
NUaPTEY Kol €TANOLVOG TOG GVoplag oov UTEp alTeC (ie. opdpeLoy
and YoOdope) Kol ESLkalwong TG GdeAprc oov (ie. Zepapeloy and
Y000un) €V TROCLE TELE GVOULKLE 00V alg émoinooc.

The meaning is that Samaria by comparison has proved righteous in her sinful
works, 23:4 Yopapete v Ooio kol Iepovoainu fv OoAlBe. As Samaria's
sinful works, according to Ezekiel, have been thrown into the shade by those of
Jerusalem, so the sin of your obstinate unbelief has thrown into the shade all
previous known iniquities. In Ezekiel there are further comparisons of Jerusalem
with 206ope and XOpLe; the latter would be nearest palaeographically to
oodLe, but on the whole I think ZoopeLe is the most probable lection.”

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

~ 4 \ 14 ~ 4 ~
NA? Luke 7:38 Kol 0T@OK OTLOW Tope TOUG MOSKC adToD KAxlouow TOLg
SakpuoLy fpEeto Ppéxely Toug TOdG a0ToD

€Bpetev D, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Marciont

r vg read txt.
Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Compare:
~ ~ ’ ’
NA% Luke 7:44 KoL 0TPOPELC TPOC TNV YUVELKK TG LILwVL €pn: BAETELC
Tty THY Yyuvelke, €LofAB0r oov elc Ty oikloy, VOwpP oL €Tl
4 9 b4 N4 \ ~ 4 b4 ’ \ / \
TOO0G OUK €0WKNG® oUTT) O€ TOLG OUKPUOLY €Ppeler Lov Toug modoG Kol
Toc OpLEly adthic EEéuaten.

Possibly a harmonization to verse 44.
It is also possible that ipEato PpéxeLy is a stylistic improvement.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
~ ’ > ~
NA? Luke 7:39 16wV 8¢ 0 PapLoelog 0 KAACONC KDTOV €LTey €V €nuTtd

Aéywr: oltog €l v TPodnTNg,

0 TpoPNTNG B*, E, 205, 482, pc, Weiss
[NAZ%1, [WH], [Trg™] all have O in brackets

B (p. 1318 A 12): The O has been deleted after the time of the enhancement/
accentuation. It was originally enhanced, then deleted by a slash, and then
additionally imperfectly erased.

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 21:11 ol 8¢ OyAoL édeyov: oUTOC €otiy O mpodnTng "Inooic

0 &m0 Nolaped thc IuAtiaioc.

NA% John 1:21 oL "HAlog €l; kol A€yeL: o0k €lpl. 0 mPodNTINg €l ov;

NA?" John 1:25 Kol NPWTNOOY adTOV Kol elmor adT@* Tl obv Partilelg

€l oL o0k €l 0 ypLotog ovde "HAlug 006 6 mpodnTng;

NAZ?" John 6:14

00TOC €0TLY GANODE O TPOPNTNG O €PYOUEVOC €1 TOV KOOUOV.

NA% John 7:40 00TOC €0TLY GANBRC O TPOPNTNG'

NA? John 7:52 kol 16€ 0Tl €k TAc [aAtdalog TpodnTng obk €yelpetal.
0 TpodNTNC P66*, sa

In the Gospels 0 TPOdNTNG is a Johannine term.

It makes good sense, but there is no reason for an omission here. Weiss
(Textkritik, p. 116) suggests that the term 0 TPOPNTNG was not understood
anymore.

Compare the similar addition by P66* in Jo 7:52.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA? Luke 7:44 a0t 8¢ TOLC SOKPUOLY €PPeEer Hov TouC TOOKC Kol TeLg
BpLELY a0ThC EEeuatey.

BYZ Luke 7:44 aUtn 8¢ TOl¢ SakpuoLy €Rpefer pwou tolLg TOduC Kol Telg
BpLELY ¢ KebaAfic adtiic €Eéuater

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!
Byz A, 13,28, 33, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C

txt 01,A,B,D,KILL,P,W,X,0,E ¥, fl, 22,157,565, 579, 700, 892,
1071, 1241, 1424, al, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo, goth
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 38:
NA? Luke 7:38 kol Tolc Oplflvy thc kepaAflc alTtfic €Eépuaooer kol
ketedliel ToLg TOdnG adTOD Kol HAELPEY TG UOPW.

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 7:44 kol 0TpadeLe TPOG TNV YUVOLKe T¢) Elpwvrl épm: BAETELS
TOTNY THY yuvaike; €L0AA00V cov elc TNy olklay, DéwP HoL €Tl
TOd0C 00K €dwkg: ahTn 8¢ TOlC SokpuoLy ERPekér ov Toug TOdKC Kol
Tolg OpLEly ahTic €Eepater.

NA? Luke 7:45 (LANUG poL o0k édwkac oltn &€ adp’ N¢ elofilbor od
SLEALTEY KoToupLAODOK OV TOUC TOSKC.

€LofiMber  L*, 0211, 13, 157, 700, 1071, pc*,
Lat(a, aur, e, ff2, g', vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™*, bo™*, Tatian

it(b, ¢, d, f,1,q,r'), vg™s read 15" person.

L: Tischendorf writes: "€ in eL0RAOeV secundis primae manus curis in 0 mutatum
est. Fuerat igitur €LofAO0V." (folio 140)
B: no umlaut

7:44 Then turning foward the woman, he said to Simon, "Do you see this woman? I entered your
house; you gave me no water for my feet, but she has bathed my feet with her fears and dried
them with her hair.
"You gave me no kiss, but from the time I came in she has not stopped kissing my feet."

she came in

Jesus is already in the house of the Pharisee from verse 7:36 on. The woman
enters the scene only later, so the 3™ person is perfectly fitting.

It is possible that eLoABOV is a conformation to the previous verse 44. On the
other hand it is equally possible that the difficult 1°" person has been changed to
3" person.

Compare:

e J. Jeremias "Lukas 7:45, eLofABov" ZNW 51 (1960) 131 [He argues for an
Aramaic mistranslation (in which a first singular is identical to the third
feminine singular).]

e Hans Drexler "Die grosse Siinderin Lukas 7,36-50," ZNW 59 (1968) 159-173
[Drexler considers the restoration of the original third person unavoidable.]

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

NAZ" Luke 7:46 €Aaley THY KedaAny pou ok Hieuoc:
alTn 8¢ uopw HAcLer ToLg mOdeC Wov.

00K MAeLieg pue  Sy-S, Sy-C
€Alw TOLC TOdeC ov oUk HAeLliog a, e, fF2, |, Sy-Pal™s

omit TOUC TOdaC Wov: D, W, 079, it (b, ¢, d, q), arm, geo
Lat(aur, f, r', vg) have the words

TOUC TOdeC Wov HAewper L, E, 1342, Sy-S, Sy-P
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 7:38 KoL 0T@OK OTLOW Tope TOUG MOSKC adTOD KAxlouow TOLg
SakpuoLy fipEato Ppéxely toug TOdng whTOD kol Telg OplEly TRC
kepaAfic altfc EEéuaooer kol Koatepiiel Toug mOdac odTod Kol
Arelder 1 pipw.

NA? Luke 7:45 pLANUE Lol 00k €dwkac: adtn &€ ad’ N elofAbor oD
SLEALTEY kotopLAoDOC oL TOVG TOSKC.

NA% John 11:2 v 6€ MapLog 1 arelfoaon TOV KOPLOV UOP® Kol
expataon Toug modue adTod Talg BpLELy wbThg,

NA?" John 12:3 ‘H odv Mapiap AxBodon Altpor uipou vepdou TLOTLKHC
TOALTLULOU NAeLrey ToLg Todeg ToD Inood kol eEéunter tolc OpLEiy
a0THC TOLC TOdNG KdTOD"

a) TV kedhoiny

The reading TNV kepaAny is clearly the harder reading. The mention of
anointing the head is rather unmotivated, because from verse 45 (and from the
parallel 12:3 in John it appears that the woman anointed the feet of Jesus. Thus
it is only natural to change TNV kebaAnV here into TOUG TOSKC or to omit an
object altogether as in Sy-S, Sy-C.




b) TOLC TOSKC OV

Compare the symmetry:
44 you gave me no water for my feet,
but she has bathed my feet with her tears and dried them with her hair.
45 You gave me no kiss,
but from the time | came in she has not stopped kissing my feet.
46 You did not anoint my head with oil,
but she has anointed my feet with ointment.

In all three verses "my feet" appears in the second part. It is possible that TOUG
TO60C WOV has been omitted as redundant.

Konrad Weil argues that omission and word-order variants are an indication of a
secondary addition. He notes that in verse 38 there is no explicit object for
NAeLdev. One could of course use the previous TOUG TS DTOD, but it is also
possible that it should be a simple 0TOV. Then we do not have an anointment of
the feet anymore but a normal anointment of Jesus (probably head). In this
respect then the omission of D et al. in verse 46 is only consequential.

It is more logical that she wiped her tears from his feet with her hair, but you
cannot dry oil. An anointment of the guests feet is historically unknown
(Petronius: "Inauditus mos!").

It is possible that the Anocintment story in Mk 14:3-9 is basically the same story.
Here, too, Jesus' head is anointed.

The parallels in John are inconsistent:
11:2 Mary was the one who anointed the Lord with perfume and wiped his feet with her hair;
12:3 Mary ... anointed Jesus' feet, and wiped them with her hair.

It is thus possible that originally no anointment of feet happened at all and the
D reading in verse 46 is original. The equivocal style in verse 38 and the explicit
John 12:3 led to the addition of TOUC TOOWC in verse 46.

An inferesting conjecture might be noted, originally proposed by S.A. Naber
1881 (Mnemosyne) and repeated by H. Sahlin (NovT 24 (1982) 160-79): That in
verses 44-46 the 00K should be omitted:

7:44 you gave me__water for my feet,

but she has bathed my feet with her tears and dried them with her hair.
45 You gave me_a kiss, but from the time I came in she has not stopped kissing my feeft.
46 You did___anoint my head with oil, but she has anointed my feet with ointment.

Compare:
K. WeiB "Der westliche Text von Lk 7:46 und sein Wert" ZNW 46 (1955) 241-44

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 7:47 00 YOopLVY A€Yyw ooL, Gbéwviol ol opoptial odtic al
moAlal, OTL Ayamnoey oAl @ 6¢ OALyov ddietor, OALYOV Gyomd.

yapLy 0 AéYw oo, ddéwvTol odTH TOAAL

)

D: 0

) 4 \ ’ b ’ 9 ~ ¢ [3 4
e: oL YapLY 0€ A€Yw ooL, adewvtol oOTH ol opapTLOL
w &€ OALyoV adietar, dyomd OALyoV.

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 48:

NA?" Luke 7:48 €lmer 8¢ adThH dpéwvtal oov ol auepTloL.

The verse is strange:

"Therefore I tell you, her sins, which were many, have been forgiven; because

she did love much. But the one to whom little is forgiven, loves little."

The changes are probably attempts to avoid the ambiguous, dubious OTL
fyoTNoeY TOAV,

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

I4 ~ 14 ’
NAZ Luke 83 kol ’Twavve yovry Xoula émitpomov ‘Hpwdov kel
Yovoovve kel €tepol moAAwl, altivec Sinkovour alTole €k TOV
VTP YOVTOY DTG,

o0TR 01, A, L, M, Y, 11, ¥, f1, 33, 565, 579, 1241, Maj-part,
it(a, aur, b, 1, q), vg™*, Sy-H, Co, Marcion"

o0ToLC B,D,K, W, T, A 0, A, Q, 047,0211, f13, 28, 157, 700, 892, 1071,
1424, Maj-part [E,F,6,H, S, U, V],
Lat(c, d, e, f, ff%, r!, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, goth

IGNTP has Co for c0TOLC, NA and Tis for ocf)m:)
Lacuna: E
B: no umlaut

"who served for him/them"

Compare:

NA¥ Matthew 27:55 "Hoor 6¢ ékel yuvalkec TOAAaL GTO HoKpPOOeY
Bcwpobont, altiveg NkolovOnoay T¢ ’‘Incod amo thc TaAtdelog
dLoakovobonl ohTR"

NA?" Mark 15:40-41 "Hoov 8¢ kol yuvaikec Gmo pokpodey Bewpodoat, v
® \ ’ < \ \ ’ e ’ ~ ~ \
olg kol Moaploe 11 MayoaAnvn kel Maptie 1 TakwBou T0oD pLkpod kol
5 ~ ’ \ ’ e\ 4 > ) -~ ’
Iwonitoc unmp kol ZaAwun, 41 oLl ote Mr ev 1M [odiAolg
9 ’ ) ~ \ ’ b ~ \ b4 \ €
NKoAOLBOLY  oUTE Kol OLNKOVOUY oUTW, KoL OAAXL  TOAAXL ol
ouvvovePiont wdte €ic Tepoooiupe.

And also:
NA?" Matthew 4:11 kol L8OV &yyeAol TPoofildor kol SLnkorouvy adTe.
NA? Mark 1:13 kol oL GyyeAoL SLnkOvouy abTE.

Elsewhere in the Gospels only dLnkovour adTE occurs.
Possibly &0T( is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).

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

NA? Luke 8:5 €EfAOcy O omelpwy oD omelpul TOv omopov odTod. Kol
€V TQ oTelpely alTOV 0 WEV €meoer mapk TTHY 080V Kol KoTemotnon,
Kol TG TeteLva tod ovpovod katédoyey adto.

omit: D, W, pc, it(a, b, d, e, ff?, 1, q), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

Lat(aur, c, f, r', vg) have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA? Matthew 13:4 kol €V TQ OTeLpeLY aDTOV O PEV €TE0EV Topo TNV
080V, kol €ABOVTO T TETELVG KoTédayey adTo.

27 \ b ’ b ~ ’ e\ \ b4 \ \ [S 4
NAZ" Mark 4:4 Kol €YEVETO €V T() OTELPELY O UEV émeoer Tope THY 080V,
kel MABeY To meTeLve, kol Katédoyer oo,

Compare:

NA% Luke 9:58 T0. TeTeLV) TOD 0VPoYOD

NA? Luke 12:24 TOOW HAAAOV DUELC SLOPEPETE TAOV TMETELVRV.
NA?" Luke 13:19 Ta. TeTeLVe TOD 0VPooD

NA?" Acts 10:12 koL TeTeLVe ToD 0VPooD.

NA% Acts 11:6 kol TO. TeTeLva ToD olparod.

Compare also verse 12:

NA? Luke 8:12 ol 6¢ Topd TTHY 060V €loLy oL akoloowTes, €Lt €PYETaL
0 OLePoroc kol aiper TOV AOyov &m0 Tfc kopdleg adTt®dV, Lve pn
TLoTebooVTeC 0WOMOLY.

Lk always adds ToD 00povod after To TETELVAL.
The birds here may be taken as a reference to the devil in verse 12. Then the

700 0UpavoD would of course not be appropriate.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

~ ~ ~ ol 4 /
NA? Luke 8:15 T0 6¢ €V TH KOAT Y1), oUTOL €lowy oltLveg €V kapdly
KeAf) kol ayodT) dkoloowteg TOV AOYOV KOTEXOUOLY Kol
kapTopopoloLy év vmowovy) T .

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!
T ~ ’ b ’ e ? b 4 3 ’
TDTOL AEYWV €PWVEL 0 EXYWY WTO KOVELY, CLKOVETW

ES, FS, 65 H, M, M, S™ X, Y, T, A, 0211, 1¢, 22¢, 118, f13, 2, 579, 892¢, 1071,
1424, al

f13: 788 omits
B: no umlaut

Typical late addition.
Note that the expression appeared 7 verses before:
NA? Luke 8:8 kol €tepov €meoer ei¢c tnv YAV v ayedny kol ¢uey

€TOLNOEY KaPTOV €KATOVTHTAXGLOVE. TaDTE AEYWV €hWvel: O €xwv
T GKOVELY GKOVETW.

Interestingly f13 and 1071 omit at verse 8 (not in NA but in SQE).
579 has this addition at Lk 8:15, 12:21, 15:10 (with ©F), 16:18 (alone) and 18:8
(alone)!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 8116 O06clc 6¢ Alyvov g koAdTTEL oOTOV OKeLEL T
UTOKATW KALYMG TLBNOLWY, &AL €Tl Avyviog TilnoLy,

Tvo ol elomopevdpevol BAETWOLY TO GAC.

omit: P75, B

Tva ol elomopevdueroL T0 dDC PAETWOLY
f1, 579 (not in NA and SQE)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
’ ’/ ’
NAZ Matthew 5:15 008¢ kolovoLy AUyvov kol TLOEwoLY oDTOV LTO TOV

’ ) R \ ’ \ ’ ~ ~ -~ s
LOOLOV GAA’ €TL TNV AvYVLOY, KoL AQUTEL TOOLY TOLG €V TT OLKLQ.
NA%" Mark 4:21 Kol €deyer adtole puntL épyetal 6 Adyvog ive Umo ToOV
HodLov Tebf f) LTO TNV KALYMY; oy lva €Ml TNY Avyviow Tedf;

Compare:
NA% Luke 11:33 O06cLg ADyvov oo eig kpUmTny TiOnowy [o06e UTO
TOV poOdLov] GAA’ éml Ty Auvxviavr, vo ol elomopevduevor 10 GKQ

BAETWOLY.

Mt has different words, but the same meaning. Mk does not have the words.

Is it possible that P75, B had the words in the f1, 579 order and then omitted
them due to h.t. (SIN - SIN)? Otherwise the omission is difficult to explain.
Weiss thinks (Textkritik, p. 190) that the omission is a harmonization to the
parallel in Mk (so also Hoskier and Tischendorf).

It is also possible that the words were adapted from Lk 11:33.

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

NA?" Luke 8:24 TPOOEABOVTEC O SLNYELPUY KDTOV AEYOVTEG ETLOTOTO,
ETLOTATH, GTOAAUUEO. O 6 SLeyepOele ETeTiunoer TG GVEL® Kol TG
kAOSwYL oD Vontog kel Emaboavto Kol €yéveto yeAnwn T .

Not in NA but in SQE!

T HGYO?.M] K, IL, A, ©, V¥, f1, 124, 174(=f13), 28, 157, 565, 1424, al,
aur, b, f, Sy-H**, sa”", bo

Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 8:26 kol A€yeL adTOLC" TL deLAol €0Te, OALYOTLOTOL; TOTE
eyepBelc emetiunoey Tolg avépoLg kol T Oudaoon, Kol €YEVeTo
VOANVUT LEYAAT.
NAZ" Mark 4:39 kol SLeyepOelc ETeTiunoer T¢ GUéLw Kol €lTer T
OAooon” oLWme, TEGLUWOO. Kul EKOTHOEY O BVEROC Kol €YEVETO
VOANVT] LEYOAT.

omit Heyo'ck[]: W, e

Probably a harmonization to Mt/Mk. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 8:25 €lmev 8¢ «ltolc: oD 1) TLOTLC LMQV; doPndévtec 6¢
€Bobpaony Aéyovtee TPOS GAANAOUC TLC Gpo 0UTOC €0TLY OTL Kol TOLC
GUELOLC ETLTOOOEL Kol TG VOnTL, Kol LTokODOLOLY 0TR;

omit: P75, B, 700, aeth, Tert?, Bois, Weiss

Tert (Marc. 4:20) has the quote up to VOTL, but it is not clear if the other
words follow.
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 26:
NA? Luke 8:26 Kol kaTETACLoOV €1¢ THY XWPOV ...

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 8:27 oL &¢ avBpwmoL €OalpNonY AEYOVTEC TOTHTOC €0TLY
00ToC OTL Kol Ol Grepdol kol 1 BoAaooe VTG LTEHKOVOUOLY,

NA?" Mark 4:41 kol €poPridnoar Gopov péyay kol édeyor mpoc GAANAOLC:
TLC &pee 0DTOC €0TLY OTL Kol O GVepdoc Kol 1) OdAaooe DTaKOVEL KDTE);

It is possible that the words have been omitted due to confusion over the many
KAIs.

Otherwise difficult to explain, because the words are needed: order - obey.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 180) says that the words must come from the parallels,
because an omission is difficult to explain.

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

NA? Luke 8:26 Kol katémicvoor €ic Ty ywpov TtV [epaonvdy, NTLg
eotiv artimépe the FaAtAalog.

BYZ Luke 8:26 Kal kotémAcvooy €i¢c Ty ywpov tov Ladopnrdy, NTLg
eotiv autimépoy the aAtdalog

NA? Luke 8:37 kotl NpWTNoey adToV amoy t0 TARO0C THC TeEpLYWpPoL TRV
Cepaonrdy amedbeiv am’ adtdv,
BYZ Luke 8:37 kol NpwTnoay a0Tov amoy to TARO0C Thc mepLywpou TV
Todopnr@dy amelbely am adTOV

Lk 8:26
lepaonrev
[Nodocpmrov
[epyeonriv

P75, B, D, 0267, Latt, Sy-H™, sa, bo™

A, R, W,V¥, 0135, f13, 1071, Maj, Sy, goth

01,L, X, 0,5, f1,22, 33,157,579, 700*, 1241, 1342, pc,
bo, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Eus, Gre

B: umlaut! (1319 € 7 R) TGV epaonr@dy, NTLC EGTLY QVTLTEPE

Lk 8:37
Fepaonvdy
[Nodapmrv
[epyeonrvav

Mt 8:28
Towdopnvdv
['epyeonrav
[epoaonrav

Mk 5:1
Tepaonviv
[Nodapmrov
[epyeonviv

P75, B, C*, D, 0279, 579, pc, Latt, sa

01°, A, R, W, ¥, 124, 346(=f13), Maj, Sy, goth

01*,C%,L,P, X, 0O, f1, f13, 22, 33, 157, 700*, 1071, 1241, 1342,
al, bo, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Gre

B: no umlaut

(01%), B, C, (A), ©, X, 174(f13), 1010, Sy
Olc, L, W, f1, f13, Maqj, goth

892c, Latt, sa, mae

B: no umlaut

01*, B, D, Latt
A, C, 13, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth
015, L, A, (W), ©, f1, 28, 33, 565, 700, 892, 1241, 1424, Sy-S, bo



Compare Mt 8:28 and discussion there.
Is seems that most MSS have one form in Mt and another in Mk, Lk. From MSS
evidence alone this cannot be judged.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 8:27 €EeAB0VTL &€ alT® €Ml THY YAY LTVINOEY Gunp TLC €K
The TOAewe ExwY SoLOvLe Kol YPOVR LKoVG OUK Eved0aTO LUATLOV
Kol €V olklg OUK €Uuevey GAL’ €V TOlC PUMUOoLY.

BYZ Luke 8:27 €EcAB0vTL 8¢ adt® €ml tnv yAv vmutnoer adt® ovnp
TIC €k TAg ToAewe O¢ €lyér doipudvio ék YpOvwy LKaVGY Kol LUGTLOV
00K €VedLBUOKETO, Kol €V olkly 00Kk €Uever GAL €V TOlC UYNUaoLY

T&T #13

Byz 01% A,R,D,X,W,0, V¥, 0135, 0211, f13, 2786, Maj, Lat, Sy
amo ¥pOvWwY LKowdy 0¢ D, (e)

txt P75Vid, 01*,B,L, E, (f1), 33,157,579, 1241, 1342, 1612, 1627,
Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm
KoL YPOV® TOAAQD f1

B: no umlaut

txt ".. who had demons. For a long time he had worn no clothes..."
Byz ".. who had demons for a long time. He wore no clothes..."

Compare verse 29:
NA? Luke 8:29 TOAAOLC Y&p XPOVOLC OUYMPTAKEL DTOV
"For many times it had seized him;"

A question of punctuation and meaning.

The txt reading is the more unusual one, for it is not really important that he
had worn no clothes for a long time.

It is possible that the Byzantine reading is a conformation to verse 29 (so
Weiss).

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 8:28 Ldwv 6¢ TOv 'Incodv avakpoiuc Tpooemeoery adT® Kol
dwrf peyodn eimev: Tl €uol kol ool, 'Inood vie ToD Beod TOD
LPtotou; &¢opal oov, pn pe Paooviong.

omit "Inood: P75,D, R, f1, 69,579, 1071, dl, d, e, bo""

omit ToD Oeoi:

I

1

’

,f1,892 954, 1424,1675, 2542, pc,
, l, Vg omss

o [1]

B: no umlaut

WH have T00 6€0D in brackets.

Parallels:
NA% Matthew 8:29 TL TUlV kol OOL, uLe toD Heol:
BYZ Matthew 8:29 Tl Muiv kol ool 'Inoov vie Tod Beod
Byz: C°, W, ©, 1582(f1), f13, 579, 1424, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H

NA? Mark 5:7 Tl éuol kol ool, 'Inood vie tod Beod tod Lilatou;
omit 'Inoo: f1, 700 (not in NA and SQE!)

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 16:16 0L €L 0 ypLoto¢ 6 LLOC ToD Beod Tob (DrToc.

NAZ Mark 3:11 oL €L 0 vLOC ToD BeoD.

NA%" Mark 10:47 kol Aéyely: 7 vie Aauld ‘Inood, €A€noov ue.

T

‘Inoov 13,565

T Kipie 28
NA?" Mark 10:48 uaAlov ékpaler: T vie Aauld, EAENcov e.
" Inoov 13

T KlpLe 28, 124,1071

NA? Luke 1:32 00TOC €0TOL MEYNC KoL LLOC LYLOTOL KANOMOoETNL
NA?" Luke 4:41 oV €l 0 vLOC TOD Oeod.

BYZ Luke 4:41 0V €L 0 XpLoto¢ 0 vLO¢ Tod Beod

NA?" Luke 6:35 kol €0e€cBe viol LYLaTOv,




The support for the omissions is quite considerable. The omission of ’Incob
might be due to harmonization to Mt. Note the same omission by f1, 700 in Mk.
T00 Oeob is safe in the parallels. The omission could be due to homoioarcton
(toD - Tod).

It is inferesting to note that Mk has the fullest form here.

The term LLOG DYLOTOU appears two more times in Lk (1:32 and 6:35).

It is quite possible that 'Inool and toD 0©e€ob have been added here as a
harmonization to Mt and/or Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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35.Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 8:43 Kol yuvn ovow év pooeL alpotog Gmo €Ty dwdek, NTLE
[latpolc mpoooveAwoaco OAov tov Blov] olk loyvoer am o08erdg
BepamevOfvact, T

BYZ Luke 8:43 kol yuvn oboe €V PUOEL 0LUETOC GO €TV 8Woeke NTLE
LeTpolc mpooavaAwoncn OAor ToOr Blov odk 1loyvoer LT 0LOEVOC
BepaTevdijvoL

omit: P75, B, D, 0279,
Sy-S, Sy-Pal™s, sa, arm, geo, Or, NA%®, WH, Weiss

D, d read for the final clause: Nl 00d€ €lc Loyver Bepamedool

txt O01,A,C/ L P, W,0,E, Y, f1,f13, 33,6157, 579, Maj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™, bo, Bois

Sy-C adds at the end of the verse:

T \ ’ b [ ~ ’ 2\ J -~ ¥4 N -~
Kool OLedoyLleto €V enuth) A€youvoo ey omeAbobao oPwuol KOV TOV

iuatiowv tod Incod cwdnoouoL.

0279 is one of the recently (1975) discovered Sinai fragments. It is a
palimpsest of the 8™/9™ CE. B. Aland (Berichte) notes: "strong Byzantine
influence".

Tregelles reads txt but has additionally the words in brackets in the margin.

B: no umlaut

TPOOUVEALOK®W / TPOoKVOAOW "spend in addition, spend lavishly"

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 5:25-26 Kal yuvr odoe év puoel alpatog Swoeko €Tn 26 Kol

ToAA TdoDoe VTO TOAADY Latpdr kol Secmovnonoe T6 Top’ oOTAC
/ \ \ bl ~ b \ ~ 2 \ ~ b ~

TovTe Kol Unoey wpeAindelon ailo PoAAOV €Lg TO XeLpov eABoioa,

SaTowaw "to pay out material or physical resources, spend, spend freely"



For the Sy-C addition compare:

NA?" Matthew 9:21 €deyer yop €V €quth® €av povor alwuol Tod LUKTLo
®0TOD OWOMOOUNL.

NA% Mark 5:28 €Acyer yop OTL €V ol KAV TOV LWotlwy ohTtod
owBMOOouL.

Compare also:

NAZ" Mark 12:44 Tavtec yop €k Tod TepLooebovtoc adTole €faior, altn
6¢ €k Thc LOTEPNOEWC aLTRC TavTe 00w €lyey €Puiery OAov tov Plov
a0THC.

The omission is strange. There is no reason for it. Has it to do with Luke being a
physician?

If it is a secondary addition, it is very unusual. Scribes normally harmonize to
the parallels by using identical or very similar words. But here we have a
skillfully rewritten condensation. Aland: "sounds Lukan". P. Comfort: “could be a
true Lukan condensation" (Encountering, p. 333). Nevertheless Weiss (Lk Com.)
thinks that it is a free gloss from Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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36. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 8:44 mpooeABobon OmLoBey NPato toD kpaomédou ToD Luatiou
a0TOD Kol mepoypfue €0tn 1 pvoLE ToD alpatog adTHC.

omit 1: D, P, 209*, 1071, pc
omit 2: D, it(a, b, d, ff3, I, r})
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg) have the words.

Mato OmLoder K, I1, pe
B: no umlaut

omit 2: Western non-interpolation?
Minor agreement between Mt and Lk (see below)

OmLoBev = "from behind"

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 9:20 ... TpooeABobon OmLoBer Mato ToD KpooTEdOL TOD

lpatiov ahTod:

NA?" Mark 5:27 €AB0000 €V T¢) OxAw OmLoBer NPato ToD Lpatiov adTod:
add T0D kpaomEdou: M, f1, 33, 579, 1071, pc, aeth

Compare:
l4
NA% Matthew 14:36 Kl TOPEKOKAOLY oDTOV Lvo. WOvor awyrtel ToD
KpooTéSoL ToD Luatiov adTod: kol Oool HParto dLecwbnoay.
27 \ 4 > \ V4 N ~ / ~
NAZ Mark 6:56 kol TepekdAovy «0TOV (v kdv ToD KpooTédov TOD
lpetiov adtod afwrtal: kel 6ol dv Marto adtod €0wovTo.

Both words have been possibly omitted because they are not really needed. The
emphasis is on the touching and the fringe is only marginally interesting, so it is
possible that in the Latin franslation the words have been omitted. It is also
possible that the words have been omitted due to homoioarcton (TOU ..OU -
TOU ...0V).

On the other hand it is possible that the omission is original and the addition
happened very early in the tfransmission. Note the secondary addition in MK!



The words T0D KpPIOTESOL constitute one of the so called Minor Agreements
between Mt and Lk against Mk. It is possible that the omission of TOD
KPOOTEDOU is a harmonization to Mk 5:27.

The omission of OTLGOEV is not clear. It has been omitted neither in Mt nor in
Mk.
Note that K, II, pc have {icto OTLG0€V (not in NA and SQE).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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37.Difficult variant
NA? Luke 8:45 kol €lmev 0 'Inoodg tig 6 oapueroc 1Lov; Gproutevwy &€
Tovtwy eimer o Ilétpoc:

BYZ Luke 845 kol €imev 0 'Inoodc Ti¢ 0 aleperoc Lov Gprovuévwy &€
Tovtwy eimer 0 IIétpog kol ol pet’ adtoD,

kol oL pet’ adtod C*, K, X, A, ¥, 28,565, Maj
Kol OL oLV a0TR 01,A,C% D,L, PR UW,0,E, V¥, 0211, f1, f13, 33,
157, (472), 579, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675,

al, Trg, Tis, Bal
one or the other: Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth
txt P75, B, I1, 700*, al, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, geo

Tregelles has additionally kal oL oLV 0T in brackets in the margin.
B: no umlaut
Parallel:

NA%" Mark 5:31 kol €deyor a0T® ol pabntal avtod: BAEmelg tov OxAov
ouvOALBovT O€ Kol A€yelg Tig wou Nuto;

Compare:
NA% Mark 1:36 kol kotedlwEer adTor Lipwy Kol ol het’ adtob,

NA? Luke 9:32 0 8¢ IIétpoc kel oL oLy adTe Mooy PePapnuévor HLTVw:

Lk uses four times oL oLV aUT® (3 times in Acts) and once Kol OL et
®0T0D (Lk 6:3) which he probably took over from Mk,

oLV a0TQ wet’ avtod
Mt, Mk, Jo 6 28
Lk, Act 16 8

Thus it is clear that Lk prefers ouv a0T@.

It is strange why so may witnesses inserted here Kl OL OULV QUTQ/UeET’
a0TOD if it's not original. It is rather improbable that it is a partial



harmonization to Mark's oL podntal a0ToD, but Weiss thinks so. The words
have probably been omitted as awkward. The support is not coherent (II, 700*).
On the other hand the two different wordings of the addition might indicate its
spuriousness.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
add kol oL gLV o0T® in brackets.
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NA? Luke 8:45 kel €lmer 0 'Inoodc tig 6 opaueroc Lov; GProuHEVKOY b€
Tovtwy elmer 0 Ilétpoc: €miototo, OL OYAOL OUVEXOUOLY O€ Kol
amoOALBovoLY.

BYZ Luke 8:45 kLl elmer 0 ‘Inoodg Tic 0 ooeroc hov aprovuévwy 8¢

Tovtwy elmer 0 Ilétpoc kol ol pet’ avtod, 'Emiotate ol OxAol
’ ’ \ b ’ \ ’ ’ 3 e 4 4

ouvveyouvoly oe kol omoBALBovoLy kel Aeyelg, Tig 0 obouerog pov;

Byz A,C,D,P,R,W,0,E, ¥, f13, 33,579, Mqj, Latt, Sy, goth, [Trg]
Kol Aéyelc Tig pov Nleto €*, D, ¥, 0291, 28, 1071, p,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Ir

txt P75,01,B,L, f1, 22,157, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal™®, Co, arm

Note that D+it has 45a as: kol eimer 0 ‘Inoodg ti¢ pou Meto
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ" Mark 5:30 ... TLC HOU NYKTO TOV LUKTLWY;

NA% Mark 5:31 kel €Aeyov a0T@ ol pabntal avtod: BAEmelg tov OxAov
ouvOLLBovTa o€ Kol A€yelc Ti¢ wou MYato;

Compare next verse 46:
NA? Luke 8:46 0 6¢ ’Inoodc elmer: MPatd WoL TLC, €Y® Yop EYvwy
SvvapLy eEeAnAubuiow am’ €uod.

There is no reason for an omission. There is no omission or variation in Mk.

It seems that scribes added first the Markan words as in C*, D, et al. In a
second step the words are harmonized to immediate context: D conformed 45a
to the added Markan words and A, W et al. changed the Markan words to
conform 45a.

Probably the words have been added from Mk to prepare for Jesus words in the
next verse 46: NPatd Lol TLC (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA% Luke 8:48 0 ¢ elmev adTi)’ Buyotnp, 1 TLOTLC OOV CECWKEV
o€ TOPELOL €L¢ eLpNVNY.

BYZ Luke 8:48 0 6¢ eimer adth Oapoel, OUyotep N TLOTLC 00UV OEOWKEV
o€ TOPELOL €LC eLpMuMY

Byz A,C,P,R,W,0,fl13, Mqj, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P75,01,B,D,L,E, V¥, f1,157,579, 1241, 1342, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Co, geo, arm
B: no umlaut

Oapoel Bupoéw imperative present active 2nd person singular
"Courage! Take courage!"

Buyatnp  nominative
O0yatep  vocative

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 9:22 0 6¢ 'Incolc otpadeic kol LOwWY adTNY €lmey:
BapoeL, BOYyaTep: 1) TLOTLC OOV OECWKEV O€.

NA? Mark 5:34 0 &¢ elmer adTh* Buyntnp, 1) TLOTLC OOU OECWKEV O€
C° adds Bapocl

Probably a harmonization to Mt.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 8:54 a0TOC &€ KpoTNooG THS (ELPOC
aDTHC EPWINOEY A€ywy: T THlC, €YELPE.

BYZ Luke 8:54 a:0TOC 8¢ exPoaiwy €Ew movtag, Kol Kpatnoog ThHe YeLpog
a0ThC €épwvnoer Aéywy ‘H malc éyelpov.

Byz A,C,W,0,Y, 13, 33, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, goth
ekBaioy movtec €w kol A, K IL R, S, U, W, ©, 0211, 124, 174(=f13),
33,157, 892, 1071, 1424, pc, Sy-H, arm

txt P75,01,8,D,L, X, 0291, f1,579, 700, 1241, 1342, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C

Lacuna: &
B: umlaut! (1320 € 35 L) adtO¢ &€ kpotrong ThC

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 5:40 a0tO¢ 6¢ ékBoiwy mavtec Toapaiudfarel TOV Totépe TOD
ToLdlov Kol TNHY WNTépe kol Toug Wet’ adtod kol eloTopeldetol OTov
v T0 ToLdlov.

ekPodlor movtoc EEw 13

There is no reason for an omission.

The words are probably a harmonization to Mk. The different word-order
variants are an indication for a secondary origin.

Note though that €£w does not appear in Mk. But the addition is probably quite
natural. Compare the following:

NA% Luke 4:29 kol arootavtec €EEBaior adtov €Ew ThC TOAEWC
NA?" Luke 13:28 Updc 6¢ ékPaiiopévoue €Ew

NA? Luke 20:15 kol €kBoAovtec adToV €6w ToD GUTEADVOC

NA?" Acts 7:58 Kol €kPodovTec €Ew

NA?" Acts 9:40 ékBarwr 6¢ €Ew mavtec 6 II€Tpog

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NAY Luke 91 XuykaAeooperoc 6¢€ TOLC OwWdeko T €Swker olTOLG
SOvapLy kol €Eouailay €l TowTo To SoLOvLe Kol vOooug BepamedeLy

T 4mOGTOAOUG 01,C,L, X, 0, A, E, ¥,070,0202, 0291, f13, 33, 372, 579,
892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2542, pc,
Lat(a, aur, c, e, f, vg), Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, goth,
Gre, [Trg™]

T pobnTog wvtod € E, F,H, U, 2,157, al, it(b, ff2, 1, q, r'), Eus

txt P75, A, B, D, K, II, R, W, 047, 0211, f1, 22, 565, 700, 954,
2766, Maj, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, geo, Marcion®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA% Matthew 10:1 Kol Tpookadeoaueroc Toug dwdeko poadntog adtod
NA% Matthew 10:2 T'®v &€ 8W8eke, GTOOTOAWY T0 OVOUKTO €O0TLY ToDTO

NA% Mark 6:7 Kol mpookaieltal  ToU¢ 6wdeko
add pedntoc: D, 1071

NA?" Mark 3:14 kol €molnoer 8wWdeke [0U¢ Kol GTOOTOAOVS WVOUKOEV]

Compare:

NA% Luke 6:13 Kol €kAefoperoc am’ adTOY dWdekn, 0UC Kol GTOGTOAOUC
WVOUoEY

NA? Luke 9:10 Kol Umootpéfiortec ol GmOoToAOL

Only &To0TOAOVG has any claim to be original. padnTG c0TOD is probably from
Mt 10:1 (so Weiss). It is interesting how many diverse witnesses support this
addition, which is rather unusual (6Wdeke ATOGTOAWY appears only once in the
Gospels at Mt 10:2). &TOOTOAOUC is either derived from context 9:10 or from
the parallel Mt 10:2 (so Weiss).

It might be noted here the curious fact that Codex E has this sentence three
times on three pages, one verse per page! This is certainly deliberate and could
be explained as a strong amplification of the word (power over demons and
diseases).



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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 9:2 Kl GmEOTELACY hTOVG KMpLooeLy Ty Paotieioy Tod Beod
kol LaoBoL [touc doBeveic],

BYZ Luke 9:2 kol QméaTeLAcr aDTOUG kKnpuooely TNy Pactielar tod Beod
kol LaoBoL touc GaBevodvtoc

T&T #15

omit: B, 2206, Sy-S, Sy-C, NA?®, WH, Weiss
In NA a quote is noted: Marcion® (Dialog of Adamantius 2:12), but this is
very doubtful because the quote breaks off at this point (info from Ulrich
Schmid)!

B: no umlaut

TOUC 0Oevelc 01,A,D,L,E, ¥, 070,0202, f1, 33, 38,157, 579,
1071, 1241, 1612, 2786, Bois, Gre, [Trqg]

T0UC 6.00evodvTac ¢, K II, W, X, ©, 0211, f13, 565, 700, 892, 1342,
Maj

one of the additions: Latt ("infirmos"), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, goth

TAVTEC TOUC Gabevodvtac 2766, pc
vooolVToGg 2542
kol GoBevodrtoc BepamedeLy 1424 (omit LaoBoL)

> ~ . . . .
0oBevelc adjective accusative masculine plural
ao0evodrtag participle present active accusative masculine plural

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 10:7-8 TOPELOUEVOL 8€ KNPVOOETE AEYOVTEC OTL TYYLKEV T
BooLAelo TV 0Dpavdy. 8 kobevodrtog Beputelete, Vekpoug Eyelpete,

Compare:
NA?" Luke 9:1 ZUYKaA€OUeroc 8¢ toL¢ 6wdekn €dwkey adTole SUVoLLY
Kol €Eovoloy €L mavte T Selpovie kel vooouvg Bepomedely T

" "the infirm." Sy-C, Sy-S




As Metzger (commentary) notes: "the evidence of the Old Syriac is weakened by
its reading 'the infirm' as the object of 'heal’ at the close of verse 1. Likewise,
in Lk Lcopoct, except when passive, always has a direct object."

This is true everywhere in the NT.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks the words are from Mt.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
better remove brackets

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnhesses)
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39. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 9:3 kol €lmev ﬂpog owroug unéev ou,pere €Lg rnv 080V, unte
pafdov uj_e TPy WUNte aptor unte apyvplor unte [ava] &vo
YLTOVOG EXELY.

T&T #16

omit: 01, B, C*,F,L, E, 070, 0202, 0211, 372, 579, 1241, 1342, pc5,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo, WH
pc = 494, 1513, 2411, 2737, 2796

txt A, C%,D,KIL W, X, 0,Y¥,fl, 13, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 2786, Maj,
d, Sy-H, NA®, Weiss, [Trq]

Lat, Sy and other versions are not clear.

Metzger: "... only d, Sy-H and goth express the force of G, but whether the
others simply omit to render the word or whether they rest upon a Greek text
that lacked it, is difficult to say. Sy-S reads: "and not even fwo coats".

B: no umlaut

oo here: "each"
Parallels:

NA% Matthew 10:10 U1 TPV €L¢ 080V uUNndE SV0 YLTOVOC
NA?" Mark 6:9 koL Un évdloncPe dVo yLtdvoc.

It is not clear why the word should have been added here. It is not in the
parallels and it is not improving style or meaning.

Vo appears only 9 times in the Gospels. Meanings:

1. of position in an area: "among, in the midst of"
.. ToD olTou Mt 13:25

b

Q.. TOV 0plwy AEKOTOAEWC "into the (midst of the) district of Decapolis” Mk 7:31

2. distributive, with numbers: "each, apiece"
ave dnrapLov "a denarius apiece" Mt 20:9-10
amEoTELAEY aDTOVG Qv S0 "he sent them out two by two" Lk 10:1



KALOLOC WOEL Qve TevThKovTe  "by fifties" Lk 9:14
QU LeTPNTaC 600 7 TPELS "fwo or three measures apiece" Jo 2:6
QU €KOTOV Kol Qve Tevtnkovte, Mk 6:40 v.l. Lk 9:3.

The word appears twice in the following context: 9:14 and 10:1. It is possible
that scribes added it here, remembering 10:1. On the other hand it could have
been omitted as carrying no special meaning. The support for the omission is
very strong.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 175) thinks that it has been omitted as a conformation to
immediate context, where 4 times U1\T€ without preposition appears.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong = prefer omission)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NAZ" Luke 9:6 €EepyOperoL 6¢ SLNPYOVTO KOTO TOC KWWOGC
eboyyeALlouevoL kel Bepamedovtee mavtoyod.

SLNPYOVTO KT TOAELC KOL KWWLOLC 1071, it(b, ¢, ff?, 1, q), Sy-S, Sy-C,
Sy-P, sa™, arm, Marcion®

duipyovto amo the mMOAEwC ékeivng A

KOTO, TOAELC KoL TPYOVTO D, d

SLNPYOVTO KATO TOC TOAELC X, pc, a

txt P75,01,A,B,C, L, W,0,Y, f1, f13, 33,157,565, 579, 700, 892, 1241,
1424, Maj, Lat(aur, e, f, r', vg), Sy-H, Co, goth

Sy-S, Sy-C and Sy-P are not noted in NA, but are in IGNTP (and Burkitt).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 10:11 €l¢ ¥ 8 AV TOALY f) KWOUNY €LOEAONTE,

Compare context:

NA% Luke 9:5 kol OOOL OV WU O€EXWVTHL DUEC, €EepyOueroL Gmo TG
TOACWE EKELVTC TOV KOVLOPTOV MO TRV TOdDV LURDV GTOTLVNOOETE
elc popTopLor €m adTolc.

Compare also:

NA% Luke 8:1 Kol €yéveto év 1@ kobeEfic kol odTOC OLWOEVEY KT,
TOALY KOl KWOUNY

NA? Luke 8:4 Xuvviovtoc &€ OxAov TOAAOD kol TOV KOTO TOALY
ETLTOPEVOUEVWY TTPOC KDTOV €lmer S Topaforfic:

NAZ Luke 13:22 Kol OLemopeleTo Kot TOAELC KOl KWOUKC OLONOKWY

Difficult to judge.

TOAEWC appears in the previous verse 5, so it is possible that the addition of
TOAELG is a conformation to immediate context. Possibly it is also stimulated by
13:22. Tt is not clear why one of those readings should have been changed to the
txt reading.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 9:7 "Hkovoev 8¢ ‘Hpwdng 0 teTpodpyng To. YLvopeve

TVt KoL SLnmopeL S T0 A€yeoBul LTO TLvwr 0Tl Twavvng Myépdn
€K VEKPQV,

BYZ Luke 9:7 "Hkouvoev &¢ ‘Hpwdng 6 tetpapyng to yLvoueve vm’ odTod
TVt Kol dummopel L TO  A€yeoBol vTO Twwr 0Tl Twavvng
EYNYEPTOL €K VEKPDY

Byz A.C%, W,0,Y,fl,33,124,174, 230, 346(=f13), Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P75,01,B,C*, D,L, &, f13,157, (579), 1241, 1342, 2542, pc,
it(a, b, d, e, ff2, 1, rY), Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm
TAVTO TO YEVOueva 579

D omits also TOVTe. Kl and reads:
T YLvdueva ATOPELTO OL TO A€yeabul
B: no umlaut

ﬁ‘[TOpEi’EO o’mopéw indicative imperfect passive 3rd person singular
"be at a loss, be in doubt, be uncertain”

6L1’]‘l‘f6pEL 6Lomopéoo indicative imperfect active 3rd person singular
"be greatly perplexed, be at a loss"

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 14:1 "Ev ékelvw T0 kolpe fikovoer Hpedng 0 teTpaapyng
Y axony ‘Inocod,

NA?" Mark 6:14 Kol fikovoev 0 Baotiele ‘Hpwdng, povepov yop €yéveto
TO Ovope a0ToD, Kol €Acyov ...

NAZ Mark 6:20 0 yap ‘Hpodne époPelto tov Twovvny, €ldwe odTov
avdpe. SLKoLOY KoL GYLOV, KXL OUVETNPEL a0TOV, Kol GkoLoeC oDTOD
TOAAG, MTOPEL, Kol TOEWS hTOD TKOVED.

BYZ Mark 6:20 0 yap ‘Hpwdng édoPeito tov ‘Twavvny eldwg odTov
Gvdpo Slkolov Kol (yLov kol ouvetnpel a0TOV Kol GkoLong odTOD
TOAAX €TOLEL, Kol TOEWS DTOD TKOVEV

Byz A, C,D,fl,f13, 33,1342, Maj, Latt, Sy

txt 0L, B,L, (W) 0,27, Co




Compare:
NA?" Luke 13:17 ... €TL TOOLY TOLC €VvOOFOLC TOLC YLvopévolc um adTod.

NA? Luke 23:8 kol AATL €V TL onpelor 16€ly v adtoD yLVOuevov.

UT’ 0TOD: There is no reason for an omission. It has probably been added
remembering 13:17 or 23:8 to make the meaning more clear.

NTOPELTO is possibly a partial conformation to Mk 6:20, but D reads émoLeL
here.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 9:10 Kol Umootpéavtec ol améoTtoAol Sinynoarto adtd 0o
emoinoar. Kol mapadefwyr adtole Lmexwpnoer kot Ldley elg mTOALY
keAovuévny Bnlooida.

BYZ Luke 9:10 Kol Umootpéfavteg ol amootolol SLnynoovto adt® Ooo
emoinoay kol TopeAafwr adTolg UTEXWpnoey kot Ldlay elg TOmOV
€pMUoY TOAEWC KaAoupérnc Bnonidoy

TOALY P75,01%, B, L, X, E*, 33, pc, Sy-S, Co, WH, NA?®
KWWY D, d

TOTOV ¥

TOTOV MOAEWC f1, 700, Sy-Pal, geo

TOTOV €PNUOV Lat, bo™s

omit kaAovpévne Bnloaidoy:
TOTOV €pPMUoV 01*, 157, Sy-C
€pnuov tomov 69, 788(=f13), 1241

TOALY  kaAovuévny Bnloaide  toOmov épnuov 1342
KWOUNY KeAoupévny BnOowida e€ig tomov épnuov O, rt

€pnuor TOTOV TOAEWS A, ES, f13, 565, pc
TOTOV €pnuov ToAewe C, W, K, T1, 892, 1424, Maj, (Sy-P), Sy-H, goth

E: The reading of Z¢ is written in the margin. It is not noted by Tregelles, but
by Greenlee, in his correction of the collation, JBL 76 (1957) 237-41. According
to Greenlee it is the only marginal reading in E. It's also in NA.

B: no umlaut

Compare second next verse 12:
NA? Luke 9:12 ... €DPWOLY ETLOLTLOROV, OTL D€ €V €PNUW TOTW EOUEV.

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 14:13 ’Akovong 6€ 0 ’‘Inoold¢ avexwpnoer €kelbev €v
TAOLW €l¢ épnuov tomov kot idlav kol akoloovteg oL OyAoL
froAovONooy adTE Telf ATO TV TOACWY.




NA% Mark 6:31 8cDte Lueic adtol kot’ LoLoy €lg épnuov ToToV
NA%" Mark 6:32 Kol amfilfov év t¢) mAolw €ic épnuov tomov kot Lolav.

NA?" Luke 4:42
Cevopérne 6¢ Muépac EEeAbwr emopeldn eic épmuov tomov:

Strange collection of all thinkable variants.

It is possible that TOALY was the original reading and that scribes felt the
discrepancy between the "deserted place" mentioned in verse 12 and the TOALG
BnOoaidc. It makes no sense to have a feeding in the city. So they changed the
passage in various ways.

On the other hand it is also possible that the Byzantine reading is original. It
has the same difficulty: Either there is a deserted place or it is the city
Bethsaida. So the reading TOTOV €pmuov TOAEwS koioupevng Bnbowiday
("a desert place of a city called Bethsaida") is a contradiction or at least a
difficulty. The other readings are then attempts to correct this.

It has been suggested that the Byzantine reading is a conflation of TOALV and
TOTOV €pnuov (WH § 143).
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NA?" Luke 9:12 ‘H 6¢ nuépa fpEato kAlvelr: TpooeABovteg 8¢ ol dwdeka
elmay adt®* amoAvoor TOv OyAov, Lva TopeuBévtec €lg Tog KUKAW
KOWOG Kol GYpoLS KaTaADOWOLY Kol eVpwoLY ETLOLTLOMOV, OTL DO év
€PN TOTW EOUED.

TObC 6XA40UC P75, Olcza, 047, 28,157,472, 565, 1424, 2766, pc,
Lat(aur, c, d, ffz, V9), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, SY-PGI, sa™s bo

T00 OyAou 01*
txt OICZb, A,B,C,D, L W,0O,VY, f1, f13, 33,157,579, 700, 1071,
Maj

B: no umlaut

Context:

NA? Luke 8:42 'Ev 6¢ T¢ Umayely adtov ol OYAOL GUVETVLYOV aDTOV.
27 b / € b4 4 ’ \ b ’

NA®" Luke 8:45 €TLOTOT, OL OYAOL OUVEYOLOLY O€ Kol amoBALBovaLy.

NA? Luke 9:11 ol 8¢ OyAoL yvovtec fkoiolOnoor adTe:

NAZ Luke 9:16 AcPwv &€ TOLC TEVTE &PTOUC Kol ToLG &V Lyl
aroPrédiog eic tov olpavor €0A0YNoer odToLC Kol KOTEKAMOEV Kol
€dLoov TOlC padnToic mopadelval TG OYAW.

T0l¢ OYAoLg D, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, bo™*

NA? Luke 9:18 Tlvo pe A€youvoLy ol OyAoL €lvo;

Possibly an intensification, conformed to the previous oL 6)(7»0!. in 8:42, 45 and
the previous verse 9:11. Note that D, Lat use the plural in 9:16 also.

The support is quite strong.

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

Minority reading:

NAY Luke 9:16 AoPwy 6€ TOUC TEVTE GPTOUC Kol TOLC 6VO  LyBvNGC
avoPréfiog elc Tov olparor €OAGYNoer adTOUG KoL KOTEKALTEY ...

eOAOYNOEVY KoL KOTEKAQLOEV
01, X, 1241, pc, Sy-P, arm

’ \ A 9 o 3 A
TPOOMNVENTO KoL €VAOYNOEV €T 0UTOLC
D, d

eOAOYNoeY ém’ adTOVC Kol KOTEKAXGEV
it(a, b, ff%, 1, q, rl), vg™, Sy-C, (Sy-S), Marcion®

98 / 9 9 A
€VAOYNOEVY €T OLUTOLG

Bois

Lat(aur, c, e, f, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 14:19 Aofwr TOUC TéVTE (PTOUC Kol TOLC 600 LyOvuc,
J ’ 2 \ 2 \ ) 4 \ / b4

oavefAefig €LG TOV OLPAVOV €LAOYNOEV Kol KAXONG €EOWKEV ..

NAZ Mark 6:41 kol AoPwr TOLG TEVTE GPTOUC Kol TOLG V0 Lyl
avoPréfiog €lc Tov olparor €OAOYNOCY Kol KUTEKANTEY ...

Compare:

NA% Luke 2:34 koL €0A0YNOEY DTOUC LUHEWV

NAZ Luke 24:30 Aefwv TOV @ptov cOAOYNOEY Kol KAXOOKG €medloou
oVTolC,

NA? Luke 24:50 Kol ETAPOC TOC XELpo hTOD €0AdYNoer adTolC.

€T’ OTOVUG appears only 3 times in the Gospels, twice in Lk (and 7 times in
Acts):

NA?" Mark 6:34 kol €omAayyviodn én’ adtolc, “on/for them"

NA?" Luke 9:5 GTOTLVAOOETE €L¢ LapTUPLOV €M a0TOUC. "against them"
NA? Luke 19:27 un Beinoovtog pe Paotiedont €’ ahToug "over them"

The reading of 01 is probably a harmonization to Mt, Mk.
There is no reason why €1’ should have been deleted so universally.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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41. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 9:17 kol €ébayor kol €xoptaodnoov movteg, kol Npdn ToO
TepLooebony adTOLC KAXOUKTWY KOPLVOL SWSeK.

27 \ b 4 ) ~ * 5\ 4 \
NAZ" Luke 9:18 Kal €yéveto év 1) €lval o0TOV TPOOEUYOUEVOV KOTG,
woveg ourvfioay adtE ol webntal, kel émMPwWtnoer adToug AEywr: Tlvw
he A€youvoLy ol OyAoL €lvat;

ournyOnoov 1424, 1675
ourMYTNOQY (P75?), B*, 157, pc, f, goth, WH in the margin

P75 has KTt WOVeG O ... oav, unfortunately a lacuna. Space considerations
make it more probable here that P75 has cuvnvtnoay.

D has: Kol €yéveto €v t¢) elval adtobg koto poveg ouvviiony
"And it came to pass, as they were alone, fogether with him the disciples"

B has been corrected by the reinforcer (B%): p. 1321 € 20/21. He left the letters
HNTH unenhanced and added a new H at the end of the line.
B: no umlaut

ouvfjooy oUVELL indicative imperfect active 3rd person plural
"be with, come together, gather "
ouvnyOnoay ouvayw  indicative aorist passive 3rd person plural

"gather together"
oUVMVTNONY OLVOVTOW indicative aorist active 3rd person plural
"meet"

Parallels: Beginning and end of Luke's Great Omission (6:47 - 8:27)

NA?" Mark 6:44-47 kol Mooav ol poyovtec [toug &ptoug] mevtakLoyiiLloL
avdpec. 45 Kal €0Bug fraykaoer toug pedntag adtod eupfival €ig to
TAOLOV Kol TpodyeLy €l t0 mépawv TPOc Bnbowiday, €w¢ adtog
amoAleL TOV OxAov. 46 kol GmoToEapheroc adTole amiABer elc T0 Opoc
TPooeVEuoOuL. 47 kKl OYlog Yevouévnge Ny TO TAOLOV €&V HEsw ThC
BaAcoong, kol a0TOC Wovog eml thg yhgc.

NA? Mark 8:27 Kol €fqABer 6 'Inool¢ kol ol podntel odtod €ic Tog
kopoe Kotoapelog thc PLAlmmou kel €V Th 060 €mMpwte  TOoLg
LoOntog odtod Aéywr adtole Tlve pe AEYyouoLy ol dvBpwmol elvul;




NA?" Matthew 16:13 'EABwv 8¢ 0 ‘Inoodc eic to peépn Korowpeloag Tig
OLALTTOL MPpWDdTE TOLC podnTee odTodD A€YwrT Tlve A€youoLy ol
avOpwtoL €lval TOV LLOV ToD avdpwTou;

These verses in Lk are the end of Luke's so called Great Omission from Mk.
Streeter (Four Gospels, p. 176-78) has an interesting suggestion here. He
assumes that Luke's copy of Mk actually lacked the omitted part for whatever

reason, possibly mutilation. Luke's copy of Mk looked something like this:

6:44 kol NMoov ol doyovteg [tolg apToug] mMevTakLoylAiLoL avdpeg. 45
Kal ... 46 GmAABer eic 10 Opoc mpooeléaoboul. ... 47 kol adTOC UOVOC ...

o \ b ~ € ~ b 4 \ \ b ~ 14 b ~
8:27 .. Kol €V TH 080 €mpwte ToL¢ Uabntag avtod AEywy olhTolg
Tlve we AéyouoLy ol avbpwmol €lvol;

This explains why Luke omits the local reference to Caesarea Philippi which both
Mk and Mt have. Luke has quite an abrupt end of the Feeding story.

The textcritical problem here is the word cuvfyTnooy by B et al. It makes
good sense, because Jesus was alone and then quite suddenly the disciples are
with him?
"And it came to pass, as he is praying alone, the disciples were with him,
and he questioned them"

With the B reading the sense would be:
"And it came to pass, as he is praying alone, his disciples met with him
and he questioned them"

It could be argued though that kotd pOVeC is taken with ouvfjoow and not
with TpoGELYOUEVOL:
"And it came to pass, as he is praying, his disciples were with him alone
and he questioned them"

Streeter thinks that the B reading is ("as so often") original: "It translates
Mark's €v Tf] 00 in the only meaning that could be given to it, if it followed
just after Mk 6:47."

In a footnote (p. 177) he adds: "Probably the original reading was fiytnoov =
‘met'. ouvioaV = 'were with', the reading of most MSS, is a very early scribe's
emendation. Someone then tried to correct an ancestor of B by this text and
wrote OUV over the NV, but the next copyist combined the two."

Possibly it is a simple accidental scribal error, Vo0V is a rare word (only
three times in the NT, all in Lk/Acts: Lk 8:4; 9:18; Acts 22:11)



Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 9:20 eimev 8¢ adtole: Luelg 6¢ tlve pe A€yete elval; IIétpog
d¢ amokpLBelg elmev: tov xpLotor T tod Beod.

i VLoV D, 2766, it(d, e, f, I, r'), bo™
T Tov LLOv 28,892, 1675, pc, bo™¢

YU €l 0 ¥pLotdc 6 viog Tod Beod Tod {DVTOC | (M1)
= "Tu es Christus filius Dei vivi."

Origen: Mt Comm tom. 12:15

€ ~ J 4 ~ \ ~ ) / \ /4

oL yobv avaypopovteg Mapkog kol Aouvkdg amokplBevto tov Iletpov
elpnkévot: "X €l 0 ypLotoc" kol W TPOoBEvTEC TO TP TG
Mathule kelpevov "6 vlog Tod Beod tod (Grrtog”.

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 16:16 amokpLOelg 6¢ Lipwr Il€tpog elmev:

oL €l 0 ¥pLoTog 0 Lo ToD Beod ToD (BrToc.

NA% Mark 8:29 kol a0TOC €mnPWTte 0TOUC LUELC 8¢ Tive pe A€yete
etvo; amokpldele O TIétpoc Aéyel adT®* oL €l O ¥PLOTOC.

Compare:

NA?" Luke 23:35 Kal €lotnkel 0 Aao¢ Bewpdv. écuvktnpLlor 8¢ kol ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTECT RAAOUC €0WOEV, OWOKTW €6UTOV,

el oltoc €oty O ypLotdc T tod Beod O éxdekToc.

add 0 vLO¢: P75, 070, f13, 157, 579, 1071, L844, pc, Sy-H, Co, Eus
€l LLOg €0TLY 0 YPLOoTOG ToD Beod O €xAekTOG B
el vidg €l tod Oeod, el yprLotog €l 0 ékAektoc D, c

Possibly added from Mt (so Weiss). Note the same addition at Lk 23:35!
The words ToD 6€0D constitute one of the so called Minor Agreements of Mt
and Lk against Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ Luke 9:23 "Eieyer 8¢ mpoOc mavtec €L TLC Oéiel OTMLOw HOU
€pyeoBat, apynoaodw €nLTOV KoL GPETW TOV OTELPOV DTOD

KO’ TUEPOY Kol GKOAOUBELTW HOL.

BYZ Luke 9:23 "EAeyer 8¢ mpog mavteag EL Tig 0édeL OTLOW Wou €ABELY,
ATPYNO000Ww €XVLTOV Kol GPOTW TOV OTEUPOV aUTOD
Kol GkoAovdelTw oL

Byz 01¢,¢C, D, X, 565,579, 1424, Maj, it, Sy-S, Sy-H™, sa™, Or?

txt P75,01*, A B, K, L, R, W,Y, 0,11, &, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 700, 892, 1071,
al, Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Co, goth, TR, Did

omit Kol dpaTw ... ke’ Nuépay D, a,d, |

B: umlaut! (1322 A 9 L) o0Tod ko’ MuEPOY Kol aKoAovOelTw

ke®' MUEPaY "daily"

Parallels:
NAZ Matthew 16:24 Kol GPETW TOV OTELPOV «0TOD Kol GKOAOLOELTW
HoL.
27 \ ) 4 \ \ b ~ \ ) 4
NA%" Mark 8:34 Kol GPATW TOV OTEUPOV KDTOD Kol GKOAOUBELT® WOL.

Compare:
NA? Luke 11:3
TOV GPTOV MGV TOV émLovoLov &Ldov MULY T0 kabd’ muépoy:

A typical Lukan term, it appears only once in Mt/Mk, but 11 times in Lk/Acts.
The term has very probably been omitted as a harmonization to Mt/MKk.

The omission by D et al. is probably due to homoioarcton (KATA - KAIA).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 9:26 0C yop Qv €ToLoYLVOf We Kol TOLG Euovg Adyoug, toDTov
0 LLOC TOD AvBpwWTOL EmaLoyurOnoetaL, Otay €AON év Th 60fn adtod
kel ToD ToTpOg Kol TAV YLy Gy yerwy.

"whoever is ashamed of me and the mine (my followers)"
"whoever is ashamed of me and of my words"

omit: D, it(a, d, e, l), Sy-C
P45, W have the word

Sy-S: Burkitt writes: "€ kol ... TetpOg Kal TV illegible"
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 8:38 OC Yop €0V €ToLOYUVOR Ue Kol TOLG €Uolg Adyoug €v T
vevel ToUTn TH HOLYXEALOL Kol GuopTWAR,

omit: P45 W, k, sa
D has the word

The words make good sense both ways. But an omission is more likely, probably
due to h.t. (OUS - OUS). Accidental omission is also supported by the fact that
the supporting witnesses are not the same in both cases.

But note what Ross writes: "The decisive consideration in this case is that
neither Mark nor Luke would have written ToUC €UoUC AOYOUC unless with the
intention of giving special emphasis to €OV¢, of which there is no sign in the
context; had they wished to convey the sense "ashamed of me and my words"
they would have written TOUC AOYOUC WOU. Mark uses the possessive WOV 29
times elsewhere but both he and Luke rarely use €u0¢, and never in a possessive
sense with a noun. [..] It therefore seems highly probable, on stylistic grounds
alone, that AOYOUG was missing from the original text both here and in Luke."

Compare:
J.M. Ross "Some unnoticed points in the text of the NT" NovT 25 (1983) 59-72

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ" Luke 9:27 Aéyw &€ LRIV GANOGE, eloly Tiveg TV adToD €0TNKOTWY
oL 00 1 yeuowvtal Bavatov €we Av Ldwoly tny Paolieloar tod Beod.

BYZ Luke 9:27 Aéyw &€ DUV GANODC €loly TLveg TV W€ €0TWTWY OL
00 U1 YeLOWVTEL Bavatov €we Qv Ldwoly v Baoiiclar Tod Beod

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A,C,D,KILP W,A,0,Y,1582¢ f13, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1424,
Maj

txt P75,01,B,L, 5, f1(1582*), pc
B: no umlaut

0TOD here: adverb of place; strictly "in the very place"

Parallels:

27 > \ 4 ¢ A~ (V4 ) 14 ~ o\ N 4
NA“" Matthew 16:28 QUMY A€YW LULY OTL €ELOLY TLVEC TV WOE €0TWTWV
oLTLYeC 00 PN yebowrtol Bovatou ...

NAZ Mark 9:1 GunV A€yw VLWLV OTL €loly TLveg wde TRV €0TNKOTWY
oLTLreC 00 PN yebowrtol Bovatou ...

Byzz TGOV Wd€ €0TNKOTWY

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 26:36 koBlonte a)ToD €wg [00] ameAbwy kel TPOoeDEWUKL.
wde 33,700
€Kel 472

omit: 01, C*, pc

NA%" Mark 6:33 kel €180V 0TOUG UTOLYOVTHG KoL €TEYVWONY TOAAOL Kol
el GMO TUORY TAV TOACWY oLVEdpapov ékel kol mpofilbor adTolc.
D ourfibor alTod
565  fABov adToD
f1 AABov kel

Clearly a harmonization to Mt, Mk.
Possibly the unusual use of «0TOD has been changed to the more common and
unequivocal WO€. Compare the similar cases above.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 9:35 koL Gpwum €YEVeto €k THC VedeéAng Aéyovoo:
00TOC €0TLY O ULOC HOL O ékAedeyuévoc, adtoD dkoveTe.

BYZ Luke 9:35 kol GwUT) €YEVETO €k THC VepeANC A€youou
00TO¢ €0TLY O ULOG KoL O ayemnTog, adToD akoveTe

Byz A,C*,D,P,R W,Y, f13, 33,157,565, 700, 1424, Maj,
it(a, aur, d, ff%, 1), vg™*, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth, Marcion™ €
0 QyeTnToc év ) eddOKnow €, D, M, P, 1689(=f13), pc, bo™

txt P45,P75,01,B,L,0, E, f1,579, 892, 1241, pc,
Lat(b, c, e, f, q, r', vg), Sy-S, Sy-H™, Co
0 ékAekTOg O, fl, 22%, pc

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 17:5 kol 180U pwim ék ThC vedéine A€yovoa:

o0TOC €0TLY O LLOC PoL O &yoTTOC, €V @ €DdOKNoN” GKkoLVeTE tDTOD.

NA%" Mark 9:7 KoL €YEVeTo Gpwrmn €k TR vedeAne:

00TOC €0TLY O LLOC pou O ayoTToc ' , dkovete oDTOD.
add €v @ €080know: 01¢, A
add Ov é€feiefauny: 0131

Compare:
NA? Luke 23:35 ... €L 00TOC €0TLY 0 XpLOTOC TOD Beod O EKAEKTOC.

NAZ" John 1:34 00TOC €0TLY O LLOC TOD BeoD.
P106"9, 01*, b, e, ff?, Sy-S, Sy-C: 0 €KAEKTOG
a, sa: "electus filius"

NA?" 1 Peter 2:4 TpO¢ OV TpooepyOuevoL AlBov (@Gvte LTO AVOPWTWY
LEV GTOSEO0K LLOOUEVOY TTopd, 6€ Be() EKAEKTOV EVTLUOV,

Clearly the Byzantine reading is a harmonization fo Mt/Mk. There is no reason
for a change to the unusual 0 €ékA€A€yuevog.

0 €KAeKTOC appears also in Lk 23:35. Note the much discussed v.l. in Jo 1:34.
Note also the reading OV €EcAcEouny of 0131 in Mk 9:7.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

4 -~ ~ ’ 4 ~ ~
NA? Luke 9:37 'Eyéveto 8¢ 11 €£fic Nuépy KateABovtwy adt®dy Gmo Tod
Opoug ournunoer adT® OYA0C TOAUC.

~

T o P45
dL Thc Muépoc D, it(a, b, d, e, ff?, 1), Sy-S, sa™

M~

€v 1) €Efc uépe A, C, 0, P, 28, 33, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj
T €Efc Nuepe 01, B,L, S, W, f1, 13,892, 1071, pc
TR €Eig 579

Lat(aur, c, q, vg) read txt.
Burkitt has: "and on that day again" Sy-C
"and on that day " Sy-S
The 579 reading is not in NA, but in IGNTP, Swanson and Schmidtke.
Lacuna: E
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Matthew 17:9 Kol kotofalvoviwry adtdr ék TtoD Opouc EVeTelAnTo
adTol¢ 0 ‘Inoolg

NAZ Mark 9:9 Kol ketefelvovtor adt@dr €k Tod 0poug SLeaTelAnto
o0TOLC

No interval is expressed in Mt/Mk. The omission is therefore probably a
harmonization to Mt/Mk.

Similarly Weiss (Textkritik, p. 129) notes that the €£fi¢ has probably been

omitted because no overnight stay on the mountain is mentioned.

Compare also variant Lk 7:11 and discussion there.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 9:39 kol 1600 Tvedpo Aopfavel adtov kol €Euldrng kpaler ™
Kl OTopaooeL odTOV Wete appod Kol HOYLE Amoywpel &’ adTtoD
ouvtpifov adtov:

T Kol PoOCEL 01, 157

T kel paooel o0tov  230(=f13), pc
T kol PNoogeL adTOV 892

=

Kol priooeL (D), ©, f1, 579, pc, Latt, Sy-S, arm
IGNTP adds also Sy-C for this reading, probably in error, because Burkitt
does not list it.

’ \ b \ b I4 ~ \ e/
D: AouPovel yop avtov €€nidrng mreduo Kol PT)O0EL

txt P45,P75,A,B,L, W, ¥, f13, 33,700, 1071, Maj,
Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

Lacuna:
B: no umlaut

paogeEL from PNYVUUL or PIOOW
"dash to the ground (in convulsions); break forth (of a shout)"

Parallel:

NA%" Mark 9:18 kol OTOU €y a0TOV Katodafrn pnooel adTov, Kol
appilel kol tpilel ToLg 060VTaC Kol Enpoivetal: Kol it Tolg
LoONTELC 0oL Tvo adTO EKParAwoLy, kel oDk Loyuooy.

Compare context:
NAZ Luke 942 €TL 6¢ TPOOEPYOUEVOL oDTOD €Eppnier  alTOV  TO
SoLUOVLOV KoL OLVEOTIAPOECY:

On the one hand a harmonization to Mk is possible (so Weiss). This is probable
at least in part, because some witnesses add the Markan o0TOV, too. It is also
possible that it is a conformation ot context 9:42.

On the other hand the words could have been omitted due to homoioarcton (KAI
- KAI) or to improve style (remove redundancy).



A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "In several documents this is preceeded by kol
pnooeL, which I believe to be right. It was probably omitted because PriooeL
was thought to express the same as OTPAOOEL; but it signifies throws down,
and this is what happens to the unfortunate epileptics."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 131

NA? Luke 9:50 elmer 8¢ mpo¢ adTov 0 ‘Inoodc un kwAvete: 0C yop OUK
€0TLY Ka®' LUQY, LTEP VUGV €O0TLY.

BYZ Luke 9:50 kil elmer mpog adtor 6 Inoodc Mn kwAlete: 0¢ yap 0UK
€0TLY KO U@V LTEP MUGY €0TLY

Byz 01% f1,f13, 157,579, Maj

txt P45,P75,01°,B,C, D, K, II, L, M, W, E, P, 124(=f13), 33, 565, 700, 892,
1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, pc, Latt, Sy, Co, arm, goth

MUV ... LUGY 0, 2542, pc
DUV ... NUOY  01*, A, X, A, 69(=f13), pc

9 \ ’” s & ~ ) o\ €\ ¢ ~
P45 reads: 0V yap €0TLY KoB’ UUDV, OLOE LTEP LUQOV
"because he is not against you, and not for you.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 9:40 0¢ Y0P OUK €0TLY KO’ MURV, LTEP NUGY €TTLY.
BYZ Mark 9:40 0C Y&p 00K €0TLV Ko DUQV, LTEP VPOV €0TLY

Byz A, D, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt 01,B,C, W, A, 0,Y,fl, {13, 28,157, 565, 579, 892, 1241, 1342,
k, Sy-S, Sy-H™, Co

UGV .. LAY L, pc

ULV .. U@V X, 118, pc

Compare previous verse 49:
NA?" Luke 9:49 €TLOTATH, €LOOUEV TLVO, €V TG OVOUaTL oov ékPaiiovto
SLUOVLO KoL EKWAVOREY DTOV, OTL OUK GKOAOUPEL Hed’ NUGY.

The Byz/txt readings are exactly opposite in Mk and Lk. It is possible that in
some cases harmonization occurred, also the accidental change DURV / TLDV
appears quite often.

It is possible that here in Lk we have a harmonization to the MOV of the
previous verse 49.

Note the curious, singular P45 reading.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 9:54 1d0vtec 6¢ ol podnral TokwBoc kel Twovvng eimoy:
KUpLe, BEreLe elmwper Tp kateffival amo tod ovparod Kol GraARoL
o0TOUC;

BYZ Luke 9:54 180vtec &€ ol podnral adtod Tokwpoc kol Twovvng
cimov, Kipie 8éieic elmwper mp kotoPfiver amd tod odpovod kol
avordool abtolc We kol “HAloc émoinoey

T&T #17

Byz A,C,D KIIW,0,Y¥, 0211, f1, f13, 33, 700, 892, Maj,
it(a, b, ¢, d, f, q, r!, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"", goth, [Trg™]
Acc. to Harnack Marcion read this too.

txt P45,P75,01,B,L, g, 157,579, 700*, 1241, 1342, 1612, 1627, pC3,
Lat(aur, e, I, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo”’, arm, geo®
pc = 17, 854, 2735

B: umlaut! (1323 B 22 L) kol arod@dool odToUC; 55 0TpodeLc

No parallel.
The incident is reported in 2.Ki 1:10, 12:

2 Kings 1:10 But Elijah answered the captain of fifty, "If | am a man of God, let fire come down from
heaven and consume you and your fifty." Then fire came down from heaven, and consumed him and
his fifty. 11 Again the king sent to him another captain of fifty with his fifty. He went up and said to him,
"O man of God, this is the king's order: Come down quickly!" 12 But Elijah answered them, "If | am a
man of God, let fire come down from heaven and consume you and your fifty." Then the fire of God
came down from heaven and consumed him and his fifty.

There is no reason for an omission. It has probably been added to give the
reference for the LXX passage.

Zahn thinks that the words have been deleted in connection with the words in
55b-56a. Because only with Elijah included do we have an explicit OT reference,
against which the words in 55-56 are directed. Only in that case the words
would have suited Marcion well. But the support is quite different. See next
variant below.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnhesses)
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42. Difficult variant

Minority reading:
NA? Luke 9:55 oTpadelc 8¢ €metiunoer odTolC.
NA?" Luke 9:56 KoL €TOPEVONOOY €LC ETEPUY KWUNV.

BYZ Luke 9:55 oTpadel 8¢ emetiunoey avtole kol elmer, OOk oldute
0Lov TIVeVUATOC €0TE LUELC

BYZ Luke 9:56 0 yap ULOC Tt0D drOpwmov ok AABev Yuyoc GvOpWTwY
QTOAEOOL, GAAL ORDO0L. KoL ETOPEVONOOY €lC ETEPAY KWUNY

T&T #18, T&T #19

B: no umlaut

add only 55b:

add only 56a:

add both:

D, 669, 1675, d,

Marcion(2" CE)?, Chrys(4™ CE), Epiph(4™ CE), Did (4™ CE)

For Marcion 56a is not documented, but it is possible that he read it, too
(acc. to Harnack).

bo™* (IGNTP)

K, II, M, U,Y,T, O, A, f1, f13, 2, 579, 700, Maj-part>®,
Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, f, q, ', vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal,
boP', arm, goth, CI?, Tert?™, Ambrose(4™ CE)

ToLOV instead of 0lov: D, f1, 579, 700, al?*

olov pronoun correlative genitive neuter singular
Tolov adjective interrogative genitive masculine singular

579 has: Kol €1LTEV, Kol TOPEVOUEVOV KDTOV €LTeV TLG
mpo¢ abTov, Ok oldate olov TMVelpaTOC €0TE LHELS: O
vop UVLOC tod avBpwmov olk MABer Juxog ardpWTwy
GTOAEONL, GAAX OGOKL. GKOAOVONOW OOL OTOL  EXV
amEPYN. (Probably mixed up. 579 omits verses 56b and 57a)

add 56a before 55b:  pc*?

omit = txt P45,P75,01,A,B,C,L, W, X, A, E, ¥, 047,0211, 28, 33, 157, 565,
892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2786, Maj-part*° [E, 6, H, S, V, Q],
g', 1, vg®", Sy-S, sa, aeth™:, Basil

omit Kol €LTEV ... KUY 1241 (sic))




Compare:

27 \ b ’ 3 ~ N4 \ 14 \ b ~
NAZ" Mark 8:30 kol €TeTiunoer adtolc v undevi AéywoLy mepl ahTod.
NA¥ Mark 833 0 &¢ émotpadeilc kol oWy Ttoug pedntog odTod
emetiunoey Ilétpw kol Aéyel Umoye OTLOW Hov, OoToVd,

Compare for 56a:

NA?" Luke 19:10 ABev yap O viog Tod GropwTou (nTthcal kol o@doKL TO
ATOAWAOC.

NA% John 3:17 00 Yap QmEGTELAEY O OeOC TOV LLOV €L¢ TOV KOopov Lvo
KpLvn TOV KOOWoV, &AL’ v 0wf O koopog 6L adtoD.

Chrysostom (4™ CE) mentions the saying 5 times: Homily on Matthew 29, 56,
Homily on John 51, Homily on Romans 22, Homily on 1. Cor 33.

It has often been assumed (e.g. Zahn, WH) that the passages belong together
with the addition in verse 54 (see previous variant).

Th. Zahn thinks that the words have been omitted because they suited Marcion
so well. But why is it that just those Byzantine MSS support the text which are
normally considered the most "catholic"? WH think that the addition of 55-56 is
older than 54b, because it is "bolder", even though the support is not so good. In
their rejected readings section they have 56a in brackets, because it is omitted
by D.

The diverse support and also the content mark the readings as old. For 55b
there is no parallel in the Gospels. It is a very prominent saying, even today well
known to everybody through the Textus Receptus. It could very well go back to
Jesus, but the limited support makes it unlikely that it originally belonged to
Luke's Gospel.

The support for the the words is Western (D, Lat + Sy) plus part of the
Byzantine text. Of the better Alexandrian MSS only 579 supports the words,
but this MS shows signs of tampering with the text (see above). The Old Syriac
is divided. Sy-C has the words, whereas Sy-S omits. It could be argued that the
originally purely Western text intruded into part of the Byzantine text with its
tendency to have the fullest, most complete text.

It is possible that the words have been added to explain and expand the short
"but he turned and rebuked them". So, Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words



55b have been added by D to explain the short émetiunoer «lTOLG. The
addition in verse 56 then comes from Lk 19:10.

On the other hand Zahn notes that without the words this piece would appear
"curiously meager" in the row of the 6 short episodes 9:46-62. In all of them
Jesus has a profound answer.

There is a catena by Macarius Chrysocephalus which possibly goes back to

Clement, who then cites 55b. From Tischendorf:
"Clem teste Macar. Chrysoceph agnoscere videtur. Cf Clem fragment ap
Mac Chrysoc or. 8 in Mt cap 8 etc (ed. Mign. 2,765.) At mihi dubium vdtr,
extrema eius loci verba sintne et ipsa ex Clem. excerpta: TRUT TOL KO/l O
KUPLOC TPOG TOUG OTTOOTOAOUG ELTOVTOG €V TUPL KOAXGOL TOUG KT
OeEoleEVOLg (UTOLE KT TOV MALEY® OUK oLdxTe, ¢noL, TOLOU
TVEVUKTOC €OTE.

Unfortunately we don't know anything about the Diatessaron on this passage.
Harnack (Marcion, p. 204*) thinks that Marcion invented these words. So also
Harris (Codex Bezae, p. 233). Tertullian does not mention this though, and he

seems to have had the words in his own text (see Zahn, Comm. Lk, Exc. VIII).
Tertullian would not have hesitated to note such gross interpolations.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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43. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 9:57 Kol TOpevop€vwy bty €V Tf 080 €lmér TLg Tpog
a0TOV" GKOAOLONOW COL OTOL €NV GTEPYT).

umayne P45, D, 157, pe, Lat
B: no umlaut

GTEPYT GTEPYOUNL subjunctive present middle 2nd person singular
"go away, leave"

VTOYNG UTOLYW subjunctive present active 2nd person singular
"go one's way; go away, depart"

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 8:19 kKl TPOOEADWY €1 YPOUUTEVC €lTer adTR:
SLOCOKOAE, GKOAOVONOW OOL OTOL €UV GTEPYT).

Interesting difference.
améPYT could be a harmonization to M.

Usage:
UTAYW  Gmépyounl Ratio
Mt 19 35 05
Mk 15 23 0,65
Lk 5 20 0,25
Jo 32 21 15
71 99

Lk uses DTAYW only rarely.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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44. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 9:57 GkoAoLONOW cOL OTOUL €0V omepxn

BYZ Luke 9:57 GKOAOUONOW OOL OTOL AV  ATEPYT KUPLE.

Byz A,C,W,0,Y, 13, 33,579, Mqj, (b), f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, &, f1,157,1071, 1342, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm, geo

5L80oKOAE, GKOAOVONOW 0oL ... sa™, bo™
kOpLe, GKOAOLOTIOW OOL .. b

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 8:19 kol TPOOEABWY €l  YPUUUOTELS €lmer  adTR:
SLOGOKOAE, GKOAOVONOW OOL OTOL EXV GTEPYN).

NA% Matthew 8:21 €tepo¢ 8¢ TGOV padnTdv [awdTtod] eimer altd: KUpLE,
emiTpeor poL TPATOV ATEABElY Kol Bojoil TOV TaTEPX LOU.

Context:
NA?" Luke 9:54 i
L6ovteg 6¢ ol pabntoal TokwBoc kel Twavvne elmay: kipLe,

NAZ Luke 9:59 Elmer 6¢ TpO¢ €tepov akodolBeL oL, O &€ elmev:
[kOpLe,] €mltpedv poL ameAbovtL Tp@tor Bofiol TOV THTEPR. LOU.
omit: B*,D,V, pc, d, Sy-S, Or, NA?, Tis, WH, Gre, Bois, Weiss

NA? Luke 9:61 Elmer 8¢ kol €tepog: GkoAovOnow ooL, KLPLE:

Compare:

NA? Luke 5:8 €€€ABe am’ €uol, OTL AUTp OUEPTWAOC €lpL, KUPLE.
omit: 01*, 2, it, Sy-S, Sy-P, arm, Or, Chr

NA? Luke 12:41 KUPLE, TPOC MUAC TNV TaPoBOANY ToOTNY AEYELC ...
omit: f13, bo™

NA? Luke 14:22 KUpPLE, YEYOVEV O EMETOENC, KUL €TL TOTOC €0TLV.
omit: D, 205, 209, 726, 1071, e, ¢, d

NA? Luke 19:8 1600 Tt TULOLK OV TGV UTHPYOVTWY, KUPLE,

omit: 063, 579, 1241, it



NA? Luke 19:16 KUPLE, T) WY& OOV 8€KQ, TPOOMPYXLOKTO WVAC.
omit: K

NA?" Luke 19:20 kUpLe, 160U M UVE 0oL MV €lyov ..

omit: 1071, 2757, Sy-C

NA? Luke 19:25 kol elmoy adT@: KOPLE, €xeL O€ko UVEC-
omit: B*

NAZ" Luke 22:38 KUpLe, 180D payoLpol Ko 800.

omit: 01*, pc, i, Sy-S

The nomen sacrum KﬁpLE can be easily omitted, as can be seen from the above

examples.
Mt has 6L800K0A€ at the beginning of the words. Clear harmonization to Mt

occurs only in three versional MSS.
KUPLE has possibly been added from context 9:54, 59, 61.
Compare variant 9:59.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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45. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 9:59 Elmer 6¢ TpO¢ €tepov dkodolBeL oL, O &€ elmev:
[kUpLe,] émitpedor poL ameABovTL TP@ToV Bajol TOV THTEPX [OU.

omit: B*, D, V, pc, d, Sy-S, Or, NA?®, Tis, WH, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Bal
Tis notes additionally: V/031, 57, Bas(4™ CE), Thdrt(4/5™ CE)
IGNTP has V, too.

txt  WH™
Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally kUpLe in brackets in the margin.

B (p. 1323 B 39): Corrected by inserting the nomen sacrum (KS or KE, not clear)
above the line, possibly before the enhancement, but not clear. The enhancer
left the N from EIPEN unenhanced, so he could have inserted it here. The
correction can be very early. Tischendorf has it by B® (= enhancer).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 8:21 €tepo¢ 8¢ TGOV padntdv [awdTtod] elmer adtd: KUpLE,
emiTpeor poL TPATOV ATEABElY kKol Bojioil TOV TaTEPX LLOU.

Compare context:
NA*" Luke 9:54 i
L6ovteg 6¢ ol pabntoal TokwBoc kel Twavvne elmay: kipLe,

NA? Luke 9:57 GkoAOUONOW COL OTOUL €0V omepxn
BYZ Luke 9:57 GKOAOUONOW OOL OTOL GV  ATEPYT KUPLE.
Byz A,C,W,0,Y,f13, 33,579, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H
txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L,E, f1,157, 1071, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, co

NA? Luke 9:61 Elmer 8¢ kol €tepog: akoAovOnow ooL, KvpLe:

The word could have been added from the parallel in Mt or as a harmonization to
immediate context (so Weiss). On the other hand the omission by some normal
Byzantine MSS shows that an accidental omission is probable. The above cited
church fathers seem to cite from memory, see Tis.

Compare also variant Mt 8:6 and discussion there.



Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(remove brackets)
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46. Difficult variant:

NA?" Luke 10:1 Meta 8¢ Tadtor AvedeLlEer 6 KOPLOG — €TEPOUG
eBdopnkovta [600]

BYZ Luke 10:1 Meto 8¢ todtor aredetéer 0 kOPLOG Kol €TEPOUG
eBSounKoVTH

Byz 01,A,C,D,W,0,Y,fl,f13, 33, 1424, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-H, arm, Gre, [Trq]

txt P75,B,L,E,0181,579, 892, 1071, pc, r!, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, goth

NA has 1424 for txt, but IGNTP, UBS and Swanson have it for Byz!
But note:

omit 0 KUpLog: D, 1424, 1675, it, Sy-S, Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Luke 9:61 Elmer 8¢ kol €tepoc: GkoAovOnow ooL, KupLeE:
NA? Luke 23:32 "Hyovto &¢ kol €tepol kakolpyor 600

Metzger: "internal probabilities are indecisive (copyists may have omitted Kal as

superfluous or inserted it as explanatory)."

The Kol €T€pOg is a typical Lukan phrase. It appears 10 times in Lk and twice in
Acts, but elsewhere only once in Mt. All other occurrences are safe! It is

possible that we have here a reminiscence of verse 61 (so Weiss).

In his Lk Com. Weiss notes the possibility that the k&l has been added to
contrast the Seventy with the 12 apostles: "the Lord did appoint also other

seventy".
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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47.Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 10:1 Metoe 6¢ tadto arédelfer 0 kUpLOC €TéPOuG RSounkovta
[600] kol dméoteLder adtoLg ave Vo [600] TPO TPOOWTOL KdTOD €ig
ROy TOALY Kol TOTOV 0D TueAder adTog épyeodutl.

BYZ Luke 1011 Metoe 8¢ Todtoe Grédeléer 0 KOPLOC KoL  €TEPOUC
eBdounkovTo Kol GméoTeLAer adTOLE Gre d00 TPO TPOoWTOL ®DTOD €ig
ooy TOALY Kol TOTOV 0D éueAier adTOg épyeabdul

Byz O01,ACKILLW,0,ZE,Y,fl,f13, 28,157,579, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj,
f,q, rl, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth, Ir, Cl, Or, Trg, Tis, Bal [33 has a lacuna]

txt P75,B,D, M, 0181, 372, pc, Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, |, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C,
sa, bo™, arm, geo, Adamantius(4™ CE)

H. NA?® both have 00 in brackets.

B: umlaut! (1323 € 18 R) ¢Bdounkovta [d00] kol GméoTteLdey

Same in 10:17:
NA?" Luke 10:17 ‘Yméotpefov &€ ol eBdounkovte [500]
BYZ Luke 10:17 “Yméotpelov &€ ol €Bdopnkovto

Byz P452,01, A, C K ILL M W,0,E, Y, f1,f13, 28, 33,157,579, 700, 1071,
1424, Maj, Sy-C, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, Ir, Cl, Or, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P45?,P75,B, D, R, 0181, 372, pc, Lat, Sy-S, sa, arm, geo

P45:

B.M. Metzger writes: "The present writer has examined this passage in P45 under
natural and artificial light, and has assured himself that the Greek character which
follows the letter omicron (standing for '70") is neither b, as Kenyon supposed, nor v, as
Roberts thinks, but merely a diple, or space filler (>), which scribes would use
occasionally in order to bring an otherwise short line even with the right-hand margin of
the column. In fact, by consulting Kenyon's volume of Plates of P45 anyone can see the
similarity between the disputed character and the diple which appears on the same folio
near the top of the column."

For the reading of R in verse 17 Metzger notes: "ex indice capitum"
The reading of Sy-S in verse 17 is acc. to Burkitt "not quite clear".



B: umlaut! (1324 B 24 L)
eBdounkovto. [600] weta Yopdc

No parallel.
Very difficult.

K. Aland argues in a minority vote for omission of the brackets. He sees
(correctly) the overwhelming examples for 70 in the LXX. It would be thus only
natural to use it here too (so also Weiss).

It has also been suggested that the confusion has to do with the Septuagint
which is most often referred to as LXX = 70, but sometimes (Aristeas) 72 is
used as the number of translators (6 elders x 12 tribes).

It is noteworthy that the witnesses are almost identical in verses 1 and 17.

If there is a connection with the other 6U0 V0 variant later in verse 1 is not
clear (see next variant).

Compare:

e B.M. Metzger "Seventy or Seventy-two disciples?" NTS 5 (1958/59) 299-
306; also in "Historical and Literary Studies", Leiden, 1968, p. 67-76 [sees
the evidence very evenly balanced and argues for bracketed 6u0]

e S. Jellicoe "St. Luke and the 'seventy(-two)'" NTS 6 (1959/60) 319-21
[thinks that the Letter of Aristeas is the model Luke used for the story]

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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48. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 10:1 Metae 8¢ Todtoe avedetery 6 kOpLOG €T€POLE €fSounKovTo,
[600] kol dméoteLier adToLg ave Vo [600] PO TPoowTou whToD €ic
TRoY TOALY Kol TOTOV 0D TueAder adTog épyeodutl.

BYZ Luke 1011 Metoe 8¢ Todtoe Grédeléer 0 KOPLOC KoL  €TEPOUC
EBoouNKoVTH Kol GTéoTELAEY adTOVG GV 600 TPO TPOOWTOL KDTOD €ig
Mooy TOALY Kol TOTOV 0D éueAier adTOg €pyeabdul

Byz 01,A,CD,L W,E, ¥, 0181, f1, 124,174, 230, 983, 1689(=f13), 33,
579, 700, Maj, NA?>, Tis, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt B,K ILY,0,0211, f13, 565, pc, L2211, Sy-H, Eus, Bois
WH have 800 in brackets.

Lat has: "binos"

P75 has B (= numeral "2") at the beginning of a line. The end of the previous line
is missing. It seems more probable, also from space considerations, that P75
supports the omission of the second 600.

P75"9, B, 0181, 579, 700, pc, e, Eus: omit 0.0TOVC.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA¥ Mark 6:7 Kol Tpookodeitol Toug 6Wdeke kol HpEato odTolC
amooTEAAELY SV0 800 kol €8L60V adTOLC €Eoualoy TOV TVELHATWY TRV
GKoOApTWY,

ave 800 D, 565, ff2, Sy-S

Context:
NA? Luke 9:3 unte [dva] dVo yLtdveg éxeLy.

LXX:

LXX Genesis 7:3 KoL GO TOV TETELVOY TOV PN kabop@dy d0o d00 Gpoev
kel OAAL SLaBpéfiot omépue €TL TROoKY TNV YAV

LXX Genesis 7:9 600 600 elofAfov mpoc Nwe



LXX Genesis 7:15 €lofiA@ov mpo¢ Nwe €i¢ v kipwtor Vo Vo &Tmo
TOOTC O0PKOC

Compare:

> ~ 14 ’
NA% John 2:6 foar 6¢ ékel ALOLvoL UOpLlol €€ Kot TOV KoOopLOopoV
TV Tovdalwy Kelpevul, xwpodowl v PeTPnTog 600 1 TPELC.

BDAG (3" ed.):

ave 800 600 two by two Lk 10:1; cp. T 2:6;

Also 800 8600 two by two Mk 6:7 (this way of expressing a distributive number
is found also in LXX, Gen 7:3, 9, 15 and is widely regarded as a Semitism
[Wellhausen, Einl.? 1911, 24; JWackernagel, TLZ 34, 1909, 227]. Nevertheless it
occurs as early as Aeschyl., Pers. 981 [but s. Mussies 218: perh. not distributive
but w. emotional value]: Soph., fgm. 191 Nauck?® POxy 121, 9 [III AD] Tplo
Tplo;

cp. the mixed expr. ket 800 600 in the magical pap POxy 886, 19 [III AD], in
Medieval Gk. and in Mod. Gk.

On Mk 6:7 see JJeremias, NT Essays: Studies in Memory of TWManson 59, 136-
43.

It is possible that the double form, considered as vulgar and semitic has been
reduced to the singular form.

On the other hand the double form could be a harmonization o Mk.

The support without B would be clearly secondary.

Note also the omission of a0TOUC by several witnesses:

a0TOVC Gva 6vo dvo K, Y, ®,Il, 13, 565, al, Sy-H, Eus
Gro 8vo dvo B

a0TOUG Gv 800 01,A,C,D,L,W,E, ¥, 1,33, Mqj
ave 500 (P75?), 0181, 579, 700, pc, Eus® ™ T's

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong = omit 600)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 140

NAZ" Luke 10:11 Kl TOV KOVLOPTOV TOV KOAANBEVTH ULV €k THC TOAewC
VUGV €L¢ TOUG TOd0C TOpnooOwede, DULY:

BYZ Luke 10:11 Kol TOV kovLOPTOV TOV KOAANOEVTH MULY €k TAC MOAcw(

VUGV G TOULNOOOUEON VLY

Byz A, A, 124,174, 230, 346, 788(=f13), 2, 28, 565,
Maj, aur, vg

txt

eic tovc médac P45, P75, 01, B, D, R, 0181'¢, 157, 1241, pc, it

€ic Toug TOdac MUV A, C,6,K, I L, M, U, W, 0, E, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 579,
700, 892, 1071, 1424, dl, f, Sy, Co, goth

P45, W* omit the preceeding UGV

For 892 the NA reading is given. IGNTP has 892 for txt. Acc. to Harris (JBL
1890) it reads: €L¢ TOUC MOBKC LU®V, so three different opinions herel

IGNTP has 1241 for €i¢ TOUC TMOSKG MUGDV. Lake notes explicitly UU@Y €ig
TOUC TOdWC. So also NA.

0181 has a lacuna, but from space considerations it is almost certain that it read
txt (compare Wessely, Stud Pal. u. Pap. 12, p. 241, no. 185).

B: no umlaut

2 4 T : "
0L TTOUOLOOOWKL "wipe of f, wipe clean

Parallel:

NAZ" Matthew 10:14 Kol OC Qv PN SEEMTOL VUAC UNdE dkovoT TOLC AGYOUC
VUQY, €Eepyouerol €w ThC olklag N THC MOAEWC €KELYNG EKTLVaENTE
TOV KOVLOPTOV TV TOSOV LUAV.

Compare:

NA% Luke 9:5 kol 00OL OV WU O€EXWVTHL DUEC, €EepyOueroL Gmo Tfg
TOAEWC €KELVTC TOV KOVLOPTOV GTO TV TOSDV VUGV QTOTLVOO0ETE
€lg popTopLor €m adTolc.

Probably a rather late omission within the Byzantine fradition. Either
accidentally or to improve style.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA*" Luke 10:11
TANY TODTO YLVWOKETE OTL HYYLKEV n Baotielo ToD Oeod.
BYZ Luke 10:11
TANV TOUTO YLVWOKETE OTL NyyLkey éd’ DUAC 1) PooLielo Tod Oeod

Byz A,C,R,W,0, Y, 13,1071, Mqj, f, |, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, goth

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, =, 0181, f1, 33, 157,579, 892, 954, 1241, 1342, 1424,
1675, L184, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, arm, geo, Marcion”
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare context:
NAZ Luke 10:9 kol Oepamevete TOU¢ €V aOTR GoBevelc kal A€yete
o0TOlC NYYLkey €b’ vuac M Pootieio oD Beod.
omit €0’ vpag: T, pc*, bo™

NAZ Luke 11:20 €l 6¢ €V SoktUAW 0eoD [EYW] EkPariw TO SoLpovLic,
ape €pBuoer €’ vudc 1 Paoticio oD OeoD.

Compare also:

NAZ?" Matthew 3:2 Hyyikev yop M Baoiielo TAV odpav@v.
NA?" Matthew 4:17 TyYLKeV yap T) ProLAela TRV 0Dpav@y.
NA?" Matthew 10:7 TyYLKeV 1| BooLACLO TOV 0DPAVAV.
NA?" Mark 1:15 Tyyikev 1) Pootieio tod Oeod:

Probably added from immediate context 10:9 (so Weiss). There is no reason for
an omission. At 10:9 only very few witnesses omits.

It is possible principally that the words have been omitted, because the phrase
is more general then and appears four times without them in the Gospels. But
then it would have happened similarly at 10:9.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 10:14 ANV TUOpw kol XLODVL Grektotepor €otal év T

KploeL ) VWiv.

omit: P45, D, 472, 1009, 1241, d, e, |, geo®*, Bois

€V Muépa kploewe 13,1424, 1675, pc, rl, Sy-C, sa™:, goth (from Mt)
€v Th Muépe éxelvn W, pe, Sy-S, geo™* (verse 12)

txt P75,01,A,B,C,L, W,0,fl1,33,157,565, 579, 700, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co
€V Tf] KpLoeL dvektoTEpoV €0Tol fl

B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 12:
NAZ Luke 10112 A€yw UpIv OtL Xodouolc €V TH Tmuépa  ékeivn
GUekTOTEPOV €0TOL T) T TOAEL ékelvn).

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 11:22 TANVY Aéyw UWiv, TOpw kol XLdOVL arektdTepov
€0TOlL €V NUEPN KPLoewe f) LULV.

Compare also:

NAZ?" Matthew 12:41 Gvdpec Niveultol Graotnoovtol €V T KpLoel
NA? Luke 11:32  awdpec Niveultol GraoTtnoovtol €V Tf) KpLoeL
NA?" Matthew 12:42 BooiALoon vOTOU €yepOnoetal €V TH kploel
NA? Luke 11:31  BoaoilAloon votou éyepbnoetal €V Th kploel

The reading of f13 et al. is a harmonization to Mt. The reading of ¥ is a
conformation to verse 12.

The omission is difficult to explain. In Mt the words are safe.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €V Tf) kploel as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(for the omission)
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50. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 10:15 kol o0, Kadopraoly, un éwe odperod tliwbnon;
BYZ Luke 10:15 kol o0 Koamepraoly, 1 €éwc Tod odpovod tliwbelow,

Byz A,C,W,0,Y, 0115, f13, 33, 892, 1342, Mqj,
Lat(aur, c, e, f,i,1,q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, goth, Cyr
T €0 obpavod LPwoeloe  C, 157, 2542, pc, [Trg™]

1 €wg 10D oDparod LYWONg 1582
N €wc oOpovod LPWONC Tis, Weiss (see below)

1]

txt P45,P75,01,B*, D, (L, E, 579, 700, 1071), f1?, pc,
it(a, b, d, rh), Sy-C, Sy-S, Co
un €w¢ tod obpavod LPwlnon; L, E, 579,700, 1071, Gre (in Mt: txt)
N €w¢ Tod olpavod LPwlnor; 1,22
N €w¢ tod olpavod LPWONG BE342
UM €wc tod obpavod LPwbnoer BB
B: no umlaut

The reading of f1 is not clear. NA and IGNTP have 1582* for the 1 reading
against Swanson, who has it for the L, Z reading (probably in error). Both IGNTP
and Swanson then have 1582° for the above noted reading DYiwONG. Amy

Anderson consulted the microfilm and wrote:

"From my microfilm, I'd say Ephraim almost certainly wrote H. There is too little space for MH
and no sign of erasure.

On Swanson's opinion of a correction in the last word, I'm not sure I agree. There certainly is a
large space there, but Ephraim often does that. What appears to be a smudge where the final
HI would be might be a letter showing through from the other side. I'd have to make overhead
photocopies of both sides of the folio and lay them together to be sure. More important, the
smudge does not include any sign of a high left side extender as is typical in Ephraim's H (looks
like an "h"). And there is really not enough room for the iota adscript. (Though I do have to add
that some of the corrector's erasures are absolutely invisible on the microfilm.)"

B (p. 1324 B 4): The corrections in B are not entirely clear. NA and Tis have H
for B¢ (Tis: "B3?"). Swanson has MH. The M is there, but it is not clear if it
is enhanced or not. The M is not canceled. It's slightly less dark than the
previous M, difficult to judge. An Y from the verso shines through the page
and can give the impression as if there is a weak cancel bar through it. It is
possible that it has been erased and later rewritten. But, what is clear is that
there is a canceled rough breathing above the H.




The “T"OY has been written above the line in dark uncial script. It is not clear
by what corrector. Tis thinks by B>,

B¢ also reads LYwBNocL with the €J written above the unenhanced H. Weiss,
following Tis thinks that the H has been canceled by a corrector. It is possible
that there is a stroke from top left to bottom right through the H. This then
has subsequently been changed into €]J.

Tischendorf thinks that B® canceled the M from MH (and added a rough
breathing above the H) and canceled the final H from UwBnon, but later
restored it back to MH (erasing the rough breathing) and LiwONTEL.

For the discussion, see Mt 11:23

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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51. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 10:15 kil 00, KapapraoOy, un €we ovparod fwmonon;

V4 ~ v ’
€wc ToL doL KatefnoT).

BYZ Luke 10:15 kel 00 KomeprooOy, 1 €wg Tod odpavod uwbeloa,
€we qdov keteBLBoodnon.

Byz P45,01,A,C,L, R, W,0,E, ¥, 0115, f1, f13, 33, 1241, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, WH™, Gre, Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P75, B,D, 579, 1342, pc, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, arm, WH, NA®, Weiss

Same in Mt:
NA?" Matthew 11:23 kil 00, Kadapraoly, pun €wg odparod DPwdnon; €wg
adov katefnon
BYZ Matthew 11:23 kol 00 Kamepraoly, 1 €wc tod odpavod Dwbelow,
€we qdou KetaBLpaodnon:
Byz 01,C, L, X, 0,Z, ®,fl,f13, 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'"
B: no umlaut

See discussion in Mt 11:23.
IQP's Crit. ed. has kotainon) as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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52. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 10:16 ‘O akoVvwV VPOV €uod aKoveL,

Kl 0 60TV LUAG €ue abetel

e \ 2\ b ~ J ~ \ b ’ 4

0 0€ eue etV aOeTEL TOV (LTOOTELAXVTO LE.

"Whoever listens to you listens to me, and whoever rejects you rejects me,
and whoever rejects me rejects the one who sent me."

[ \ b ~ J / J ’ ~ J 4 4
0 O€ €LOU OKOLWVY OKOLEL TOL OL'iTOOTEL)\.OLVTOC JLE.
D, it(d, i, I), Justin

Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg) read txt.

0 &€ éue ABeTV GOeTel TOV AmMOOTELAOWVTO e

KoL 0 €éuod akoVwVY aKkoveL ToD GTOOTELANVTOC UE.

E, ©, 1582, f13, 22, pc, (a, b), r!, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm
f13: 69, 230 have the txt version.

kol O éuod dkoVwy Gkovel ToD meRloTOC e
Kol 0 GOeT@V VWA éue abetel:
\ J

0 &€ éue ABeTV GPBeTEl TOV AMOOTELAOVTO WE.
0115, 2766, pc

Apostolic Constitutions 8:46 T
~ ’ ~ ’
‘O DUV Yop AKOVWY €UoD GKovEL,
kol O éuod dkoVWY GkoveL TOD ATOOTELANVTOC WE.
Kl 0 UMAC GOeT@V €ue abetel
R \ b \ b ~ J ~ \ b ’ 4
0 O¢ éu€ 4BeT@V GBeTEL TOV AMOOTELAMVTA €.

Pseudo-Ignatius, Ephesians 5

‘0 DUV dkoVWY EUoD dkoveL,

kol O éuod dkoVwY Gkovel TOD MEPWOVTOC e TOTPOC
0 UUAC GOcT@V éue abetel

3 \ ) \ J ~ J ~ \ ’ 4

0 0¢€ eue 0BeT@®V abetel Tov mepovTe Ue

The same also in Cyprian (Epistulae 59:4 and 66:4).
B: no umlaut

GOeT€W "reject, refuse"



Parallel:
NAZ?" Matthew 10:40 ‘O deyOueroc DUAG €ue déxetol,
Kol O €UE BEYOUEVOC BEYETHL TOV QTOOTELANVTO e,

Compare:
NA?" John 5:24 0 TOV AQYOV HOU GKOVWY

Kol TLOTEDWY TG TEUPovTL pe €xel (wny alwriov
NA? John 13:20 0 Aapfavwy Gv Tve Teupon éue Aapufavel,

0 6¢ €ue Aoupavwr Aapufovel tov mElerTe .
NAZ" John 14:24 0 UT) GYoTAV Ue TOLUC AOYOUC LOU 0D TNPEL’

Kol 0 AOYOC OV GKOVETE ODK EOTLY EWOC

QAL TOD TEUPaVTOC e TaTPOC.

Note that koUW takes a Genitive object.
The addition by © et al. is possibly intended to make the saying more
symmeftrical:
He who is hearing you, does hear me;
and he who is putting away you, does put away me;
and he who is putting away me,  does put away him who sent me;
and he who is hearing me, does hear him who sent me;

Joachim Jeremias ("Unknown Sayings") regards the addition as "a pedantic
expression of the parallelismus membrorum'. He thinks that it spoils the
structure of step parallelism.

It is also possible that it is a conflation of the Western reading and the txt
reading.

The origin of the Western reading is strange. Possibly it is just another (oral?)
version of a well known saying?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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53.Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 10:21 i
Br bt th dpe fyeriiaonto [év] 16 mreduott T6) aylw kol elmey:

BYZ Luke 10:21
By adtf] th Ope YUAALOEOKTO TG TVEDUNTL 0 ’'Inooic,
KoL elTev

T&T #20
"At that same hour he rejoiced in the Holy Spirit"

TG TYeDUoTL A, W, ¥, 69,124, 28, 565, 700, 1424, Maj, Bois
&V TG TVELPXTL P45d 0115, f13, 157, 892, 2542, pc, Cl
TQ) mrelpatl TH aylw P75, B,C, K, 11,0, 1,579, 1071, al*,
NA®® WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg
€V T() TrelpaTL TG oyl  01,D,L, X, E, 33,1241, pc, Tis, Bal
one of the last two: Lat, Sy, Co, arm

add 0 ’Inooic:

1. before [év] T® Tvebuaty L, N, X, 0, f13, 33,579, 1071, al?’,
Lat(c, e, ff?, r!, vg™*), Sy-P

2. after [év] TQ mveduatt A, C, W, K, II, ¥, 0115, 0211, f1, 124(=f13), 565,
700, 892, 1342, 2786, Maj, f, q, Sy-H, bo?*

3. no addition P45“d P75,01, B, D, E, 157, 1241, 1612, pc°,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo""

Combined (the better withesses labeled):

T¢) TYelPaTL 1612, pc’
&V T mrelpatL P45, 157
&v T mreduatl TG 0yLw 01, D, E, 1241

T TVEVUNTL TGO OYLY P75,8B

0 ’Incodg pct

TG TVeVUATL 0 ‘Incodc A, W, ¥, 0211, 565, 700, 1342, 1424, Maj
0 "Inooic ev T mveduatt N, £13, 2780, al?’
&v 1@ mrelpatt 0 'Inoolc 0115, 892, 2309, 2542

0 ’'Inoodc év t¢ Tvelpatt T¢ oylw L, X, 33
0 Incolc T mreduatL T aylw ©,579,1071
T TrebuatTL TO aylw 0 'Inoodc C, K, II, f1




B: umlaut! (1324 B 35 L) T() TVeVUOTL TG OYLw kol elmev:

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 11:25 'Ev ékelvw T¢) Kalp@ amokplbelg 6 'Inoodg elmev:

Compare preivous verse:

NAZ Luke 10:20 TANY €V TOUTw WM Yolpete OTL T0 TVeOUoT DULY
UTOTROOETOL, YolpeTe 6€ OTL T0 OVOUNTH VUV EYYEYPUTTHL €V TOLC
00paVoLC.

Compare:
NA% Mark 2:8 kol €00U¢ émLyrolg 0 ‘Inoodg T¢) mrevpatt adtod OtL
NA?" Mark 8:12 kol Grootevafag T¢ Trebuatl adtod Acyel:
And he sighed deeply in his spirit
NAZ" Mark 12:36 o0TOC Aauld €lmer év Td TYeVUPOTL TR yLlw*
NA? Luke 2:27 kol MABer €V T¢) TVelUaTL €iC TO Lepov:
NA% Luke 4:1 Kol TYETO €V TG TVELUATL €V T €PNUW

NAZ" John 11:33 EVeBpLUNOnTo TG TVEOUNTL Kol ETUPOEEY €XLTOV
he was greatly disturbed in spirit and deeply moved.

NAZ" John 13:21 Tadto elmwr [0] ‘Inoodc éTapaydn t¢) TreluaTL
After saying this Jesus was troubled in spirit

Compare LXX:

LXX Psalm 9:3 e0dppovdnoopel Kol GyeAALooouel €V ool

LXX Psalm 19:6 &yoAALaoOuedo €V T¢) 0wTnpley 00U

LXX Isaiah 65:14 160U 0L S0LACVOVTEC oL GyoAALOOOVTOL €V €DppoaiY
LXX Lamentations 2:19 Gvaoto &yoeAilloool €V VUKTL

The insertion of 0 'Inool¢ at different places clearly indicates a secondary
addition. The last explicit mentioning of Jesus was in Lk 9:62, 21 verses away
and is here only natural.

The omission of T¢) &YLw is probably due to the strangeness of the phrase. It
is unique in the NT. Weiss (Lk Com.): "the dative instr. gave offence". Externally
the omission is clearly secondary.

On the other hand it could be argued that scribes were used to add Gylw to
TVEVUATL. Or they added the word to distinguish the spirit in verse 21 from
"the spirits" in verse 20.



GYXAALOW sometimes appears with €V in the LXX. The witnesses for the
addition/omission of €V are very evenly divided. It might be worth checking
Luke's dative usage.

Rating: - (indecisive) for ev
Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) for the others



TVU 147

54. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 10:21 'Ev altf) TH @py NyeAiidoato [év] 16 mreduatt T¢)
aylw kol elmey: €oporoyodual ool, Totep, kOpLe TOD 0DPaVOD Kol
¢ Yfic, 0TL amékpulag tadte G4mO COPRV ...

omit: P45, Marcion™ E
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Matthew 11:25 'Ev ¢ékelvw 1@ kalp® amokplBelg 0 ‘Inoodg elmev:
¢foporoyodunl oor, Tatep, klUpLe tod olpavod kol The YA, OTL
ékpuoc oDt GTO  COPRY KoL OLVETOV Kol amekaAuoc  odT
ynmiloLc:

Possibly the words are a harmonization to Mt?
IQP's Crit. ed. has the words as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 148
NA?" Luke 10:22 Tt oL mopedodn UTO Tod Tatpog Hov,

BYZ Luke 10:22 kol otpodelc mpoc tolc pebntog elmer Ilovto pot
Topedodn LTO ToD TATPAC Lo

T&T #21

Byz A,C, K, W,0,V,0115, 124, 174, 230, 346, 983, 1689(=f13), 28, 157, 565,
1071, Maj, it(c, f, ff2,i, 1, q, r), Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, M, &, II, 070, f1, f13, 22, 33, 131, 579, 700, 892,
1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2737, 2786, al**°,
Lat(a, aur, b, d, e), Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm, geo, goth

B: umlaut! (1324 C 3 L) mowto poL Tapedodn vmo

Compare next verse 23:
NAZ Luke 10:23 Kol otpadelc mpoc tolc padntoc kot ioloy elmev:
HoKapLOL ol 0pOaAuOL ol PAéTovTEC 0t BAETETE,

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 11:27 ITovto pot Topedodn 1O Tod TATPOC WOV, ...
Kol 0Tpopelc does not appear in Mf.

In the Byzantine text Jesus turns round to his disciples in two subsequent
verses. This is very probably in error. It is possible that an early ancestor of
the Byzantine text copied this accidentally from the next verse. It is also
possible that the scribe wanted to move the verse from verse 23 to verse 22,
but forgot to delete it in verse 23, or he deleted it incompletely and the next
copyist copied it in error.

If the words were omitted to avoid repetition, they would have been omitted in
verse 23 and not in the first place (so Weiss).

It should be noted that at Lk 10:22 a lection begins. This could explain possibly
the move of the phrase? It makes good sense at this position, because it
smoothes down the abrupt transition from Jesus prayer to the words to the
disciples.

It could be argued that in verse 23 the kat’ LSlov belongs to oTpadeLc, so
that in this verse he turns around generally and in verse 23 he turns to the



disciples privately. But Metzger thinks it is more probable that kat’ L6low has
to be taken with elmev.
IQP's Crit. ed. omits the words in both verse 22 and 23 for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 149

Minority reading: A
NAZ Luke 10:23 Kol otpadelc mpoc Toug pabntog kot’ iLdloy elmev:
HokapLoL ol 0pOaAuol ol PAéTovTec o BAemeTe.

omit: D, 1424, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C
IGNTP adds Sy-P

seorsum ("separately, apart from the rest")  f,q
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

It is not clear why Lk says this kat’ 18lav, so the phrase has possibly been
omitted as difficult. It is possible that he said the previous words to all Seventy
and now furns to the Twelve.

There is no real difference in meaning if one takes kat’” Ldlay with oTpadelg
or with elev.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 150

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 10:24 Aéyw yap UULY OTL ToAAolL Tpodfital kel PaolAeic
fAoEANooY 18l o Uuelc PAémete kol OOk €ldav, kol OkoDooL
QKOVETE KoL OVK TiKouowv.

omit: D, it(a, d, e, £, i, 1), Marcion’
kol SlkoLo b, q, r! ("et iusti")
kol Slkolol Kol PBaoLAelc 1424

Lat(aur, c, f, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 13:17 GunV Yop A€Yyw LWLV OTL ToAAoL Tpodftol Kol
SlkoLol émediunooy Ldely o PAémete kol o0k eldov, kol dkoDool
QKOVETE KoL OVK TiKouov.

omit Kol SLKoLoL: B* (added by B')

The omission is not really a harmonization to the parallel (as indicated in NA).

A harmonization would have been the replacement of kol BooLA€le with kol
SikaLol (as in b, q), or the conflation as in 1424,

IQP's Crit. ed. has kol PooLA€LC as safe for Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 151

55.Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 10:30 GmAB0V adévtec NuLbavi.

BYZ Luke 10:30 &TAAOOV dpévtec MuLBav TuYYoVOVTE.

Byz A,C K W,II ¥, 070, f13, 157, 565, 1071, 1424, Maj
txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L,0, &, f1,22, 33,579, 700, 1241, pc

not clearly expressed: all versions
B: no umlaut

TUYYAVOVTH TLYXUVW participle present active accusative masculine singular
here: to prove to be in the result, "happen, turn out"

"they left him for half-dead, (as indeed he was)"

Note similar sounding variants (but unrelated) in the next verse:

D: 10:31 KATO.  TUY Lepelc TLC ("by chance", TOYM)

P75¢: 10:31 KT OLYTUYEL Lepelg TLC ("by chance", cuvTuy Le)
txt, P75* 10:31 kot ouykuploy 8¢ Lepelc TLg ("by chance", ouykuplo)

No parallel.

The word is typical for Lk and appears 7 times in Lk/Acts.

There is no reason why the word should have been added, possibly as an
intensification?

The support is not very good though.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 152

56. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 10:32 Ouolwg 8¢ kol Aevltng [yevouevoc] kete TOV TOTOV
EABWY Kol LOwV avTLmapfAOey.

omit yevduevoc P75,01%, B, L, X, E,070, 0190, f1, 33, 372, 700, 892,
1241, 1342, pc, NA*, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt A C K W,0,Y, 13,157,579, 700, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H,
Bois, Tis
omit EAOQV P45 D, TI, al, Lat

omit MDY Kol SyS, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm (acc. to IGNTP, but Burkitt has: "when
he arrived at the place")

EABWV at the place of yevouevoc: Sy-Pal (Tis, not in IGNTP)

01* omits due fo h.t.

(28 in UBS wrongly for the omission. K. Witte from Muenster confirms that it is
wrong.)

B: no umlaut

Compare verses 31, 33:

NA?" Luke 10:31 KaToe ouykvplow 6¢€ Lepelc TLC KoTéPolver év Th 086G
exelvn kel 18wy adTor artLTapfirdey:

NA% Luke 10:33 Xoapapltng 6€ tLC 08cdwr NABY kat’ adTOV Kol 6wV
eomAayyvioon,

Compare:
NAZ Acts 27:7 €V Llkovole O€ Tuépale Ppadumioodrtee kol WOALG
vevouevoL kate Ty Kvidov

No parallel.

The sentence with Yevouerog and €AOWV is a bit redundant. The question is if
the Byzantine text is a conflation of the other texts or if the other texts are
attempts to remove the redundancy.

It is possible that the 'redundancy’ is intended:

"he came to the place, going and seeing, he passed by on the other side."



If €AOWV was present originally, then there is no reason for adding yevouevoc.
It is possible that scribes missed a verb with katd, (in verse 31 kaTéBoLvey
and in 33 NABer kT’ ) and inserted YevOuevoc. Later or at the same time
€ABwV has been omitted.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 151) argues for the omission, that the word has been
inserted because scribes overlooked that €A8wV belongs to KT TOV TOTOV.
They missed a verb and added yevopevog.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong = omit yevoperoc)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 153

NA% Luke 10:35 kol €mL TNV opLov ekBoAr ...
BYZ Luke 10:35 kL €mL TNy adpLov €EeAfwv, ekPfaiov ..

Byz A,C,W,0,Y, f13, Maj, q, Sy-H

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, X, E,6070, 0190, f1, 33, 157, 579, 892, 1071, 1241,
1342, 1424, 1675, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co

B: no umlaut

el TNV alpLov "the next day"

No parallel.

There is no reason for an omission. Probably added to indicate that the

Samaritan is going forth.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 154

57. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 10:38 'Ev 8¢ 1) mopeveabul adtovg adTog €LofABer €lg kuwuny
Twa: yorn 6€ TLg ovouatl Mapbe UTedéénto adTov.,

BYZ Luke 10:38 'Eyéveto 6¢ €v 16 Topeveobul odTOUC Kol ohTOG
clofABer elc kwunr Tva: yovr &€ TLC Ovouatt Mapbo ULTedéfnto
o0TOV €lc TOV olkov aOTAC.

T&T #22

Byz A,B% D,W,0,V¥, 070,113,157, 892, 1071, 1342, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, WH™, Gre

ei¢ TV oikiow P3vd(6™ CE), 01*, C*, L, E, 33, 579, pc,
NA®, WH, Trq™, Tis, Bal

€ic TNV oiklay altiic 014, ¢

€ic TOV olkov €qutiic P

elc tov oikov [adtic] Trg

€i¢ OV olkov Weiss (no MSS support)

txt = omit: P45, P75, B*, sa

B: no umlaut

In B (p. 1325 B 7), the words €1¢ TOV olkov aUTfiC are written above the line
and into the right margin in minuscule script, but have been erased later. Parts
are still legible. The correction is noted neither in Tis nor in NA, but in T&T.

Compare:

NA? Luke 1:56 "Epeciver 66 Moprog obv abTf) w¢ ufveg Ttpeic, kol
umeatpeier eic TOV olkov alThC.

NA? Luke 19:6 kol 0TeDo0C KoTEPN kol UTESEENTO aUTOV Yolpwy.

The different additions indicate a secondary cause. The additions are only
natural. There is no reason for an omission.

The argumentation of Weiss (Textkritik, p. 23f.) is this: The words €L¢ TOV
OLKOV were in the ancestor of B, but B omits due to h.t. (OV - ov). For the
omission of ocl’ﬂ:ﬁg MSS 01, C et al. are additional proof, but for the decision
oLKOV - olKklow Weiss goes with B. [curious!]



UTOSE oL appears 9 times in the Bible, but nowhere with this addition.
The phrase €1¢ TOV 0lkoV appears 15 times in Luke, €L¢ TNV olkloy 5 times.

The support is slim and not coherent.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 155

58. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 10:41 MapOo MopOa, pepiuvic kel Oopupalrn mepl ToAAd,
NAZ" Luke 10:42 €vOC O€ €0TLY ypele MopLopg yop TNV &yedny pepido
€EeA€ENTO NTLC 00K GdoLpednoetal adTAC.

omit (see next variant): D, it(a, b, c, d, e, ff3,i, 1, r), Sy-S

OALYWV O€ €OTLY Ypelo 38, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, bo®™*

OALYywy &€ EoTLy ypelo 1) €voc  P3(6™ CE), 01, B, €, L, 070, 1, 33, 579,
1342, pc, Sy-H™, bo, aeth, Or, Cyr'e
NA®, WH, Gre
OALYwV O€ éOTLV n €voc 01*
OALYWV O€ ypela EGTLY T €EVOC B, Weiss

txt €EVOC &€ éoTLY Ypela: P45, P75, A, C*, W, 0O, V¥, f13, 157, 700, 892,
1241, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, Bois

Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

Basically this is a choice between:

OALYWV O€ €oTLY ypelo M| €voc 01, B, Or ...
and:

€vog 8€ €0TLY ypelo P45, P75, A ...

Fee: "One is clearly the deliberate revision of the other. The real question the
is, which variant came second? That is, which one can best be explained as the
revision of the other?"

The meaning of the longer reading is probably (Godet, 1890): "There needs but
little (for the body), or even but one thing (for the soul)."

Fee: "Few things are really needed, or, if you will, only one; for that is indeed
what Mary has chosen ..."

This longer reading is rather difficult to understand (Godet: "There is subtlety
in this reading, too much perhaps.").



But there is no reason why someone should change the rather straightforward
txt reading to the longer one. I+ has been argued that the uncompromising
exclusiveness of the txt reading should be qualified, but is this probable?

Metzger thinks that the longer reading is a conflation of the txt reading and
the reading of 38 et al. But the 38 reading is just too weakly attested to take it
seriously. It seems more probable to see it as an other attempt to smooth down
the longer reading.

The TOAAL - OALYWV makes a good contrast.

Fee notes that the yop following MapLoyL makes no real sense with the short
reading (and has been changed to &¢ in the Byzantine text), but it fits good with
the long reading as an explanation of the 1} €V0C.

Possibly the complete omission by D is just another attempt to avoid the
difficult OALywy &€ €0TLY ypelo 1) €VOC (see next variant).

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "A locus desparatus. Part of the corruption is 1
€v0G, which probably represents a marginal comment referring to OALY®WV and
meaning 'or write €v0¢"."

Compare:

G. Fee's article on this passage in "NT TC - it's significance for exegesis"
Essays in honor of B. M. Metzger, Oxford, 1981, p. 61 - 75. He argues for the
originality of the long reading.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
adopt longer reading.

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnhesses)



TVU 156

Minority reading: A

NAZ" Luke 10:41 a&mokpLBeic &€ elmev avtf] 0 kUpLog Mapba Mapbe,
uepLuvac kal OopuPaln mepl TOAAQ, 10:42 €vOC O€ €OTLY Ypela:

MoapLog yop TNy ayedny peplde EEeA€Eato MTLC OOK GdoLpednoetol
oOTAC.

for the labeled part:
BopuBaln MopL D, WH™
Mocgu‘x it (a, b, e, ff%,i,1,r), Sy-S
Lat(aur, f, q, vg) have txt
omits only 42a: c

Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation.

txt  "Martha, Martha, you are worried and distracted by many things;
there is need of only one thing. Mary has chosen the better part, .."

D: "Martha, Martha, you are worried; Mary has chosen the better part, ..."

BopuPalw "trouble, bother"

This variant is connected with the previous one.

The argument from Metzger that it might be an accidental omission due to
homoioarcton (MAR - MAR) is not probable. It is not clear how exactly this could
have happened. It is more probable that it "represents a deliberate excision of
an incomprehensible passage" (also Metzger).

Note also that D reads not the same as OLat.

It is possible that this omission by D is a radical attempt to avoid the difficult
OALywy &€ €0TLY ypele 1) €VOC (see previous variant).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 157

o) \ 5 ~ V4 ’ 4
NA?" Luke 11:2 €LTeV &€ oUTOLE" OTOV TPOOELYNOOE A€yeTe"
/
[atep,
€ 4 \ b4 4
oyLoOnTw TO OVOUN GOL*
b ’ € ’
eABeTw M PooLieLo oov:

BYZ Luke 11:2 eimev 8¢ adtole “Otar Tpoochynobe Aéyete
ITatep MUAY 6 €V TOLC 00PELOLC,

ayLeoBnTw TO OVOUN oou*

ELOETW T) PaoLAelo oov*

vernBNTw TO BEANUK GOV. WC €V oDpovw, Kol ETL THC YNC.

a) NUAV 0 €V TOLC 0UPEVOLC

Byz A,C D,P,W,0,"¥,070,f13,33" 579, Maj, it, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

txt P75,01, B, (L), f1, 22, 700, 1342, pc, aur, vg, Sy-S, Marcion™", Or
MUY L, pc, arm

B: umlaut! (1325 B 41 L) Aéyete’ Ilatep, oyLagdntw

b) YerndNTw TO BEANUL OOV ...
Byz O1,A,C D,P,W,0,¥, 070,13, 33", 579, 700, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo
only Yerndntw to OEANUA 0oL  a, vg™ s, sa, bo™*

txt P75, B, L, fl, 22, 1342, pC, vg, Sy—sl Sy—c' arm, MClr'CiOHTeM, Or

P45: has a lacuna of about 7 lines here, but from space calculations it appears
almost impossible that P45 contained all long variants of the Lord's prayer.
Probably it read txt everywhere.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 6:9 0UTw¢ o0V mpooelyeoBe Dueic: Ilatep MUAY 0 €V TOlC
00PUVOLS (YLKOONTW TO OVOUK GOU*

NA% Matthew 6:10 EAOET®W M PooLAelor 0oL YerndNTW TO BEANUOL OOV, WG
€V oVpoVR Kol €TL YAC

Clearly a harmonization to Mt and/or to the common liturgical usage.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 158

59. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 11:2 elTer 8¢ adTOlg" OTay MPooehynobe A€yete:
Iatep,

ayLeoBnTw TO OVOUN oou

eABETw N PooLdeloe gou

700" € Tert(c. 200), Greg-Nyss (4™ CE), Maximus Conf. (5™ CE)
ELOETW TO TVedud, oov TO @yLov €’ MUEC Kol KoBnPLONTW MUAS

162121'h CE:
b ’ \ ~ 4 \ (¥4 \ 4 (3 ~
€ABETW OOV TO TVEDUN TO CYLOV KoL KOBoPLOOTW TUOG

Marcion'(2" CE) or some other early Western text used by Tert:
EABET® TO ayLov Tvedua oov, €AOETw 1) PaoLAeio oou

D, d:
&p’ MUAC EAOETW oov 1) PoolAelo

Gregory from Nyssa cites the passage three times:

EADETW TO (LYyLOV TVEDUX GOL €’ MUAC Kol KabopLoaTw MUAC
EMDETW TO (LYLOV TVEDUX GOU Kol KeBapLoaTw TUAC
EAOETW &P’ MUAC TO TYedUd 0oL TO KYLOV Kol KoOoPLOKTW TS

B: no umlaut
"Thy holy spirit come upon us and cleanse us"

Compare:

27 b > € ~ \ N 4 b4 / b \
NA% Luke 11:13 €L o0V UWe€lg movmpol LTOP)OVTEG oLdute dOuate. dyedo
5L60vaL TOLG TEKVOLC VUGV, TOow WaAlov O matnp [0] € olpovoDd
SwWoeL mYeduo &yLov Tolg aitodoLy adTov.

Gregory and Maximus state expressly that Luke has "holy spirit" where Mt has
"kingdom".

The wording of the reading in Marcion (known from Tertullian) is not completely
clear. It is possible acc. to Harnack (Marcion) that it was the same as that in
700.



These readings are probably the adaption of a different liturgical prayer into
the Lord's prayer. Metzger notes: Compare the similar prayer in the Greek form
of the Acts of Thomas, 27:

€AOE TO ayLov Tredua Kol keBapLoov Toug Veppolc qUTAOV Kol THY
KepdLlow uT.

Possibly the words are inspired from Lk 11:13.

Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 277) writes: "Now in view of the immense pressure
of the tendency to assimilate the two versions of this specially familiar prayer,
and of the improbability that various orthodox Fathers should have adopted
(without knowing it) the text of Marcion, the probability is high that the reading
of 700, 162, which makes the Gospels differ most, is what Luke wrote."

Compare also:
e R. Leaney "The Lucan text of the Lord's Prayer (Lk 11:2-4)" NovT 1 (1956)
103-111
e R. Freudenberger "Zum Text der zweiten Vaterunserbitte" NTS 15 (1968)
419-32

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 159

NAZ Luke 11:4 koL Gpec MUTY TOC CUOPTLOC MUY,
kol yop a0Tol adloper Tovtl Opeliovtl MULy:
KoL WT) €LoCvEyKne MUAC €Lg TeLpaopov.

BYZ Luke 11:4 Kol Gdeg MULY TOC GUoPTLOG NGV
kol yop a0Tol adleper TovtL Opeliovtl MLy
Kol WT) €LOEVEYKNC MUAC €Lg TeLpaopov

aALG pOool Tudc &mo ToD mTovnpod.

Byz 01, A,cC,D,P R™ W,0,V¥, 070, f13, 33,579, Maj,
it, vg™*, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo""

txt P75,01*, B, L, f1, 22,700, 1342, pc,
vg, Sy-S, sa, boP', arm, geo, Marcion', Or

P45: has a lacuna of about 7 lines here, but from space calculations it appears
almost impossible that P45 contained all long variants of the Lord's prayer.
Probably it read txt everywhere.

Lacuna: £

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 6:13 Kol WUT) €LOEVEYKNC MU €LC TELPaOUOY,
aAAd pDooL MUAC &md ToD Tovnpod.

Again a clear harmonization to Mt and/or liturgical usage. There is no reason for
an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 160
NAZ Luke 11:11 Tlva 6€ €€ DUV TOV ToTépo aitnoel 6 ulog
Lx00v, kol avtl LyBloc OpLy adt® EmLbWoeL;
NA? Luke 11:12 ) kol althocl WOV [egg], €MLOWOEL DTG OKOPTLOV;

BYZ Luke 11:11 Tlvo &€ DUV TOV TOTEéPX alTtnoeL O LLOC

&ptov, un AlBov émdwoeL adTQ:

(34 \ b 4 \ b \ 9 ’ b4 b 4 b ~

1N kol LyOuy, un avtl LyBvog opLy €mLOWOEL QUTG;

BYZ Luke 11:12 1} K&l €&V alTnom @OV un €mdwoeL alT@ OKOPTLOV

Byz 01,A,CD,L R W,0,Y,fl, f13,33,(579), Maj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, WH™, Trqg, Tis
omit 0 LLOC 01, L, 157, 892*, 1342, vg
omit kKol 01, L, 28, 33, 157, 700, 892, pc

txt P45, P75, B, 1241, pc, ff%, i, 1, Sy-S, sa, arm, Or, Marciont, Bois, Weiss
Lx00v, un 1241, Or, NA®, WH, Gre, Bal

omit O LLOC 1241

omit ] kol L0V pn ... adTR 174, 788(=f13) (h.t.?)
579 reads Byz, but interchanges two lines due to parablepsis.

Tregelles has additionally [&pTov .1 kL] in brackets in the margin.

Or Mt Comm. tom. 14:25

Tlg 8¢ € LUV ToV Totépe Liog aitnoer LxOOY, un avti ixOvoc OpLv
€mLéWoeL OTG

Lacuna: Z

B: no umlaut

in particular:
> 14 \ 4 e T\ b 4 \
oLTTOEL TOV THTEPX O LLOG LYOLY kol B
2 / ’ < (S} 2 4 \
LTNOoEL TOTEPEL O LLOG LxOULV kol P75
’ b 4 (S8} b 4 \
TOTEPN OLTNOEL  LLOG LYOBULY KoL P45
M 4 \ ’ 2 4 \
LTNOEL TOV TLTEPN LxOuv un 1241
Parallel:

NA% Matthew 7:9-10 1) TLC €0TLY €€ DURY aVOPWTOC, OV ®lTNoEL O ULOC
adToD aptov, un AlBov émdwoecl adt®; 10 N kol LxOLY altnoet, um
OPLY EMLOWOoEL aDTE;




There is no reason for an omission. Probably a harmonization fo Mt (so Weiss
and Streeter, p. 276).

Metzger notes that one of the pairs could have been omitted due to an accident
in franscription, but it is difficult to imagine how exactly this should have
happened. This difficulty is already noted by Weiss in his Lk Com.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean wording for Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 161

Minority reading:

o ~ / 14 \
NA? Luke 11:13 €l o0V UWELg movmpol Lmapyovtes oldute douoto dyedo
5L60vaL TOLC TEKVOLC LUV, Toow WaAlov O motnp [0] € olpovoDd
Swoel mveduo oyLov Tolc altodoLy alTov.

Tvedue ayebov P45, L, pc, aur, vg, Sy-H™

ayoBov 60uee D, it(d®, b, ¢, d, 2,0, 1, r)

douate ayeba O, 892, 1241, Sy-S, arm
(892, 1241 not in IGNTP)

f, q read txt.
Lacuna:
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 7:11 €l oDV ULuelc movmpol Ovtec oLdute O0uato &yedo
5LO0VIL TOLC TEKVOLG DURDV, TOO0W WEAAOV O Tatmp UHQV O €V TOolg
oUpavoic dwoel ayedo Tolc aitodoly adTov.

Probably the changes to GyaB0¢ are conformations to immediate context
dopate ayedw in the same verse.
IQP has for Q the Matthean 8woeL ayodo.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 162

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 11:14 Kol fv éxBailov doiuoviov [kel o«dto fv] kwdov:
eyéveto 8¢ ToD  BaLpoviov EEeABOvtoc  EdaAncer 6 KwdOC Kol
€Bodpaoor oL OyAoL.

T&T #23

omit: P45,P75,01, A*, B, (D), L, 0211, f1, 788(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 892, 1241,
1612, 1627, pc3, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm, WH
pc = 382, 660*, 1210, 1331

txt A%, C,W, 0, V¥, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, NAZ
D, d has:

~ \ b / b ~ ’ b ~ 14 \ \
ToOTOL O€ ELTOVTOC GUTOD TPOOPEPETE KLLTR OO LLOVLLOUEVOC KWPOC Kol
ékPorovtoc adtod movtee eBodpalov.

Lacuna:
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 9:33 kol €kPANBEVTOC TOD SOLUOVioL EAUANOEY O KWHOC.
kel €Bolpeooy ol OyAoL A€yovtec: 0oLBETOTE €dovn oLTWE €V T
ToponA.

NA?" Matthew 12:22 T'0te Tpoonveydn adte Sotworiloueroc TuhAOC Kol
KwhOc, kol EBepamevoer adToV, WOTE TOV KWPOV AXAETY kol PAETELY.

Compare:

NA% Luke 1:22 kol o0TOC Y SLacvebwy oDTOLE Kol SLEPEVEY KWPOC.

NA? Luke 5:1 Kol 0TOC MV €0TWC Tope THY Aluvny Devvnoapéet

NA% Luke 5:17 Kol éyévero €V ULl TV ﬁpepcﬁv KoL ocl’)rbc_; My 6L6020K(ov,
NA? Luke 7:12 povoyevng ULoq TH untpl adTtod Kol OLU‘ET] v xnpd,

NA?" Luke 14:1 kol o0TOL noow TP TNPOVUEVOL DTOV.

NA? Luke 17:16 k&l oDTOC NV XopepLTnc.

NA?" Luke 19:2 Zokolog, Kol odTOC NV GPYLTEAWDYNC

As Metzger notes, the expression "appears to be a Semitism in the Lukan style".
But the support for the shorter reading is very weighty.



It is very probable that the txt reading is correct. There is no reason for an
addition. To the contrary, the omission is only natural, to improve style and
understanding (Weiss: "to directly connect daLuOVLOV with the adjective").
Misreading c0TO as t0TOC would mean, that Jesus himself is mute.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean (9:33) kol ékBAnOévtoc ToD SeLporiov
eAANoeY 0 KWHOC as safe for Q.

Matthew has this twice (9:32-34 and 12:22-24). kel a0TOC MV is a typical
Lukan expression (7 times, see above).

Pete Williams comments on Sy-S, C:

"SCread 'and it happened as he was casting out a demon from a deaf man,
and when it came out ..". [...] This expression is probably motivated by a
desire to avoid the dual attribution of the term 'dumb’ as found in Greek
texts. These use KwdOC both of the spirit and of the person from whom
the spirit is cast out. In sum, whatever their Vorlage, SC paraphrase, but
there are plausible reasons internal o Syriac why they might not represent
Kol oDTOC M if it were in their Vorlage."

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 124-25.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(omission wrong)

External Rating: - (indecisive) (!)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 163

Minority reading:
NA? Luke 11:15 TLvEC 6¢ €€ aDTOV elmov: év BeeAd{fovA TG &pyovTL
TOV Sdooviwy ékPaiier to datpuovie: T

\ J

0 8¢ dmokpLOeic elmer: TOC dVVoTAL COTOVAC OOTOVRY EKPOAAELY;
A, D, KII, M, W, X, 346(=f13), 157, 579, 1071, al, @%, d, r', Sy-H, aeth

T

Lacuna:
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ Mark 3:23 Kol TpookaAcoaueroc odToug €V mopoBoinls €Acyey
o0TOLC TAC dUvaToL COTOVAC CoTOVAY EKBAAAELY;

Interesting harmonization to Mk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 164

Minority reading:
NA? Luke 11:23 ‘O un Qv pet’ €uod kot’ €uod €0TLy, Kol O un ouvaywy

wet’ €pod okopmilel.

okopmileL we  01*, ¢ L, @,¥, 33,579, 892, 1071, Sy-S, bo, Gre

Sy-S: Burkitt writes: "At the end of the verse is an illegible word in S: probably
we should read 'scattereth [me] indeed' ".

01: corrected by 01,

Lacuna: &

B: no umlaut
okopTi{w "scatter, disperse"

Same in Mt:
NA¥ Matthew 12:30 0 UT @OV HeT €Uod Kot  €Uod €0TLY, Kol O W)
ouvaywy et éuod okoptilel.

okopTLileL e
01, 33, 1582*, pc, Sy-H™, bo

See Ehrman "Corruption”, p. 135-136:

If the scribes wanted to supply a prepositional phrase as a personal object (as
with the previous verbs), kat’ épof) would be the natural addition. The addition
of L€ makes ho sense in context.

Ehrman sees this as a corruption against the Gnostic separation of Jesus and
Christ.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 165

60. Difficult variant

NA% Luke 11:24 “Otow T0 akoboptov mredun €E€A0T amo tod dvbpwmov,
SLépyetal 6L aridpwr TOMWY (MTodY GUATOLOLY Kol Uh €Lplokov:
[toTe] A€yeL: UTooTPEYW €ilg TOV 0lkOV pou 00ev EERAOOV:

BYZ Luke 11:24 “Otov 10 akaboptor mredpn €EEADN amo tod avfpwmou
SLéEpyetal dL” Gridpwy TOTwY {NTodY GUAToLOLY Kel WT) €Vplokov:
’ c ’ ) \ > e 9w n
Aeyer “YmooTpeyw €L¢ TOV OLKOV pou oBev eEnAbov:

omit: P45,01*, A,C,D,R, W, Y, f1, f13, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, geo, Or'/2, NA?®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
WH have it in brackets

txt P75,01%,B,L, X, 0, E, 070, 33,157, 579, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, pc,
b, I, Sy-H, Co, Or'?, [Trg™]

Swanson adds II for txt, against NA and IGNTP.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 12:43-44 “Otov 6¢ TO akabupTtov TVeduo €EEABM &mo TOD
avOpwToL, OLEpyeTaL S’ aUidpwY TOTWY (NTOdV GVATEUOLY Kol Ol
3 ’ 14 4 b \ 0l 4 b ’ Y4 )~
€UPLOKEL. 44 TOTE A€EYEL' €LC TOV OLKOV WOU €emLoTpelw 0Bev €ENABov:
Kol €AB0V eUplokel ox0A0lOVTO. CECUPWHEVOV KOL KEKOOUMLEVOV.

It is possible that the TOTE€ is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss, Hoskier),
where it is save. On the other hand the omission could be a stylistic
improvement.

IQP's Crit. ed. has TOT€ in double brackets, indicating doubt that text was
present.

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.

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



TVU 166

Minority reading:
NAZ" Luke 11:25 kol €AB0V €DpLOKEL CECOPWUEVOY KOl KEKOOUMUEVOD.

"it finds it [empty], swept, and put in order."

oyoialovto oeoopwuévor kel 019, B,C, (L), R, T, B, ¥, f1, f13, 22, 33,
579, 892, 1342, pc, f, |, r!, Sy-H**, bo, Or
L omits KL, Sy-H** has 0. KL ©.
WH, [Trg™], both with oxoAalovta in brackets.

txt P75,01*, A, D, W, 0, 070, 157, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, arm, NA®®
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 12:44 TOTE A€yeL® €l¢ TOV OLKOV Hou €mLotpefw 0Bev
€ERABOV: kol €EABOV  elplokel  oyoAalOVTo  OEOMPWUEVOV KOl
KEKOOUNUEVOV.

There is no reason for an omission. The addition is very probably a harmonization
to Mt (so Weiss, Hoskier).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 167
NA% Luke 11:29 kol onuelov o0 60BnMoctol obTH €l un T0 onucilov
Twva.

BYZ Luke 11:29 kol onuclov od 8obnoetal o0Tf €l um T0 onuciov
Tova tod mpodntou

Byz A,C,W,0,Y, 070, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Mqj,
it(e, f, q, r'), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo

[1]

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, E, 700, 892, 1241, 2542, pc, L1043,
Lat(a, a, aur, b, ¢, d, ff%, i, vg), Sy-Pal, sa, Justin (Dial. 107:1)

Sy-C omits T0 onuetor Twva. 30 kabwe yap €yEveto

and reads: €L pn 30 Twvdg tolg Nivevltalg onuelov, (possibly some kind
of parablepsis TO - T0).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 12:39 0 6¢ amokplBeic elmer adTolg yeved movnpo Kol
HoLyaAlc onuelov émdntel, kal onuelor ob dodnoetal adtf) €L urn To
onuetor Twva tod mpodgnTov.

Compare:

NA? Matthew 16:4 kol onuelor o0 60OnMoetol odTH €l un To onuelov
Tova.

BYZ Matthew 16:4 kol omuelor ob dobnoetol odTf) €L pun T0 onuelov
Tova Tod TpodnTou.

Byz C,W,0,fl,fl13, 33, Mqj, it, Sy

txt 01,B,D,L, 579,700, pc, Lat

There is no reason for an omission. Clearly a harmonization to Mt.
IQP's Crit. ed. omits ToD TpodgnTOUL in Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 168

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 11:31 BaolALoon VOTOL €yepbnoctal €V T kploeL peTte TV
avdp@dY The yevedc TaUTng Kol Kotokplvel adtolg, 0TL HAOEY €k TRV
Tepatwy The YAg dkolool TNV codlor XoAoudVoc, kol LSoL TACLOV
YoAopu®droc woe.

m P45, P75, 1424, pc, d, vg™
B: no umlaut

"A queen of the south shall rise up in the judgment with the men of this
generation, and shall condemn them"

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 12:42 BaolALooK VOTOU €yepOnoetal €V TH Kploel peto Tfg
veveac Tadtng Kol KeTekplyel adtny, 0TL NABer ék TOV Tepatwy ThC
vAc akodoel TN codloy XoAoudroc, kel LdoL TACTOr XOAOUGIOC O
d€.

Clearly a harmonization o Mt.

The meaning is basically the same. In the txt reading the a0TOUC refers to TV
avdp@V, whereas cUTNV refers to Tfg yevedg TadTNG.

An interesting combination of support.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 169

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 11:32 &vdpec Niveultol Grootnooviol €V ThH KpLoeL Wete TAC
vevedc todtne kol Koatokplvodow alTny: OTL  uetevonooy €ic To
knpuvypo Tova, kel idov mAelov "Tova Kde.

omit verse D,d
B: no umlaut

previous verse 31:
NA% Luke 11:31 .. kol 160U TAELOV ZOAOUGVOG WOE.

Com})are parallel:

NA?" Luke 11:31-32 NA?" Matthew 12:41-42 reversed!

31, Bao(ka)oa Vé’TOU éyepBrioetal €v Tj 42 Baoiiloow votov éyepBnoetal €v T
KpLoEL peta OV avépA(Dv,rﬁg, Yeveag KploelL petd Thg yevedg Todtng Kol
TedTne kel ketakpuyel abtol, KotokpLyel adThy,

0TL MABev ék TOV Tepdtwr Thc YR 0TL NABeV €k TQV Tepatwy Thg Yig
acodoar thy 00¢',-0WH Yohiop@vog, kal Ldob akodonl TNV codloy ZoAopdYoc, kol Ldov
TAELOV ZOAOUDVOG WOE. TAELOV ZoAop@Yog Wde.

32, &V(SPEC\ Nivevital &V“(fTﬁOOVT\M v Tj) 41 avdpec Nivevital Graotnioovtal év T
KpLO€EL PeTa TG Y@fE&CUT“UTTIG Kol KploelL petd Thg yevedg Todtng Kol
KeToakpLrodoLy adTy: OTL petevdnoay el KaToakpLroboLy adThY, OTL Jetevomoay €ig
T% knpuype Tove, kel 1dob TAelov Tova 10 knpuype Tove, kal 6o TAclov Twvi
WOE. Mo¢.

Possibly due to h.t.
Acc. to Harnack Marcion omitted this too, but Marcion completely slashed
verses 11:29-32.

Mt has the same verse in identical wording. But the interesting fact is that Lk
has the two verses reversed. Mt has the more logical order because in the
preceding verses Jonah is the topic. It would be natural to end with "something
greater than Jonahh is here!" and then go on with the queen of the south.

It is possible that the omission by D is original and that some early scribe added
the verse as a harmonization to Mt, but added it at the wrong place. But this is
rather improbable.

On the other hand it is possible that in an ancestor of D the verse has been
labeled for omission and transfer before verse 31. This lead accidentally to
complete omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 170

61. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 11:33 O06elc AUyvov oeg €ig kpOTTNY tinowy [o06e LTO
TOV podLov] &AL’ éml thy Avyviay, Tva ol eloTopeuduevolr T0 GGG
BAETWOLY.

omit: P45,P75,L,T, E, 070, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 22, 700, 1241, pc,
Sy-S, arm, geo, sa, Or?, Bois

txt 01,A,B,C,D,W,0, Y, f13, 157, Maj,
Latt, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, (Cl), WH, NAZ?®

OU8elc Alyvov apog TLBnowy adtor UTO TOV WodLov GAL Eml TV
Avyviow, kel AguTeL TAOLY TOLC €V TH oikle. 579 (Mt!)

OUdeLc 6¢ Abyvov e keAdmTel odTOV okeleL f) €lg kpOTTNY TLONOLY
00d¢ LTO TOV podLov 28 (Lk 8:16 1)

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 5:15 008¢ kalovoLy AUxvov kol TLOEOLY odTOV LTO TOV
LOSLOV GAA €L TNV Avyvioy, kel Aqumel TAOLY TOLC €V TH olklq.
NA% Mark 4:21 Kol €leyer adtolg puntL épyetal 0 ADyvog v LTo TOV
nodLov Tef) fj U TNV kALvmy; oy lve €Tl TNy Avxvioy Tedf;

Compare:

/ ’ 4
NAY Luke 8:16 OUdelc 6¢ Alyvor oog KeADTTEL oDTOV OKEVEL 1)
e 4 ’ 4 b ) b \ ’ 14 (V4 3
UTOKOTW  KALYMG TLONOWw, aAA’ €eml Avyviag TLOnow, Lvo ol
€LOTOPELOPEVOL PAETWOLY TO GRC.

This addition is very probably inspired from Mt/Mk. There is no reason to omit
it, except possibly as a harmonization to 8:16, but the wording in 8:16 is
different. This is not very probable.

Compare especially the harmonization by 579.

Weiss (Lk Com.) argues that the words have been omitted as unnecessary: It has
already been noted that the AUyvov has been put €L¢ kpOTTNY, why then put
it UTTO TOV podLov ?



IQP's Crit. ed. has: kol TlOnoww adtov [[€i¢ kpUTTNY]] with the double
brackets indicating doubt that text was present. They also indicate that it's not
clear what text might have been present within the brackets. In their earlier,
preliminary text they have UTO TOV WOSLOV herel Note that this reading is
neither supported by Mt nor by LKk

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong = omit the words)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 171

62.Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 11:33 O08¢cLg ADyvov o €i¢ kpOTtNny TLnoLy [odde LTO TOV
nwodLov] &AL’ éml iy Auyvlar, Tva ol eloTopevduerol TO  O®
BAETWOLY.

BYZ Luke 11:33 O0delg 8¢ ADyvov oo €lg kpOmTNY TLlnoLy odde LTO
TOV pOGLOV QAL €Tl Ty Auxviav {ve ol €lomopeudpevol O GEyyoc
BAETWOLY

From here on E is not extant anymore!

Byz P45, A K IL L W, T, A, Y, 124,565, 700, Maj-part,
NAZ?®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg™, Tis, Bal

txt P75,01,B,C,D, 0,070, f1, f13, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424,
Maj-part, WH, Trqg
BAETWOLY TO GAC X, 0211, 118, 205, 209(=f1), 13, pc (8:16 )

579 harmonizes to Mt:
L ETL TNV Auyvlay Kol AGUTEL TEOLY TOLG €V TR olklg.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 5:15 006¢ kolovoLy ADyvov kel TLBEaoLy odTOV LTO TOV
HOSLOY &AL’ €Tl Y Auyviay, kel Aqumel TAOLY Tolc €V Th olklq.

Compare:

NAZ Luke 8:16 OUbcl¢ &¢ Alyvov o KoADTTEL UTOV OKEVEL T
€ 4 ’ ’ b ) b \ ’ ’ ¥4 3
VTOKOTW  KALYNG TLOnowy, oAA’ emL  Auvyviog tlOnow, Lva ol
elomopeuoueroL PAETWOLY TO GAC.

Gospel of Peter 9:

UEYOAT PWUT €EYEVETO €V TW OLPNV® Kol €LdoV avoLyBevTtog TOoug
ovparoug kol O6vo avopeg koteABovtag ekelBer mOAL deYYOg e€xovTog
KoL €YYLOOVTOG TW ToPw




dEyYoC appears only 2 times in the NT:
NA?" Matthew 24:29 kol 1) oeAyn o0 dwoeL 0 ¢peyyoc adThc,
NA? Mark 13:24 kol T) oeAnvn o0 8WoeL TO Géyyoc avTC,

In 8:16 PG is safe.

There is ho reason to insert GEyyoC here. Weiss also argues that ¢ is
probably a conformation to the PQ¢ in 8:16 (so also Hoskier).

This is one of the cases suggested by Metzger (“Lucianic recension", 1959)
where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian text. Not
necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 172

63.Difficult variant
NA% Luke 11:34 ‘O AVyvoc 10D oWuetoc " €0TLY
BYZ Luke 11:34 ‘O A0yvoc tod oWUatoc T €0TLY

T

0 0pOXAUOC COV.
0 OpOUALOC :
Not in NA but in SQE (070 not noted)!

Byz 01%,L,0, ¥, 070, f1, 33,157, 892, 1342, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa
T oov €]

txt P45,P75,01*, A, B,C,D, M, W, f13, 1241, pc, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, geo
T gou D, Lat, Sy-P, bo
B: no umlaut

Note also the similar addition later in the verse:

NA?" Luke 11:34 0toev 0 0pBaAdc oov amAolc 1, kol OAOV TO ORUK GOV
PWTELVOV €0TLY® €O &€ Tornpoc 1, Kal T TO OO 00U OKOTELVOV.
T Olov  01% f1, 28, pc, Sy-C, Co (not in NA but in SQE)

Parallel:
NAZ Matthew 6:22 ‘O AUyvoc tod oWuatoc €0TLY O O0pOaAuog T . é&qv
o0V N 0 0pOAUOS oou aTAODE, OAOY TO ORDWK 00U GWTELVOV €0TwL:

T gov B, it, vg©
NAZ Matthew 6:23 €xv 6¢ 0 OPOXALOC 0OL TOVNPOC 1), OAOV TO OMU
00U OKOTELVOV €0TaL.

Compare verse 34b:
NA% Luke 11:34 .. 0t O OPBoALOC oov &mAODC 1), KL OAOV TO OGO
00U GWTELVOV €0TLY" €MOV &€ TOVNPOG 1), Kel TO OMWUE 00U OKOTELVOV.

On the one hand 0oL could have been omitted fto shorten the saying like an
aphorism or as a harmonization to Mft.
On the other hand it could have been added from immediate context, 34b.

Note that D et al. add yet another 6ov after GWUATOC.

The addition of OAoV is clearly a harmonization to Mt.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 173
Minority reading:
/4 ko -~ 4 4
NAZ" Luke 11:35 okOTeL 0DV 1) TO $OC TO €V 0ol OKOTOC E€OTLV.
27 b N \ ~ / (Y4 4 \ » ’
NAZ Luke 11:36 €L 0DV TO OQU& 0oL OAOV PWTELVOV, UT) €XOV WEPOC TL
OKOTELVOV, €0ToL PWTELVOY OAov ¢ Otow O ADyvoc T dotpoi
’
wtiln oe.

"if then your whole body is lightened, not having any part darkened, the whole shall be lightened,
as when the lamp by the brightness may give you light."

B: no umlaut

€l o0V TO dOC TO €V gol okOTOC, TO OKOTOC TOCOV
D, it(a, b, d, e, ff?,i, 1, q, rl), WH™
Lat(aur, c, f, vg) read txt.

4 » \ \ ~ \ b \ 14 b ’
11:35 oKOTEL 00V un TO dOC TO év gol okdToC éaTiv.
€l 0OV 10 OAc TO év 0oL OKOTOC €0TLY, TO OKOTOC TOCOV
Sy-C

11:35 0KOTEL OOV PN TO QDG TO €V golL okOTOC €OTLV.

€l 0OV 10 OAc TO év 0oL OKOTOC €0TLY, TO OKOTOC TOCOV

11:36 €1 o0V TO OQUO 00U OAOV OWTELVOV, UM €YoV UEPOC TL

okoteLvOr, €otal PWTELVOVY OAOV ¢ Otow O ADyvoc TH &oTpori
wtiln oe.

1241

11:35 0KOTEL 0DV U TO GOC TO €V ool OKOTOC EOTLV.

€l odv TO o@uo TOV év gol ADyvov un €xov OWTELVOV OKOTELVOV
€0TLY, TOOW pdAiov Otow 6 AUyvoc [oou] aotpantn dwTilel Oe.

c, f, (reconstruction by WH, see Intro)

"if then your body, the lamp in you not having lightened, darkened is, how much more, when the
lamp is lightened, it will enlighten you."

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 6:23 €av 8¢ 0 O0POXAULOC GOL TOVYNPOC 1), OAOV TO O
00U OKOTELVOV €0T0L. €L oV TO GOC TO €V gol OkOTOC €0TLY, TO
okOToC TOoOoV.

The D reading is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).



WH: "All the extant variations are probably due to the extreme difficulty of
the verse. The passage probably contains a primitive corruption somewhere,
though no conjecture that has yet been made has any claim to be accepted.”

Compare:
W. Brandt "Der Spruch vom lumen internum" ZNW 14 (1913) 97-116
compare also note by A. Pallis (Notes, 1928)

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 11:38 0 6¢ ®Papionioc bWy EBoduocey OtL 00 TPATOV
eBamtlodn PO TOD ApPLloTOL.

Apato SrakpLropevoc év eaut® AEYeLy dua Ti
D, pc, Lat, Sy-C, Marcion'

Of the Latins only f reads txt.
B: no umlaut

dLakpLYw "evaluate, judge: recognize, discern"

Parallel:

NAZ" Matthew 15:1-2 Tdte Tpooépyovtal t¢ ‘Incod amd ‘Tepocoilpwy
dopLonlol Kol YPOUMKTELS A€yovtec: 2 O TL oL padntal oou
Topafolrovoy Ty TapadooLy TOV TPEoButépwy; oL YaP VLITTOVTHL
T0¢ Yelpog [adt@dv] Otav dptov €abiwaoLy.

An interesting variation. There is no apparent reason for it.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 11:43 Olal Uiy tolc Paproeiolg, OTL GyoTate TNV
TPWToKKOESplay €V Tolg ouvaywyole ' Kol TOUC GOTHOUOVG €V
Tolg ayopaic T2 .

T kol TV TPWTOKANOLOW €V tolc Oelmvolc 13 (not 174, 230)

T2 kol TOC TPWTOKALOLOG év Tolg delmvolg €, D, 1071, pe,
b,d,I,q,r!, aeth™*

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 23:6 GpLAODOLY &€ TNV TPWTOKALOLOY €V TOLC SelmroLg kol

T0C TPWTOKABESPLUC €V TULC OLVAYWYXLE

NAZ Mark 12:39 kol TpwTokeBedplog €V Tal¢ OLUVOYWYHLE Kol

’ bl ~ ’
TPWTOKALOLOC €V TOLC OELTOLC,

NAZ Luke 20:46 TPOOEYETE QMO TOV YPOUUKTEWY TAV BeAdvTwy
TEPLTATELY €V O0TOANLC Kol GLAOUVTWY GOTHOUOUE €V TOlC Oyopoic
Kol TPWTOKKOESPLOG €V THLC OLVAYWYNLC KOl TPWTOKALOLMGC €V TOLQ

delmvolLg,
Clearly a harmonization to the parallels.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA% Luke 11:44 OVl DUV, OTL €0T€ WG TO PUMUELn
Toe aéNAK, Kol ol GvOpwrol [ol] TepLTTODVTEC EMOVW OVK OLONOLY.

BYZ Luke 11:44 ool VWLV ypoupotele kol dopLoelol, LTOKPLTOL, OTL
€0TE WG TO PUMUELE TO dNAx Kol Ol GVvOpwTOL TEPLTATODVTEC EMAVW
00K 0LdaoLY

Byz A,D,W,0,Y,f13,157,579, Maj, it(b, d, f, i, q, '), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo?'
omit uokpLtel D, d, i, rt

txt P45,6P75,01,8B,C, L, f1, 33,1241, pc,
Lat(a, aur, c, e, ff3, 1, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, boP*, arm, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
Matt. 23:13, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29
NAZ" Matthew 23:27 OOl ULV, ypoppetele kel PapLoaiol LTOKPLTL,

Compare:

NA? Luke 11:42 qAA odol DULY Toi¢ Daploniolg, OTL
NA?" Luke 11:43 Olal UWiv tolc Paproeiorg, OTL

NA% Luke 11:44 Olal ULy, OTL

NA? Luke 11:47 Olal UWiv, OTL

NA% Luke 11:52 O0ol DMLY TOLG VOULKOLS, OTL

Probably a harmonization to the Woe's in Mt 23. It is interesting that no such
addition appears in verse 47. There would be no reason to omit the phrase if

originally present.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 11:48 Gpo UOPTUPEC €0TE KoL OUVELOOKELTE TOLC €PYOLE TV
THTEPWY VUAY, OTL DTOL UEV GTEKTELVOY aDTOUC,
UUElg 8¢ olkodouelte.

BYZ Luke 11:48 (p0 WIPTUPELTE KL OLVELBOKELTE TOLC €PYOLE TRV
TRTEPWY VIOV OTL aDTOL WEV QTEKTELVAY oDTOVC
UUEle 8¢ olkodouelte adT@Y To UVTUELD.

T&T #24
Byz A,C,W,0,¥, 33,700,892, 1071, 1424, Maj, f, q, bo?", [Trg™]
txt P75,01,B,D,L, 579, 1241, 2766, pc?,

it(a, b, d, e, i,l,r), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo?", Or

pc = 1446, 1593

Toug tadouvg adt@y  fl, f13, 157, 1612, 1627, aur, ¢, vg
B: no umlaut

Tapog "grave, tomb"

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 23:29 Odul UWiv, ypoupotelc kel Paproeiol LTOKPLTOL,
0TL Olkodopelte TOUC TadouC TAV TPOPNTAY Kol KOOUELTE TO UUMUELX
TV dLkolwv,

Compare previous verse 47:
NA% Luke 11:47 OVl DULY, OTL OLKOBOUELTE TO, UUMUELY TOV TPOPNTOV,
oL 6¢ THTEPEC DUV ATEKTELVOY DTOVC,

In the Gospels 0Lk0SOUEW is almost always used transitively with an object.
The two exceptions are:

NA? Luke 14:30 A€yovtec OTL 0oUTOC 0 (vBpwmoc fpEnto olkodouely Kol
00K LOYVOEV EKTEAEDOL.

NA% Luke 17:28 OMOLWG KoOWE €YEVETO €V Tolg Muépale AWt fodLov,
émvov, Nyopalov, ETWAOLY, EPUTELOV, WKOBOUOLY



17:28 is a listing, an object is not needed. In 11:48 and 14:30 the object must be
supplied from context.
So, the addition is only natural and there is no reason for an omission.

The Tadoug by f1, 13 is from Mt.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 11:51 Q&m0 aipatoc “APed €we alpatoc Zoyeplov Tod
G moAopévou petoEd tod OuoLxotnplov kol ToD olkov' Vol A€yw LWLV,
ex{nTndnoetaL amo ThHe yevedc TohTNG.

Zooyoplov viod Bopoyeiov ov éhdvevoay avo péGoV
D, pc (a, d, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™, bo"", geo)

vo.od for 0lkov: D, pc, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm, geo

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 23:35 OTw¢ €AOT) €d’ DUaC Tav alpe SlkeLov €KYLVVOLEVOV
eml The YAc &m0 Tod alpetoc “APed tod Sikalov €we tod aipatog
Zoyaplov viod Bopaylov, Ov épovelonte petofL toD vood Kol TOD
BuoLaotnplov.

From Mt.

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

NA? Luke 11:53 KdkelBev EEeABovtoc adTod

fpéavto ol ypoupatele kol ol doproalol SeLvdg Evéxely Kol
amootopatilely adTOV Tepl TAELOVWY,

BYZ Luke 11:53 Aéyovtoc 6¢ adtod tadta mpOc adTolC,
npfavto ol ypopupetelc kol ol PapLooiol SeLv@dC EVEXELV Kol
QTOOTOUNTLELY aDTOV Tepl TAELOVWY

Byz A,D,W,0,Y,fl,f13, 1071, Mqj, Latt, Sy, Gre
txt  P45Y9 P75,01, B, C, L, 33,579, 1241, pc, Co

Kol 69,788 (=f13)
Aéyovtoc 6¢ TadTa TPOC aDTOUC EVWTLOY TaVTOC ToD Axod

D, X, ©, 157, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, arm
"in the presence of all the people"

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare:
NA% Mark 9:30 KakelBev €EcABovtec mapemopevorto due thc [Nadtioloc,

Compare for the D variant:
4 ’ ~ ~ /

NAY Luke 8:47 amyyelier évwmior mowtoc toD Axod kol w¢ Labn
ﬂapaxpnua. 4 " 4 bl ’ I4
NA* Luke 14:10 7TOTE €0Toel OOL OO0EM €EVWTLOV —TOEVTWY TV
OUVOVOKELLEVWY OOL,

27 \ b4 S 4 bl l4 \ ~ ’
NA“" Acts 6:5 KoL T)PECEY O AOYOG EVWTLOY TewTOC TOL TANBOUG

27 /4 \ 14 ’ bl ’ 4
NA*" Acts 19:19 OUVEVEYKOVTEC TG BLBAOVG KUTEKKLOV EVWTLOV THVTWY,
NA? Acts 27:35 AoPwv Gptor cOxaplotnocy T¢) Bed EVWTLOY TAVTWY

At Lk 11:47 starts a lection. No place is mentioned in verses 47 - 53. So it is not
clear from where he went outside.

The location is mentioned in verse 37: "While he was speaking, a Pharisee invited
him to dine with him; so he went in and took his place at the table."

The addition by D, © et al. is strange, possibly inspired from 8:47? évWmLOV
TovTOC appears only in Lk in the Gospels. It is possible that it has been added



to explain the hostility, because Jesus denounced them "in the presence of all
the people".

Zahn (Comm. Lk) thinks that the addition was perhaps inspired from Mt 23:1:
NA?" Matthew 23:1

Tote 6 'Inoolc édaAnoer toi¢ OxAoLg kol Tole padnrtaic adtod

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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66. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 11:54 évedpevovteg adTOV Onpedonl TL €k TOD
0TOMOTOC 0hTOD

BYZ Luke 11:54 évedpeliovteg abtov (nrovvteg Onpedonl TL €k ToD
0TOpaTOC 0hTOD LYo KeTryopnowaoLy ohTod,

B: no umlaut

a) {nTolLvTeg
Byz A,C, (D), W,Y, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, [Trg]
txt P45Y9 P75,01,B,L, O, f1, 579, 1241, Co, geo

b) v KaTtnYopnowoLy adToD
Byz A,C (D) W,0,Y,fl1,f13, 33, Maj, Latt, vg, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Gre, [Trq]
txt P45,P75,01, B, L, 579, 892*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Co

D, (Sy-S), Sy-C read: omitting évedpetovtec adTOV

{ntovvtec adopuny T AoPelr odtod tro eDpwoly Ketnyophiool
o0tod

it reads: omitting évedbpevovteg adTOV

{ntovvtec adbopuny T AoPelr odtod tvo KOTTYOPTGWG LY
o0tod

€vedpelw "lie in ambush, lie in wait; plot"
adopun  “"opportunity, occasion"
anef)(o "hunt, catch"

Byz: "seeking to catch something out of his mouth, that they might accuse him."

D, Sy-S, Sy-C:
"seeking an opportunity to get something from him, that they might accuse him."

No parallel.



Compare:

NAZ Matthew 12:10 kol 180D &VOpwTOC Yelpa €Exwr Enpav. Kol
emMPWINoaY oOTOV A€yovtec el €eotiy Tolc oofPaciy Bepamedont;
o Kot yopnowoLy obto.

NAZ Mark 3:2 kol Tepetnpour o0TOVv el Tole ouPfuoiy Oepamedoel
o0ToV, vo KetyopnowoLly o)Tod.

Lukan parallel has here:

NA% Luke 6:7 Topetnpodrto 8¢ adTov ol ypopuatele kel ol doprociol
€l év 1 ouPPatw Oepamelel, Tve lpwoLY KKTNYOPELY aOTOD.

The txt reading is rather short and not completely clear: "lying in wait for him,
to catch him in something he might say." The Byzantine addition makes it clear
why they are lying in wait.

On the other hand the words could have been omitted due to h.t. (@0TOD -
o0TOoD).

WH: "The figurative language of txt is replaced in D et al. by a simply
descriptive paraphrase. ... In Byz both phrases are kept, the descriptive being
used to explain the figurative."

It is possible that the readings by it, Sy-C, Sy-S are just a free rendering of
the Byzantine reading and that the D reading then is a back-translation into
Greek.

Both words ddopun) and Onpelw appear only here in the Gospels.
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnhesses)
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67. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 12:1

'Ev olc émouvayBelto®dv TV pupLadwy tod dyiov,
WOTE KOTOTATELY GAANAOUC,

TOALQDY &€ dYAWY OUVTEPLEYOVTWY KUKAW,
WOTE GAANAOUC GUVTIVLYELY
D, (Lat, Sy)

it: "Multis autem turbis circumstantibus ita ut se invicem conculcarent, .."
B: no umlaut

OUUTVLY® "choke, crowd around, crush”

txt "At which fime the myriads of the multitude having been gathered together,
so as to tread upon one another"

D  "But large crowds were surrounding him,
so that they were pressing themselves."

No parallel.
Possibly changed for stylistic reasons?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 12:4 A€yw 8¢ DULY TOlC ¢GLAOLC Wou, un doPndiite amo TV
GTOKTELVOVTWY TO OQUK Kol HeTo TadTe Un) €XOVTWwY TePLOcOTepOr TL
TOLT)OOL.

mtondnte P45, 700
B: no umlaut

TTOEOUAL subjunctive aorist passive 2nd person plural
"be terrified or startled"

Compare:

’ ’ ’
NAY Luke 21:9 Otay O€ GKOUONTE TOAEUOUC KoL OKOTHOTOOLKG, W)
mtondfjte: 8el yop todto yevéoBal TP@TOY, AAL’ 00k €DBEWS TO TEAOC.

dofnbiite D, q

NA?" Luke 24:37 Tton0évteg 8¢ kol €udoPoL yevopuerol €60kouY TVeDuUo
Bewpelv.

dofnBévteg 01, W
BpondévTeg P75, B, 1241 ( OpocopaL "be alarmed or startled")

Compare next verse 5:

’ ~ I4 ~ 4
NA% Luke 12:5 vTMOdeLEw ¢ LUy Tlve doPndfte: pofnonte OV et TO
GTOKTELVOL €XOVTO. EE0VOLOY EUPUAELY €lc TNV Yéevvaw. Vol AEYW

UMY, toltov ¢opnonte.

A rare word. TTOEOUXL appears nowhere else in the NT except in these two
verses in Lk. poBnOnte appears 3 times in the next verse, where it is save.
Probably accidental.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 183

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 12:8 Aéyw &¢ LIV, MAC OC AV OMOAOYNOY €V €uol éumpoodev
TOV alpWTwr, kol 0 VLG ToD AvlpwTou OuoAoyNoeL €V adTE
€uTPoaber TOV dyyeAwy Tod Beod:

NAZ Luke 12:9 0 O¢ OPUNOGUEVOC KE EVAOTLOY TOV  GOpOTWY
ATaPYNONoETOL EVWTLOY TOV GyYEAWY ToD OeoD.

omit: (01*?), Marcion™ ®

01* has an unclear correction in verse 8 for TV &yYyéAwv ToD Ocod:
According to Tischendorf, Swanson and NA 01* omits TGV &yYEAWV. According
to IGNTP 01* omits ToD OeoD.

Tischendorf writes: "TAV &yyéAwy ToD B€oD: haec omnia videtur A scripsisse,
prioribus litteris TOV &y in litura positis. Scripserat prima manus, ni fallor, nil
nisi ToL Be0D."

According to the apparatus of NA, 01* omits both times, verse 8 and 9. This is
probably not correct. The omission in verse 9 is not in Tischendorf, Swanson and
IGNTP.

[Dirk Jongkind] studied the passage and concluded "that Tischendorf was right
but that the replacement of T0D BeoD with TV dyyeiwr T0D 0€oD was made
by scribe D and not by scribe A who wrote the main text."

omit verse 9: P45, pc, e, Sy-S, bo™ (h.t.)

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 10:32-33 IIa¢ o0V OOTLC OMOAOYNOEL €V &uolL EUTpoodev
TOV AVBpWTWY, OUMOAOYNOW KAYW €V alT® éumpoober tod ToTPOg Ko
t0D €v [toi¢] olpowvol 33 Gotic & AV GpvNnonTol We éumpocfer TGV
GUOPWTWY, GEVNOOUXL KAYW adTOV €umpoober tol Totpog Wou ToD v
[Tolc] olpavoic.

The omission is probably a harmonization fo Mt. There is no reason why the
angels should have been added secondarily. The omission by 01 is probably just
accidental.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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68. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 12:14 0 6¢ eimer adT®* GVOPWTE, TLC U KUTEOTNOEY

KOLTTV T) LEPLOTNY €’ VUAC;

BYZ Luke 12:14 0 8¢ elmer avt®) “AvOpwTe Tl Ue KUTEGTNOEY
SLkaaTNY 1| HEPLOTNY €] VUAC

T&T #25

Byz A ,Q,R W,0,Y¥, 124,174, 230(=f13), 1424, Maqj
LEPLOTNY T} SLkaoThy 472, pc?®

txt P75,01, B, L, 070, f1, f13, 33,579, 700, 892, 1241, 1627, 2786, pc?, sa
pc = 16, 182, 556, 752, 1243, 1528, 1579, 2317

iudicem aut divisorem  Lat (=either Byz or txt), bo

\

KPLTNY D, a?, c,d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Tert
SLKOOTTY 28, pc’®

LEPLOTTV 1291, sa™

KPLTNV 1) OlkaoTnV 69

&pyovto kol Sikeotny 157, pc?
QpYOVTO Kol WEPLOTNV pc'®

aPYOVTO KoL OLKOTT)V T) LEPLOTTV pc
B: no umlaut

1

LepLotn¢  divider, one who decides a dispute over inheritance
SLKOTNC  judge

No parallel.

Compare:

LXX Exodus 2:14 0 8¢ €lmer TlC 0€ KOTEOTNOEV APYOVTO KOL OLKOOTTV
€p’ MUV

NA% Acts 7:27 0 8¢ AOLKAV TOV TANOLOV GTWOKTO KDTOV ELTWV: TLC O€
KOTEOTTOEY GPYOVTO, KOl SLKXOTNY €’ MUV,

NA% Acts 7:35 Todtor tov Mwicfiv ov fpvnioavto eimoviec TiC o¢
KOTEOTNOEY GPYOVTO. KoL SLKXOTNY;




LEPLOTNG appears nowhere else in the Greek Bible. SLKXOTNG appears twice in
Acts 7, but nowhere else in the NT (13 times in the LXX). Internally 6LKOLOTﬁQ
as the rarer word should be preferred, but externally it is note very well
supported. It is possible that SLKGTNG has been remembered from Exo 12:14.
Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the SLkXOTNV comes from Act 7:27 and that D
omits the UepLOTTV as superfluous.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ" Luke 12:15 €ler 8¢ TpO¢ a0TOUg Opdte Kol puAROOETOE GO TOLOTC
TAcoveElag, OTL OUK €V T( TepLooevely Twl 1 (wn odTod €0TLY €K
TV LTHPYOVTWY a0TE.

BYZ Luke 12:15 elmev 6¢ mpog abTovg ‘Opdte kol $pviaooeobe amo Tfig

TAcoveELag OTL OUK €V TG TepLooelely Tl N (i alTE €0TLY €K TOV
LTePYOVTWY )TOD

Not in NA and SQE but in Tis.
Byz T, A, A, 124(=f13), 28,565, 700, 1424, Mqj

txt P75,01,A,B,D,H,K L M N, QR,U W, X,0,II* ¥, 070, 0211, f1, f13,
22, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al, Latt, Sy, Co

B: umlaut! (1328 B 25 L) duAaooecBe Gmd Toonc TAcoveEiog

No parallel.
Either one is greedy or not. Probably To.omg means something like "all kinds of".
The Byzantine variant is also ruled out externally.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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69. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 12:18 kol €lmer ToDTO TOLNOW, KUOEAD WOV TOC GTOONKOC
kol pelovag olkodopunow kKol OUVaEw €Kel Tavte TOV olToV Kol T

&yoBa, pov

BYZ Luke 12:18 kol €imer ToDto TOLNOW KaBEAD HOL TOG GTOBNKNC Kol
nelt{ovoe 0lkodounow Kol CUVKEW EKEL THVTo TO YEVTLOTO, WOV Kol T
) 14

oyoeBo ov

Byz A, Q W,0,Y, 33" Maj, aur, f, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H, Tis, Bal

TO YEVUOTE OV 01*, D, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Gre

txt P45Yd P75,01% B, L, X, 070, f1, f13, 157, 579, 892, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal, Co
OV altov Yov... P75*, 01¢?, f13

\ ~ \ \ 4 / \ \ b /
TOV OLTOV POV KL TO YEVNUOTO UOL KoL TO oyobo pov 346

P45 reads TOV [ ... lacuna. So probably altov follows.
B: no umlaut

(oo "grain, wheat"
Yévnue  “"product, harvest"

No parallel.

Compare LXX:

LXX Exodus 23:10 €£ €tn omepeic Tty YAy oov kol ouvafelc T
YEVAUOTO 0OTTC

LXX Leviticus 25:20 €xv 8¢ Aéynte TiL Poyouedo év t¢) €tel T¢) €POOUW
TOUT(R €0V UT) OTELPWUEY UNGE CLVAYOLYWUEY T YEVIUOTE TLOV

LXX Isaiah 29:1 0Dol TOALC ApLnA NV AauLd ETOAEUNOEY OLVIYOYETE
YEVNUOTO EVLOLTOV €T évLautor dayeabe yop oLy Mwof

LXX Jeremiah 8:13 kol oLVaEOUOLY TG, YeVNUaTo adTOV AEYEL KUPLOG

The unusual TOV oltov kol T0 &yeda has been replaced by a more common
term which now also agrees in number (plural). If the Byzantine reading is a
conflation of txt and the Western reading (as WH see it) is not clear. 346
shows a clear conflation.



It is also possible that the Western reading is an omission due fo h.t. from the
Byzantine reading (.00 1OV - .00 |LOV).

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 26) notes that TOV G1TOV has been replaced by the more
general TO YyeVNUTe by scribes overlooking that with T, &yeBa already a
general term follows.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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70. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 12:19 kol €p® Tf Yuxfi pou, Yuyn, €xec moAix dyedo
Kelpeva eig étn moAAa: dvamadov, daye, Tie, edppalvov.

omit: D, it(a, b, c,d,e)
Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.
WH have the term in brackets

eic étn moAlo  fF2,i, 1, rt
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.

There is no reason for an omission. But also not for an addition. Strange.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 187) notes that the words have been omitted because they
do not seem to fit as spoken to a "soul".

Aland (NT Papyri IT) notes: "without the words the text sounds much softer and
is more 'Gospel-like' "

Rating: - (indecisive)
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71. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 12:21

oVTw¢ 0 Onoavpll{wy €avt® kal un €ic Beov mAovtdv .

omit verse: D,d, a,b
WH have the words in brackets

At the end of the verse one finds the addition:

T to0Toe MYV EQWVEL” O €YWY DTO GKOVELY, GKOUETW

ES,F¢, H, (5),U,V,T, A, Q, 118, f13, 2, 579, 892, 1071, al*®

579 has this addition at Lk 8:15, 12:21, 15:10 (with ©F), 16:18 (alone) and 18:8
(alone)!

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.

Again a strange omission. No reason for an omission or addition.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that it has been omitted for being difficult to
understand. An explanation of the parable is already given in verse 15.

Aland (NT Papyri IT) thinks that the words have been omitted as being too banal
("zu platt"). Snodgrass (JBL 91, 1972, 369-79): "superfluous".

Note that most Old Latin witnesses have the words and only a and b support the
omission. Thus it is not really fully "Western".

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 189

Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 12:27
KTOVONoaTe T6 Kplve TA¢ ebfovel: o koTLd obde vnBeL:
"how they grow: they neither toil nor spin"

obte vnPeL olte LdaLVeL D, d, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, aeth, CI(!),
Diatess, Marcion', NA?®, Tis, Weiss

B: no umlaut

"they neither spin nor weave"

Parallel:

NAZ" Matthew 6:28 TA¢ DEAVOLOLY® 0D KOTLROLY 008e vndouvoLy:

BYZ Matthew 6:28 T(¢ aDEAVEL" 0D KOTLE, 00SE VNBeL”

This change is strange. Metzger suggests, it might be a stylistic refinement in
view of the following reference to Salomon's clothing.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 48) and Blass see the txt reading as a conformation to Mt.

Compare the discussion at Mt 6:28.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA% Luke 12:31 TANY (ntelte v Pooiielor adtod, kel Tedto
TpPooTedNoETUL VULV,

BYZ Luke 12:31 TAT) (nrtelte Ty Paoiietor tod Ocod, kol Tadte movTo
TPOOTEDMOETHL VULV

Byz P45, A, DY Q,W,0,070, f1, f13, 33, 157, Maj, Lat, Sy, Cl
TV BaoLietay to0 Ocod kol TNV SkoLogVLVny 983, 1689(=f13)

txt 01,B,D* L, V¥, 579,892, pc,a,c, Co

)V Baoireloy P75

B: umlaut! (1329 A 17 L) Poaoiiclar adtod, kel Todte

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 6:33 {ntelte d¢ mp@tov Ty Paoticior [tod OcoD]

omit: 01, (B), pc®, (k), I, sa, bo, Eus, NA®, WH

Compare previous verse:
NA% Luke 12:30 TaDtoe yop Tovte Tt €0vn tod koopov éminroloLy,
ULV 8¢ 0 Tatnp older 0t xpnlete TovTWY.

The Byzantine text is probably a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). The object to
which a0T0OD refers is in the previous verse 0 ToTNP. The question is if there
was an object at all originally. There is no reason for an omission, neither for
Byz nor for txt. But P75 is known to omit personal pronouns.

IQP's Crit. ed. has a0T0D safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 12:38 K&V v Th Seutépy KAV €V TR TPl
duAak €A kol €Upm oUTWE, KOKAPLOL €LoLY EKELVOL.

BYZ Luke 12:38 kol €xv €AOT) év th Sevtépa Lok kel €V TH TplTy
duAak €AOT) kol €Upm oUTWE pokapLol €loLy ol dobAoL €kelvol

Not in NA and SQE (only the D, f1 variants)!

Byz A,P,Q W,157,%, 13,565,700, 1424, Maj, f, q, vg, sa, Trg™
Kol € €v T Tpltn dviekh W
157 omits €AO)

txt P75,01,B,L, 0,070, 33,579, 892, (1241), Sy-S, (Sy-C), bo, arm
0, 33,579, 892, arm have oL 60DA0L
1241 omits kol ... GuAOKT (h.1.?)
omit ékelvoL: 01*, b, Tis, Bal

D, d,c:

\ 2\ b4 ~ S \ 4 \ S 14 (¥4 4 \
kKol €qv eABn Tf) €omepLyTn QUANKT) KoL €UPTOEL OUTWG TOLNOEL Kol
€V €v Tf) Seutépa kol TR TPLTY' pakapLol elowy exelvol.

f1,it, Sy-C, Ir-":

\ 2\ » ~ [ \ ’ \ ¥4 ¥4 ~
kel €xv €ABn TR e€omeplyn QuAekn kol €VPT OLTWG TOLOLVTOC
hokapLol elowy OtL dvekAlvelr adtolg kol SLakornoel adTolg
KOV €v th Seutépu KAV €v TH TPl PuAaky €AON Kol
€Upn oUTWG WakopLol €loLy ol 6oDAoL €kelvol

Tregelles has €01 and GuAekf in brackets in the margin, but oL 60DAOL in
brackets in the text.
B: no umlaut

T €0TEPLVT] GULAAKT] "the first watch of the night"

Compare previous verse 37:

NA% Luke 12:37 poakoplol oL 60DAOL éke€lvoL, ob¢ €A0wy O KOPLOG
cupnoeL  ypnyopodvteg GuUNY Aéyw LUy 0Tl TepllWoetol Kol
GUOKALVEL odTOUC Kol TopeABwr SLakornoel o)TolC.




The variants are probably attempts to expand the rather condensed style.
Words are borrowed from the previous verse. The €0TepLYT) GUANKT] is
strange, though. Possibly a common term.

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

27 ~ \ ’ V4 b b4 € b 4 14
NA*" Luke 12:39 TOUTO € YLVWOKETE OTL €L TMOEL O OLKOSEGTOTNG TOLYK
WP O KAETTNG €pyeTal,
oUk aV adfiker dLopuydfjval Tov oikov ohToD.

BYZ Luke 12:39 T0DT0 8¢ YLYWokeTe OTL €L 716cL 0 0lkodeomoTNng TOole
WP O KAETTNG €pyeTal,
Eypnyopnoer av kol odk &v adfiker dLopuyfivel tOv olkov adtoDd

Byz 01, A,B,L,P,Q W,0,¥, 070, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo, WH, Trg

txt P75,01%, (D, d), e, i, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, arm, Marcion', WH™, NA®
D, d leave 00k v but omit the following ddfikev ... ahTOD:
39 T00TO 8¢ YLVWOKeTE OTL €l NBeL O 0lkodeoTOTNG TOlY WPQ
KAETTNG €pxetal, o0K QY 40 Kol Vel yiveoBe étoipol, OTL
Wpe o0 dokelte 6 LLOC TOD GYOPWTOL EpPYETaL.

=) On

Tregelles has additionally [€ypnyopnoer dv kal] in brackets in the margin.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

€YPNYOPNOEY YPNYOPEW  "be or keep awake; watch, be alert"
dLopuyBnvoaL / dLopuyfvel "dig through, break in'

5L0pVO0W
both: infinitive aorist passive

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 24:43 'Ekeivo &€ yLvwokete OTL €L fj6eL O 0lK0SEOTOTNG
Tole GUANKT] O KAETTING €pyetaL, €ypnyopnocy av Kol OUK (Y €logey
SLopuyOfvel Ty oiklar adtod.

Weiss and Aland think the words are from Mt. In Mt the words are safe.

It is possible that the omission is due to h.t. (..AI - ..AI). This is supported by
the 01! correction.

The later omission by D, d must be accidental, because it makes no sense: "If he
had known the hour the thief comes, he would not (come)." It is possible that D,
d have omitted one line.



IQP's Crit. ed. has the short version as safe for Q.

The support by P75 is interesting.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 12:40 kol UMELC YiveoBe €toipor, OTL N Qpx 00 SOKELTE O
LLOC TOD GOpWTOL épYeTaL.

T&T #26

omit: f1 (1,118, 205, 209, 1582, 2193)
131, 2542 have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 \ ~ \ e ~ ’ (¥4 (¥4 Q) M
NAZ Matthew 24:44 810 ToDTO kol Upelg yiveoBe €toipor, OtL 7 00
SoKeLTE WPE O LLOC TOD AVBPWTOL EPYETUL.

Previous verse 39:
NAZ Luke 12:39 ToDTO 8¢ YLYWokeTe OTL €l NdeL O olkodeomdTng mole
WP 0 KAETTNG épyetal, olk Qv dpfiker dLopuydfival Tov olkov adToD.

Following verse 41:
NA% Luke 12:41 Elmer &¢ 60 Il€tpog: kipLe, TPOC MUEC TNV TopeBOATY
TOTNY AEYELC 1) Kol TPOC ToWTHG,

kol elmey D, d

No reason for an omission.

Is it possible that it originated in a parablepsis omission from €épyetoL verse 39
to €pyetoL verse 40 with an subsequent incomplete correction?

It is also possible that the ancestor of f1 read kal €lTeV in verse 41 as does D,
so that a KoL - KoL parablepsis error would be possible.

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

NA? Luke 12:42 kol €lmer 6 kUPLOG: TLC Gpe €0TLY O TLOTOC OLKOVOWOG
0 ¢ppovipoc T, OV KaTeoTHoEL O KUPLOC €Tl The Oeparmelog ahTod ToD
580Vl €V KoLp® [T0] OLTOPETPLOV;

T 0 aynB0¢ D, 157,c,d, e, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 24:45 Tl¢ apo €otiv 0 TLOTOC 80DAOC Kol GPOVLUOC OV
KoTEOTNoer 0 KUpLOg €ml Thg olketelag adtod ToD Sodral adToic TNV
TPOPMV €V KULP®D;

Possibly a natural addition. In Mt the words are safe.

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

NA% Luke 12:47 'Ekelvog 8¢ 0 d0bAo¢ 0 yroug 10 BéAnue tod Kuplovu
a0TOD Kol PN €ToLuaong f) ToLnong Tpog t0 BéAnue adtod Sepmoetol
ToAAAC

etollaoog L, W, f13, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P
TOLNOOC P45, D, pc, d, Marcion®, Irt", Or

aur, f, vg read txt.
B: no umlaut

"and not having prepared, nor having done according to his will"

Compare context:

NA% Luke 12:43 pokapLoc 0 80DAoc €kelvog, ov eABwY 0 kupLog¢ odToD
€upnoeL ToLODVTE OVTWC.

NA% Luke 12:48 0 6¢ um 7yvoug, Tolnowc ¢ &L TATY®OV Sepnoetol
OALyocC.

Probably one or the other word have been omitted because it was considered
superfluous.

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

4 14 ~ ~ ~ ~
NA% Luke 12:56 UTOKPLTaL, TO Tpoowtov Tf¢ YAc kol Tod odparod
oldate dokLualeLy, TOV Kalpov &€ ToDToV TKE 00K oLdete dokLualeLy,;

BYZ Luke 12:56 LTOKpLTal TO Tpoowmov thg yAc kol Tod oDparod
oldate dokLpaleLy TOV 8¢ KoLpOY ToDTOV TRE 0D dokLpaete;

T&T #27

Byz P45,A, (D), W,Y,fl, {13,157, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, NA?® Gre, Weiss, Trq™, Tis, Bal
o0 dokiualete D, 515, 1505, it, Sy-S, Sy-C
(IGNTP adds: sa™, bo™*, Marcion)

txt P75,01,B,L,0, 070, 33, 892, 1241, 2786, pc*, ff2, |, Sy-H™, Co, WH
TAC o0k oLdate dokiualete 070
pc = 213, 1215, 1574, 2502

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 16:3 TO pev TPOOWTOV TOD 00PEVOD YLVWOKETE SLOKPLVELY
ToL 8¢ onuele TV Kalp@y o0 SUvaobe;

G,M,N,U, W, 33,a 00 duvaoBe dokLualete;

L oL dokLuaeTe;

It is possible that 0l6uTe has been inserted and the verb changed to the
infinitive for stylistic reasons, to make the saying more symmetrical. On the
other hand the words could have been changed to avoid the repetition.

The meaning is different in the two readings:
txt  "but why do you not know how to interpret the present time?"

Byz "but why do you not interpret the present time?"

Very evenly divided support.
Note the reminiscence in Mt 16:3 to the Lukan form.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?Z" Luke 13:7 €lTer 8¢ TpOg TOV dumedovpyor: Ldov tpla €tn ad’ ob
€pyouL (NTOVY KapToV €V Tf oukf TodTn Kol 0VY €UPLOKW.

BYZ Luke 13:7 elmev &€ TpoO¢ TOV qumerovpyor "Idob tplo €t
€pyopL (NTOVY Kapmov €V Tf] oukf TodTn Kol ovY €UPLOK®:

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!
Byz A, W,Y, fl,33,700, 1424, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa

txt P75,01,B,D,L, 0,070, f13,157, 372,579, 892, 1241, 2542, pc,
Latt, Sy-C, bo, arm, geo
ad’ T 157

IGNTP does not have Sy-C and bo, Hoskier has Sy-S for txt, Burkitt for Byz.
B: no umlaut

No parallels.

ad’ 0L seems to be a typical Lukan expression ("for, since"). It appears 5 times
in Lk, but nowhere else in the Gospels:

Lk. 8:35, 38; 13:7, 25; 24:21 - All these other occurrences are safe.

Possibly omitted here for stylistic reasons?

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 13:7 €lmer 6¢ TPOC TOV dumeAovpyor: L6oL tplo €tn ad’ ol
€pyopol (MTOV Kapmov €V TH oukf] Todtn kol ody euplokw. T
éxkopor [oor] adthy, Wwatl kol Ty YAV Kotapyel;

T bépe TV GElvmy, D,d
B: no umlaut

Nestle notes a comment by Jiilicher that this might be a theological gloss to 3:9.
NA? Luke 3:9 id1 6¢ kol 1) GELvn mpog Ty pLlav TV 6evdpwy KelTl

TVU 199

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 13:8 0 8¢ amokpLOele Aéyel adt®* KUpLe, ddec adTNY Kol
T00TO TO €10¢, €W 0Tov okaw Tepl adTNY kol Paiw KOTPLO,

KODLVOV KOTPLWV D, it
"basket of dung"

e, vg read txt.

B: umlaut! (1330C1L)
BaAW KOTPLX, 9 KAV WEV TOLNOT KoPTOV

WH note that it is possible ("from context") that Origen knew this reading, too.
It is in the Latin Rufinus.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 13:9 KOV €V TOLNOT) KEPTOV €L TO PéALOV: el &€ un ye,
eKKOPreLe ohTNY.

BYZ Luke 13:9 K&V Y€V TOLNON KoPTOV * €l &€ unye, €ig 10 peALov,
ekkoPreLe ahTNY

Byz P45 A,D,W,O, ¥, fl, f13, 157, Maj, Latt, Sy, Trg™

txt P75,01, B, L, 070, 69(=f13), 33", 579, 892, 1241, pc, Co
eic TO pwéAdov: adnoelc el &€ un ye 070

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
txt " .. and if it bears fruit in the future... But if not, you can cut it down."
Byz " .. andif it bears fruit. But if not, in the future, you can cut it down."

A question of word-order and punctuation.

In the txt reading the sentence is left incomplete. The reading of 070 shows
that scribes felt something missing. The Byzantine reading is a stylistic
improvement.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 13:17 kol ToDToe A€yovtoc adTod KatyoyUVovTo TEVTEC Ol
GUTLKELLErOL oDTQ, Kol TG 0 OXAOC €XULPEY €TL TAOLY TOLS EVSOEOLC
TOLC yLVvouévolg um’ ohtoD.

omit: P45, D, pc, it(b, (d, e), ff,i,1,q, r')
Lat(a, a®, aur, ¢, f, vg) read txt.
D,d, e: Kool KO.TOY OVOVTO oL

GUTLKELeroL adTE,
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Possibly changed to improve style?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 13:19 OUOLX €O0TLV KOKK® OLVATEWS, OV AdBwy &vOpwTog
Parev elc kfmov €nvtod, kal niEnoer kol €yéveto eic &évdpov, Kal
T0. TETELVR TOD 0DPOVOD KUTEOKNVWOEY €V Tol¢ KAaSOLE adTOD.

BYZ Luke 13:19 OUOLX €0TLY KOKKG® OLVATEWC OV AxPwV  6vOpwTOg
PBorer elg kfmor envtod kol MOENOer kol €yéveto elg 6EvOpov péye,
Kol T TeTeLve Tod o0parod KOTEOKNVWOEY €V TOLG KAXGOLE oDTOD

T&T #28

Byz P45,A,W,0, Y, fl, 13, 33,157, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, [Trg™]

txt P75,01,B,D,L, 070, 892, 1241, 2542, pc®,
it(a,a% b, d, e, ff%,i, 1, rh), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, bo®', arm, geo
pc = 251,794, 1229, 2437, 2487, 2790¢

< b4

WC Opoc uéye 2660

WC for €lc: 892, 1424, al*®
ho WC / €Lc: D, f1, al®*®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA% Matthew 13:32 0 WLKPOTEPOV HEV EOTLY TOVTWY TOV OTEPULTWY,

oto &€ adEndf pellov TV Awxavwy €0Tiv kol ylvetol &évdpov T, ...
Aayowvov "garden-plant, vegetable"
T uéye Sy-P™, sa, aeth, geo®

NA% Mark 4:32 kol Oty omepf), avoPoivel kol yivetol pellov TovTwy
TOV AYOVWY Kol TOLEL KAGSOUC HeYoAoug, wote 6uvacbul LTO TNV
OKLOY 0OTOD T TETELVR TOU 0DPOVOD KUTaoKNnVody,

kAadoC branch

It is possible that péYe has been deleted as a harmonization to Mt. To the
contrary Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that Lé€ye is from the Matthean pueilov.

On the other hand it could have been added to heighten the contrast, possibly
borrowed from Mark.



IQP's Crit. ed. has the short form as safe for Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NAZ Luke 13:27 Kol €pel A€ywr ULWIv: oVk oida [Oudc] moBev éoté:
GTO0TNTE QT EUoD TOVTEC EPYATHL GOLKLOC.

T&T #29
€pel 01, 579, 1627, al*®, Lat, Sy-P, sa, bo"'

2p€l Myw  P75*, A,D,L, W, O, ¥,070, f1, f13, 157, 700, 1241, 1424, Maj,
d ("dicet dico"), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, bo"", Gre, Trg

€pel Aéywy  P75° B, 0211, 205, 892, 2766, al*®
In P75 the N is written above the line, probably contemporary.
IGNTP notes additionally: 0211, 205, 1424, 2766
Swanson has 1424 for A€yw.

€pRd Justin(2" CE), Or(3™ CE), 2. Clement 4:5 (in a mixture of quotes)
Justin'/z: Kol TOTE €pRd aDTOLC
Justin'’?, Origen: kol €p@ oOTOLC!

The assignment of the Sy and Co versions is rather questionable (taken from
NA).
B: no umlaut

€pel indicative future active 3rd person singular

Compare previous verse 25:
NA% Luke 13:25 kol amokpLBelc €pel LWLV oDk 0Ldo LUGC TOOeV €OTE.

Parallel:

27 \ /4 S I4 b ~ V4 b ’ b4
NA%? Matthew 7:23 Kol TOTE OMOAOYNOW aUTOLE OTL OVOETOTE €YVwV
VUG aToywpeLTe am’ éuod ol épyalOueroL THY GUouLloy.

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 25:12 0 6¢ QmOKpLOELC €lmer: qumy A€YWw UULY, 00K OLdw
NAZ" Luke 12:19 kol €p@ Tf Yuxf pou

NA? Luke 15:18 kol €p@ a0TR TATEP,




Compare LXX:

LXX Ezekiel 28:9 un A€ywv €peic Beoc eipl €yw

LXX 1 Samuel 20:21 €av €Lmw A€ywy T¢) Toldapley wde M oyll{o &m0 60D
LXX Numbers 11:27 &myyetder Mwuof] kol €lmery AEywv ...

There is no reason to change any other reading into the txt reading.
This awkward phrase is interpreted by Metzger as the translation of a Hebrew
infinitive absolute: "he will /ndeed say to you".

The simple €pel could be a harmonization to verse 25. Or the Aéyw has been
omitted as being redundant.
The €pel A€yw could be a partial conformation to Mt 25:12 (so Weiss).

IQP's Crit. ed. has KoL €pel A€YWV as safe for Q.

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 13:27 kol €pel A€ywy LWIV: ovk olda [Oudg] moBev éote
GTO0TNTE AN EUoD TOVTEC €PYATHL GBLKLOC.

00K 0Lde, DU 01,A, W, 0, Y, f1, f13,579, 700, 1424, Maj,
Lat(a, a®, aur, c, e, f, q, rl, vg), Sy, Co, 2" ¢l, Or, Bois

o0K oLoa P75, B, L, R, 070, 346(=f13), 157, 1241, 2542, pc,
b, ff2,i,1, NA®®>, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg

000ETOTE €Ldov LUBC D, d, e (from Mt)

omit OUK ... €0TE: Justin (2 times), Origen (once)

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Immediate context:
NA? Luke 13:25 .. k&l GTOKPLOELS €pel DULY: o0k 0ldo Uudc mOBey €0TE.

Parallel:
NA%? Matthew 7:23 kol TOTE OMOAOYNOW a0TOLE OTL OVOETOTE €YVwV
VUAG amoywpelte G’ éuod ol épyadOuevoL THY Grouloy.

Compare also (the parable of the ten Bridesmaids):

NA?" Matthew 25:12 0 6¢ QmOKPLOELC €lmer: aumy A€YWw LRIV, 00K 0L
VMO,

2. Clement 4:5

Kol €p@ LWLy Lmayete am’ éuod, o0k olde Luag, ToBev €0T€, épydtol
aroploc.

LXX 1 Samuel 25:11 kol 600w o0TR avdpaoLly olg o0k oldw TOdev eloiv
NA% John 20:13 kol 00K 0Ldo oD €Omkay adTOV.




It is interesting to note that VWA in verse 25 is safe. It is probable that it has
been added in verse 27 as a harmonization to immediate context (so Weiss). It
is also possible that it is a harmonization to Mt (note especially the D reading).
On the other hand it is possible that f)u&g has been omitted to make for a more
smooth/straight reading.

The meaning is slightly different with or without the DUAG:
a) "I do not know from where you are."
b) "I don't know you, where you are from."

IQP's Crit. ed. has 0UK 0Ld0 UWAC as safe for Q.
There is no really convincing argument that UUAG is original here. Possibly the

committee assumed that Luke did not write this statement in two different
ways in verse 25 and 27.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
UMGG in apparatus.
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NAZ Luke 13:31 'Ev a0tf) tf Wpe  mpoofiAbar tivec dapLowiot

BYZ Luke 13:31 'Ev adtf T nMuépe mpoofAdov tivec daploniol
Byz B!, W, ©, ¥, 070, 157, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™, bo, Trg

txt P75,01, A, B*, D,L,R, X, fl, 13,579,700, 892, 1071, 2766, pc,
d, Sy-H™, sa, Trg™

B: no umlaut

In B (p. 1331 B 31) the (D is cancelled by a slash and HME is written above
it. The (D is left unenhanced and the letters HAMEC are enhanced. The slash
through the (D looks old/unenhanced, but Tischendorf thinks the correction is
by B? (= enhancer). NA disagrees with Tischendorf and assigns this correction to
B! T agree with NA.

33 has a lacuna here.

No parallel.
A typical variation. In this case NEPX seems to be the more hormal expression,
because it is not really interesting if it happened "in that hour".

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 206

NA?" Luke 13:35 180U ddletal DUTY O fKog Uuoov :
BYZ Luke 13:35 160V adletol Uiy O olkog DUV €PMUog:

Byz D,N, A, 0,V 13, 346, 828, 983(=f13), 33, 157, 700, 892, 1071, 1241,
1424, Maj-part, Lect™, it(a, b, ¢, d, f, 1, q, r'), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"
€pnuoc LPLv 157

txt P45 P75,01,A,B,K IL L, R, S,V,W,Y, T, A, Q, 047, 1,69, 124,174,
230, 788(=f13), 565, 579, Maj-part, Lect,
Lat(aur, e, ff%, i, vg), Sy-S, sa, bo?', arm

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ?" Matthew 23:38 1600 Gdpletol VIV O 01KOC DUV EPMUOC.
omit: B, L, ff?, Sy-S, sa, bo™, NAZ%°, WH, Weiss

LXX:
LXX Jeremiah 22:5 €qv O¢ pn Tromonre TOUC koyoug rouroug KT’
EUOLTOD WHOoK AEYEL KUPLOC OTL €l¢ EPNUWOLY €0TaL O 0LKOG 0UTOC

There is no reason for an omission. Probably added to harmonize with Mt (so also
Weiss). It is also possible that the word has been added as a clarification.
Interesting distribution of the minuscules. All the good minuscules (except 579)
are for Byz.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the short form as safe for Q.
A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "the addition being due fo misunderstanding
adletal, which was taken to mean /s /eft whereas it means €YKATOAELTETAL, /s

being forsaken."

Compare discussion at Mt 23:38|

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 13:35 160U ddletal DULY 6 0lkog LPGV.
Aéyw [6€] DUly, oD un 1onté ue €wg [HEeL Ote] elmmre:
€0AOYNUEVOC O EPYOUEVOC €V OVOUATL KULPLOU.

BYZ Luke 13:35 1600 adletol UUIv O 0lkog DUV €pmuoc:
A€yw 8¢ VULV OTL 00 pun pe Lomté €wg dv fEeL Ote elmte
EdLoynuévog 6 épyoueroc év OvopatL Kuplou

B: no umlaut

Y4

€Wg
e o
€wC oy

one of the above.

y4 (Y4
€WE 0T€

y4 » ¥4 14
€WC 0V MEeL OTe

34 (34 (74
€WC néeL ote

P75,B,L,R, 892, WH

P45,01, M, N, X, (©), f1, f13, 157, 1071, (1241), pc,
e, i, Sy-P, arm, geo

am’ &pTL €W Ay O, 1241, sa™°, bo (Mt)

Co
K, II, pc

A, W, V¥, 124,174,230, 346(=f13), 565, 579, 700, 1424,

Maj, Lat

e &pTL €wC AV NEeL OTe A (MY)
... 0TL H

... 0T 579

NEeL A, W, 28,579, 1424, pm
nEn ¥, 565, 700, f13-part, pm

D, 047, 2487, NA%® Gre, Bois, Weiss

IGNTP, Swanson have f1 for the P45 reading, NA and Lake have it for the
Byzantine reading. IGNTP: 1, 118, 131, 205, 209, 1582.
IGNTP and Geerlings have 788 for the P45 reading, Swanson for Byz.

NEeL MKW
fiEn

indicative future active 3rd person singular
subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular

"have come, be present, come"



Parallel:
NA% Matthew 23:39 A€YWw Y&p LULY, 00 Wn de Lonte am’ &pTL €we Qv
€lmmre: €OMOYNUEVOC O EPYOUEVOC €V OVOUNTL KUPLO.

Compare also:
NA?" Revelation 2:25 TATIV 0 €xete kpatnoate aypL[c] ol av Hiw.

NA% Luke 15:4 Kol TOPeVETOL €L TO ATOAWAOC €wC €Vpn oTO;

One of the very rare cases where a reading is adopted that is read by D almost
alone!

"you will not see me until (the time) comes when you say"

0Te with subjunctive (OTe €LTMTE) is a very rare construction. There is no other
example in the Greek Bible. There are attempts to change that to OTL or OTOV.
The construction with OTo is common (66 times in the NT).

Therefore it is very improbable that OT€ is a secondary insertion.

The construction of &V with a future €L is also rare (2 times in NT, 9 fimes in
LXX). The normal way would be a subjunctive.

Luke has one other example of this kind at 15:4 ... €w¢ €Upn w0TO. Here the
subjunctive is used.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 152) thinks the omission of ﬁEEL OTe is a harmonization to
Mt 23:39.

IQP's Crit. ed. has M€l OT€ in double brackets indicating doubt that text was
present.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 14:5 koel TPOG adTOVC €lmmer: Tlvog VUGV vlog 1) Podc [= ox] €ig
ppéap meoelToL,

6v0g o1,L,Y,KII, ¥, f1, f13, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
"donkey" Lat("asinus"), Sy-S, Sy-Pal, bo

Ovoc viog O, 2174, (Sy-C: viog 1) Podc 7 drog)

TpoBator D, d (“ovis", from Mt)

uLOC P45, P75, A, B, W, 047, 0211, 700, 954, 1424, 1675, 2766, Maj,
e, f,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 12:11 0 &¢ elmer a0TOLC TLC €0ToL €€ DUV GvOpwToC OC
€EcL mpoPatov €v kol éov éuméot tolto Tolg oaPfuoiy cic BoBuvov,
oYL KpatnoeL ahTO Kol €yepel;

Compare:

27 2 14 \ b ~ € 4 \ o € ’
NAZ Luke 13:15 Gmekpln 8¢ adT® O KOPLOC Kol elmev: ULTokpLToL,
€KaoTog DUV T ooPPrtw ob Abel tov Podv adtod 7| TOV Ovov &mo
The paTyne Kol dmoyoeywy motilel;

Overall the main point is: If it is permissible to rescue on the sabbath an animal
that has fallen into a well, a fortior/it is permissible to heal a human being. uLOC
makes no real sense in this respect. But if it's an error, it must be a very early
one, because the attestation is excellent and widespread.

It has been conjectured (John Mill) that LLOG is a corruption of OLC = Sheep
(lat. ovis).

It is possible that "son" was felt a bit inappropriate here and has been changed
to either "donkey" or "sheep" fitting better to "ox".

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that 0vo¢ comes from Lk 13:15 (so also Tregelles) and
TPOPaToV from Mt 12:11.



This is what Edward Cook wrote on his blog (28™ June 2005):

"I'm still plugging along in Casey's Aramaic Sources of Mark's Gospel. | observe that he approves (p.
30) of Matthew Black's hypothesis of Aramaic wordplay at the origin of Luke 14:5. Here's the text of
the NIV with the proposed Aramaic originals in parentheses: “If one of you has a son (bar) or an ox
(be'ir) that falls into a well (ber) on the Sabbath day, will you not immediately pull him out?”
Casey calls this "perfectly plausible." There are at least two problems with this theory. One is that be'ir
(A1) is not the Aramaic word for "ox," which is tor (hin). Be'ir just means "livestock, large domestic
animal," and could include other animals as well as oxen. One of Casey's methodological principles is
that one should not just translate backwards to get at the original Aramaic, but also ask how a
suggested Aramaic original would have likely been translated. In this case, | think that be'ir would
surely have been rendered as ktenos, not as bous, which is what the Lukan text has. Bous most
reasonably points back to tor, and that dissolves the wordplay.

That's one problem. Another one is the textual problem in this verse. For "son" (huios) in the Nestle-
Aland critical text, the Textus Receptus has "ass" (onos), which is supported by Sinaiticus, among
others. "Son" looks to be better attested; on the other hand, "son" spoils the a fortiori argument
apparently used by Christ in this verse (compare the similar story in Matt. 12:9-13): If animal, why not
human? On the other hand, perhaps the argument is not a fortiori, but a maiori ad minus; since the
custom allows the greater breach of Sabbath law, it should allow the lesser: If lifting, why not healing?
It's a toss-up, and the textual decision is interwoven with the exegetical choice.

A remote possibility is that the original Aramaic (if there was such a thing) read bar torin, calf, literally,
"son of oxen," and that this somehow made it into the Gospel as "son or ox" (bar o tor). | doubt that's
what happened, but | mention it for the sake of completeness."

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

NA*" Luke 14:10

TOTE €0ToL 0oL B0Fe EVWTLOY TAVTWY TGOV CUVEVOKELUEVWY OOL.
BYZ Luke 14:10

TOTE €0ToL 0oL BOFN EVWTLOV TOV OUVUVOKELEVWY O0L

Byz P97"(6/7™ CE), D, K,II, W, ¥, 28, 565, 700, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, goth

txt P75,01,A,B,L, N, X, 0,1, f13, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
m,r Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, geo

2 14 ~ ’ 4
€EVWTLOY TWV OUVVUVOKELULEVWY OO0L TavTwy L547

P97 reads:

T OTEECTAICOI AOZA ENWIIION
T JION CYNANAKEIMENMN COJ

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare the strange addition by D, ® after Mt 20:28.

There is no reason for an omission.

EVWTLOV is a typical Lukan word. It appears 22 times in Lk (plus 13 times in
Acts), but elsewhere in the Gospels only once in Jo.

It is possible that the double ... TwV TOV lead to confusion.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" Luke 14:15 ’Ako000C &€ TLC TOV OUVOVOKELLEVWY TadTo €LTey
a0TG aKoPLOg 00TLE doyetol dptov €v Tf) Paotiely oD Beod.

BYZ Luke 14:15 ’Akol00C 6€ TLC TOV OUVOVOKELUEVWY ToDTO €LTey
a0TQ HaKopLog 0¢  dayetol apLotov €v tf Paoitiely tod Oeod

Byz A*, KS II, W, 047, 0211, 13, 700, 954, 1424, 1675, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, goth

txt P75,01, A, B, D, G, H*, K*,L,N,P,R, A, O, A, ¥, f1, 174(=f13), 157, 579,
892, 1071, 1241, al, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Cl, Eus

33 has a lacuna.
GPLOTOV "meal, noon meal, feast"

B: umlaut! (1332 B 15 L) HoKIPLOC OOTLC dAYETOL APTOV €V

Compare context:
NA% Luke 14:12 Otov TOLQC pLoTov 1) de€lmvov, ...

It is possible that one is a scribal oversight, because the two words are similar
looking. GpPLOTOV appears in the immediate context and is not very good

attested.

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

~ ~ ~ ~ 14
NA? Luke 14:17 kol GméoteLAcry tov dodAov adtod Tf Wpa Tod Selmrou
elmely Tolg KekAnuevoLe: épyeade, OTL NN €TOLUL EOTLY

BYZ Luke 14:17 kol GméoteLAcy Tov 8oDAov abtod TH Wpg tod Selmrou
elmely 1ol¢ kekAnuévole “EpyeoBe 0TL Hidn €ToLua E0TLY TOVTO.

T&T #30
B: no umlaut

€oTwv Tavte. A, (°D), P, W, ¥, f1, {13, 157, Maj, Lat(a, aur, d, e, f, r', vg),
Sy, Co, goth, [Trg]
elow mavto. 01¢

EOTLV P45* B, it(b, c, ff%,i,1,q), WH, NA®, Bois, Weiss
eiow P75, 01* L, R, ®, 579, pc, WH™, Gre

T&T notes L, R, © wrongly as follows:
€OTLV B,L,R, 0,192
el P75, 01*2, 579

P45 is not noted in NA. According to the Editio Princeps and Swanson it reads:
~ ] TINKAI H]’EANTO ATIO M) [ ...

It is also noted this way in Miinster's online "NT transcripts", but with the T as
insecure (underdot). Perhaps they did not note it because it is not completely
clear if it is €0TLV or €LOLV.

V4 . . . .
€TOLKK adjective nominative neuter plural
Tavte  adjective nominative neuter plural

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 22:4 180U TO &PLOTOV WOUL NTOLUKE, Ol TaDpol WoUL Kol T
OLTLOTO, TeBuuévo kol Tovto €tolpe: 6edte €lg ToLC Yauouc.

TOVTe is very probably a harmonization to Mt. There is ho reason for an
omission.



The more difficult question is, if it reads €0TLV or €loLV. The question is to
what this refers. Since (E,TOLHOL is neuter, it should be the dinner or the meals:

1. the dinner is ready
2. the meals are ready

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 80) notes that the plural and the addition of TavTe. could
have originated from the want to indicate that many things must be prepared
for a supper.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €ToLla, €0TLY as safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) for TavTa
Rating: - (indecisive) for €0TLV or €LOLV
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 14:24 Aéyw yop LWLV OTL 00OELC TOV QUdpdy EKelvwy TV
KEKANUEVWY yeboetal pov tob delmvou.

BYZ Luke 14:24 Aéyw Yop VWLV OTL 006l TGOV ardpdy €kelvwy TV
KEKANUEVWY  yeboetal pov tod Selmvov moAAoL yop €lowy kAntol

OALyoL &€ ékAexTol

support:  ES,F™, 6, H,M*, S, X, Y, T, A, Q,0211, 1, 118, f13, 2, 28¢, 579,
700, 892™9, 1071, 2766, Maj-part, Sy-Pal™, geo™*

B: umlaut! (1332 € 20 L) yeloetal pov ToD delmvou

From:
NA?" Matthew 22:14 TOAAOL YOp €L0LV KANTOL, OALYOL &€ €KAeKTOL.

Compare:

NA%? Matthew 20:16 0UTWC €00VTHL OL €0YNTOL TPATOL KoL OL TPRDTOL
€0Y0TOL.

BYZ Matthew 20:16 OUTw¢ €00VToL OL €0YoTOL TPGTOL KKl OL TP@ATOL
€ooToL TOAAOL Yoap €loLy kAntol, OALyoL &€ ékAekTol.

A natural addition, probably from lectionary usage.

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 14:32 €L ¢ pn ye, €t wdTod TOPPW OVTOg MPEeofeloy
GTOOTELANG EPWTE TO TPOC Elpnumy.

eipnvn P75, it
€eic  eipfvmy B, wH™
T €l elpnyumy K, I, pctt
TpOC elpnumy  01*, T, 788(=f13), 1241, pc®, WH

T0 TPOC elpivny 019, A, D, L, W, O, ¥, f1, f13, 157, 579, 700, 1424, Maj,
aur, f, vg, Sy-H, WH™? NA*

The other versional evidence is not clear.
The omission of T by 788 is given in IGNTP and Swanson, but not Geerlings.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:
NA?" Luke 19:42
AEywy OTL €l €yvwg év T Nuépe TalTn Kol oL T TPOg elpnyny:

NAZ Acts 7:26 T} Te €movon Muépe WOPON odTOLC WHoYOUEVOLE Kol
ouVNAAOOEY oDTOUC €lg elpnuny elmwr: avdpeg, adeddol €ote: Lvatl
adLkelte aAANAOUC;

The omission of TG is probably simply a scribal oversight: €pwTQ - T(.
The decision between €L¢ or Trpbg is difficult. Probably idiom.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

~ ~ ’ 4 ~
NA% Luke 1511 "Hoav &¢ adte) €yyl{ovteg TUVTEC OL TEADVXL Kol Ol
QUEPTWAOL dkoleLy adTOD.

omit: W, pc, Lat(aur, b, ¢, I, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™*, aeth
it(a, d, e, f, ff2, i, r!) read txt.

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Probably omitted because it seems impossible that ALL tax collectors were
coming near.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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81.Difficult variant
NA% Luke 15:16 kol €meBipel yopToodfvel
€K TOV KepaTlwy @ fodLov ol xolpot, kel obdele €6Ldou adTd.

BYZ Luke 15:16 koiL €meBipel yeplool thy kolAley abtod
GO TAOV Kepatlwy @Y NodLov ol xolpoL kol 00dELE €BLE0L TR

T&T #31

Byz A,P,Q,0,Y, 157,157,700, 892, 1612, 1627, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth, NAZ® Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P75,01,B,D,L,R,fl, f13,579, 1241, 2766, 2786, al*°,
d, e, f, Sy-C, sa, WH, Trg™
al = 251, 343, 494, 589, 609, 695, 716, 794, 809, 827, 1220, 1229, 1396,
1446, 1557, 1593, 1604, 2487, 2546, 2661

’ \ ’ \ ~
YEULOOL TNV KOLALXY KoL YOpTaoOfivaL W, a

33 has a lacuna herel!
B: no umlaut

€meBUpeL €MLOUPEW indicative imperfect active 3rd person singular
"long for, desire"

yoptaobfival yoptalw infinitive aorist passive
pass. "be satisfied, eat one's fill"

veulool yepllw infinitive aorist active
|lfi||||
veulool Ty koltAlow abtod = "fill his belly"

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ Luke 16:21 kol €TLOLUQY YOopTooOfvaL &mod TQOV MLTTOVTWY
Thc Tpamédnc Tod TAouaiov:




The combination of €TLOUWEW and YopTaoBfveL appears only here and in
16:21, where the phrase is safe. It seems quite probable that the txt reading is
a harmonization to 16:21 (so Weiss).

What would be the reason to change it here to "fill his belly"? Zahn (Comm. Lk)
finds it "rough but fitting".

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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82. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 15:17 €l¢ €autov 6¢ €AY €dm: ToOooL pioBlol tod Tatpdg
LOU TEPLOOEVOVTHL APTWY, €Y 66 ALUD W€ ATOAALUKL.

BYZ Luke 15:17 €i¢ €ovtov 8¢ €éAOwv elmer I1oooL pioBrol Tod Tatpog
LOU TEPLOCEVOLOLY GPTWY €YW 8E AL GTOAAUMOL

Byz ALUG A,P,Q, W, 69,174, 230(=f13), 157, 1071, Maj, sa™, goth

txt  ALUG® Woe  P75,01,B,L, ¥, 579,892, 2542, p,
e, ff%, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, [Trg™]

Woe Ay  D,N,R,U, 0, f1, f13,22, 700, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo, Trg

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:
NA% Mark 13:2 kel 0 'Inoolg elmer adt®: PAETELS TadTag TOC WEYRANG
0lk0dOUOG; 00 un abedf) woe ALboc €ml ALBov OC 00 WN) KoTeALOR.
omit @8¢: A, K, II, M, X, T, 69, 1241, 2542, Maj-part,
Lat(e, £f%,i, k, I, r!, vg), NAZ?®, Gre, Bois, Weiss

Different insertion points are sometimes an indication for a secondary cause.
Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the (8¢ separates AL and GTOAAULUXL which
belong together. He also suggests that the omission might be due to h.t. from
the D et al. reading: €y &¢ WO,

Burgon suggests that the D reading could have originated from a
misinterpretation of €yw 8¢ = €I UD A C. Perhaps some scribe redublicated
the three last letters UD A € and got €YW 8¢ Wde.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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83. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 15:21 €lmer 8¢ 0 LLOG OTQR® TATEP, NUAPTOV €L TOV 0VPUVOV
Kol €VWTLOV 00U, ODKETL €lpl GELogc kAnBfjvel viog cou T .

T&T #32

T molnodv pé G¢ éve TV uLobiwy gov
01, B, D, U, X, 983, 1689(=f13), 33, 700, 1241, 2680, al*®°, some Lect’,
d, vg™*, Sy-H, aeth, WH [in brackets]

txt P75, A, L, P, Q W, 0, V¥, 0211, f1, f13, 157, 579, 892, 1424, 1612, 1627,
1675, 2766, 2786, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, goth, NA®
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare verse 19:

NA?" Luke 15:19 o0kéTL elpl GELog kAnOfvaL vidg cou:
TOLNOOV e WC évo TV PLobiwy oov.

It would be only natural with verse 19 in the back to repeat the phrase here, too
(so argue also Weiss and Zahn).
On the other hand an omission due to h.t. is also possible (SOU - SOUV).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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84.Difficult variant
NA? Luke 15:22 €imerv 6¢ 0 Tatnp TPOC ToLS doVAOLE adTOD:
TooyL EEEVEYKOTE OTOANY TNV TPWTNY

BYZ Luke 15:22 €ler 8¢ O Totnp TPOS ToLE 600A0LE a0TOD
EEevéykote TNV OTOANY TNV TPWTNY

Byz A,P,Q R, W,0,Y, 1,69, 124,174, 230, 788(=f13), Maj, Sy-P, sa™*

txt P75,01,B,D,L, X*, 13, 346, 828, 983(=f13), 157, 579, 892, 1241, pc,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, sa™*, bo, arm, goth, [Trq]
ToY€WG... D, f13,157
. TV TPWINY OTOANY 579

B: umlaut! (1334 A 15 L) o0T0D° TV EEeVéyKaTe GTOAT|V

No parallel.

There is no reason for an omission.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 155) thinks that ‘EOCXl\) has been omitted, because of its
unusual position in front of the verb.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

~ ’ 14
NAZ Luke 16:12 kol €l €V T® GALOTPLW TLOTOL 00k €yéveade, TO
DUETEPOV TLC DULY 8WoeL;

NUETEPOY B, L, some Lect*, pc, OrP', NA®®, WH, Weiss

EULOV 157, e, i, |, Marcion”

@An6Lvov  33%, pc (v. 11)

WéyY 2. Cl, Irks’ (versus LLKPOV, see below)
txt WH™

B: no umlaut

txt "and if in the other's you became not faithful,
your own, who shall give o you?"

var. "our own, who shall give to you?"
"my own, who shall give to you?"
“the true, who shall give to you?"
"the great, who shall give to you?"

Compare previous verses 10+11:
NA? Luke 16:10 ‘O TLOTOC €V €AnYLOTW KoL €V TOAAD TLOTOC €0TLY, Kol
0 €V EALOTR GOLKOC KoL €V TOAAGD AOLKOC €OTLV.

27 b o b ~ b ’ ~ \ bl b 4 \
NAZ" Luke 16:11 €l 00V €V T() GOLkw WopwVd TLOTOL 00K €yéveabe, TO
aANOLYOV TLC LMLV TLOTEVOEL;

Compare also:
NAZ" Matthew 25:21+23 €Tl OALya TC TLOTOC, €TL TOAADY 0€ KNTHOTNOW'

2. Clement 8:5

A€yeL yap O KUPLOG €V T() €DUYYEALW®

€l TO WLKPOV ODK ETTPNONTE, TO UEYN Tl LULY WoeEL;

AEYW YaP VULV, O TLOTOC €V EAYLOTw Kol €V TOAAQ TLOTOC €0TLY,

2. Clement seems to cite from memory. His text is a combination of verses 12
and 10 plus an allusion to Mt 25:21.



The reading of B, L is probably one of the typical HM - UM scribal errors.
On the other hand the Up€tepov could be a conformation to the immediately
following DUTV (so Weiss). NUETEPOV is certainly the more difficult reading.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 16:17 €DKOTWTEPOV &€ €O0TLY TOV 00PVOV Kol ThY Yijy
TopeABely ) ToD vopov play kepoley meoelv.

"But it is easier for heaven and earth fo pass away, than for one stroke of a letter in the law to
be dropped.”

TV AOYWY pov  Marcion'
toD VOWOL [ov  cj. (Lipsius)
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 5:18 QUMY Yop AEYW LULY® €w¢ GV TopEéAOn O olpordg Kol
N v, Ot v f ple kepole od pn Tapérdn amd tod vouov, €wg av
TOVTO YEVTTOL.

Compare previous verse 16:

14 ~ 14 14
NA? Luke 16:16 ‘O vouog kol ol mpodftal uéxpl Twavvov: amd ToTE T
BoorAelo Tod BeoD edoyyeAlletol kol TaC €l adTny Pradetal.

"The law and the prophets were in effect until John came; since then the good news of the
kingdom of God is proclaimed, and everyone tries o enter it by force."

It is not really logical fo say in verse 16 that the law and the prophets go until
John, and then in verse 17, that the law will never pass away.

It is possible that very early a pov fell out due to h.t. as Lipsius suggested.
Marcion's version is naturally suspect as fitting perfectly his own teaching.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA* Luke 16:18

~ 4 \ ~ ~ \ ~ ’ 4
[Iac 6 amoADWY THY yuveike «OTOD KKL YoU®DV €TEPOY OLYEVEL,
Kool 0 GTOACAVUEVNV GTO AVEPOC YOOV HoLyeVeL.

BYZ Luke 16:18

[Iac 0 GmoAbWY THY yuvaike adTOD Kol YOUDV €TEPEY LOLYEVEL
Kol TG O GTOAEAVLEVMV &TO GVEPOC Y@y poLyeveL

Byz O1,A,P,W,0, Y, fl,fl3-part, 892, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P75,B,D,L, 69, 788(=f13), 983, 1689(=f13%), 157, 579, 1241, 2542, pc,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, geo, Marcion"

omit &mO ardpoc: D, 28, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P, bo™
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 5:32 €yw &¢ A€yw VWLV OTL TAC O GTOADWY TNV YUVKLKO
a0TOD THPEKTOC AOYOU TOPVELnG TOLEL adTTY MoLXeLOfvaL, Kol O¢ X
GTOACAUUEVTV YOUTOT), HOLYETOL.
NA%" Matthew 19:9 Aéyw &€ VULV OTL O¢ @V &moAUOn TNV Yuvalke oOTOD
Un €Tl Toprely Kol younorn GAANY polydtel T.

T BYZKOL O GTOACAVUEVTY YOUNOOG HOLYETOL.

NA?" Mark 10:11-12 kol Aéyel adTOlg" 0¢ Qv &moAlon tny yuvelke odToD

\ ’ ” ~ ) > N 5 A ’
Kl younom GAAnY pouyxdtel €m oty 12 kol €v odTh GmoAboow
TOV Gvdpa aOTAC YoUNoT GAAOY LOLYATOL.

Probably added to make the words more symmetrical (so Weiss). There is no
reason for an omission.

The omission of GO GVEPOC is probably a harmonization to Mt.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the short form as safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A
NA% Luke 16:19 T "AvBpwrog &€ TLC MY TAODOLOC, Kol €vedLdlokeTo
TopdUpar kol Poocor eddGpoLrOperoc Kud’ NUEPEY AdUTPGC.

T Elmer 6¢ kol €tépay mapoBoAny D, M™, d, Sy-C, vg™, Diatessaron*™"
B: no umlaut

See Scrivener Codex Bezae, p. LT.
Scrivener notes that several lectionaries have the words and also M in its
margin. But this is not unusual, because it's a typical introduction for a lection.

It is not certain though that this addition by D indicates an early lectionary
system. It is more probable that it was just meant to smooth down the abrupt
start of the story after the discussion with the Pharisees.

Zahn (Comm. Lk) notes that from early on (Tert., Ambrose, Jerome) it was the

question if the following story was a parable or a historical account.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A
NA% Luke 16:19 "AvOpwto¢ 8¢ TLc fv mAoloLog ' , Kol €vedLdioketo
TopdUpay kol Puocor edGpoLrOperoc Kud’ NUEPEY AdUTPGC.

T dvopatt Neunc P75
T ovouotL Niveun  sa, aeth™ ("Niniveh")

Finaeus "De pascha computus" (242 CE), anonymous treatise (Pseudo-Cyprian)
Finees Priscillian, 11™ letter (4™ CE)

Amonofis gloss ina MS "Aurora" owned by Petrus of Riga

B: no umlaut

The Latin pseudo-Cyprianic treatise "De pascha computus" written 242 CE in
Africa or Rome declares (ch. 17):

"Fire has been prepared by God for all sinners, in the flame of which, as was
indicated by the son of God himself, that rich man Finaeus is burned."

Compare:

LXX Exodus 6:25 kol Elcalop 0 T0D Aapwy élafer TtV Ouyatépwy
dovtind adt® yuvaike kKol €teker adt® tov Plreec altal ol dpyol
THTPLEC ACVLTAV KOUTO YEVETELS ODTOV

LXX Numbers 2577 kol Ldwv ®uveec viog Eicalap viod Awapwy tod
Lepéwe €Eavéatn €k p€oou ThHC ouvaywyfc kol AePwy oeLpopaotny év
TR xeLpl

A name has been added here to make the story appear a historical account.

In the LXX Aaron's son Eleazar has a son named Phinehas, @Lveec. The name
appears 34 times in the LXX. It is possible that the names have been associated:
Eleazar = Lazarus; Phinehas = Niniveh? This has originally been suggested by
Harnack (compare Zahn).

It is probable that the spelling of P75 is just a scribal error for Niveun.
Amenofis is an Egyptian kings name.

Cyril notes an early Jewish tradition (¢ 1 ‘Efpalwy mapadooic €xel) that
there was a poor and sick man in Jerusalem with the name Lazarus.



Compare:

e L.Th. Lefort "Le nom du mauvais riche (Lk 16:19) et la tradition copte" ZNW
37 (1938) 65-72

e Th. Zahn Comm. Lk

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA% Luke 16:21 kol €MLOUMAY yopTaodfjvoL

GO TOV TLTTOVTWY 4O THS Tpamélne Tod TAOUGLOL:
GAAL KoL OL KUVEG EPYOUEVOL EMEAELYOV TG €AKT a0TOD.

BYZ Luke 16:21 koL €MLOUUGY yopToadfjract
&m0 TOV YLylwy TGV TLTTovTwy &mo The Ttpamélng Tod TAouoLlov:
GAAL KoL OL KUVEC EPYOUEVOL GTEAELYOV TO, €AKM aOTOD

T&T #35

Byz 01 A,D,P, W, 0, V¥, 0211, f1, f13, 157, 33, 579, 892, 1241, 2786, Maj,
Lat(a, aur, d, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®", goth, [Trg]
amo TV mmTévTer YLylwy f1

txt P75, 01*, B, L, 79%,
it(b, c, e, ff,i, 1, q, r'), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, bo*", Cl
B: no umlaut

YLy lov "small crumb, scrap (of food)"
TLTTOVTWY TLTTW participle present active genitive neuter plural

Parallel:

27 e \ o \ 4 \ \ \ 4 bl 4
NAZ Matthew 15:27 1| O6¢ elmer: vl KOpLE, KoL Yop T0 Kuvaple €0Oiel
Gm0 TRV YLylwy TGV MITOVTWY 4mo THC TPamelne TOV Kuplwv

2 ~
0TV,

Possibly a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).

On the other hand the words could have been omitted due to h.t. (TWN - TWN)
or deliberately because the expression is slightly redundant ("of the crumbs,
the falling"). Note 79*, clearly accidentally!

Strong versional support.

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

NA? Luke 16:31 €imev 6¢ a0t® €L Mwioéwe kel TOY TpodpntdY ovK
GKOVOLOLY, 008’ €0V TLC €K VEKPROV GveoTh TeLoBnoovTuL.

He said to him, "If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, even if someone rises from the
dead, they will not be convinced."

qvooth kol GmeAdn mpOC adTolC MLOTEVGOULOLY D
Gvooth kol GmeAdfy mpog adtole mioteboovoly abt® Ir-
areoTh Kol ameAdn mpoc adTolC dkouvouoLy oDTOD rt

Voot TLOTEVOOLOLY 157, Lat(aur, f, vg), arm
GrooTf TLOTEDOOLOLY 00TQ c, i, |, vg™s, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, geo

GmeAdf} mLoTelooLoLY W, it(a, b, e, ff2, q)
ameAd) moTedoovoLY TR Sy-S, Sy-C

omeABn akovouoLy adtod  Marcion? (IGNTP)

&vepbi) TeLabNoovTL P75, 579
B: no umlaut

TelOw "persuade, convince"

No parallel.

Compare previous verse 30:

NA% Luke 16:30 0 6¢ eimev: odyl, Totep "APpody, GAL €y TLC &TO
VeKp@V TOPeLdf TPOg adTOUC WETHVOTOOUOLY.

and also:
NA% Luke 16:11 €L o0V €V T() GOLKW MOUWVE TLOTOL OUK €yéveade, TO
&ANOLYOV TLC LMLV TLOTEVOEL;

The D et al. reading is probably a free conformation fo the previous verse.
There is no reason why this should have been changed universally to the fxt
reading.

The TLOTEVOOUOLY is either a misreading of TeLoONOOVTAL or a conformation
to verse 11.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 17:3 TPOOEYETE €LTOLS. "Fow ouaptn 0 &deApOc oov
ETLTLUNOOV DTG, KKL €0V UETOVONOY dbec ahTE.

BYZ Luke 17:3 TPOOEYETE €QLTOLG €0V O€ OUAPTT €ic 0€ O adeAdOc oou
ETLTLUNOOV aDTG KoL €0V WeTavonor deg adTd

Byz D, K, II, ¥, 1582¢ f13, 157, 579, 700, 1342, 1424, Maj,
C, d, e, q, I"l, ngss, bomssl geomssl m

txt 01,A,B,L, W,0,I1I, f1,892, 1071, 1241, 2766, pc,
Lat(a, aur, b, f, ff2,i, 1, A, vg), Sy, Co, arm, geo’, goth, Cl
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 4:
NAZ Luke 17:4 Kol €0V €TTOKLE THC TUEPHC OUOETNOT €LC O€ Kol
ETTOKLS ETLOTPEYT TPOC O AEYWV* HETOVO®, GpnoeLe adTd.

omit €i¢ o¢: 1424, 1675, L859, Sy-S, bo™

Compare:

NAZ Matthew 18:15 "Eov 8¢ auaptnon [elg o€] 0 adeAdpoc oov,

BYZ Matthew 18:15 "Eav 8¢ auaptnon €ic o€ 0 adeAdpoc oov
txt D,L,W,0,078, f13, 33, 892, 1424, Maj, Latt, Sy, mae, boP"
omit 01, B, 0281, f1, 579, pc, sa, bo”", (Or) WH, NA®

NA% Matthew 18:21 KUPLE, TOOOKLC OUOPTNOEL €L EUE O GdEAPOC WOV
Kl aPnow alT®; €we EMTUKLE

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context, verse 4.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €l¢ o¢ in double brackets, indicating doubt that text was
present.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 17:4 KoL €0V €TTAKLC THC MUEPOC GUOPTNOT) €L O¢
KoL €TTOKLG ETLOTPEYT TPOG O€  AEYWV' WETAVO®, GPNoeLs olTE.

BYZ Luke 17:4 Kol €0V €MTOKLS THC NUEPOC GUEPTT €LC O€
Kol €mToKLG TR MUéEPng EMLOTPEYN Aéywr Metaro®d dapnoelc adTtd

TG MUé€pag EMLOTPEYT W, 0, K, I, f13, 28, 565, 700, 1424, Maj, f
E, 13, 983(=f13), pc omit GUOPTNOT) ... NUEPOG
due to h.t.

¢ NUépac ETLOTPEYN TPOg Ot A, A, (f1), 157, 579, 1071, al,
Lat(aur, e, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, bo™, goth
f1: &Ml o€

EmLOTPEYT TPOC o€ 01,B,D,L, X, ¥, 892, 1241, (2542), pc, it,
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, bo®', arm, geo, CI
2542: €Tl o€

B: umlaut! (1336 A 8 L) €TtakLc EMLOTPEYN TPOC 0€ A€ywu:

€TLOTPEYT) subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular
"furn, turn back, return"

Compare:
NA? Luke 7:44 kol 0Tpadelg TPOC TNHY YUVKIKE T¢) Llpwvl épn:
NA% Luke 10:23 Kal otpadelc mpo¢ Toug padntag kot’ iolay elmey:

Thc MU€pac has clearly been added to make the saying more symmetrical.

The main question is if the TPOC O€ is original. It is also possible that it has
been added for symmetry.

The combination of GTPépW with TPOG appears only in Lk in the Greek Bible.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) for THg MUEPOC
Rating: 22 (NA probably original) for Tpog o€

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

NA?" Luke 17:9 U1 €xeL xapLy T¢) 60VAW OTL €moinoey To
SLotoryOevTa;

BYZ Luke 17:9 U1 X0pLY €xeL TG 800Aw €kelvwy, OTL €molnocy To
SLatayOévte; 00 SOK®.

T&T #36

Byz A, (D, f13), W, 0, ¥, Maj, Lat, (Sy-P), Sy-H, Weiss, [Trg™]
o0T®; o0 dok®. D, f13, 2, pc®®, Lat, Sy-P, goth

txt  P75,01,B,L, f1, 22, 28, 157, 1192, 1241, pc’,
a, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geoI
pc = 17,501, 554, 594, 740, 1208, 1210, 1416, 2127
o0OTR; X, 213,765, 1612
EKeLVw 214, 2522 (for Tt SLoctoryBEVTN)
B: no umlaut

o0 B0K®D = "T think not"
T dLoctocyOévTee = "what was commanded”

No parallel.
Compare:
NA% Luke 17:10 oUTWC Kol DUELG, ...

Metzger suggests that the "I think not" might be a marginal note that found its
way info the text.

It is possible that the words have been added to give an answer to the question.

Weiss (Lk Com.) sees no reason for a secondary addition, but thinks that oV
d0K® fell out accidentally before 0UTWG of verse 10.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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86. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 17:11 Kal €yéveto év 1) mopevecbul €i¢ TepouoaAn

kel a0TOC dLnpyeto dui péoov Xopapeloc kol Taitdoloc.

BYZ Luke 17:11 Kol éyéveto év 1@ mopeleabul adtov eic Tepouvoainu
Kol OTOC SLMPYeTo SLi péoov Tepapelog kel TaAtAoiog

Byz A,W,0,Y, 33,157,700, 1071, 1424, Maj
txt P75 01, B, L, 579, pc

’

Leaov D
Gue. p€oov 1, f13, Titus Bostrensis (4™ CE)

dLnpyeto TNy TepLyw kel Su pégov Xopepelog 28, it (hot k), Sy-C

Swanson has correctly 1424 for Byz against NA, IGNTP! K. Witte from
Muenster confirms this.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

5Ll |L€oOV appears only here in the Greek Bible.

This is the only instance in the N.T. of 810, with the accusative in the local sense
of "through". It is either an error or original. If original, the other readings are
attempts to correct this.

Compare:
NA?" Luke 4:30 a0TOC 8¢ SLEAOWY L6, WETOL VTRV ETOPEVETO.
Here the text is safe. It's the only instance of 81L& [L€00U in the NT.

NAZ" Mark 7:31 Kol oAy éedBov ék tdv oplwv TOpou AABer ik
Yédvoc eic v Bodaooay thH¢ Nadliolog ave Wéoov TV OpLlwy
AekamOrewC.

Again safe. It's the only occurrence of GV& €GOV in the Gospels.

GV LLEOOV is a typical LXX term. It appears there 370 times, but only 4 times
in the NT.

NA?" Luke 23:45 T0D MALOL €kALTOVTOC, €0%LOON € TO KOTOMETHOUK TOD
VoD ECOV.
"in the midst"



Is it possible that the reading of D is the original (so Zahn, Einleitung)?
For the 28 et al. TepLy variant compare:
NA? Luke 19:1 Kol eloeABv dinpyeto v TepLyw.

Possibly a scribe read 8L1pY€T0 and remembered the verse 19:1 and added TNV
TepLyw.

Please note the reading of fl and f13. One of those rare readings which is
supported exclusively by f1 and f13. Common ancestor?

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA? Luke 17:12 Kal eloepyopévov adtod €l¢ TV KWOUNY GmMrinooy
[0T®] 6€ker AeTpol &vdpeg, oL €otnoay TOPPwOey

No txt in NAl
Gréotnoay B, F, 157,579, pc

txt P75, 0162, A D, L W,0,VY,fl,f13, Maj, WH™
Kol €otnooy D

omit ol €otnooy moppwhey 01*

F, 157, 579 not in NA, but in Swanson and IGNTP! F and 157 also in Hoskier's
collation of 157. 579 is in Schmidtke.

Lacuna: 33

GUioTnuL  “stand up"
B "who stood up at a distance"
txt "who stood at a distance"

No parallel.

The meaning is different for the two variants. The variation is curious, there is
no obvious reason for it. With €0Tnoar the meaning is clear and normal. There
would be no reason for a change. On the other hand, why should one change
QUéaTNoOY ?

Perhaps GV€0TNOV has been inspired by the previous dmmrTnoay ?

The support by F is strange and suggests an error.

Rating: - (= indecisive)



TVU 231
Minority reading:

0 ~ 4 ’
NA% Luke 17:14 kol 6wy elmer adtolc: T mopeubévteg émdeléute
€VTOVG TOLG LepeDoLY. Kol €YEVETO €V T LTAYELY DTOUG
exodop Labnoo .

T tebepoevabe D, d
T OEAW, koBopLodfite: kol eVBEwc ékabaplobnooy  P75™
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 8:3 B¢Aw, kaBaplodnTL: kel €0BEwe ekabuplodn adtod 1)
AETPOL.

NA?" Mark 1:41-42 0€éAw, koBaplodntL: 42 kol €0BUC amiABer am adTod N
AETpo, Kol ekoBoplodn.

NA% Luke 5113 0éiw, koboplodnTi® kol €0BEwe T A€mpe AmAAOcy
a0TOD.

Compare Egerton 2, line 40-41:

0 on kUpLOg €Ppm adTR: OEAW KoBoploOnTL: Kol €DOEWC GmEDTN oT’
a0TOD T A€mpo

Interesting rare addition in P75.

The addition is only natural. The scribes overlooked that the cleansing happened
only later "in their going".

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

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 17:19 Kol €lTeV adT@® GVUOTHG TOPELOL

f) TLOTLC OOV GECWKEV CE.

NA?" Luke 17:20 "Emepwtndelc 8¢ vmo TV PaplLociwy

omit: B, sa™’

sa™*® have the words
B: no umlaut

The phrase appears 7 times in the Gospels:
Mt 9:22; Mk 5:34; 10:52; Lk 7:50; 8:48; 17:19; 18:42

Compare:

~ Ol ~ 4
NA% Luke 18:42 kol 0 'Inoolg elmer adt®: avofiefov:
1] TLOTLC OOU GECWKEV OFE.

There is no reason for an addition. Probably omitted accidentally. The support
from 7 Sahidic MSS is interesting. It indicates that the error is earlier than B.

Buttmann (TSK 33, 1860) notes that all ten were made clean, not only the
Samaritan, thus it is not really correct that his faith healed him.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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88. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 17:21+23 008¢ épodoLy: Lol wde 1)° ékel, LdoL yop T
BaotAelo ToD Beod EvtOg LUAY EOTLV.

BYZ Luke 17:21 o0d¢ épodoly ’I6ou wde 7 L6ov 'Ekel ’I6ou yop
BootAelo ToD BeoD €vTOC VUGV €0TLY

ool Wde, 1’ ékel  P75,01, B, L, 157, 1241, 2542, pc,
it(e, ff%,i,1,s), Sy-S, sa, arm, geo
1600 W€, N Kel: O (sic)
oo Wobe, Lo6ov ékel: TII*, 063, 118, 205, 209(=f1), 69(=f13), pc

U
160U o€, Kal® LoV éxel: W, L1642
Lol wde, 7° L6oL ékel: A, (D), K, II¢, ¥, f1, f13, 28, 579, 700, 892, 1424,
Maj, Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, f, A, q, r'), Sy-C, Sy-P,
Sy-H, bo, goth, Trg

Tregelles has additionally 7} [L80U] €k€l in the margin.
IGNTP has 892* for the IT* reading.

33 has a lacuna here.

B: no umlaut

Minority readings:

NA? Luke 17:23 kol €poboLy DUiv: Ldob ékel, [f°] LdoL wde:
UT) GTEADNTE Unde SLwEnrte.

BYZ Luke 17:23 kol €podoLy Uiy L6ob wde, 7
Un GTEABNTE unde SLwEnte

W \ ) ~

LOOL €Kel”

LooL ékel, N°  16oL Woe* P75, B, 579, WH, Bois
160V éKel, kol 6oL Bde 01
160V ékel, 16oL Wée* L, pe, Sy-S, Sy-C,

1600 e, ool ékel: D, H, W, 69(=f13), 28, 33, al, Lat(e, q, vg), Sy-P
1800 o€, 160V ékel O xpLotoc K, 11, S, 2542, pc
6oL woe, 7 1oL ékel® A, O, P, (f1, f13), 157, 700, 892, 1424, Maj,

it*(a, aur, ¢, d), vg™°, Sy-H, bo, goth
1600 W€, Kol LOOL ékel:  itP(b, f, £f2,i, A, rt, s)
1600 Woe, 7 ekel:  f13,1, sa
8oL de, unde SLwinte 1) LdoL ékel O ¥pLoTOC PN TLotelonte (N), f1

2




Support for omission of 1: D,L,W,[H,K,NII, s], f13, 28, 33, 2542, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

According to Tischendorf B* originally wrote:

1600 Dde, N)°  1doL Wde  B*

In the facsimile this is difficult to see. That there was some correction is
probable, but what exactly this was is difficult to judge, an W is possible. Also it
is not clear which corrector is responsible for that. Tischendorf writes: "ex Wo¢
priore correctum est €kel, a B® demum ut vdtr".

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 24:23 T0te €av TLC DUiv €lmmy:
160U Wde O YPLOTOC, N)° WdE, Un TLoTeLonTE:
NA?" Mark 13:21 Kol tote édv TLC DULY €lmy
16e D8 0 ypLotoc, 16 Ekel, un mLoTeleTe

The support for the omission of 1] in verse 23 is not very good, mainly Western,
When compared with the addition of 180U in verse 21, the support is similar.
But in verse 21 the committee did not add L0V (not even in brackets). The
brackets have probably been added because 01 and L deviate from B here. But
01 is a singular reading (except for some Old Latins).

The variation in order is probably inspired from verse 21, where it's 6€ - €kel
without variation. Also a (corrected) scribal error from parablepsis is thinkable
(IDOUV - IDOV). There is no reason for a deliberate change to the txt order.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
Brackets: Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
= read txt, but remove brackets in verse 23.
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Minority reading: A
NA? Luke 17:23 kol €poDoLy DUiv: Léov ékel, [f°] 1dobL wde:
Un GmEAONTE unde SLwEnte.

\

un dLwEnte P75, B, 13, 69, 346, 788(=f13), sa, arm
f13:124, 174, 230, 828, 983, 1689 have the words
WH have méAONTE Unde in brackets

un GméeAdNTe 157, pc, Sy-P, geo

UnoE SLwEnTe f* L0V €kel O YPLOTOC UM TLOTEDONTE
£1, Sy-H™ (Mt)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 24:23 ToOte €ov TLC VUiV €lmm Lol wde 0 YpLotic, 1 W
Se, un mLotelonte

NAZ" Matthew 24:26 €xv o0V €lTwoLY DULY: 1800 év Th épnuw €o0Tiv, um
€EeAONTE: LBOL €V TOLC TapeloLg, PN TLoTevonte:

NA% Mark 13:21 Kol t0Te éoav tic UMy €l 16e wde 0 ypLotdc, 1oe
EKEL, U TLOTEVETE

P75, B, f13 probably omitted GméAONTE Wnde as redundant. A secondary
addition of the words is quite improbable. It is also possible that the omission
originated in a parablepsis error from the N reading, or in a h.t. error from the
f1 reading.

The omission by 157, pc is probably due to h.t. (.HQE - ..HQE).

The f1 reading is a partial harmonization to Mt.

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 17:24 (JOTEp YyOpP M GOTPATT GOTPETTOLOE €K THG LTO TOV
o0paVOV €lg TNV LT oDpPavOY AouTel, OoUTWC €0Tel O LLOG TOD
avbpwmov [év Tf Nuépa odtod].

BYZ Luke 17:24 (J0TEp Yap T GOTPETN 1 GOTPATTOLON €K TAC UT
obpavoV €ic THY UM obpavov AdUTEL OUTWC €0Tel O LLOG TOD
GrOpwToL €V ThH TUéPE adTOD

omit: P75, B, D, it(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, ff2,i, A, s), sa, WH, Bal

txt O01,A, L, W,0,Y, fl, f13, Maj,
Lat(f, 1, q, rl, vg), Sy, bo, goth, WH™?, NA?® Bois
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 V4 \ € > \ e/ > \ 9 ~ \
NA%" Matthew 24:27 Q)OTEP YOP T GOTPTT €EEPYETHL QMO GVATOADY Kol
dolvetal €wg Ououy, oVTwC €otal 1 Tepovolo ToD uvlod Tod
arOpPWTOL .

Compare verse 22:

NA% Luke 17:22 Elmev 8¢ mpo¢ TOUC padntog: €AchoovTol MUEPoL OTE
emLOvunocte wlow TV Muep®dy tod ulod tod ardpwtou Ldely kol olk
OYeobe.

The term could have been omitted due to h.t. (so Weiss). But this is improbable
in light of the variety of very good witnesses. It could also have been omitted as
a harmonization to Mft.

On the other hand the words could have been added as a reference to the "days
of the son" mentioned in verse 22.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 17:33 0¢ v (ntnon TNy Yuyny odtod TepLmoLnonodol
amoA€oeL abTY,  O¢ 6 Av amoiéon T (woyovnoeL adTnv.

BYZ Luke 17:33 0¢ éxv (ntnon thy Yuyny adtod oGool
GTOAEOEL aDTHY Kol O¢ €0V amoAéotn bty (WoYyovnoeL adThy:

TEPLTOLEOUL "obtain, acquire, win; preserve, save (life)"

Byz 01,A,R,W,0, Y, fl, 13,157,700, 1071, Maj,
Lat(a, aur, e, f, ff%, 1, r!, vg), Sy-H
Ty Yoy adtod f13, 28, 1071, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™
ool for (woyovnoeL  f1, 69, 788(=f13%), pc, it

oc av BeAron Cwoyornoal T Yoty adtod dmoiéoel adThy, ...
D. d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa

txt P75,B,L,579,b,c,i,q

33 has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ Matthew 10:39 0 evpwV TNv Yuyny «dtod dmoréoel adthy, kol O
amoAconc TNV YPuyny adtod €vekey €uod elpnoeL adTNY.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 16:25 0O¢ yop v BéAn TN Yuynmy adtod 0ROl GTOAECEL
adTy: 0¢ & av amoAéon TN Yuymy odtod €vekey éuod ebphoeL
adTNV.

NA%? Mark 8:35 0¢ yop €xv OéAn tny Yuymy odtod o0QoKL GTOAECEL
adTNY: 0¢ & Qv amoAéoel TNy Yuxmy avTod €évekey €uod kal TOD
€DOYYEALOL 0WoeL adTNVY.

NAZ Luke 9:24 O¢ yop Ov O€An v Yuyny odtod 0DOKL GTOAECEL
abTY 0¢ 6 Av amoiéon Tty Yuymy wdTod €vekey éuod olTog 0wWoeL
adTNV.

The reading by D et al. is an attempt to make the saying more symmetrical, by
using the same word as in the second part of the verse. B¢AnNoT) is probably an
allusion to the same saying in Mk 8:35par. From here also comes the Byzantine



00w, which replaced the rare mepLmoLonoBeL. This word appears 31 times

in the LXX, but only 3 times in the NT (Act 20:28; 1Ti 3:13) and only here in the
Gospels.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 17:36
BYZ Luke 17:36

SCR Luke 17:36 600 €00Vt €V T¢) ayp®: 0 €l¢ TopainddnoetaL, kol O
€tepoc apednoetoL.

add verse: D, U, f13,579, 700, 1071, 2766, al, Latt, Sy, arm
D reads: 600 €V ayp®: €l¢ TopaAndOnoetaL, kal O €Tepog adednoetuL.

69, 788(=f13°) omit.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 24:40 TOTE 6V0 €0OVTOL €V TR QYPK, €LC ToPUACUBOVETOL
KoL €LC adleToL”

NA?" Matthew 24:41 600 aAnOovoal €V ¢ WOAw, Kle TopeAouPoreteal Kol
wio adleto.

Previous verses 35-36:

NA* Luke 17:34

800 €Ml KALYNG ULBC, O €l¢ TapaAnudOnoetal Kol O €Tepoc adednoeToL
NA*" Luke 17:35

800 aAnBovonl €Tl TO whTO, T) hle TapaAnudOnoetaL, 1 6¢ €Tépa apedNoeTaL.

It is possible that the words have been accidentally omitted due to h.t. This
happened to 01*+pc, for verse 35. 346 copied verse 35 twice.

But the overwhelming evidence is against the originality of the verse, which must
have been borrowed from Mt. Both Mt and Lk present two examples each, but
both different ones.

Note that the complete Latin and Syriac versions have the verse.

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 18:11 0 ®apLonioc otadelc TPOC €xuTOr TordTe, TPOOTVYETO!

T&T #37

oDt TPOC EUTOV

oDt TPOC GUTOV

ToOTO

TPOC €outov TadTo
ko®’ eovtov todto

omit:

P75,01%,B, T, 0, ¥, f1, 131, 579, 892, 1241, 2766,
2786, pc'’, Lat(a, aur, e, vg), Sy-Pal,

NA®® WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg

L

01*, 828, pc? (=1481, 1563*), it, sa, geo’, Tis, Bal

A, Q, W, 13,157,700, 1424, Maj, Sy, WH™, Trg™
D, 2542, geo?

828*, 1071, pc? (2605, 2788)

bo reads one of the long readings.

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA? Luke 24:12 kol amfiAber mpog eautor Boupalwy To yeyoroc.

LXX 2 Maccabees 11:13 TPOC €qUTOV GVTLRUAAWY TO Yeyovog Tepl adTOV
by himself he pondered what happened fo him ...

he went home

The question here is to what TPOC €LTOV belongs and what it means.

If it goes with "standing", it is difficult to understand what "standing by
himself" should mean. This interpretation is only possible with the Byzantine
reading, so, it could be that the txt reading is an attempt to get rid of this

problem.



If it goes with "praying", there are two possibilities:
a) it means "standing, he prayed this by himself" or
b) "standing, he prayed this to himself".

The omission by 01 et al. is due to h.t.: TadTe. TPOC €XLTOV TMPOONVXETO" So,
one could count it as supporting the P75, B reading.
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong = prefer P75 reading)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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91. Difficult variant
Minority reading:
NA? Luke 18:24 1dwv ¢ abtov 0 'Inoolg [meplAvmov yevduevov] elmev:

T&T #38

omit: 01, B, L, f1, 157,579, 1241, 1541, 1612, 2542, Sy-Pal, Co, geo,
NA?® WH, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal

txt A, (‘D), W, O, ¥, 078, f13, 33, 700, 892, 2786, Maj, Latt, Sy, goth, Bois
LY 8¢ ahTOV TepLAvTOV Yevouevor eimer 6 ‘Inoodg D, ped, it
Loy &€ mepLAvTov adToV yevouevor O ‘Inoodg elmevy 1424, pct
B: no umlaut

TePLALTIOC "very sad, deeply distressed"
"And Jesus, having seen him become very sorrowful, said"

Comyare previous verse 23:
NA?" Luke 18:23 A
0 6¢ akovong Tadte TEPLALTOC €yerndn MY yop TAODOLOC 0dpOdpa.

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 19:23 ‘O &¢ ‘Incod¢ elmer Tol¢ wadnTalc evTod:
NA?" Mark 10:23

Kol mepiprefioperoc 6 Inoode Aéyel tolg podntalc adtod:

The words are a repetition from the previous verse. The question is if they are
original or not. Metzger argues that it is typical for Lk to repeat a word or
phrase in adjacent passages.

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong = prefer omission)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 240

92. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 18:25 €DKOTWTEPOV Yap €0TLY KAUNAOY SLb TPTUETOS BEAOVTC
cloeABciv 1) mhovolov eig Ty Paoticlar tod Ocod eloeAbely.

BYZ Luke 18:25 €DKOTWTEPOV YOP €O0TLY KOUNAOV Sl TPUUOALEC
podidog eloeABeiy | TAovoLov €ic T Paotielar tod Ocod eloeAbely

Byz TpUUaALAG padldog A, K, II, P, W, ¥, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj
TPUUAALAC PeAdVC f1, f13,579

txt TPNUOTOC BEAOVTC 01,B,D

Tpumnuotoc padidoc R
TPUTNUETOC PeAOVTC L, 225,157, 1241, pc

TPLTNUATOC BeAdrne paALdc padidoc O (sic!)

B: umlaut? (1338 A 19 L) tpnuatoc BeAdvne eiloeAbelv fj mAovoLov €ig

Parallels:

NA% Mark 10:25 €DKOTWTEPOV €0TLY kaunAiov Oue [thic] TpudaALdc [Thc]
podidoc dLeAdely §) mAoloLov ei¢ TNy PBaotAicior ToD Beod cloeAbelv.
TpLTMUETOC BeAdrne  f13, pe

TpNUOTOC  padidoc  O1*

NA% Matthew 19:24 ALY 8¢ A€Yw VWLV, €DKOTWIEPOV €0TLY KAaUNAOV

5L TPULTNUATOC PadLdoc OLeAbely 1) TAoUoLOV €loeABelv el TNV

BootAelow tod Oeod.

Tpumuetog 01, D,L, W, Z, T, A, f1, f13, 2, 28, 33, 579, 892, 1010, 1071,
1241, 1424, Maj-part (Robinson)

TPUMoALOG €, K, M, U, O, 124(f13), 157, 565, 700, Maj-part

14

TENLTO 01*, B, WH, NA®®

A curious variation. The meaning is the same for all.

Compare discussion at Mt.

Nestle speculates that Tpfjue and BeAdvn is the language of a physician. So
also Hobart ("Medical Language in St. Luke", Dublin 1882, p. 60) who writes:



"The words used by St. Luke are those which a medical man would naturally
employ, for PEAOVUT| was the surgical needle and Tpfjue the great medical word
for a perforation of any kind."

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 18:28 Eimer 8¢ 6 IIétpoc: 18oL mMuelc adévtec Tor LoLo
HKOAOLONOEUEY TOL.

BYZ Luke 18:28 Eilmer 6¢ Ilétpoc IS0 MuElc GPMKopey TovTe, Kol
HKOAOLONOCUEY GOL

Byz 01*, A P,R, W,Y, 33,6579, 700, Maj, Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt 017, B,D’, L, 157,892, 2542, pc, it*'(b, ff*, r'), Sy-H", Co
T0 6L Kol 157
T0. 160 Gpévtec D

ot Toe Lo @, f15, f13, it*'(a, ¢, e, I, q), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™, arm, geo
TVt To 1oL APpEVTEC f1

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 19:27 1600 TUELC APNKOUEY TOVTH KKl HKOAOLONOUUEY GOoL*
NA% Mark 10:28 180U TUELC GPMKOUUEY TAVTO KoL NKOAOLOTKOUEY OOL.

Clearly a harmonization fo Mt/Mk, where the words are safe.
©® et al. have a conflation of both.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 18:29 0 6¢ eimer aDTOLS" QUTY A€YW LWLV OTL 00deLg €0TLY O
agpfker olklov f yuvalke fi adeddpolec T i yovelc f) tékva €vekey ThC
Boorielog Tod OeoD,

T 1 adeddac D, X, A, ¥, 579, 1071, 1241, pc, d, sa™*

579 and 1071 omit 1| &deApoUC, probably due to homoioarcton.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 19:29 kol TaC 00TLC adfiker oiklag N adeAdoic ) ASeAPOC
N TaTépo T unTépe N Tékve f Gypolg €veker ToD OVOUaTOC OU,
exotovTamAcolove AUPetoL kol (wny alwvior KANPOVOoUnoeL.

NA¥ Mark 10:29 €pmn 0 ’'Inood¢ auny A€yw LWLy, o0dEL €0TLY OC
adfiker olkloy 1 adeAdolc | adeApoc N wntépo 1) Totépe f) TéKVe M
GypouC €veker €uod kol €veker tod ebuyyeAlov,

Compare:
NA%" Mark 3:32 koll €kaBnTo mepl adTov OYA0G, Kol A€youvoLy alT®: L6oU
T UWATNP O0L Kol oL &deAdol oov [kol ol adeApol oov] €w (mtodolv
O€.
omit: 01,B,C, K I, L, W,A, 0O, fl, 13, 2, 28, 33,157, 372, 517, 565, 892, 1071,
1241,1342, 1424, 1675, 2737, 2766, 2786, [6, Y] Maj-part**®,
Lat(aur, e, ¢, 1, r!, vg), Sy, Co, WH
txt A,D, 124,700,954, [E, F,H, M, S, U,T, Q] Maj-part'™®,
it(a, b, ¢, d, f*, ff%, q), vg™*, Sy-H™, NAZ°

Probably added from Mt/Mk.
That the words are omitted accidentally by so large a range of witnesses is very
improbable.

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

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 18:30 O¢ o0yl um [&mo]Aofn moAlamAcolove €V TG KaLpe
TOUTR KoL €V TG i@Vl T¢) €pYopevy (wny alwvLov.

o’mokocp[io'ww "receive, get back, recover"

Oc o0YL un AdPn B, NA® WH, Weiss
0c o0 N AaBn M, 2, 1071, pc (Swanson)

A, un AdBn emtamioclove D, it

txt O01,A,L,W,0,Y, fl,f13, 33,157,579, 700, 1241, Maj, WH", Bois
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 19:29 ékatovtanmiaoiovo ANupetol kol Cony olwviov
KATPOVOUTOEL.

NAZ Mark 10:30 €xv Wm APy €kotovtamiaclove VOV €V TQ Kulp®
TOUTW amoAafn 01, f1, pc

Compare:

NA% Luke 6:34 kol €av davionte mop’ Wy éAmilete Aafeiv,
BYZ Luke 6:34 kol €xv davel{nte mop v éAmilete amoiufeiy,
Byz A,D,0,Y,fl, 33,6892, Mqj

txt 01,B,L,W,E, (157), 579, 2542, pc

Clement ("Quis dives salvetur" IV.10 and XXV.2):
GroANueTaL ekaTovTamANoLove VOV 8¢ €V TG KoLPE TOUTW

AopBovw is always slightly equivocal. It can mean "take" or "receive". This
problem is overcome by the prefix @mo.

It is clear that D is a harmonization to Mk. Its support for Aap) is therefore of
little value.

ATOAXUPAV® is a Lukan word (5 times, only once in Mk). Note that also in Lk
6:34 A0PeLV has been replaced by GmoAXBELV.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2?2 (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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94. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 18:30 0¢ o0yl U1 [G&mo]AaPn moAdomAxolove év TG KoLp
TOUTR KL €V TG i@Vl T¢) €pYopeve (wny alwyLov.

EMTATANGLOVY D, it, sa™, Diatessaron (Burkitt)
EKOTOVTOTANG LOVOL 472,1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C

Lat(aur, f, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 19:29 kol TaC 00TLC adfiker olklag N adeAdpoic ) aSeAPoC
N TaTépo 1 uUNtépe N Tékvo 1 Qypoug €vekey Tod OVOUXTOC |ou,
exotovTamAaolove AUPetoL kol (wny alwvior KANPoVvounoeL.
ToAlamAnolove B, L, 579, pc, sa, mae-1, Or, NA?®, WH, Weiss

txt 01,¢,D, W, 0, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo, mae-2

NA?" Mark 10:30 €av um Aafrn ekotovtaTinoiove

Compare:
NA% Luke 8:8 kol GUEV ETOLNOEY KOPTOV €KATOVTATAXTLOV.

Weiss suggests that the more general ferm has been replaced by a concrete
one.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 18:32 TopdoBnoctoL yop TOLG €0veoLy kol eumoLyBnoetol
kel UPpLoBnoetaL kel éumtuonoetal

omit Kal UBpLoBNoETOL D, L, 828, 700, 1241, 2766, pc®,
it(a, b, d, e, ff%, i, q), vg™, Sy-P

. LY ’ \ ’ 1
omit Kl UBpLoONOETAL Kol epmTLaONCETAL  pc, |, r, arm

omit kKoL EumTLOONOETAL P, R, pc’

eumTLoOMOoETOL Kol UBpLoBfoetal 892

P. Williams on Sy-P: "In Luke 18:32, NA27 suggests that P omits Kol
UBpLoBnoetoL with some Greek witnesses. However, £ has the same equivalent

as SC have for kol UBpLoOMOETAL, namely the verb . but has it at a
different point in the list of actions, and thus in v. 33." (p. 13‘5)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 20:19 kel ToPaOWOOLOLY ®DTOV TOLC €BveoLy €lg TO
EUTLEL Kol MOTLYDo0L Kol 0Toup@doet, Kol Th TPLTY Muépw
eyepOnoetal.

NA? Mark 10:34 kol éumoifouoLy o0t Kol éUmTUo0LOLY AT Kol
HOOTLYWOOUOLY aDTOV KL QTOKTEVODOLY, Kol HETK TPELS MUEPHC
QVUOTTOETAL.

Very probably all cases of h.t. (in Latin the words all end in -tur).
There is no reason for an addition. The omission by D, L et al. could also be a
harmonization to Mk, who does not have the word.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 18:40 otafelg 8¢ 0 'Inoolc ékédcvoer adTov aybfvel mpog
oDTOV. Eyyloartog &€ adTod EmMPWTNoey adToV:

omit: D, fl, 22, pc7, it(a, d, e, ff2,i,1,s), Sy-S, Sy-C, Marcion®

omit &yOfvaL TPOC adToOV: 2766

Lat(aur, b, c, f, q, rl, vg) read txt.
Origen Mt Comm. tom. 16:13 has the words.
B: no umlaut

axOfvaL &yw infinitive aorist passive

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 20:32 kol otac 0 ‘Inoodg épwvnoer adtolg kal elmer: Tl
BédeTe TOLNOW VULV,

NA% Mark 10:49 kol 0tec 0 ‘Inoodg elmer: pwrnonte adToV. Kol
dwrodoLy tov TuhAOV Aéyovteg alt®" Bapoel, €yelpe, wYEL oe.

Compare:

NAZ Acts 5:21 Kol GTEOTELAMY €l¢ TO SeopwtnpLov aydfjval adtolc.
NA% Acts 25:6 ékéAcvoer tov Tladiov ayOfvul.

NA?" Acts 25:17 ékélecvon ayOfvaL Tov avdpe:

NA% Acts 25:23 kol kedevoartog 10D Pnotov fxOn o IadAoc.

Acts 25:6, 17 and 23 show that Luke can use the word absolutely (“to be
brought"). At these places the words are safe.
Possibly the words have been omitted for stylistic reasons.

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

NA% Luke 19:5 koL W¢ HABer €Ml TOV TOTOV,

avePréPoc 0 ‘Inoodc elmer mpoc adTov: Zokyole,
omevong kataPndL, oNUepor Yop €V TG OLKw 00V S€l e UelvulL.

BYZ Luke 19:5 kil ¢ HABeY €Tl TOV TOTOV

) ’ { 5 ~ > 5>/ \ o) A 5 7 ~
oavaPAredoec 0 ‘Incolg €loey aLTOV' Kol €LmeEV TPOC oUTOV, ZOK)OLE
omebong kotaPndL onuepor yop €v TG olkw 0oL &€l pe Pelval

Byz A,D,Q,R W,V,fl13, 33" 157, Maj, Latt, Sy-H, goth, [Trg™]
kol v adtdy ¥
KoL €YEVETO €V T OLépyecBuL aTOV €ldev kol D
Kol €YEveto v Ty dLépyecBul tov Incodv elder adtov avaf. o 1. 157

txt 01,B,L, T, 0,0139, f1,579, 1071, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare previous verses 3+4:

27 N Y e A \ 5 ~ ) \ ) </
NA*" Luke 19:3 kol €{nteL LOely Tov ‘Inoolv Tig €0TLY Kol OUK MOLVETO
&m0 tobh OyAov, OTL TH MNALKLYX ULKPOC TV.
NA? Luke 19:4 Kol TPOSPAUWY €1C TO EUTPOCOer GVEPT €L OUKOUOPENY
Tve 167 adtov OTL éxelvng Nuelier dLépyeobal.

Com7par'e also:
NAZ" Luke 21:1

"AveBréPac 6¢ €lder toug Parrovtac €ic T0 yolopuiakLov

The words could have been omitted due to homoioarcton (EI.. - EIL.) or to
improve style (omission of redundant phrase). The combination of GVUPAET®
with €18€v is not unusual.

On the other hand it could have been added to indicate that Jesus actually
recognized him: "he looked up and saw him".

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnhesses)
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NAZ Luke 19:15 Kol €yéveto &V TQ €maveldely adTov AaBovroc ‘ET]V
BaOL)LELow KoL €LTeV cboovnenvou a0T@® TtoLg S00AOLC TOUTOUC OLg
SedwkeL TO apyvpLov, tve yrol Ti 6L€Trpocyuoc1:evoowro.

BYZ Luke 1915 Kol €yéveto €v 1¢ emowerdeiv adtov )LocBovroc rnv
BaOLkeww KoL €LTeV d)(ovnenvon a0TE TOUG G0VAOLE TOUTOUC OLg
€dwker TO apyvpLov v Yre Tl TL SLempaypatedonTo.

T&T #39

Byz A,W,0,047,60211, f1, f13, 33, 700, 1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, NAZ?°, Gre, Weiss, Bal
Tic TL Tpaypatebonto A
Tic TL émpayuoteloato 0233, 954, 1071, 1675, 2680, al’®
TlC  mEmporypateloato W (error for TL €T..)

txt 01,B,D,L,R, ¥, 157,579, 1241, 1612, 2542, pc’®, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, Or, WH
TL  EMPOYUOTEDCOVTO 157,179, 1612, 2542
Tic dLemparyuatedonrTo 1241, pc®
(IGNTP does not list 1241 for .00(VTO)

Origen: Mt Comm. fom 14:13
B: no umlaut

Byz ‘"what any one had gained by trading"
txt "what they had gained by trading"

Compare:

4 ’ ’ ~ ~
NAZ Luke 19:13 kodéooc O€ &éka SoVAOUC €ouToD EdwkeVy oDTOLE Ok
WVac kol elmer Tpog adTolg TPOYUKTEDONOBE €V @) €EPYOUOL.

It is possible, as Metzger argues, that the Byzantine reading arose as an
attempt to make the text more precise: Not what they all, together, gained, but
what each man on his own gained.

It is also possible that an early error lies behind this, a confusion of the TISTI
(so Weiss): TLG requires the singular, but without it the plural is needed.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 249

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 19:24 Kl TOLG TPEOTMAOLY €lmev: dpate &’ adTOD
TNV Uy kol 80Te TG T0C SEKK UVRC €XOVTL-

NA? Luke 19:25 kol €Lmoy a0T@® KOPLE, EYeL O€ko LVac-

NA? Luke 19:26 A€yw LIV OTL VTl T6) €xovtL 608noctul, ...

T&T #40

omit verse 25: D, W, pcs, d, b, e, ff?, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo
pc = 16, 60*, 282, 690, 930°¢, 1454, 1510, 2591

B: no umlaut
h.t. (Béke WG - 8éko pvac): 047, 69, pc'®

24 He said to the bystanders, 'Take the pound from him
and give it to the one who has ten pounds."’

25 (And they said to him, ‘Lord, he has ten pounds!")

26 'I tell you, to all those who have, more will be given;

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 25:28 (pote 0OV Gm GUTOD

TO TOAMVTOV Kol 60TE TG €XOVTL TO O€Ke TOAXVTO!
NA?" Matthew 25:29

TG YOp EYOVTL ToVTL S0ONOETHL Kol TEPLOOELONOETOL,

There is no reason why the words could have been added later. Metzger
suggests as a possibility a marginal comment that found its way into the text,
but considers it improbable. He notes that the sentence has the ambiguity as to
who is it that speaks €lToW. Are these the "bystanders" noted in verse 24 or

are they the people fo whom Jesus was telling the parable?

It is more probable that the words have been omitted either o improve style or

to harmonize to Mt. It is also possibly connected with the h.t. error.
IQP's Crit. ed. omits this verse in Q, too.

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

NA% Luke 19:32 ameABOvtec 8¢ oL ameotaAp€vol €bpov kabwe elmey
ovtolg T .

NA? Luke 19:33 AUOVTWY 6€ a0TOV TOV TOAOV €lmor ol kUPLOL adTOD
TPOC ahTOUC" TL AVeETe TOV TRAOV;

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!

T TOV OOV U

T €ot@te TOV mMOAOY 157, 1071, 2766, al',
Lat(t), arm, aeth, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*?, arm, Or
157 omits TOV
D, d omit v. 32, 33.

1071 omits 33a: AvdvTOV ... TOAOV

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 16:18

~ ~ 4 4 ’
kel 0 Aoukdc 6€ ToLadTo dnoLy: "ameABOVTEC 8¢ Ol AMEGTUALEVOL
€LpoV kB¢ elmer alTole €oTOTe TOV TOAOL"

B: umlaut? (1339 C 25 R) a0TQV TOV TOAOV elmow oL KUpLOL
(See also next variant!)

Parallels:

NA%? Matthew 21:6 TopeuBEVTEC 8¢ OL HoONTEL KoL TOLNOOVTEC KoOWC
ouvvétafer avtoic 0 ‘Inooic

NA?" Mark 11:4 kol GTAABOY kel €Dpov TOAOY Sedepcvov mpog Ovpay
€Ew eml ToD audodov kol AvouoLy adToV.

No exact parallel for the words.
The addition is only natural, possibly inspired from Mk. There is no reason for an
omission.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 19:31 kol €av TLG VWA épwt@ St Tl AeTe; oltwg épeite
0TL 0 KUpLO¢ aDToD Ypeloy €xel.

NAZ" Luke 19:32 qmeAOovtec 8¢ ol GmeoTaAuévoL ebpov kobBwe elmey
o0TOLC.

NAZ Luke 19:33 AuOvtwV &€ odTOV TOV TOAOV elmay ol kVpLoL odToD
mPOC adTOVC: TL AVeTe TOV TOAOV:

NA? Luke 19:34 0L 6€ elmorv: 0TL 0 KUpLOC adTOD Ypelay €xel.

omit dLa. TL AVete: D, it

D, d: kol &meABOVTEC, GTekpLONCAY

G*, 063, 477 omit verses 32-34 due to h.t.
(0 KUpLOC aVTOD Ypelay €xel - 0 KUPLOC aDTOD Ypeloy €xeL)
g' omits verse 33 due to h.t. (it reads €0TOTE TOV TAAOV in verse 32)

B: umlaut! (1339 C 25 R) a0TQV TOV TOAOV €lmow ol KVpLOL
(Compare also previous variant!)

Parallels:

NAZ?" Matthew 21:3 Kol €0V TLC DMLY €11 TL, €p€lTe 0TL O KUPLOG adTRV
ypeloy €xeL: evbug 8¢ amooTeAEl aDTOVC.

[Mt inserts LXX quote here, verses 4-5]

NA% Matthew 21:6 TOPeLBEVTEC &€ OL MaONTHL Kol TOLNOOWTEC KaBwg
ouvvétafer avtoic 0 ‘Inooic

NA% Mark 11:3-6 KoL €0v TLC ULV €lmm: Tl Tolelte tobto; elmute: O
kOpLog a0ToD ypelor €xel, kol €0BLC adTOV ATOOTEAAEL TOALY Woe. 4
kel GmAiABor kel €Dpov TOAov Sedepévor mpoc Blpav Ew €Ml ToD
audodou kol AVoLoLY DTOV. 5 Kul TLVEC TOV €KEL €0TNKOTWY EAEYOV
o0TOLC" TL TOLeELTe AVOVTEC TOV TQOAOV, 6 oL &€ elmor a0TOlC KW
elmer 0 ‘Inoodg, kol adfjkar adtolc.

It is possible that D shortens the story to bring it more in line with the shorter
text of Mt. Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words are omitted as superfluous.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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97. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 19:38 A€YOVTEC" €DAOYNUEVOC O EPYOUEVOC, O BaoLdelc év
OVOUITL KUPLOL® €V oDpow® elpnyn kol 80fx €v LYloTolLc.

BYZ Luke 19:38 Aéyovtec EdAoynuévoc 6 épyouevoc Baoliele év
OVOUITL KUPLOL® €lpnym €V olpav® kol 80Ew €v LYILOTOLC

0 épyouevoc PooLiee 01, A,L, 0, Y, f1,f13,157, 892, 1241, 1424,
Maj, Lat(aur, f, g, vg), WH™', Gre, Trg
BooLAelg H, 063, pc
épyouevoc W, A*, pc, vg™*, bo™
epyoueroc O épyduevoc 0 épyduevoc 579 (sicl)

e
0
e
(0)

0 Buoldelg  01%, 69*, pc, Or, WH™?, Tis, Bal
0 épyopevoc, O PaoLielc B, 372, WH, NA®
0 EpYOuevoc €V OVOUaTL Kuplov eDAoyMuévog O Paolielg D, it
0 épyopevoc BooLdelc év OropatL Kuplov evAoynuévog Baatiele Taopani
157, r!, Sy-H**
€0AOYNUEVOC O PBooLAelg O EpYOUerog €V OVOUNTL KLpLou Co

For the 69" reading Geerlings notes that 69 reads "€p". This indicates that the
69 reading is probably just an error.
B: no umlaut

Byz "Blessed be he who comes as king in the name of the Lord."
txt "Blessed be he who comes, the king, in the name of the Lord."

Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 21:9 €DAOYNUEVOC O €PYOUEVOC €V OVOUATL Kuplov®
0

NAZ Mark 11:9  €DAOYNUEVOC O €PYOUEVOG €V OVOUNTL KUPLOL®

/4

NA% John 12:13  €DAOYNUEVOC O €PYOUEVOC €V OVOUNTL KLPLOU,
[keel] 6 Baoriebe tod TopoanA.

-

-

The omission of 0 BeaLA€VG is clearly a harmonization to the parallels (which
are safe).

D expands the txt reading in two separate clauses.

The support by B only is extremely slim.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 121) considers the B reading difficult which then results in
various changes. He notes that the omission by 01 might be due to h.t.: O
€pyouerog, 0 BaolAelc. D to the contrary moves the difficult 6 BaoLAelg
after €OAOYMUEVOC.

Zahn (Comm. Lk) notes that the O1* reading is very improbable because in this
case €V OVOUOTL KUPLOU would depend on €OAOYMUEVOG, which is a very
unusual construction.

The article before BaoLAeVg also has to be rejected because in that case év
OVOUXTL KLPLOU is not connected with O €pyOUEVOC anymore.

The Byzantine reading is for Zahn also not acceptable due to its strange word
order. €V OVOUKTL KUPLOU and O €PYOUEVOC belong together. Zahn therefore
favours the D reading.

On the other hand it is quite possible that one of these more difficult readings
gave rise to the smooth D reading.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 19:42 A€ywv OTL

el éyvwg €v T Muépe TalTy Kol oL T TPOG elpnumy:
VOV 8¢ éxpiPn Ao OPOXALGY GOU.

BYZ Luke 19:42 AéywV OTL
El éyvwg kel ol kol ye €v th Nuépe oou ToDTT T0. TPOC €lpnuny:
T vhv 6¢ EékpuPn amo OPBuALDY cov*

T&T #41
B: no umlaut

Kl oL Kol ye €V Tf MuEpe oou ToTT N, R, W, 13, 700, 2786, Maj,
vg, Sy-H, Eus, Tis, Bal
Kol oL Kol Ye €V Th Huépy To0TY) A, P, f1,131, 124,565, al'®
Kol ye €v ThH Muépa oov ToOT KoL o0 1241, Trg™

KoL OU v ThH Muépe Tt D, ©, 2542, pc,
it, geo, Gre, Trg
KoL OV €v ThH NMuépe Tl NEWwTnoeg av 157

€V Th Muépq tavTy kel ov 01, B, L, 579, 892, pc'?, Or
pc = 5, 871, 968, 1011, 1012, 1048,
1416, 1451, 1566, 2126, 2328, 2437

Kol ye limiting "at least"
intensifying "even; though"

after elpnuny:

T oov A, W, Y, 1, f13%¢, Mqj, Sy, bo
T ool D, f13°, 157, pc, Lat

txt 01,B,L, 0,579, pc, sa, bo”"

No parallel.

The txt reading is clearly the more difficult one:
tXT  "If recognized on this day even you the things that make for peace!"
Byz "If recognized even you, at least, on your day the things that make for peace!"




The addition of Kl € is probably for intensifying purposes. There is no reason

for an omission.
Zahn (Comm. LK) thinks that the kol Ye short after KoL provoked changes. He

also thinks that the cou after eLpTYNV is original.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 19:45 Kol eloel@ov elc t0 Lepov Mpéato EékPaAlely toug
TwAoDVTIC

BYZ Luke 19:45 Kol eloedBwv eic 10 Llepov fipEato ékPaAlely Toug
Twiodrtoc év adt® kol dyopalovtoc,

Byz A,C (D)R W,0,Y, f13, 33,157,700, 2542, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, goth

kol TouC dyopalovtoc c, ¥

KoL &yopalovtoc N, f13, 2542, pc

év adT®) kol ayopolovtac év TQ) Lep®d 28

&v .. qyopaloviac + Mt 21:12b: D, A, pc, it, vg™*, Sy-H**, arm

txt 01,B,L,fl,22,6579, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal, Co, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 21:12 Kol elofiABer "Inoolc eic T0 Lepov kol €E€fuley
TaVTOC TOUC TwAoDVTEC KoL aYopdlOVTOC €V TG LEPR, KOL TOC
TPaTECOC TAOV KOAAUPBLOTOV KaTeoTpelier kol To¢ KaBEdpag TGV
TWAOUVTWY TOC TEPLOTEPAC,

NA% Mark 11:15 Kol épyovtal ei¢ Tepoodivpn. Kal eloeAbwy €ig T0
Lepov fpfato ékPaiiely ToLg TwAODYTHG Kol TOUC ayopalovtac éV T¢
Lep®, kol To¢ TPpomeCac TAOV KOAAUBLOTOY Kol ToG KoOESpaC TOV
TWAOUVTWY TOC TEPLOTEPRC KUTEOTPEYED,

Probably harmonizations to Mt/Mk (so also Weiss).
h.t. is possible (.NTAS - .NTAS), but the diverse additions indicate a secondary
cause.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NA? Luke 20:1 Kol €Y€veto €v pLlt TV NUep@dY SL0OKOVTOG
a0TOD TOV A0V €V T¢) Lep® Kol €DayYeALOPEVOL EMECTNONY
OL 0PYLEPELC KL OL YPOULOTELS 0LV TOLG TPEOPUTEPOLG

BYZ Luke 20:1 Kol €yéveto &V U@ TV MUEPOY EKELVWY, SL8aoKoVTOq
a0TOD TOV A0V €V T¢) Lep® Kol €0ayYeAL(OPEVOL EMEGTNONY
ol LEPELC KL OL YPOUUKTELS OLY TOLE TPEOBUTEPOLS

Byz A, K, II, 047,0211, W, 700, Maj, goth, Tis, von Soden, Gre, Bal

txt 01,B,C,D,L,M,N,Q,R,0, Y, fl, (f13), 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241,
1424, al, Latt, Sy, Co
Ol YPOUUOTELC Kol Ol GpyLepele f13

add ékelvwv: A, C, W, 0, f13, 33, Maj
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 21:23 Kol €A80vtog a0tod €lg 10 Lepov mpoofitbor adtd
5L80OKOVTL Ol GPyLEPELE Kol ol TpeaBitepol ToD Awod

NA¥ Mark 11:27 Kol €V TG Lep@ TePLTATODVTOC aDTOD €PYOVTHL TPOC
aDTOV Ol GPYLEPELC KoL Ol YPUUUOTELS KoL Ol TpeaPuTepol

Compare also:

4 ~ 4 ~
NAZ Acts 411 AcAoOVTwr 8¢ adTOV TPOC TOV AnOV €TEOTNONY KDTOLE Ol
Lepele kol 0 oTpatnyog o Lepod kol ol Xaddoukulot,

This is a case of external against internal arguments. Internally everything is in
favor of Lepelc. But the external support is overwhelmingly against it.

It is possible that oL apyLePeLC is a harmonization to Mt/Mk. Especially the
combination with Ypauatele and TPeoPuTépoLg makes a change to Gy LEPELS
likely.

oL GpyLEPELC appears 33 times in the NT, but nowhere else is a variation,
except in Mk 2:26 where A reads Lepéwg but for a different reason (internal
difficulty).

To the contrary, in some of the cases, where iepdg appears, some witnesses
changed it to apyLepeilc (Mk 1:44 by f13, 33, 892™, pc, Lat; Mk 2:26 by 28,
579, Lk 5:14 by 047; Lk 17:14 by 047, pc; Jo 1:19 by Sy-S, C).



So the only possibility for a change from apyLePELS to LePELS is an accidental
error. If on the other hand Lepeig is original, the error must be a very early one
to have infected all strands of the transmission.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 25) notes that it might be a reminiscence of Act 4:1 where
also the apostles talk TPOg TOV AxOV.

H. Greeven argues in favor of the Byzantine reading (NTS 6, 1959/60, 281-96,
p. 295).

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 20:13 elmev 6¢ 0 kUpLog TOD GUTEADVOC TL TOLNOW, TEUPW
TOV LLOV O TOV GyaTnTor: Lowe TodTov EVTPUTTOOVTIL.

BYZ Luke 20:13 €lmer 6¢ 0 kUpLog tod aumeddvoc T1 Townow méujw
TOV LLOV HOU TOV GyaTnTov: Lowe ToDToV L80VTEC EVTPITHOOVTHL

Byz A,R,W,0,f13, Maj, Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, [Trg™]

txt 01,B,C,D,L,Q, ¥, 0211, f1, 33,157,579, 892, 1241, pc,
it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo
B: no umlaut

10w¢ adv. "perhaps, it may be"
EVTPUTNOOVTHL EVTPETW indicative future passive 3rd person plural
pass. "respect, regard; be ashamed, be made ashamed"

Compare next verse 14:
NAZ" Luke 20:14 160vTeC &€ adTOV OL YewPYOL ...

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 21:37-38 UoTepov O¢ GTEOTELAEY TPOC ®DTOLC TOV ULLOV
a0TOD A€YWY* EVTPOMMOOVTOL TOV LLOV WOU. 38 Ol 8¢ yewpyol LoOVTEC
TOV ULOV ELTOV €V €nUTOLG

NAZ" Mark 12:6-7 €TL €vo €lyer vlov GyamnTov: GTEoTELAEY aDTOV
€0Y0TOV TPOC 0TOVC AEYWY OTL EVTPITNOOVTEL TOV LLOV UOu. 7
€kelvoL 6€ oL Yewpyol TPOC €XVLTOVE €L

Probably a harmonization to immediate context, verse 13.
On the other hand it is possible that the word has been omitted as a
harmonization to Mt/Mk, or to improve style (2 times L80VTEC).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ Luke 20:19 kol €pofndnoav ToOV Andv, éyvwooy Yop OTL TPOC
aDTOVC €lmer TNV Topafoiny tadtny.

BYZ Luke 20:19 kol époprOnooy €yvwoor yop OTL TPOC
aDTOVC TNV ToPaBoAny TadTny elmey

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz 6,5,V,Y,I, A, Q, 047,565, 700%, 1342, 1424, Maj-part
txt all others, Maj-part, Latt, Sy, Co, goth

ToV OyAov N, W, ¥, 0117, 22, pc
Toug OyAoug  Sy-H
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ?" Matthew 21:46 &popriOnoor tolg OyAoug,

NA% Mark 12:12 kel €dpoPridnoor tov Oyiov,
Probably an accidental omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 258
Minority reading:

27 \ 4 b ’ b ’
NA Luke 20:20 Kol TmopotnpnoavteC OTECTELAAY  €YKUOETOUC
UTOKPLVOUEVOLE  €xvTOLC  Olkolovg  elvel, Tvo  émAafwvrtal  adtod
Aoyou, ote Topadodral adtor T Gpxh kel ThH Eovoly ToD Nyeuovoc.

amoywpnoovtec D, O, it, aeth
vmoywpNnoovtee W

MeTo TodTo Sy-S, Sy-C
omit: Sy-P

aur, vg read txt.
B: no umlaut

TOPETNPEW "watch closely; observe, keep"
ATOYWPEW / DTOXWPEW "go away, leave"

"So they watched him and sent spies"
"So they left him and sent spies"

Compare previous verse 19:

NAZ Luke 20:19 Kol €(NTtnoar ol YPoUUOTELS KoL OL  Gp)LEPELS
EMLPUACLY €M aDTOV TOC XELpag €V adTh TH Wpg, Kol épofndnoay Tov
AoV, Eyvwonr yop OTL TPOC adTOVC €lTey THY Tapefoiny TadTny.
"When the scribes and chief priests realized that he had told this parable against them, they
wanted to lay hands on him at that very hour, but they feared the people."

Compare:

27 \ 4 b \ b ~ 4 ’
NA“" Mark 3:2 Kol TpeTnpouvy aLToV €L Tolg ooPPacLy Bepamevoel
a0TOV, va katnyopnowoLy adtoD.
NA% Luke 6:7 TopeTnpodrto 8¢ alTor oL Ypoupatele kol ol Paproniol
NAZ Luke 14:1 Kol a0TOL MO0V TOPATNPOVUEVOL otDTOV.

Compare also:

NAZ Mark 12:12 Kol €(fitour adtov kpothoel, kol épopnOnoov tov
OxAov, €yvwoar Yop OTL TPOC obTOLC TNV TapePoAny clmev. Kol
&d)éV’EE(; o OTOV O’CTTﬁ)LGOV. "So they left him and went away."




WH: "the absolute use of TP TNPNONVTEC was evidently a stumbling block."

In Lk 6:7 TopatnPEw is combined with transitive with aTOV: "they watched
him". Here we have no personal pronoun "him". They were watching their chance.
Interestingly no one added a pronoun.

The replacements "go away" might have been suggested from Mk 12:12 to add
the missing departure of the YPOUUOTELG Kl OL Gp)LEPELS from verse 19.

There is no reason to change the D, W, O reading into the txt reading.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 20:23 Katoronoac 6 odTOY TNV TOVOLPYLOV €LTey TPOg
o0TOVC"

BYZ Luke 20:23 katavonowg ¢ o0T@V TNV Tovouvpylay €lmey mpog
o0TOUC TL Ué meLpaleTe

Byz A,C,D,P,W,0,Y,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, goth, [Trg™]
TL pe melpalete, LTOkpLTeL C, 0211, 1071°, pe, |

txt 01, B, L, fl,0266"¢, 230(=f13), 157, 579, 892, 1241, 1424, pc, e, Co, arm
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 22:18 yvouc 6¢ 0 ‘Incolc tny movnploy abT@V elmev:
11 pe merpalete, VTOKPLTOL]

NA%" Mark 12:15 0 8¢ €l6w¢ adTAV THY LTOKPLOLY €lmer a)TOolC”
Tl pe mepalete; pépeté poL dnuapLov tro 1ow.

Clearly a harmonization to Mt/Mk. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 20:24 dclfaté poL Omuapiov: T Tlvog €xeL elkove Kol
emLypadny; ol 8¢ elmor Kolowpoc.

T oL &€ €delfar alT®® KoL eLmey:

01, ¢, L, N, 0211, 0266"9, f1, 13, 33, 157, (579), 892, 1071, 1241, 2766, al,
Sy-H, Co, arm

T ol &€ freykay mpodc adTOV dnvapLov: kol elmev: 579, ¢

txt A,B,D,KIL M,P,UW,O0O,Y¥, 565, 700,1424, Mqaj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, goth
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA? Matthew 22:19 €mLéelfaté pOL TO VOULOPK TOD KNWvoov. ol 6¢
TpooNVevkoy oDTR dnropLov.

NA?" Mark 12:15 TL pe Terpalete; Gpepeté pol dnpapLov tva Low.
NA%" Mark 12:16 oL &¢ freykav. kol A€yel a0TOlC TLvog 1) €lkwy ol
kel 1) émuypadn; ol &€ elmor bt Kalowpoc.

There is no reason for an omission. Probably an early addition to separate the
two sentences, inspired from Mt/Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: - (indecisive = possibly addition original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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99. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 20:27 IIpooeABovtec 8¢ TLvee TV Zaddovkalwy,
oL [GvTL]AéyovTEC AraoTaoLy Wn) €lval, ETNPWINooY olTOV

BYZ Luke 20:27 IIpooeA80vTec &€ TLVeC TV Laddoukolwy
OL GVTLAEYOVTEC QUUOTOOLY UT| €LVal ETNPWInoay olToV

T&T #42
oL aVTLAéYoVTEC A, P, W, f13,157, 700, Maj, a, Sy-H, NA®, Weiss
oL amoprodrtal 79

oL Aéyovtec 01,B,C,D,L,N,©,0211, f1, 22, 33,131, 372, 565, 579,
892, 1071, 1241, 1612, 2680, 2737, 2766, 2786, al®®, Lat,
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, goth, WH, Trg

oLTLVveC A€yovoLy P, pc? (MK)
B: no umlaut

GUTLAEYW "object to, oppose"

Parallels:

NAZ?" Matthew 22:23 'Ev ékelvn th Nuépe mpoofiAbor adt® Xaddoukalot,
AEYOVTEC UT) €LVoL GUOOTHOLY, KOL ETNPWTNONY C0TOV

BYZ Matthew 22:23

[0l] AéyovTec um €lvol avaotooLy ...

NAZ Mark 12:18 Kol €pyovtal Yaddoukalol Tpo¢ adTOV,
OLTLVEC AEYOUOLY GUOOTHOLY PN €LV0L, KXL ETNPWTWY 6DTOV AEYOVTEC

GUTLAEYW is used 7 times by Luke (3 times in the Gospels and 4 times in Acts,
always basically safe). It is used elsewhere only once in John (also safe).

LT)/00K sometimes appears after verbs which have a negative sense, but is left
untranslated. Compare:
NAZ" 1 John 2:22 0 Gpvolueroc 0tL ‘Incolc odk €otiy 6 XpLotog;

"who denies that Jesus is the Christ?"



There is no reason for a change to GUTLAEYw. Overall it seems more probable
that the 01, B reading is either a harmonization fo Mt (so Weiss) or an attempt
to remove the difficulty with the double negation. It is extremely good
supported though.

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" Luke 20:28 keyovreg SLOOKOAE, Mwuong eypoajjev npw €OV TLVOC
oc6e)td)og ocﬂoeocvg exwv yuvelike, kol obTog &tekvog 1, v Aafn
0 abeAdoc adTod TNV yuveike Kol €EavaoTnomn omépue TG ASeAdE
a0TOD.

BYZ Luke 20:28 Aéyovtec ALdaokare Mwofic éypofer MUl €owv TLVOg
adeAdog amobovn éxwy yuveike Kol o0TOg (Tekvog amobavn Tve APy
0 GdeAdpoc adtod TNV yuvalke Kol EEavaoTHon OTéPUe TG ASeAdD
®0TOD

Byz A, W, 0,13, Maj, it*'(a, f, ¢, i), Sy-H, goth
txt 0162, B,L, P, VY, fl1, 33,6 157,372,579, 892, 1071, pC7,

Lat(aur, e, ff%, 1, q, r!, vg), Co, arm, geo

2

v 01¢,579 (01* omits due to h.t. YUVXIKO - YUVOIKO)
amodarn GTekroc Exwy yuvalke D, d, e

1241 has amoBavn un éxwr tékve Aafor for amobavm ... lve AdPn (MK)
B: no umlaut

>

7 €LUL subjunctive present active 3rd person singular

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 22:24 €V TLC GTOOKVT WUN €XWV TEKVK, ETLyopPpedoct ...
NAZ Mark 12:19 8Ldaokade, Mwiofic éypaler fHUIY OTL €av TLVOG
GOEAPOC GToBUVT Kol KOTEALTT YUVolke Kol Ut adf Tékvov,

The Byzantine reading is probably a harmonization to immediate context. It
removes the one-letter word 1), which might cause trouble for the reader.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 20:30 kol 0 Se0TEPOC

BYZ Luke 20:30 koL éAafer 6 deltepoc TNV yuvelke, kKol o0TO¢ amébovey
BLTEKVOC.

Byz A,P,W,0,Y,fl1,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, goth, [Trg™]
Kl 0 8evTepog €Aofer .. O, 579
omit Kol EAaPer O delTEpOC TNV Yuvulke: 2766

txt 01, B,D,L, 02669, 157, 892, 1241, pc, d, e, Co, geo
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA% Luke 20:29 €mtc o0V adeAdol Noov: Kol O TPOATOC AXBWY Yuvaiko
améduvey dtekvoc

NA?" Luke 20:31 kol O TpLtoc EAoPer oDTNV, WoaOTWE &€ Kol OL €TTO 0V
KOTEALTIOV TEKVOL Kol G médavov.

Parallels:
NAZ?" Matthew 22:26 OpOLwC Kol 0 S€0TEPOC Kol O TPLTOC €W TOV ETT.

NAZ Mark 12:21 kol O 8e0tepoc €Aofer odtny kol Amebover um
KOTRALTOV OTEPUE” Kol 0 TPLTOC Won)Twe:

The Byzantine expansion is probably a harmonization to immediate context,
verse 29 and 31, and to the parallel in Mt/Mk to expand the condensed style.
There is no reason for an omission, except possibly to shorten the repeftitive
style.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 264
NA? Luke 20:32 VoTepov KoL 1) YUt améBovev.

BYZ Luke 20:32 D0TepoV € TAVTWV GMEOOVEY Kol 1) YuvT

Byz A,P,W,0,Y,fl13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, sa™*, goth, Trg™
Kol 1) yovn améBovey O€ movtwy 33

txt 01,B,D,L,0266" 1,157, 579, 892, pc,
c,d,i, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™*, bo

UoTepov 8¢ MaVTWY Kol 1) yuvn amébover 1241

omit 8¢: 01*, B, D, f13, 33, 579, 700, Maj-part[ E, H, S, A, A, Q, 047, 0211, 2],
Lat(aur, c, d, i, vg), Sy-H**, sa™, bo™*
01: corrected by 01

omit TAVTWY:  it(a, ¢, d, £f2, i, 1, r)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 22:27 V0Tepov 6¢ TOWTWY GTEBaver 1) yuwm.
BYZ Matthew 22:27 VOTepOV 8¢ TAVTWY AMEBNVEY Kol M Yuun

NAZ" Mark 12:22 koL OL €m0 00K GPAKay OTEPUN. EOYATOV TUVTWY Kol
T yurn Gmédavey.

Clearly a harmonization to Mt/Mk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 265

100. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 20:34 kol €lmer adTole 0 'Inoodc: oL viol Tod aldrog TovTou
T yopoloLy kol youlokovtol,

T YervvTeL Kol YEvv@ow D, itPi(a, d, rt), vg™s,
"are begotten and beget" Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, *Or

YEVVOVTOL Kol YEVVAOLY but omit yoloDoLY Kol YOoLLOKOVTOL:
it"(c, e, f,i,1,q)

Lat(aur, f, vg) read txt.

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 17:34

kato, unr tov Aouvkdy toDto o0 (mtndnoetal, avaypopovte  TOV
owtfipe €lpnkévat: "ol vlol ToD al@drog TOUTOU YEVVROLY Kol
YELVOVTOL YooDoLY Kol Yo lokovtol,"

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Weiss (Lk Com.): [the addition is] "not unskillful".

Burkitt: "I incline to regard it as a genuine clause of S. Luke's Gospel."
(Evangelion Intro, p. 299).

Zahn (Comm. Lk) considers the words original: "appropriateness immediately
evident".

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 266

Minority reading:

\ \ ~ I4 I4 4
NA% Luke 20:36 o0d¢ yop amobovely €t duvavtol, LocyyeAoL yop eloLy
kol viol elow Beod Thc Graotaoews viol OVTEC.

LEALOLOLY D, W, O, it, Sy-H™, Cyp, Marcion™"

Looyye oL Yop €ioLy T Be®d D, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff2, i, 1), vg™
LooyyeAOL Yo eloLy r!, vg™, Sy-S
AL ¢ dyyeioL eloLy Beod kol 157

LooyyeloL €oovtal, tékve ToD Beod  Justin (Dial. 81:4)

aur, f, q, vg read txt.

B: no umlaut

But there is one on the next line (1341 C 9 R):
QVOOTOOEWC VLOL Ovtec. 37 OTL O éyelpovtal

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 22:30 év vyop Tf Gveotacel olte  yopobowwy  obte
vopLlovtol, GAL we dyyelol €v TG olpare €loLy.

NAZ" Mark 12:25 0TV Yop €K VEKPRV avaot@®oLy olte youodoLy olte
vopilovtal, GAL’ €loly w¢ yyeAoL €V TOlC 0DPEVOLC.

Probably attempts to avoid the difficult violL €loLy BeoD.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 267

101. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 21:4 TwTeC Yop 0OUTOL €k TOD TePLOoEVOVTOC aVTOLE EPadov
elc T dDpo , a0t 8¢ €k ToD LOTEPNUATOC aOTRAC TaVTH TOV
Blov Ov elyev €Poiev.

BYZ Luke 21:4 movteC Yop 00TOL €k TOD TMEPLOcELOVTOC ahTOLS EPfaAov
elc to 6Qpo Tod Beod, altn 6€ €k TOD LOTEPNUATOC KDTHC TOVTH TOV
Blov Ov elyev €Poiey

Byz A,D,QW,0,Y,f13, 33,157, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Gre, [Trqg]
txt 01,B,L, X, f1,579, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Co, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Mark 12:44 TaVTEC Yap €K TOD TEPLOTEVOVTOS (UTOLE €Paiov,

aUTn 8¢ €k Th¢ LoTepnoewe adThg mavte Oow €lyey
€Barer 0Aov Tov Blov alThC.

Compare context:
NAZ Luke 21:1 ’CAvofPréfoc 8¢ €ldev tolg Paiiovtog €l TO
vo{opuAdkLoY T 8Dpe. adTOV TAOLGLOUC.

There is no reason for an omission. Probably an explaining gloss.
0 6dpe. ToD Beol appears 6 times in Lev 21-23. It's a special term of an
offering.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 268

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 21:4 TavteC yop oLTOL €k TOD TepLoochovtog adTolc EPfuiov
elc o ddpw, avtn 8¢ €k ToD voTepNuatog alTh¢ TavTe TOv Blov Ov
elyev Porev T .

T todtoe Aeywv épdrm, 0 €YWY OTe GKOVELY, GKOVETW

ES,6,H, M%, s, T, A, 063,0211, 13, 892™, 1071, 2766, al, Lect™®, Sy-Pal

B: no umlaut

A typical addition.

Lk 20:46-21:4 was a Saturday lection.

579 has this addition at Lk 8:15, 12:21, 15:10 (with ©F), 16:18 (alone) and 18:8
(alone)!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 269

102. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 216 ToDToe O Ocwpeite €dcboovtal mMuEpal €V olc ovk
dbednoetar 7' AlBoc ém AlBw T* B¢ ol kotodvOnoeTaL.

T&T #43

T B6e X, f1,22,33,131,579, 1241, pc'”, e, Sy-C, (Sy-S)

™ (8 01,8, (D), L, f13, 892, 2542, pc?, it, Co, WH
€V Tolyw wde D, it(a, ¢, d, ff2, i, q,r' s)
(tolyog "wall")

txt A KILQW,T, 0,Y¥, 157,700, 1071, Mqj,
Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo™, NAZ®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 24:2 6 &¢ amokpLBeic elmer adTolg o0 PAEmete TadTa
’ ) \ ’ € ~ b \ 2 ~ T ’ b \ ’ e\ 3
TOVTH; OUNY A€Y® LULY, oL Un adedf) woe ALBoc eml ALBov o¢ ov
KoTOALONOETOL.
W* omits WO€, otherwise save.

NA% Mark 13:2 kol 0 'Inoolg elmer adTt®* PAETELS TadTag TOC WEYOANG
0lk0dOUOG; 00 un abedf) woe ALBoc €Tl ALBov OC 0D WM KOTEALOR.
omit W8e: A, K II, T, 69,157, Maj-part, Lat, NA®®, Gre, Bois, Weiss

Compare also:
NA?" Luke 15:17 €yw ¢ ALUG WO€ GTOAALUOL.
BYZ Luke 15:17 éYy® &€ ALUG  GTOAALMOL
Byz AP, Q, W, 69,174, 230(=f13), 157, 1071, Maj, sa™
txt  ALW® Woe  P75,01,B,L, ¥, 579,892, 2542, pc, e, ff, Sy-H, Sy-Pal
Wée Ap®  D,N,R,U, 0, f1, f13,22, 700, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo

The reading of X, f1 et al. is clearly a harmonization to Mt/Mk.
The reading of 01, B et al. could be a harmonization, too, but with the addition of
wOe at a different position, but this is rather improbable.



On the other hand it could be argued that the 01, B reading is original and that
the omission (of the W€ in position 2) is a harmonization to Mt/Mk (improbable,
t00). Or it has been omitted to improve style. The Wd¢ at position 2 does not
appear in the parallels and it seems rather out of place.

Note the omission of &€ in Mk 13:2, also by the Byzantine text. It is possible
that the omission is intended to make the saying more general. Compare also the
omission at Lk 15:17.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
change to 01, B reading

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 270

NA?" Luke 21:11 OELOMOL T€ PEYRAOL KoL K0T, TOTOUG ALUOL Kol AOLUOL
€oovtal, GOPNTPR TE€ Kol G 0VPOVOD OMUELK HEYOAX €0TOL.

BYZ Luke 21:11 O€LOMOL T€ HEYRAOL KOTO TOTOUC KL ALLOL Kol AOLUOL
€oovtal GOPNTPR TE Kol ONuEle & oVPUVOD UEYrAX €0TOL

Byz A,D,W,O,Y,fl,fl13,157, Maj, Gre, Trg"
txt 01, B,L,0211, 33, 579, 1071

omit Keeh:  0102'9, 892, 1241, pc
If one enlarges the length of the variation unit, B has a singular reading:

\ \ 4 \ \ \
KoL KQTO TOTOUC AOLUOL Kol ALUOL €0ovTolL B
\ / \ \ \ b4
KOTO, TOTOUG AOLUOL Kol ALUOL €oovtol 1241
KOTO TOTOUG ALMOL Kol AoLuol €oovtal 0102Y9, 892, pe
KOTO TOTOV Kol AOLWOL kol Aol écovtol 157
KoL KOTO, TOTOUC ALUOL Kol AoLpol écovtal 01,0211, L, 33,579, 1071
KTl TOTOUG Kol ALUOL kel AoLuol éoovtal A, D, W, O, ¥, f1, f13, Maj
K0T, TOTOUC Kol AoLpol €oovtal Y€, 69, pc?
KOTO, TOTOUC Kel ALUOL éoovtol X, pc®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ Matthew 24:7 &yepOnoetal yop €0voc émi €0voc kol PBaolielo i
BouoLAelow Kol €00VTOL ALUOL KXl OELOMOL KOTO TOTOUC!

27 b 4 \ b4 b ) b4 \ ’ b \
NA“" Mark 13:8 eyepbnoetoL yop €Bvogc e€m’ €0voc kol PooLAelo eTL
BeolAeloy, €oovTOL OELOJOL  KOTO TOTOUC, €00VTeL  ALpol:  &pym
WéLlvwy TadTw.

The meaning is different regarding the position of Kal.
txt "there will be great earthquakes, and in various places famines and plagues"
Byz "there will be great earthquakes in various places, and famines and plagues"

The term O€LOPOL KaT® TOTOUC appears in the Matthean and Markan parallels.
It is thus possible that koL has been moved after TOTOUC as a harmonization to
the parallels. The evidence of 0102, 892 and 1241 regarding Kol is indecisive,
because it is not clear at what point in the sentence kL has been omitted.



Rating: 2? (= NA probably original)

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



TVU 271

Minority reading:

NA% Luke kol €0€oBec LoOUMEVOL DTO TAVTWY OLi TO OVOUK [OV.
NAZ" Luke 21:18 kol OplE ék ThHC kedaAfic DULAY 0D un &moOAnToL.
NA? Luke 21:19 €V Tf} LTOULOVT DAY KTHOKoBe TOC Yuyde LUOV.

omit verse: Sy-C, Marcion®
B: no umlaut

17 "You will be hated by all because of my name.
18 But not a hair of your head will perish.
19 By your endurance you will gain your souls."

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 24:9-10 TOte TpadWooLoLY UUAC €L OATYLY Kol
QTOKTEVODOLY DUAC, kol €0€oBe PLooVperoL LTO ToVTWY TV €Ovev
SL6. TO OVOUO [OUL. 10 Kol TOTE OKavdoAlodOnoovtol TOAAOL Kol
GAAAOUC TOPASWOoOLOLY Kol ULOTIOOLOLY GAANAOLC!

Compare also:

27 \ b4 4 e \ 4 \ \ b4 4
NA? Matthew 10:22 kol €0€0Be ULOOUUEVOL UTO TOVTWV OLO TO OVOUL
oL O 8¢ LTOHELVOG €LC TEAOC 0VTOC OWONOETHL.

27 \ b4 4 e \ I4 \ \ b4 l4
NA%" Mark 13:13 Kol €0€00€ LLOOVUEVOL UTO TEVTWY Ol TO OVOU [LOV.
0 &¢ LTopelvac €lg TEAOC 0UTOC OWONoETHL.

NA? Matthew 10:30 DUV O¢ kol ol tplyec TAC kehaAfic maooL
NELOUNUEVOL €loLy.

NAZ Luke 12:7 &M Kol ol tplyec TAC KepaAflc LUV  Tao0L
fELOuNVToL. un doPeilabe: TOAALDY 0Tpovdiwy SLudépete.

It is possible that the words have been omitted as harmonization to Mt, but this
is improbable, because the following words are different in Mt and Lk. It is also
possible that the words have been omitted as inappropriate at this place.

There is no reason why the words should have been added secondarily.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 272

NAZ" Luke 21:24 Kol T€OODVTOL OTOMXTL HoXelpng Kol
aLYMOAWTLOONoOVTAL €LC T6 €0Vn TavTa,

kel "TepouoaAnL €0ToL TTOUUEYT UTO €BVQY,

aypL o0 TANPWOROLY KoLPoL EBVQV.

No txt in NA!

KoL €00VTOL KOLPOL B, D?, [WH], Weiss
KoLpol Kol écovtol Kelpol L, 892, 1241, bo

txt O01,A,C,W,0,Y,fl,f13, 33,157,579

WH have koL €00vToL in brackets.

D omits [kal €oovtal] kalpol €Ov@V (parablepsis from B reading? see next
versel )

Tischendorf adds Sy-H™ “? for the L reading.

B: no umlaut

Compare nhext verse:
NA? Luke 21:25 Kol €oovtol onuelo €V HALw Kol oeAnvn kol GoTpoLg,
BYZ Luke 21:25 Kol €otol onueio

¢oovtal 01, B, D, pc
éotoaL A, C,L,W,0, Y, fl1,f13, 33,892, 1241, Maj

Either this is a curious multiple error, or the B or the L reading is original. Since
both the B and the L reading are rather awkward, it would be only natural to
change them.

Also the meaning of the sentence is not clear.

Robertson (Wordpictures) writes:

"Until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled" (xypL OU TANPWOWOLY KLPOL
€Bvwv). First aorist passive subjunctive with aypL O like €w¢ OL. What this
means is not clear except that Paul in Ro 11:25 shows that the punishment of the
Jews has a limit. The same idiom appears there also with cxpL OU and the aorist
subjunctive."



The D reading makes no sense, because an object is missing. The only explanation
is that it is a parablepsis error from the B reading. D therefore seems to be a
witness for the B reading.

It is possible that kal €oovtal fell out due to homoioarcton kol - Ko (from
the B reading) or KoLpOL - KetLpOoL (from the L reading).

A secondary origin of kol €oovtal is difficult to explain. Some kind of
dittography error has been suggested with the beginning of verse 25, but I
cannot see how this could be reasonably explained. It appears more probable
that either the B or the L reading are original.

Note that only 01, B, D read €0ovTaL in verse 25.

The only possibility I can see is that perhaps someone wrote KoL €00VTIL hext
to Kl €0TaL in verse 25 as a possible replacement and a subsequent scribe
added it at the wrong place.

With the B, L et al. reading it is possible to take KoL €00VTHL KoLPOL with the
following:

"and Jerusalem shall be trodden down by nations, till the times be fulfilled.

And there will be times of the Gentiles, there will be signs in the sun, the moon,
and the stars, ..."

Rating: 1? (= NA probably wrong)



TVU 273

Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 21:30 Otar mpoPaiwoly T 7161, BAETOVTES Ad’ €avT@Y
YLVWOKeTE OTL 6N €yyLe T0 O€pog éoTiv:

T TOv Kapmov a0tV D, 157, pe, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™

"folia" pl

Of the Latins only a reads txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 24:32 "AT0 6¢ Tfic oukfic uabete TV TapaBoiny:
Otow NON 0 kAadoc adTAC vévntol amodoc kol To GUAA ékdim,
YLVWOKETE OTL €YYUC TO B€poc:

Probably a clarifying addition.

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes: "D, it add the object to ﬂpoﬁdlwow, but wrongly,
because the fruits do not come when the summer is near."

Possibly a misreading/misunderstanding of 6€po¢ "summer" with 6€pLOWOG
"harvest, crop".

Mt correctly has UALe ("leafs").

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 274

103. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 21:34-21:35 IIpooéyete &¢ €ovtolc punmote Poupnd@doLy DURV ol
KepOLlol €V KpoLTaAn Kol Wedn kol Weplpvole BLwTlkole Kol €TLOTH
€p’ VUOC aldpridioc 1) MUEpe EKeLvn 35 ¢ ToyLg: EmELOEAEDOETOL YOO
€L TOVTOG TOUC KAOMUEVOUC €Tl TPOoWTOV Taone TS YTC.

3 ’ 2

BYZ N NUEPD EKELVT” 35 WC ToYLe Yop émedeVoeTal

Byz A,C,W,0,Y,fl,f13, 33, 1241, Maj, Lat(aur, f, q, rl, vg), Sy
txt 01,B,D,L, 070, 0179, 157, 579, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff, i), Co

IGNTP omits the Yap after émeLoeieloetol for 01%, B, D

T has a lacuna exactly after TTOLYI'.Q.
B: no umlaut

WG ﬂayl'.g = "like a trap"

€MLOTH €PLOTNUL subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular
"come up, to or before, approach; stand by or near; appear"

alpridLog "sudden; unexpected"

The difference here is one of punctuation, ruled by the position of the yop:

Ixt:
"... and suddenly that day may come on you 35 like a trap.
For it will come upon all who live on the face of the whole earth."

Byz:
“... and suddenly that day may come on you. 35 But like a trap
it will come upon all who live on the face of the whole earth."

Compare:

LXX Isaiah 24:17 ¢pOPoc kal POOLVOC kol Toryle €’ DUAC TOUC
evolkolvTog €ml the yig

"Fear, and the pit, and the snare are upon you, O inhabitant of the earth!"




The overall meaning is basically the same.
Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 275

104. Difficult variant

NAZ Luke 21:36 GypuTVELTE &€ €V TOVTL KoLpG Oedpevor  Lva
KaTLoyvonte ékuyely todto mavte T WEAAovTe  ylveoBol kol
otadfval éumpooder tod viod tod drBpwTov.

BYZ Luke 21:36 Gypumvelte OOV €V ToVTL KOLPG Sedpevol v
kotebLwdfite €kduyely mavte To péAdovte yiveoOul kol oTadfjvol
éupooder tod vlod tod avbpwTou

Byz A,C,D,R,®,fl13,700, Maj, Latt, Sy, Trq™

txt O01,B,L, T,W, X, ¥, 070, f1, 33,157, 579, 892, 1241, pc, Co
KOTLOY VO TE %
kotLoybontal 0179, 579

B: no umlaut

KaTLOYVOTTE KOTLOY VW subjunctive aorist active 2nd person plural
"be able, have strength, overcome, prevail"

katoELwOfTE KaTaELOw subjunctive aorist passive 2nd person plural
"count worthy, make worthy"

txt ".. that you may be able to escape all these things ..."
Byz "... that you may be accounted worthy to escape all these things ..."
Compare:

NA% Luke 20:35 ol 0¢ katafLwdévtec Tod aldroc ékelvov TuLXELY Kol
TRC aVaoTaoewe THC €K VekpdY olTe yopodoLy olte yopullovtol:

NA?" Matthew 16:18 k&yw 8€ ooL A€yw OTL oV el IIéTpoc, kol €Tl TavTT
T TETPe OLKOSOPNOW WOV TNV EKKANOLoY kol TOAdL  (80ov 0D
Ko TLoY0ooUoLY DTHC.

It is possibly at least in part a misreading of the similar looking words:
KATICKYCHT €

KAT AZIWOHT C

Both are rather rare words (katoELOW two times in Lk, KTLOYUW 3 times,
twice in Lk, once in Mt).

It is possible that kaTeELOW has been adopted from 20:35. kaTLoY VW could
come from the well known Mt 16:18.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 276

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 21:38 kol TOC O AxOC WpBpLler TPOC adTOV €V T LepQ
akovely adtod T .

T insert John 7:53-8:11 f13

f13a: 13, 346, 543, 826
f13b: 69, 124, 788
f13c: 983

174, 230, 1689 have the pericope in John only, with a similar text as f13 here.

Note that some MSS read OpeL here (C*, U, pc®, Lect), instead of Lep@. This is
probably due to the influence of the PA and lectionar usage. Interesting is the
early attestation by C*!

B: no umlaut

This section was added here probably because the situation seemed similar to
that described in John 8:1-2.

Luke 21:37-38 "Every day he was teaching in the temple, and at night he would
go out and spend the night on the Mount of Olives, as it was called. 38 And all
the people would get up early in the morning to listen to him in the temple."

John 8:1-2 "while Jesus went to the Mount of Olives. 2 Early in the morning he
came again to the temple. All the people came to him and he sat down and began

to teach them."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 277

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 22:5 koL €xapnooy kol ouv€devto abte apyvpLov dodrot.
NA?" Luke 22:6 koil EEwROAOYNOEY, Kol €(NTeL edkalploy Tod Topadodral
aDTOV GTEp OYAoL aTOLC.

omit: 01*, C, N, L48, L150*, L292, L1599, it(b, ff%, i, |, q), Sy-S, Eus
01: corrected by 01¢!
N: kol 6mO0 tote €(NTeL (Mt)

Lat(a, aur, c, d, e, f, r', vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 26:15 €lTev: TL B€Aeté poL dodraL, KAYw LUV Toapodwow
a0TOV; oL 6¢ €otnoor obhTG TPLOKOVTK GPYLPLE. 16 Kol GO TOTE
b 4 b ’ N4 b \ ~

e(nreL edkaLploy v adtov Topadd.

NA%? Mark 14:11 ol 6¢ akoloowTeg €xapnony Kol emmyyeliovto odTd
apyVpLov dobrat. kel é(NteL TAC adTOV €OKalpWS TepadoL.

It is possible that the omission is a harmonization Yo Mt/Mk. This is supported
by the fact that N adds the Matthean &m0 TOTE, too.

It is also possible, at least in part, that the omission is accidental, due to the
many KAIs in the immediate context. Note that e.g. f1 omits kol €yapnooy in
verse 5.

The words are also omitted in several lectionaries, so maybe there is a
lectionary reason? Lk 21:37-22:8 was the normal Friday lection (12th week) in
the Synaxarion.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 278

NA? Luke 22:14 Kol 0te €yéveto 1) (pa, GUéTeoer Kol
oL GmooToAOL oLV aDTE.

BYZ Luke 22:14 Kl 0te €y€veto M Qpo GVETEOEV Kol
oL 8wdek0. GTOOTOAOL GLV aDTE)

Byz 01, A, C,P,W,0, Y, 1, 13,579, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, Marciont

txt P75,01*,B,D, 157, pc, it, Sy-C, sa

oL €vdeka dmootoloL 348

ol Swdeko 01, L, X, 1071, 1241, pc®, sa™*
ol podntol odtod  Sy-S

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 26:20 'Oyilog &€ YEVOUEUTIC GVEKELTO LeTh TOV 8Wdeke T,
" add poBnTov: 01, A,L, W, A, ©,33,892, 1424, pm, Lat, Sy-H, Co

NA% Mark 14:17 Kol OYrloig yYevoperng €pyetol Uete TV dwdekd.

Compare:
NAZ Matthew 11:1 Kol €yéveto 0te €tédeoer 0 ‘Inooldc SLaTaoowy TOLC
86k, padnTolc adToD, HeTEPn éxelBer Tod OLOnoKeELY Kol KnpLOooELY
€V TOC TOAEOLY DTV,

omit: f1, 22, pc, mae-2

NA?" Mark 3:16 [Kol émoinoer tolc 6Wdeka,]
omit: A, C%,D,L,(W),0,fl,(f13), 33, 892, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, arm, geo, Gre, Bois
txt 01, B, C*, A, 565,579, 1342, pc!, sa™, WH, NA®, Weiss

8wdeke is a natural expansion probably derived from Mt/Mk. Note the similar
expansion in Mt.



On the other hand it has been suggested that 6wdekn has been omitted to avoid
describing Judas Iscariot as an apostle (note the reading by 348 | ). It is
possible that the other readings are also attempts to remove the problem.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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105. Difficult variant
NAZ" Luke 22:16 A€yw Y&p DULY OTL o0 un dayw odTd
€w¢ 0Tov TANPWON €év Tf PaoiAiely Tod Beod.

BYZ Luke 22:16 AéYw yop UUIY OTL ODKETL 00 un dpoyw & adtod,
€w¢ 0Tov TANPWON €év Tf Paoiiely ToD Beod

O0KETL 0V Un dayw €€ odtod C%, P, W, ¥, 157, 700, Maj, NA®®, Gre
0DKETL pn doyouat &m adtod D, d, pe
O0KETL 0V un dayw &m’ adtod  f13

o0 un dayw € odtod A H 0
o0kéTL o0 un dayw  adTo C*?, f1, 22,1071, Lat, Sy, Or.,
Weiss, [Trg], Bal

txt o0 un dayw o0TO P75, 01, B, C*?, L, 0211, 1(=1), 579, 892,
1241, al, a, Co, WH

That MS 1 reads txt is not noted in NA and Swanson, it is in Lake and IGNTP
though.

Swanson and Tischendorf's NT have C* for txt, NA and IGNTP for the fl
reading. Tischendorf/IGNTP have labeled C* "vid". In Tischendorf's C-edition is
only the correction given, in smaller letters. He writes: "Inde ab O717)
scriptsit B. Ante defuit OYJKET ). Praeterea non assequor an quid aliter
habuerit; conjecerim quidem pro €Z AY T OY fuisse AY T O."

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

OUKETL "no longer, ho more"

No parallel.
But compare:
NAZ Mark 14:25 Gumy A€yw UWLY OTL OUKETL 00 PN Tlw €k Tod
VEVNUOTOC TAC GUTEAOL €w¢ TRAC Muépag ékelvne Oty adtd Tivw
keLtvov év Tf) Baoliely Tod Beod.

omit 0Uk€TL: 01, C, D, L, W, ¥, 0103, 892, 1342, pc**, a, f, k, bo

Compare also next variant 22:18



NA% Luke 22:18 Aéyw yap LWLy, [0TL] 00 un miw &mo tod viv amd tod
YEVNUOTOC THG GUTEAOL €wg 0D 1) PaoLiclor ToD OcoD €AOM.

On the one hand 0UKETL could have been added to soften the abrupt saying:
"I will not eat until..." -"No more will T eat until..."

On the other hand 00kéTL could have been omitted to remove the double
negation. The same thing happened in Mk 14:25. It is also possible that the
omission is a conformation to verse 18.

Of course it is also possible that the omission in Mk is due to harmonization to

Lk.
Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that OUK€éTL could have been omitted accidentally in

front of 00. If 00KEéTL would be a harmonization to Mk, a better insertion point
is of course verse 18.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "[the variant € a0TOD] seems to me to be far
preferable to o0T0, for it is intelligible that o0TO should be substituted in
accordance with the foregoing T0 TUOYX (uyely, whereas I do not see that
any one would think of altering &0TO into the less obvous construction of €£
oLTOV."

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnhesses)
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NAZ" Luke 22:18 Aéyw yap OULY, [0TL] 00 un Tiw &mo tod viv amod tod
YEVNUOTOC THG GUTEAOL €wg oD 1) PaoLielor ToD Oeod €AOM.

BYZ Luke 22:18 A€yw Y&p LMLV OTL 00 Wn TLw &m0 TOD
YEVNUOTOC THG GUTELOL €wg 0Tou N Baolielo ToD Beod €O

Byz A,C,0,Y, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-H
txt P75,01,8,D,6,K I L, M, W,f1,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, d,

e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, [Trg]
amo Tod viv o0 um Tw D, 6, f1, 157, pc, e, Sy-S, Sy-C

omit OTL: P75Y B, C, D, L, f1, 157

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Mark 14:25 GuNY A€yw UWIV OTL ODKETL 0D WT) TLW €k ToD
YEVNUOTOC THC GUTEAOL €we TRAC TUEpac €kelvng Otar ohTO0 TLvw
KoLvov €v 1) Baotiely tod Beod.

NA? Luke 22:16 A€Yw yop LRIV OTL 00 UN Gpoyw odTO
€w¢ 0ToL TANPWON €v Tf PaoiAiely Tod Beod.
BYZ Luke 22:16 AéYw Yop DUV OTL ODKETL 00 pn poyw &€ adtoD,
€w¢ 0ToL TANPWOR €év Tf Baotiely Tod Beod

omit OTL:  C*, D, N, X, pc

The phrase &m0 T0D VOV appears in the Gospels 5 times in Lk (+ once in Acts)
and once in the PA (Jo 8:11). In the LXX it appears 29 times (15 times
apocrypha).

It is interesting to note that in verse 16 Byz adds OUKETL, whereas here Byz
omits @O T0D VOV (compare previous variant):

verse 16 verse 18
Byz  OUKETL -
txt - amo Tod viv




The omission by Byz is either due to homoioarcton (&m0 TOD - &m0 TOD) or
deliberately to avoid the double G0 TOD.

Note that D et al. moved the phrase in front of 00 un Tiw (and omitted OTL)
probably for that reason.

Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests that it has been omitted as a harmonization to Mk by
scribes who overlooked that it replaced the OUKETL of MK.

OTL: A€YWw Yop VULV appears almost always with OTL. In 22:16 it is omitted

also by some witnesses. The other instances in Lk (Lk 3:8; 10:24; 14:24; 22:37)
are safe. The support for the omission in this case is very good.

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 22:19-20 koL APV (PTOV €DYPLOTNONG EKANOEY KL €DWKEV
a0TOLC A€Yywr® TODTO €0TLY TO OQUG HOU TO UTEp UGV SLdduevov:
100TO TOLELTE €iC TNV EuUNV AvauvnoLy. 20 Kol TO TOTNPLOV WONVTWC
UeTo TO OeLmvfjool, Aéywy: ToDTO TO TOTNPLOY T Kolvn OLabnkn év
TG olLUTL oL TO LTEP DUQY EKYLVVOUEVOV.

omit: D, it, (Sy-C), Weiss

it=a,b,d, e, ff%,i,l
NAZ?°, WH both have the words in double brackets.
omit verses 17+18: L32, Sy-P, bo™, Marcion(probably, Harnack)

verse 17,18 after 19a: b, e
verse 17, 18 after 19b:  Sy-C (omits verse 20), Trg™ (1)

vs 19 + 20a + 17 + 20b + 18: Sy-S

Marcion has the words basically. The exact wording is not clear, but he had the
longer text.

Tregelles writes in the margin: "17 et 18 forsitan post ver. 19 et postea om. ver.
20"

Lat(aur, c, f, q, rt vg) read txt.

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallels:

NAZ" Matthew 26:26 'EaOLovtwr &€ odtdv Aoafov 6 Incodc &ptov kol
€0AOYNOoOG EKAnoEr Kol O0UC TOLC podntalc e€lmer: AaPete payete,
T0DTO €0TLY TO OQUO MOV. 27 Kol Aofwr TOTNPLOV Kol €DY0PLOTHO0G
€dwker aDTole Aéywy: Tlete €€ ahTod TavTeC,

NA% Mark 14:22 Kol €00L0vTwy adtdr AaBwy GpTor €DA0YNONC EKAXOEY
Kol €0wKey a0TOlC Kol elmer: Aafete, ToDTO €0TLY TO OQUK UoU. 23
kel Aofwr TOTNPLOV €DYapLOTNONG EdWKEY alTOLE, Kol émLov €€ adtoD
TOVTEC.




Compare:

NA?" 1 Corinthians 11:24 kol €DY0PLOTNONC EKANOEV Kol €lTer: ToDTO0 Hov
€0TLY TO OQUK TO LTEP UUAV* TODTO TOLELTE €LC TNV EUNY GVAUVTOLY.
NA?" 1 Corinthians 11:25 WOKDTWE KL TO TOTNPLOV PETK TO deLTvijont
Aéywr: ToDTO TO TOTNPLOV 1) KOLVT SLOONKT) €0TLY €V TG €Ue lpaTL’
70070 TOLELTE, O0AKLE EQV TLUNTE, €LC TNV EUTY GUUUINOLY.

Compare also Didache 9:2-3:

2 TPWTIOV TEPL TOU TOTNPLOU E€UYUPLOTOVUEY OOL THTEP TMUWV UTEP
NG ayLeg GUmeEAOL OoULd TOL THLOOG OOV MG EYVWPLONG MULY dia
Inoov touv TeLdo¢ oL oL M) dOEK €LC TOUG 0LLWVOG

3 TepL O0€ TOU KANOUOTOG €UYOPLOTOUUEY OOL TOTEP MUWY UTEP TNG
CwNg KoL YVWOEWS NG €yvwpLoag Ny o Inoouv touv meldog agouv ool
N 60En €LC TOUG KLWVOG

This is the same sequence as preserved in D et al. (cup - bread).

Externally the longer form is clearly superior. That Marcion supports the longer
text is a strong argument for its originality. Schiirmann makes it probable that
also Justin and Tatian attest the longer form.

The proponents of the shorter form normally argue that the longer version is an
adaption of 1.Co 11:24-25. This is possible, but it is equally probable that the
words are so similar, because they are used liturgically from early on.

Sequence:
15 eat this Passover

16 T will not eat it until
17 Then he took a cup,
18 from now on I will not drink

19 he took a loaf of bread,
20 the cup after supper,

The problem felt by some scribes with the longer text was possibly that they
mixed the two separate blocks. If one takes verses 17+18 with 19+20, then the
strange sequence cup - bread - cup appears.

For this reason D et al. omitted 19b+20 getting the sequence cup - bread. A few
witnesses similarly omitted verses 17+18 to get rid of the problem. This is the
argumentation of Metzger.



The first problem with these explanations is that it would have been much
better for a scribe to omit the first cup (verse 17) to get the normal Pauline
sequence bread - cup. It is the first cup, that is problematic, not the second. It
would be very improbable that a scribe chose that part of the section for
omission that was most familiar to him through Paul's words in 1. Cor.

It could be argued that a scribe, who had written 17-19a already, noted the
strange composition only then and chose to omit the last cup.

The second problem is, why has verse 19b been omitted?

The simplest way to get rid of the problem of the wrong sequence is shown by
the Old Latin b and e: Taking the short version, they transposed verses 17+18
after 19a and got the common Pauline formula.

Another attempt was apparently more successful: The addition of an adaption of
Paul's familiar words.

The reading of Sy-S is a secondary attempt to remove any repetition in the
sequence.

Along these lines is the argumentation of WH for the shorter reading.

Chadwick notes that in verse 15 the bread is not explicitly mentioned but
implied. Perhaps Luke found in his source only 15-18 and added 19a for the
overlooked bread? "The result of this operation was to produce the
extraordinary confusion of the shorter text. .. it was the third evangelist
himself who initiated a long development of correction and expansion."

Schiirmann also argues that the verses 15-18 are a closed unit to which 19a did
not belong. Then some redactor added 19a. But 19a is a torso, a rudiment of an
originally two-part liturgy. Continuing from 19a with verse 21 IIATV LoV ... is

awkward (J. Jeremias: "duBerst hart"):
19a Then he took a loaf of bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke
it and gave it to them, saying, "This is my body."
21 But see, the one who betrays me is with me, and his hand is on the
table.

Other internal observations:
Schirmann observes that verses 19b-20 contain 7 differences to the Pauline
text 1.Co 11. This makes a direct adaption from Paul unlikely.

It is possible that the differences in order and wording reflect actual
differences in the execution of the Supper in the various early Christian groups.
Note e.g. that Paul has the cup separately "after" the meal and not during the
meal.



Steven Notley wrote [private communication, Jan. 2003]:

"The blessings at any Jewish meal (regardless whether this is a Passover or not) over the bread
(and always in conjunction with the wine) is at the beginning of the meal. Certainly not during or
affer the meal. In pre-70 Jewish Passovers there was also an additional cup following the meal
(thus also Paul). Mk/Mt clearly present Jesus reversing the order of blessings (unlike Paul).
Something that is unheard of in the history of Jewish tradition outside of Qumran. I presented
a paper at SBL last year and have an article forthcoming exploring what might possibly have
motivated the early Church (and perhaps also the Qumran sectarians) to change the order."

and, clarifying:

"At all Jewish meals (including Passover) there is a blessing (Qiddush) at the beginning of the
meal which is always cup-bread. In addition at Passover there is an additional cup (or cups).
Prior to 70 the evidence indicates that at Passover there was only one additional cup (the Kos
Brachah--cup of blessing) after the meal.

Luke's shorter and longer versions both accord with Jewish tradition. In other words, at the
beginning of the meal the order was cup-bread (Qiddush). Mk/Mt by presenting the bread-cup
together give us an order of blessing for the Qiddush unknown outside of the DSS.

What is scarcely noticed by scholarship is that Paul's deft insertion of META TO DEIPNHSAT
indicates he is not following Mk/Mt's presentation of a reversal of the Qiddush. Instead, he is
now identifying the cup as that which followed the meal (i.e. the Kos Brachah) not the cup at the
beginning of the meal (as Mk/Mt)."

Nestle, Zahn, Dobschuetz, Burkitt and others think that the shorter form is
original. Of the newer scholars it is defended by Ehrman and Parker.

Ehrman and Parker note that in the short form there is no reference to the

death of Jesus. Parker writes (Living Text):

"It is a rite more or less just handed over - the cup is given with the brief instruction 'Divide it
among ourselves.' They are to do this ‘in memory of me'. Jesus has nho part in this. He will eat
and drink only in the kingdom of God. There is virtually no liturgical elaboration and above all no
reference to the death of Jesus. .. It is [this] absence that shorter Luke stands out most
markedly as an original contribution. .. This leads us to conclude that shorter Luke is to be
preferred. For longer Luke harmonizes on two counts: in wording with 1Co, and in sense with
Mark (who is here Pauline in thought).

Compare:

e F. Blass "Zu Lk 22:15 ff." TSK 69 (1896) 733-37 [who thinks that
originally the complete verses 19 and 20 were missing. All readings are
attempts to insert the Last Supper somehow.]

e WH, Intro - Notes on select readings 63-64

e P.Benoit "Le recit de la cene dans Lk 22:15-20" RB 48 (1939) 357-93

e K. Goetz "Das vorausweisende Demonstrativum in Lk 22:19.20 und 1. Cor

11:24" ZNW 38 (1939) 188-90
H. Chadwick "The shorter text of Luke 22:15-20" HTR 50 (1957) 249-58



e H. Schirmann "Lk 22, 19b-20 als urspriingliche Textiberlieferung" in

"Traditionsgeschichtliche  Untersuchungen zu
Evangelien", Diisseldorf 1968, p. 159 - 192

e Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 198 - 209.

e DC Parker, Living Text, p. 151 - 157

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

den

synoptischen
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Minority reading:
~ ’
NA% Luke 22:22 OTL O ULOG Uev TOD GYOPWTOL KT TO WPLOUEVOV
TopeleToL, TANY oDl TG GrlpwTw ékelvw 6L o0 Topadldotul.

omit: D, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Bois

For TAT)V oDal: oDoL &€ L950, geo

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 26:24 0 pev LLOC TOD GYOPWTOL LTEYEL KOOWE YEYPUTTOL
Tepl adToD, odal 8¢ TG GrlpWTw ékelvw 8L” o0 6 LLOC TOD GYBpPWTOL
TopadldotoL: kadov MY adT@ €l o0k €yevvnon O ardpwmog EKELVOC.

27 (V4 S \ e\ ~ M ’ € 4 \ ’
NA%" Mark 14:21 OTL 0 W€V ulog ToD arBpwmov LTayel kKabBwe YEYPUTTOL
Tepl a0ToD, olal 8¢ TQ AropWTw ékelvw 8L” o0 6 LLOC TOD AVBPWTOL
TopadidotaL: kador adT® €l obk éyevvndn O arlpwmoc EKelroc.

The words could be a harmonization fo Mt, Mk.
It is possible that the words have been omitted fo avoid repetition.

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

NA? Luke 22:30 Tvo €06nte kol mivnte €mi thg Tpamédng o

€v 1) Pooidely pov, kol kadnoeobe €ml Bpdvwy Tag dwdeko GUANLS
kpLlvovteg Tod “IopanA.

BYZ Luke 22:30 {va €00inte kol Tivnte €ml th¢ Tpaméelng Hov
kol keBloeoBe éml Bpovwr kplrovteg Tog SwWoeKe:

duiag tod Topani
Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tisl!

omit: E,F,G,H,S,V,Y, T, A, Q, 047,174, 230(=f13), 2, 22, 565, 1342, 1424,
1675, al, geo™

txt P75,01,A,B, (D), KILL MN QU,T WA, B,Y, fl,f13, 157,579,
700, 1071, 1241, Latt, Sy, Co

omit pou: D, d, e, I, vg™*, Sy-C
IGNTP erroneously has W for the omission. Bruce Prior confirms that the
phrase is there from the facsimile.

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Probably omitted due to h.t. (MOU - MOU) or for stylistic reasons. There is no
reason for a secondary addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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107. Difficult variant
NA%" Luke 22:31 Yipwr Zlpwy, 180 0 oaTevic

eEntnoato LWAC Tod owiaonl wg Tov altov:

BYZ Luke 22:31 elmer 8¢ 0 Kiproc, Zipwr Zipwy 1ol 0 Zatavac
eEntnoato LWAC tod owiaonl wg Tov altov:

Byz 01,A,D,Q,W,0,Y,fl1,f13,6157,579, 700, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™*, [Trg]

txt P75,B,L, T, 1241, 2542°¢, 11231, Sy-S, Co, geo

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

With the previous verse the 'Dispute about Greatness' ended. But Jesus
continues to speak, so a new introduction is not needed.

On the one hand the words could have been added for lectionary purposes to
indicate a new pericope.

On the other hand the words could have been deleted as being inappropriate
with Jesus still speaking.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words have been added to smooth the abrupt
transition from the promise to the disciples to the warning of Peter.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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108. Difficult variant
NA% Luke 22:34 0 6¢ elmer Aéyw ooi, Ilétpe, o0 dwrnocL onuepov
GAEKTWP €WC TPLC ue amoprnon eidévol.

BYZ Luke 22:34 0 8¢ elmer Aéyw oou Ilétpe od un ¢pwrnoyn onuepov
GAEKTWP TPLY 1) TPLE dmapvnion unf €idéval pe

txt "..until three times you have denied that you know me."
Byz ".. before three times you have denied, (not) fo know me."

00 P75,01,B,L,Q, T, X, 0, ¥, 372, 579, 892, 1241, 2542, pc’
o0 un A, D, W, fl, f13, 157, 565, Maj (not in NA, but in SQE)

un 2 by: A, D, W, 118, 1582(=f1), f13, 565, 700, 892, 1241, 2542, Maj,

TPLY ) TPl dmaprnon un e€idévaL ue A, W, 565, 700, 1424, Maj
TPLY 1) TPLC amaprion un eidévor 118, 1582

mplY fi Tplc dmopvnon pe eldéval ¥ 1
TPLY  TPLC Amaprnomn Pe eidévol Qe

€w¢ 0ToL TPLG pe Gmoprnon pn eidével pe D, pe
€wc 00 Tplc  Gmopvnom pn e€idéval pe K, 1241, al

€wC Tplg  dmopvnon un €ibévol pe  Bal
€we TPLC UE Gmoprnon un eidévat 13, 2542, NA®, Weiss
€wc Tplc pe amopvnon un eibéval pe 892

€wc o0 Tplc  amopyvnon  eidéval pe M, T, pc

€wc Tplc pe Gmopvnom  eldéval p75vd 01,B,L, T, ©, 579, WH
€wC Tplc gmopvnon e  elbéval 157
Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

2 ! [ : "
amopreopL “reject, disown



Compare:

NAZ Luke 20:27 IIpooeABOvtec &€ Tweg TOV  Xaddoukalwy, ol
[avTL]AEYOVTEC QUOOTHOLY UT) €LVoL, ETNPWINoNY )TOV

GUTLAEYOVTEG by: A, W, f13, Maj, Sy-H

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 26:34 €pm adT@ 0 ‘Inool¢ auny A€yw ool OTL €V TaTh
TH VUKTL TPLY GAEkTOope. GWITonL TPLE GTepYNOT) L.

NAZ Mark 14:30 kol A€yer adt@ 0 ’Inoodg auny Aéyw ool OtL oV
onuepov TauTn TH VUKTL TPLY N 6L aAékTope dwrfionl TPLg ue
GTopYNOT).

NA?" John 13:38 amokpivetal ‘Incodc Tty Yuyny cov LTEP éuod ONoeLg;
GUNY QUMY A€YW 00L, 00 PN GAEKTWP GWYNOn €wc oD Gprnon Ke TPLC.

As in Lk 20:27 and 22:16 we have here the problem of a double negation. In both
cases it is the Byzantine textform that has the double negation.
This addition of [u7) is probably intended to intensify the negation as in 00 1.

One additional problem is that T} and € sound identical. Since both make sense
it was probably the origin of several readings. E.g. the variant by ¥, 1 is probably
one.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the 00 1 comes from Jo, but the €w¢ has been
changed into TPLY T from (Mt)/Mk. The un has been omitted accidentally
after &TPYNOT and the i€ has been moved to the end to supply an object for
eLoevL.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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109. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 22:36 €lTer 6¢ a0TOLG" GAAX VOV O €Wy PRAAGVTLOV GPATW,
OMOLWC Kol TMPaY, Kol O UT éxwy TwANoATw TO Lhatior adtod kol
GYOPOLOGT®W Oy eLOOV.

Not in NA but in SQE!
apel D, d

TWANoKL D
Tr(o)Ln'OEL E.G,H,N,S,V,A, T, A, Q,047,0211, f13, 2, 565, 700, 1342,
2766, pm

ayopooogeL D,
E.F,H,N,S,U,V, VYT, A, Q, 047,0211, f13, 2,157, 565, 700,
1342, 2766, pm

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

> 4 . . . . .

paTw  imperative aorist active 3rd person singular
apet indicative future active 3rd person singular
GYOPOOKTW imperative aorist active 3rd person singular
ayopooeL  indicative future active 3rd person singular

TwANOL infinitive aorist active
TwANOEL indicative future active 3rd person singular

BaAdavTiov "purse"

No parallel.

Nestle (Intro) notes a comment by Basilides (4™ CE):

APETW HTOL GPEL” OUTW YOP KOL TR TOAAL TAV AvTLypadwy €xeL ...
W¢ UN €lval TPOOTHYUK QAL TpodnmTelay TPoAEYovtog ToD Kuplou:

= "&ZPUTw or GPEL: Because so [ Gpel ] the majority of copies have it. ... as it
is not an order, but a prophesy said in advance by the Lord."



It makes quite good sense if it is not an order ("Take it!" - "Buy onel!"), but a
future prediction: "he will take it" - he will buy one".
The meaning of TwANOQL in D is not clear, possibly it is just an error.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 22:37 A€éyw yop LMLV OTL T00T0 TO Yeypoppévor O€l
TeA€oO VoL €V €uol, TO' KoL HETO GVOUWY EAOYLOON" Kol yop TO Tepl
€nod TéLog €éxel.

BYZ Luke 22:37 A€yw Y&p UULY OTL €TL TODTO TO YeypopuEvor o€l
Tedeobfral év éuol t0 Kol pete avopwy €Aoylodn: kol yop T Tepl
epnod tédog €éxel

Byz K, II, N,®, ¥, f13, 565, 700, 1071, 1342, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy

txt O01,A,B,D,H, L, Q, T, W,X,fl, 157,579,892, 1241, 2542¢ 1844, pc8,
b,d, f, r!, Co

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA?" Mark 8:17 kol yroug A€yel adtoic Tl dLaAoyileoBe OTL GpTouC OUK

€xete; olTw Voelte 006E OUVLETE; TETWPWUELTY €xeTE THY Kopdlay

VUGV,

BYZ Mark 8:17 kel yroug 0 ’Inoodg A€yer adtolc TL Siedoyileabe OtTL

APTOUC OVK €xeTe OUTW VOELTE 0DOE OUVLIETE €TL TETWPWUEVNY EXeTe

MV Kopdloy VPOV

Byz A, K, II, 157,700, 1071, Maj, f, |, vg, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P45, 01,B,C,D,L, N, W,A, (©),0143"9 1, f13, 28, 33, (565), 579,
892*, 1241, pc, it, Co

NA% John 4:35 00y UU€LC A€yeTe OTL €TL TETPUUNVOC €0TLY Kol O
BepLopog €pyetoL;
omit: P75,D,L,S,II, Q, 086", 118, f13, 28, 1241, L844*, pm, Sy-C

NA? Romans 5:8 ovviotnoly 8¢ THr €outod Gyammy elg Muac O Oedc,
OTL €TL CUOPTWAGY VTV NUEY XPLOTOC LTEP MUKV améduvey.
omit: 131, 460, 618, 1836*, 2147



It is possible that €tL fell out accidentally after OTL, or that it has been
omitted for stylistic reasons to avoid the awkward OTL €TL. Note similar
omissions at Jo 4:35 and Ro 5:8.

It might have been added to make clear that the fulfilment of the prophecy has
yet to come (suggested by Weiss).

Note the addition of €TL at Mk 8:17 with similar support.

Usage €TL: Mt: 8 times, Mk 5 times, Lk 16 times, Jo 8 times.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 288

110. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 22:43-44 [[dOn &€ o0T® &yyeloc am’ olpavod évioydwy
oa0TOV. 44 Kol YeVOUEVoC €V dywVig EKTEVEGTEPOV TPOONUYETO" Kol
&yéveto 0 LOpwe otod woel OpoufolL aipatoc kotafolvovtec €émL THY

yiv.l]

T&T #45

omit completely:
P75, 01, A, B, N, R, T, W, 0211, 579, 1071*, pc*, f, Sy-S, sa, bo, Hier™,
arm, geo, CI?, Or?, Weiss
pc = 158, 512*, 552, 1128
P69 also omits v. 42 and 45a (see below)!
01 the words are cancelled by curved marks AND by dots.

A omits the words, but has the Eusebian numerals for the passage in the margin.
WH, NA? both have the words in double brackets.
Bal has the words in single brackets

omit verses 42-45a: P69(3™ CE)

whOn 6e  13*, 69, 788, 826
13¢ has the text in the margin.

add after Lk 22:42:  01*¢?, D, K, II, L, Q, X, A*, ©, P, f1, 174, 230(=f13), 157,
565, 700, 892*, 1071, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P,
Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo™*,
Jus, Ir, Julian, Chrys, Did, Hipp, Eus, Hier™®, Bois, Trg

with obeli:  A¢, TI¢, 230(=f13), 0171, 892™, 1424, pc**, bo™*
Harnack adds: E, S, V, T, pc
The 0171 fragment contains only the end of verse 44, with a dot at the end.

add after Mt 26:39 only: CS, 713, f13 (13%, 69, 124, 346>, 543, 788, 826)

add after Mt 26:39 and after Lk 22:42:
E,M™,s,V,T, A I, Q, 118, 131(=f1), 1241, pc?, Sy-Pal
f13: 13™9, 346™9, 828, 983, 1689
C has a lacuna in Lk.




e Chas alacuna in Lk, but adds the words at Mt 26:39 in the margin!

e Note that the verses in Lk originally stood in O1.

e One Sy-P MS has in the margin: "Haec pericope non reperitur in evangeliis
apud Alexandrinos."

Lacuna: C, 33
B: no umlaut

f13:
The situation for f13 is rather complicated (check Clivaz):

o All f13 MSS, except 174 and 230, have the text in Mt! But 174 has a
reference to Lk in Mt and 230 has a reference to Mt in the margin of Lk. 174
and 230 are probably just displaying the standard Byzantine text here.

e 124,543 do not have the text or a note on it in Lk at all, but have a link to Lk
in Mt

o 13*, 69,788 and 826 have W$pO1 O¢ either in the text or in the margin of Lk.

e 13 and 346 have the verses in the margin of Lk. 13 unfortunately has a lacuna
in Mt. 346 has the verses in the text of Mt.

o 828, 983 and 1689 have the verses in the text of Lk without signs of doubt,
but all three have also a reference to Mt (828 in Mt and 983 in Lk).

So the f13 reading is to have the text in Mt. But all f13 MSS show and note
some knowledge that the verses also belong to Lk. Five MSS actually have the
full text in Lk (13™, 346™, 828, 983, 1689). The simple statement in NA "F13
om. hic et pon p. Mt 26:39" is therefore misleading.

f13 shows other signs of such textual variations for liturgical purposes, e.g. the
trasnfer of the PA from John to Lk 21:38.

MS C/04.

C unfortunately has a lacuna in Lk. A corrector notes the verses in Mt in the
margin with a reference to Lk. The beginning is unreadable: ... [A]ovka k.
omy" wPOL 6€ AVTW OYEAOC ... KL OVOOTOG OO TNG TPOCEVYELG EPYETE"
CTL. ¢ K. uath. on~.

Clivaz writes: "The scribe even indicates the Eusebian number of the Lukan
passage, and quotes from Lk 22:43 to 22:45a ... Three little crosses can be seen
in this marginal note ..."

Regarding the date Clivaz writes: "This marginal note in C has not been dated by
NA. Returning to Tischendorf's remarks, we can learn that the little crosses are
a reminder of the text's use in liturgical readings, and can be traced to the
second corrector, who lived in Constantinople in the 9™ CE (€3)."



Lectionary usage:

The reason for the inclusion of the verses in Mt is clearly lectionary usage.
Raymond E. Brown writes ("The Death of the Messiah" p. 181, n. 4):

"Luke 22:43-45a was read on Holy Thursday (between Mt 26:21-39 and Mt
26:40-27:2); when it became customary to read Lk 22:39-23:1 as a pericope on
Tuesday of the last week before Lent, Lk 22:43-44 was omitted from it to avoid
duplication."

It is thus clear that the transfer of the verses between Mt and Lk has no
impact on the textual problem of the originality of these verses. This variation
is secondary and is due to liturgical influences.

Aland is wrong if he assigns f13 a strategic role here for the solution of the
problem: "This kind of fluctuation in the NT manuscript tradition is one of the
surest evidences for the secondary character of a text."

This may be true in other cases, but here it has no relevance.

It is possible that the omission in later witnesses has to do with this lectionary
usage. Hoskier (Codex B, I, p. 407ff.) thinks that the passage was labeled with
certain marks either to indicate fransfer fo Mt or simply to indicate the passage
for lectionary use. These marks then misled some scribes to omit.

P69:

In P69 (3™ CE, POxy 2383) also verse 42 and 45a is omitted. The reading is not
really clear at the transition. It continues probably with kol €AV TPOGC TOUG
LaOnTaC. Possibly this indicates a secondary deletion in the exemplar of P69?

P69 probably reads:
R wWC] €1 A1OOY B[OAHN
KA1l ©€IC TTATONATA n!oc]nyeTo
[45 KA1 EAOWN 1poc 1oy MAO]HT[AC
ez[ew AYTOYCKAOGEY]JAONTAC KOJ
MWMENOYC ATIO TH]C AYTIHC KAJ
ENEN AYTOIC] TI KABEYAE
T€ ANACT ANTEC nr]OCETXECOG



The first line is quite clear, but the second is very difficult to make out and of
the third line almost nothing is extant. But I think the reconstruction is
basically correct.

P69: Luke 22:41-45

41 kol odTOC GmeoTaodn am adTOY woel ALBou BoAny kol Oelg T
YOVoToe TPOONUXETO 42 Aéywr: Tatep, €l Boliel Topéveyke ToDTO TO
TOTNPLOY &1 €UOD* TATY U1 TO BEANUN OV GAAX TO OOV YLVEGOHW.

[[43 OpON 8¢ adT® dyyerog am’ olpavod évioylwy odTOV. 44 Kol
VEVOUEVOC €V QYWVLY EKTEVESTEPOY TPOOTUXETO" Kol €YEVETo O LOPLC
a0ToD woel BpouPol atpetoc katePelvovtee emi Ty yiv.]]

45 Kol QUOOTOG GO TTC TPOOELYNC A&l €AOWVY TPOC TOUC HoONTOC
€lpeEr KOLUWWEVOUG ohTOVG &mo THg AUTNG, 46 kel eimer altolg: Tl
kaBeVdeTe; araotavteg mPooelyeade, Tva UT €LoEABNTE €lg TeLpaouov.

P69 omits the red parts.

Discussion of P69:

According to Aland (Festschrift Ramon Roca-Puig, 1987) this omission points to a
deliberate excision of the prayer. When verses 42-44 are not present, there is
no need to add kol GUoOTOC GO THC TPOoELYTc after TPOOTUYETO.

In the ed. princeps (POxy 2383) it is suggested that this omission is a
parablepsis case with the scribe having written TpoomOyeTo, then went to
TPOOEVYTIC in verse 45 and continued with kol €AOWV. The KWL is hot in txt but
within the lacuna, but note that 0171, pc, Sy (which have the full text) also add a
Kol before EAOWV.

There are several possibilities:

1. The P69 reading is original. This is basically possible, but it requires a
two-step process, first P75, A, B et al. add verse 42 and KoL GVOOTOG
amo Tfg TMPooeLYfic to create a smoother transition. Then later the
addition of verses 43-44. Or, first the full 42-45a reading and later the
partial excision of 43-44. Overall, rather improbable.

2. The P75, A, B et al. reading is original. Then the scribe of P69 deleted
verses 42+45aq, either due to parablepsis (ﬂpoonl')xero - TPOCEVLYTG) or
deliberately to get rid of the equally problematic saying of the cup to pass
from him.

3. The 01*, D et al. reading (inclusion of the verses) is original. Then the
scribe of P69 deleted the words either accidentally or deliberately,
similar to point 2.



Points 2 and 3 are equally possible and probable. Therefore one cannot assign
P69 as a withess for the omission of verses 43-44, but only, as a "third way",
for the omission of 42-45a.

Clivaz suggests that P69 could be "a fragment of Marcion's redaction of the
Gospel of Luke". The excison only makes sense "in a type of Christianity that
preserved a single Gospel, as did Marcion", because the sentence of the cup
is present also in Mt 26:39 and in Mk 14:36. We don't know for certain, but
there is no evidence that these verses were in Marcion's gospel (compare
Clivaz for references).

P69 is not noted in NA and incorrectly (for the omission of 43-44 only) in
SQE.

Fathers evidence:

Justin (2nd CE): Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 103
€V Yop TOLC OTOUVNUOVEURKOLY - [YEYPUTTOL] OTL LOPWEC WOEL
OpouoL KOTEXELTO 0UTOU EVYOUEVOU KoL A€yovTeg: TopeABetw, €L

duraTor, TO MOTEPLOV TOUTO.

"For in the memoirs - [it is recorded] that with sweat like drops he was covered, while He
was praying, and saying, 'If it be possible, let this cup pass.’

It is noteworthy that Justin does not mention blood, he only says: "sweat
like drops".

Irenaeus (2" CE): Against Heresies, ITI, ch. 22

" .. nor would he have wept over Lazarus, nor have sweated great drops of blood
(ovd’ av Ldpwoe Opoufoug oLUKTOC); nor have declared, 'My soul is
exceeding sorrowful’ nor, when his side was pierced, would there have come
forth blood and water. For all these are tokens of the flesh which had been
derived from the earth, which he had recapitulated in himself, bearing salvation
to his own handiwork."

Hilarius (ca. 350 CE), De Trinitate X:41 (text from CCSL 62A as found in
CLCST):
"Nec sane ignorandum a nobis est, et in graecis et in latinis codicibus
conplurimis uel de adueniente angelo uel de sudore sanguinis nihil scribtum
repperiri. Ambigentes, utrum hoc in libris uariis aut desit aut superfluum sit
incertum enim hoc nobis relinquitur de diuersitate librorum;
Certe si quid sibi ex hoc heresis blanditur, ut infirmum adfirmet cui opus
fuerit angeli confortantis auxilio, meminerit creatorem angelorum
creationis suae non eguisse praesidio; fum deinde necessario eo modo eum



confortari, quo modo et tristem esse. Nam si nobis tristis est, id est
propter nos tristis est, necesse est ut et propter nos sit confortatus et
nobis: quia qui de nobis tristis est et de nobis confortatus est, ea
confortatus est condicione qua tristis est. Sudorem uero nemo infirmitati
audebit deputare: quia et contra naturam est sudare sanguinem, hec
infirmitas est, quod potestas non secundum naturae consuetudinem gessit.

Neque ad heresim infirmitatis pertinere ullo modo poterit, quod aduersum
heresim fantasma mentientem proficiat per sudorem sanguinis ad corporis

ueritatem."

“Certainly we cannot overlook that in very many Greek and Latin manuscripts nothing is
recorded of the angel's coming and the sweat like blood. So, someone may have doubt, if
this, in different books, is either missing or considered redundant - this is left
undetermined, because of the differences in the books.

Some heresy utilizes the words, to assert Jesus weakness, who needed the help of an
angel, but please consider that the creator of the angels does not need this protection.
[...] The bloody sweat is a witness against the heresy, which speaks mendaciously of an
illusion [of Jesus body, docetism], the sweat manifests the truth of the body."

Epiphanius, "Ancoratus" 315 and 37.1 (374 CE) writes (from Harnack, NT
Textkritik, 1931):
GAAG Kol "€kAovoer" keltal €v T® Aouvkay ebayyellw €V Tolg
adLopfwtoLe avtLypadols, kol Kéxpntel TH dapTtuple O 0yLOC
Eilpnraioc év t¢) kato alpéocwy Tpog¢ Toug doknoel Tov XpLotov
Tepnréval  Aéyovtac.  0pBodofoL 8¢ adeliavio  TO  PMTOV
poPndévtec kol PN vonoovtec aLTOD  TO  TEAOC Kol TO
Loyvportatov:
"Kol YEVOUEVOG €V aywvle Ldpwoev, kal €yéveto O Ldpw¢ odTOD
wW¢ BpouPor alpatog kol WGON &yyeroc evioydwy adTov."

NA for comparison:

44 Kol YEVOUEVOC &V AywVile EKTEVEOTEPOV TPOOTIOYETO" KoL
€yéveto 0 Lopwe adtod woel BpopfoL aipatoc ketePoivovteg émi
my yiv.

43 GON 6¢ adT® dyyedog am ovpavod evioybwy odTov.

Harnack thinks that Epiphanius has read the words in reversed order, but this
might simply be due to inaccurate quoting.

Jerome:
"In quibusdam ["certain"] exemplaribus tam Graecis quam Latinis invenitur
scribente Luca: Apparuit illi angelus ... "



Testament of Abraham 20:5 (original probably Jewish, 15" or 2™ CE):

kaThiAbe 0 LOpw¢ €k Thg OYewe adtod woel OpouPol aipntog

"the sweat came down from his eyes like drops of blood"

This is the closest verbal parallel to Lk 22:44, perhaps a Christian
interpolation? The Testament also presents the theme of the cup (as
"bitter cup of death"), the confrontation between the will of Abraham and
the will of God, and Abraham's triple request to Death for going away.

Justin the Apostate (331-363 CE) is quoted by Theodore of Mopsuestia, possibly
from the (now lost) Emperor's 2" book against the Galilaeans (= Christians):

aAA kol TolDTer Tpooevyetal 0 ‘Inoolg,

Q b4 b4 \ ’ b 4 bl 4

oloe avBpwTog aBALOG ouudopay PEPELY €VKOAWSG OL BLVNEVOC,
Kol UT yYEAOU OV EVLOYVETOL.

"And even such things Jesus prays, such as a wretched man unable to bear misfortune calmly,
and from an angel being strengthened."

Historia passionis Domini (Latin, 14™ CE): cited from Clivaz/SQE

"Sequitur Luc. 22. Apparuit autem ei angelus de celo confortans eum.
Qualiter autem angelus Christum in agonia sue oracionis confortaverit
dicitur in Evangelio Nazareorum. Et idem ponit Anselmus in planctu suo.
Constans esto domine modo enim venit fempus quo per tuam passionem
redimendum est genus humanum in Adam venditum."

"According to Luke 22. So an angel appeared to him, strengthening him. And the words by
which the angel strengthened Christ in his struggle in prayer, are reported in the Gospel
of the Nazarenes. And the same is also adduced by Anselm in his lamentation: Be constant,
Lord, for now comes the time in which through thy passion mankind sold in Adam will be
ransomed."

Variants in the text:

43 [[GdOn & adt®) dyyeroc T am

2 -
* T obpavod évioylwy adTov. 44

1
KL YEVOUEVOG €V Gywliy EKTEVEOTEPOY TPOONUXETO" ‘Kol EYEVeTo' O
1dpc adtod Mdoel BpduPor afpatoc katafolvovteg ém Ty yiv*©]]

™ kuplov 1424, pc, ¢, Sy-H
™ ¢mo tod D.Q, U, O, ¥, 828,983, 1071, 1241, pc
(1

Eyéveto O¢ D, L, ©, (f13), Maj, Sy-H

txt: 01*,V, X, ¥, f1, 157, pc, Lat

T & D, 2542
? koteBolvovtoc 01%, XC, 346, pc, Lat, Sy-P
(2

~ g yig Q, U ¥, 892, pc



WH: "These verses and the first sentence of 23:34 may be safely called the
most precious among the remains of this evangelic tradition which were rescued
from oblivion by the scribes of the second century." They also write:
"Notwithstanding the random suggestions of rash or dishonest handling thrown
out by controversialists there is no tangible evidence for the excision of a
substantial portion of narrative for doctrinal reasons at any period of textual
history."

Metzger writes: "Nevertheless, while acknowledging that the passage is a later
addition to the fext, in view of the evident antiquity and its importance in the
textual tradition, a majority of the Committee decided to retain the words in
the text but to enclose them within double square brackets."

Nestle: Not original, but from an early time.

Vocabulary and Style:

Harnack (and also Blass) think that the words are original: They have a typical
Lucan flavor. Compare:

NAZ" Luke 1:11 OpON 8¢ adT@ &yyedog Kuplov ..

WHO* appears 10 times in Lk/Act, but only once in Mk (9:4) and once in the
parallel Mt (17:3).

Hapax legomena: &ywvie, Ldpwe, OpoufoL appear only here in the NT. But this
is not really surprising, Luke has an extensive vocabulary.

R. Brown (Death) writes: "in style and vocabulary this passage is closer to Lk
than to any other NT author."

Hoskier notes that the use of yLVOUGL in YevOuevog év Gywvig and Kol
€yéveto 0 L8pw¢ adToD might be medical language, at least language typical
for Luke. Compare:

NA% Acts 10:4 €udpoBoc Yeroueroc "becoming afraid" (again 24:25)
NA?" Acts 12:11 €V €XUTE) YEVOUEVOC "came to himself"

NA? Acts 16:27 €Eumvog &€ yevoueroc  "having come out of sleep"

NA? Acts 16:29 €VTPOUOC YEVOUEVOC "trembling"

NA?" Acts 15:25 YEVOUEVOLE OROOUULSOV "come together with one accord"
NA? Acts 28:8 €Y€VETO 6€ ... TUPETOLE Kol BLOEVTEPLW
"lay sick with fever and dysentery"



This indicates that the wording in this passage appears to be typical for Luke.

On the other hand &yyeloc & oVParod appears nowhere else in Lk nor the
NT. Lk uses &y yeAoc kvpLod etc.

Compare also John 12:27-30:
"Now my soul is troubled. And what should I say 'Father, save me from this hour'? No, it is for
this reason that I have come to this hour. 28 Father, glorify your name." Then a voice came from

heaven (pwVT €k TOD 0UPaoD)’, "I have glorified it, and T will glorify it again." 29 The
crowd standing there heard it and said that it was thunder. Others said, "An angel has spoken to
him." 30 Jesus answered, "This voice has come for your sake, not for mine.

According to Harnack these words were adapted from Lk. But John changed
them considerably: the angel and the blood have been removed, the
strengthening is not for Jesus, but for the others.

So, if John was inspired from Luke, he must have read the verses in his edition
of Luke.

Luke parallels several accounts of his passion narrative in Acts. It has been

suggested (Tuckett), that the Agony story is paralleled by Paul's shipwreck:

Acts 27:23-25 For last night there stood by me an angel of the God to whom I belong and whom
I worship, 24 and he said, 'Do not be afraid, Paul; you must stand before the emperor; and
indeed, God has granted safety to all those who are sailing with you.' 25 So keep up your
courage, men, for I have faith in God that it will be exactly as I have been told.

The parallelism seems clear.

R. Brown (Death of the Messiah, p. 186-7) notes that there might be an allusion
to the LXX version of Deu 32:43:
LXX Deuteronomy 32:43 e0ppardnte olpovol auo odT® Kol
TPOOKLYNOATWONY 0TQ Tovtee viol Beod eddppardnre €0vn peto
700 Acod ohTOD Kol €vioyuoatwony obTE Tavteg yyeiolr Beod
0TL TO oalpe TOV ULV altod EkdLkatol Kol €kOLKNoEL Kol
avtamodwoct Slkny Tolg €x0polc Kol TOLG KLOODOLY AVTHTOdWoEL
kol ekkodoplel kvpLog Ty yAv Tod Axod adtod
"Rejoice, ye heavens, with him, and let all the angels of God worship him: rejoice ye
Gentiles, with his people, and let all the sons of God strengthen themselves in him; for
he will avenge the blood of his sons, and he will render vengeance, and recompense justice

to his enemies, and will reward them that hate him; and the Lord shall purge the land of
his people."




Discussion:

The words were known from the earliest times on. Justin and Irenaeus (2™ CE)
quote them and they appear, already in an expanded form, in the Gospel of the
Nazarenes (2™ CE).

The wording apears to be typically Lukan.

It is possible that the verses had been edited outf, because it was felt
inappropriate for Jesus to show such human weakness (Gyovie. and
strengthening by an angel). Elsewhere in Lk Jesus is always calm and in control.
This is supported by Epiphanius, who thinks that the passage was suppressed by
anxious orthodox (anti-ebionitic). Also Hilarius hints at this (see above).

On the other hand it has been suggested that the words have been added to
show that Jesus was a real human being and not a super-human God (anti-
docetic, ebionitic).

See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 187 - 194: "..three writers of the 2™
century: Justin, Irenaeus and Hippolytus. Remarkably, in all three cases the
verses are cited to the same end, to counter any notion that Jesus was not a
real flesh and blood human being."

But is a strengthening by an angel really necessary to show that? The agony and
sweat would have been sufficient.

So, either

a) someone omitted the words because they possibly indicated a not fully divine
Jesus, or

b) someone added the words to show that Jesus was a real flesh and blood
human being.

It is noteworthy that the equally shocking word from the passing of the cup,
which was so offensive to Celsus, has not been eddited out in the same way. We
only know this omission from P69.

Both, addition and omission are explicable on doctrinal grounds, so not decisive.
In favor of the omission is the note by Epiphanius. Hilarius notes both
arguments (ebionitic and docetic). Very early patristic support and stylistic
reasons support the originality of the words.
Against this stands strong external support for the omission:

P75,01¢, A, B,R, T, W, 579, Sy-S, sa, bo.
But the support in favor of the words is also not bad:

01*€2 D, L, Q, 01713 f1,892, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy-C

Very difficult! Overall, I think there is a slight edge in favor of the words.



Compare also the variant Lk 23:34, where the external evidence is similar.

Compare:

A. Harnack "Probleme im Texte der Leidensgeschichte Jesu, I. Zu Lk
22:43-44" in "Studien zur Geschichte de NT und der Alten Kirche, I: Zur
Neutestamentlichen Textkritik", 1931, p. 86-91

L. Brun "Engel und Blutschweifl Lk 22:43-44" ZNW 32 (1933) 265-276
[argues for the inclusion of the words with the argument that Lk nowhere
else shortens the account of Mk without adding some replacement.]

J.H. Neyrey "The Ansence of Jesus' Emotions - the Lucan Redaction of Lk
22:39-46" Biblica 61 (1980) 153 - 171

B.D. Ehrman and M.A.Plunkett "The angel and the agony: The textual
problem of Lk 22:43-44" CBQ 45 (1983) 401-16 [argues for the short
text]

M. Patella "The death of Jesus: The diabolic force and the ministering
angel", dissertation, Paris, 1999, esp. p. 9-15, 64-73

CM Tuckett "Luke 22, 43-44, The Agony in the Garden .." in "Festschrift
Delobel, Leuven 2002, p. 131 - 144

Claire Clivaz " 'A Sweat like Drops of Blood' - at the crossing of
Intertextual reading and textual criticism", SBL contribution 2004.

Claire Clivaz "The Angel and the Sweat Like 'Drops of Blood' (Lk 22:43-
44): P69 and f13" HTR 98 (2005) 419-440

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)

in single brackets in the text.



TVU 289

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 22:47 "Etu adtod AwAodrtoc i6ov OxAog, kol O A€yOUeVoC
Tovdog €lc TV Owdeko TPoNPXeETo a0TOLE Kol fyyLoer 1@ ‘Inood
pLAfoaL adtov T .

T toDto yop onuelov Sedwkel adtolc: OV OV PpLANcw adTOC EOTLY

D.E, H, X, 0,0211, f13, 2, 700, 1071, 2766, pm,

it(aur, b, c, d, r), Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, geo, aeth

f13: 174, 230 omit

Lat(a, f, ff%, i, 1, q, vg) omit.
Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 26:48 0 8¢ TpadLOOVC CDTOV €OWKEY ®DTOLE OTUELOV
AEywr: OV Qv $LANow adTdg €0TLY, KPUTNoNTE DTOV.,

NAZ Mark 14:44 6edwkel 6€ 0 TopadLdole «dTOv cVoONUOY ®DTOLG
AEywrs OV QY GLANow odTOC €0TLY, KPUTNONTE oDTOV KoL GTOYeETE
XOPoAGC.

Probably added from the Mt/Mk parallels. There is no reason for an omission.
The diverse supporting witnhesses indicate an early date of origin.

D. Parker (Living Text) writes: "The harmonization is interesting, in that it is not
simply a verbatim transference of the material, but a slight revision, or rather a
number of independent revisions, so that Matthew's words will fit the Lukan
context better."

For the exact wording of the various witnesses check the IGNTP volume.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 290

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 22:51 GmokpLBelg &€ 0 'Inoode elmey: €dte €we tovTOL!
kol oaperoc Tod OTiov Laooto adTov.

D, it(a, d, e, f, ff2, rl), arm™:
14 -~ -~ l4 > -~
kol éktelvac TV yelpa Nbato adtod kel dmekoteatadn tO odc adtod
from Mt? from verse 50

Lat(aur, b, c, q, vg) read txt.

omit verse: 0171, Marciont

Marcion omitted 22:49-51 according to Epiph.

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

EKTELVW "stretch out, extend"
Compare previous verse 50:

NAZ Luke 22:50 kol émotofery €l¢ TG €€ aDT@Y Tod GPYLEPEWS TOV
SoDAov kol apelier 10 o0¢ ahtod TO SefLov.

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 26:51 Kol 1800 €lc TV pete 'Inood éktelvag tny xelpo
QUEOTOOCY TNV poxelpey oabtod kol metefag Tov  dodAov  Tod
GPYLEPEWS apelicy abToD TO Wtlov.

Compare also:

NAZ Luke 513 Kol éktelvac TNy yelpo NPato adTtod Aéywr: BEAw,
keBoploBnTL: kel €0Béwe N Aémpa &mfiAder & adtoD.

NAZ Luke 6:10 kol TepLprefapevoc mavteg oUTOLE €Lmey  adTR:
€KTELVOY TNV YELPO. 00VL. O O€ €ToLNoer Kol GTEKoTeoToOn 1) YELP
®0TOD.

Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests that the rephrasing is due to a supposed discrepancy:
In verse 50 the ear is cut off, so, how can he touch it and heal it+? This then has
been changed by D into:

"And reaching out his hand he touched him and restored his ear."



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 291

111. Difficult variant
NAZ Luke 22:61 TPLV GAEKTOPE GWITONL OTUEPOY GTOPVNOT UE TPLC.

BYZ Luke 22:61 [Iplv dAéktope. pwrfiont GTPYNOT e TPLG
Byz A,D,W,0,Y, 0250, f1, 565, 700, Mqj, Lat, Sy-P, sa™*

txt  P69(3™ CE), P75,01,B,K,II, L, M, T, X, 070, f13, 157, 579, 892, 1241,
al, b, ff%, 1, Sy-S, Sy-H**, sa, bo
f13 has ofepor pwriounl

\

olg  Sy-C

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

onuepor "today"

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 26:75 OTL TpLV GA€kTOpe GWUTonL TPLC ATOPVNOT) e
NA?" Mark 14:72 Tiply GA€ktope dwriiont Sl¢ TplC pe ameprnon’
Compare:

NA*" Matthew 26:34

€v To0TY TH VUKTL TPLY dAékTopa pwrhiocl TPLC GTOPVNON K.

NA*" Mark 14:30

oL onuepor TaOTY TH VUKTL TPLY 1) 6L¢ GAEKTOope pwYRonl TPLC e ameprnon.
NA*" Luke 22:34

00 GWYNOEL ONUEPOY GAEKTWP €WE TPLE UE ATaPYNON €L6EVL.

OMUEPOV appears in the Jesus prediction in Mk and Lk, but not in Mt. In the
exact parallels oMjuepov does not appear in Mt and Mk,

On the one hand it is possible that omuepor has been added from the
prediction accounts.

On the other hand it could have been omitted as a harmonization to Mt/Mk (so
Weiss).



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 292

Minority reading:
NAZ" Luke 22:62 kil €EEABWV EEW EKAQLOEY TLKPOC.

omit verse: 0171'9, it (a, b, e, ff2,i, 1, rl)
WH have the verse in single brackets.

Lat(aur, c, d, f, q, vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 26:75 kol €éuvnodn o IIétpoc tod pnuatoc Incod
elpnkotoc OTL TPLY GAéktopo GWUACKL TPLC GTaEVNAOYN Me Kol
EEeMBWY EEW EKALOEY TILKPKC.

NAZ Mark 14:72 kol €0BUC €k B€LTEPOL GAEKTWP €EPWYMOEV. Kol
areurnodn o Ilétpoc T0 pRpe W¢ elmer adt® O ‘Inoodg OtTL TPLY
aAEkTOope PwrRonl dL¢ Tplg pe amapynon: Kol EmLBaiwy EkAnLev.

Compare next verse 63:

NA?" Luke 22:63 Kol ol avdpec ol ouvéxovteg adtov évémollov
a0TE SEpPoVTEC,

BYZ Luke 22:63 Kl ol avdpec ol ouvéyxovtec Tov Incodv évémuilov
a0T@ BEPOVTEG

It is basically possible that the verse has been added as a harmonization to Mt
(so actually the NEB!). But the support is just too weak for that. It is therefore
more probable that the words have been omitted accidentally (the next verse 63
also begins with KoL).

The text of fragment 0171 has been carefully reconstructed by J. N. Birdsall:

J. Neville Birdsall, "A fresh examination of the fragments of the Gospels of St.
Luke in MS 0171 and an attempted reconstruction with special reference to the
recto)" in: "Philologia Sacra", Festschrift for Frede/Thiele, Freiburg 1993.

He concludes: "We have confidence that the study of the extant fragments
have laid a sure foundation for our contention that, ...the whole of verse 62 was
not found in the folium when still undamaged."



D. Parker writes (Living Text): "There is no obvious reason why a scribe should
deliberately omit the reference, and the likelihood is that the words are a later
addition from Matthew."

A serious objection to the originality of the verse comes from the fact that the
®DTOV in the next verse 63 does not refer to Peter, but to Jesus. In verse 62
Peter is the subject. So the «0TOV would naturally refer to Peter in verse 63,
too. This has been felt from early on and the Byzantine text replaces TOV
‘Incobv for
aOTOV.
61 The Lord turned and looked at Peter. Then Peter remembered the word of the Lord,
how he had said to him, "Before the cock crows today, you will deny me three times."

62 And he went out and wept bitterly.
63 Now the men who were holding him began to mock him and beat him;

On the other hand without verse 62 the situation is not much better. In verse
61 still Peter could be seen as the last mentioned subject.

CM Tuckett (in 6. Strecker "Minor Agreements", p. 134) writes: "The theory of
a textual corruption of the text of Luke, with a harmonizing addition being made
fairly early, still seems to be the best solution. Such a theory can claim (little)
support in the manuscript tradition; it eases the problem of the Lukan narrative
sequence; it makes the gospel texts differ; and moreover, when coupled with a
theory of Matthew's text is a secondary attempt to explain and ease the very
hard Markan text, it provides a reasonably coherent explanation of the
manuscript evidence of all three synoptic texts."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 293

112. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 22:64 kol TepLKOAD o Teg odTOV ETMPWTWY
Aéyovteg: TpodnTevooY, TLC €0TLY O THLONG OF;

BYZ Luke 22:64 kol TepLkadOartec adTov étvmtor adtod to Tpoowtov,
Kol €EmMpwtwy adtov, Aéyovtec Ilpopntevoor Tig €0ty O Telong o€

"and having blindfolded him, (they were striking him on the face)"

Byz A,D,W,0,Y, f13,157,579, 700, 1071, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, ff%,i, 1, q, vg), Sy-H
a0tod TO MpdowTov étvmtov adTtor D, d

o0tod TO TpoowToV 063, 070, f1, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa
(063 acc. to Gregory, Textkritik, III, p. 1059 and IGNTP)

txt P75,01,B,K II, M, L, T, 1241, pc, it(b, c, e, r'), bo
EMPWTWY adTOV 01

063 not in NA
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 26:67-68 TOtTe €VémTLONY €ic TO TPOOWTOV aLTOD Kol
exordpLooy adTOV, oL 8¢ Epamioay 68 AEyovTeC: TPOPNTELOOV TULV,
YPLOTE, TLC €O0TLY O TalOKC OF€;

NA?" Mark 14:65 Kol fpEoavto TLveg €umtiely adT@ Kol TepLKOADTTELY
a0Tod TO TPoowTor kol koAadllely adTor kol Aéyely  adTR:
TPOPNTELOOV, KKL OL DTMPETHL PUTLOMKOLY GUTOV EAxBOV.

Compare previous verse 63:
NA? Luke 22:63 Kal ol &vdpec ol ovvéxovtec adtov évémallov adTe
dépovreg, 8¢pw "beat, strike, hit"

The Byzantine reading adds the striking in verse 64 a second time. It could have
been omitted therefore as being redundant.



The words could have been added as a harmonization to the parallels, but the
words are not identical.

Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests that the words have been added, because of the
following ToLowg.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 294

113. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 22:68 €0V 8¢ €pWTNOW, 0V UN GToKPLOfTE.

BYZ Luke 22:68 €0V 6¢€ Kol €pWTINOW 00 U GmokpLOfite pot,
A} amoAdonte.

T&T #46

Byz A,D,N,W,¥, 0211, f13,700, 12785, 2786, Maj, Latt, Sy, Weiss, [Trq]
A} amoAdonte 892, pc*®
f| dmoAdonte poL/ue pc’,a
€V 8¢ EPpWTNOW, 00 UT GmoAvonte. 2542

txt P75,01,B,L, T, 1241, 1278*, bo
uwoL O, f1, 22,157,579, 1612, pc”*, vg™, sa

omit verse: pc? (901, 2729), e, vg™
T&T has © and ¥ wrong (interchanged).
Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

"you will not answer me or send me away"

No parallel.

It is possible that the words have been omitted due to h.t. (HTE - HTE, so
Weiss). Note the evidence of 1278! It appears that the personal pronoun has
been added independently.

It is possible that the words have been added to give some kind of explanation
as to what the question might be.

The whole verse is slightly strange, so it is no surprise that some witnesses
omitted it altogether.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words are too difficult to have been added
secondarily, note the missing object!



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 295

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:2 “Hpfavto 8¢ kotmyopely odTod A€yovtec: ToDTOV
cOpaper Sonotpédovta TO €Broc MUAY T kal kwAlovto Gépoug
Kaloopt S1dévar ™ kal Aéyovto €qvtor xpLotov Paciiée elval.

T1 \ / \ ’ ~ ~
KoL KOTOLADOVTO. TOV VOUOV Kol ToDC mpodnTig
it(b, c, e, ff%,i, 1, ), vg™*, Marcion®

™2 kol GmootpédovTa TUC Yuvalkec KoL TO TEKVX
¢, e, Marcion®

but c, e have it at the end of verse 23:5:

et filios nostros et uxores avertit a nobis;

non enim baptizantur sicut et nos, nec se mundant.

“and our sons and wives he turns away from us"

“for they do not receive baptism in the same way as we do, nor do they purify
themselves."

Lat(a, aur, d, f, r', vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 5:17 M) vopilonte 0tL HABov katadDootl TOV VOUOV 1| TOUg

TpodNTHG
Possibly omitted as conflicting with Jesus teaching, e.g. Mt 5:17.

On the other hand the first insertion fits perfectly to Marcion's doctrine.

JR Harris (Codex Bezae, p. 230f.) also sees these as Latin Marcionite
corruptions. Both these accusations are the same as those presented against
Marcion and his followers, "who do not hold to the perfunctory method of
baptism, but demand a severe ascetic preparation for the rite."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 296
NA? Luke 23:6 [TLAGTOC &€ Grcovo0C ETNPWTNOEY
el 0 abpwtoc NaAlialoc €atiy,

BYZ Luke 23:6 ITLAdtoc &¢ akovong IuAldoioy émputnoey
el 0 abpwtoc NaAlAaioc eotiy:

"And Pilate having heard of 'Galilee’ ..."

Byz A,D,R,W,0,Y, fl, 13,157,579, 700, 1071, Maj, Latt, Sy, sa, Trg
txt P75,01,8B,L,T,6070, 1241, bo

Tregelles has additionally [['oaALAxlocr] in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
A natural addition of the missing object.
On the other hand the word could have been omitted as redundant.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 297

NA? Luke 23:8 ‘O &¢ ‘Hpwdne idwr tov ‘Incodv éxapn Alav, fv yop &
KOOV Ypovwy BEAWY L8ely a0TOV 8Le TO GKOVELY Tepl a0TOD
kol HATLLEY TL omuelov LOely LT adTOD YLVOUEVOV.

BYZ Luke 23:8 0 6¢ ‘Hpwdng Ldwv tov ’Incodv éyapn Alov Mv yop
BEAwY €€ Lkavod L8ely adtov SLi TO akoveLy ToAAL Tepl adToD Kol
AATLCEY TL onuetov Ldely LT adtod yLvouevov

Byz A,W,R,VY, 13,892, Mqj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H
Tepl adToD MOAAL 13

txt P75,01,B,D,KIL L, M, T,0,070, f1,157,6579, 1241, al,
d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 14:1 "Ev ékelvy t0 kolpe fikovoer ‘Hpwdng 6 teTpaapynge
v akony ‘Inood,

NAZ" Mark 6:20 0 yop ‘Hpwdng épofeito tov ‘Twovvny, €ldwg adtov
avdpo SLKLOV Kol (yLOV, KoL OUVETHPEL aUTOV, Kol GKovoeC o0TOD
TOAAY MTOPEL, Kol NOEWC aDTOD NKOUEV.

A natural addition. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 298

114. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 23:11 €€ouBevnong 8¢ adtov [kel] 0 “Hpodne oLy tolg
OTPUTEVUOLY aDTOD Kol eumoifac mepLPadwy €00fita Aapumpoy
aremepper adtov t¢) IILAdTw.

odTOV 0 A, B,D,K,II R, ©, 1,174, 230, 983, 1689(=f13), 157, Maj,
Lat, Sy, bo®', sa, WH, NA®®, Weiss, Trg
oOTOV W, 063, 1241, 2542, al

odTOV Kol 0 P75,01,L,N, T, X, ¥, f13, 579, pc, a, d(!),
Sy-H™, bo?', WH™, Bois, Tis, Bal, Gre
Kol adTOV O 070

omit 2" kol: P75

IGNTP does additionally list 13 (against NA, Geerlings and Swanson), but omits
2542 for the W reading.

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

€EovbeVvéw "despise, treat with contempt"
Compare:

NA% Luke 22:63 Kol ol &vépec ol ouvéxovteg avtov évémallor odTd
6épOV‘EEQ, "And the men who were holding Jesus were mocking him, beating him;"

No parallel.
Kol here with the meaning "even, also".

The kL could have been added as a connection to the previous verse:

NA?" Luke 23:10 €LOTNKELOOY &€ OL GPYLEPELC KoL OL YPOUULOTELC
e0TOVWC Kotnyopodrte adtoD.

10 The chief priests and the scribes stood by, vehemently accusing him.

11 But having treated him with contempt also Herod with his soldiers, and

having mocked, having dressed him in a bright robe, he did send him back to
Pilate."



On the other hand it could have been omitted because an explicit rejection is
not mentioned. Both arguments are not very probable.

It is possible that it has been added to intensify the expression, "even he".

It is also possible that the word has been omitted because of the rare meaning.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 165) thinks that the KoL has been added (in view of the
following €umalEaC) in retrospect at verse 22:63.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original = fendency to omit brackets)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 299

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 23:12

Eyévovto &€ dpiloL O Te

‘Hpw)éne kol 6 ITiddtoc év adThl ThH Nuépe LeT’ GAANAwY:
mpoUTApYOoV Yap €V €xOpa Ovtec TPOC adTOVC.

Odvtec &€ év dndla O
IIidatoc kol 0 “‘Hpwdne éyévovto dliol év adth Th Nuépa
D,c,d

Cum essent autem in dissensionem (d: lite) Pilatus et Herodes facti sunt amici in
illa (d: ipso) die.

Note that in the text version there is a word order variant of the names, as in
the D-reading:

‘Hpwénc kol 6 ITLddtoc  P75,01, B, L, T, W, 070, 124, 579, 892, 1071,
1241, 1424, 1675, Lat, sa, bo™
IMuAatoc kel 0 ‘Hpwdne A, D, K, II, N, W, O, f1, f13, 28. 157, 565, 700,

Maj, Sy
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut
TPOUTHP YW = "be or exist previously"
€x0pu = "hostility, ill will, hatred"

ovtec €v andle = "being at odds"

No parallel.

Strange variation.

The D reading contains the rare word andlo which appears nowhere else in the
NT and only once in the LXX (Prov. 23:29).

The only reasonable explanation is that the verse has been changed to improve
style.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 300

NA?" Luke 23:15 GAL" 006¢ ‘Hpodne, avémeuler yop adTOV TPOG MUAC,
Kol 180U 00der GELOV BoVATOU €0TLY TETPUYUEVOV DTG

BYZ Luke 23:15 &AL 006¢ ‘Hpo)dne avémeulor yop OUaC TPOS odTOV
Kol 180U 00der GELOV BoVaTOU €0TLY TETPRYUEVOV DTG

Byz A,D,W,V,fl,124,174, 230, 346(=f13), 700, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Trg

txt P75,01,B,K, I, L, M, T, 0,070, 157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
aur, f, vg™*, Co, Trg™
qvémeuliory... 070

Grémeplier yop adtov TPoOC LUAC f13, pe, vg™s, Sy-H™
qrémeplir yop adTOV TPOG VWA 788, al, vg™s

Grémeplio yop odTOv TPOC dTOV  Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm, geo?

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Neither has Herod [found this man guilty]
txt "for he sent him back to us"
070 "for they sent him back to us"
Byz "for I sent you back to him"
f13 "for he sent him back to you"
788 "for I sent him back to you"
Sy ‘"for I sent him back to him"

Compare verse 7 and 11:
NA?" Luke 23:7 [ IILAd&toc] avémepler adtov mpog ‘Hpwdny,
NA? Luke 23:11 [ ‘Hpwonc] avémeuper adtor 160 IiAatw.

Metzger writes: "In the transmission of this clause, copyists became hopelessly
confused..."

The txt reading makes the best sense. First Pilate sent Jesus to Herod, Herod
sent him back to Pilate. So the natural answer of Pilate would be: "Herod has not
found this man guilty, for he sent him back to us."



The Byzantine reading seems to mean: "I have examined him in your presence
and have not found this man guilty - nor has Herod - for I sent you back to him."
The Byzantine reading does not deal with the Herod clause at all.

The other readings are probably just errors.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 301

115. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 23:17

BYZ Luke 23:17 qvaykny 6€ elyev amoAVeLy adTOLC KOTX €0PTNV €V

T&T #47

Byz 01,(D),W,0, Y, f1, f13, 131, 157, 1071, Mqj, Lat, Sy, bo"", [Trg™]
qraykny &€ elyev kot €optny &moAleLy aTtolc évo.
D, ®, ¥, 579, 892™, 1424, 1675, pc**
add €évo GéouLov: al'?’
ouMBeLar for GVAYKNY N, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™* (from Jo)

add after verse 19 D, pc?, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, aeth
(not noted in T&T)!

txt P75, A,B,K I L, T,070, 0211, 892*, 1241, pc?3, a, vg™, sa, bo®'

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:15 Kot 6€ €optny €lw0eL 0 MYeUwy GTOADELY €V TG
OxAw 6€opLov oV fiBeiov.

NAZ Mark 15:6 Kotd 0€ €optny QmeAver olTOLC €ve. OEGULOV OV
TOPNTOLVTO.

NA?" John 18:39 €0TLV &€ ouvvnPelo VULV Lo €vo GmoAbow UHLY €V @
ooy

Compare next verse:
NA? Luke 23:18 ’Avékpoyor 8¢ mapminfel A€yovTec ...

It is possible that the verse has been omitted very early due to homoioarcton
(@vaykny &€ - "Avékpayor 8¢). Later some witnesses inserted it at the wrong
place. But the insertion after verse 19 could also be explained as D having an
exemplar that was originally without the verse. Possibly the words were written
in the margin and then inserted at the wrong place.



On the other hand it is possible that the sentence has been added as an early
attempt to harmonize the text with Mt/Mk (so Weiss).

Problematic with this view is that the harmonization is not exactly like the
Mt/Mk wording. Especially dvaykn does not appear here. GVOLYKT) appears 3
times in Lk and once in Mt. Note that some withesses have ouvnBeLoy here
from John.

It has also been suggested that without the words the story is rather difficult
to understand.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 302

116. Difficult variant

’ ~ 4
NA? Luke 23:23 oL &8¢ €EMEKELVTO GWVOLE WEYRANLE GlTOVMEVOL oDTOV
oTeupwOfvaL, Kl Ketioyvor al dwral adT@v.

BYZ Luke 23:23 oL &8¢ €MEKELVTO PWVOLE HeyoAuLls aitolperor odTov
oTaUpWOfVEL Kol Katloyvor ol Gwral adTOY Kl TOV GE)YLEPEWV.

T&T #48

"And they were pressing with loud voices asking him to be crucified, and
prevailing were the voices of them, and those of the chief priests."

Byz A,D,N,P,W,0,¥, 0250, f1, f13, 131, 157, 579, 892, 1071, 2786, Ma],
c.d f, Sy, [Trg]

KXl TV &pYOVTWY 1253
KL TV APYOVTWY KoL TV APYLEPEWY 1424
KoL TOV TpeoBuTtépwr 2680

txt P75,01, B, L, 070, 130, 755, 1241, Lat, Co

Lacuna: 33
B: umlaut! (1346 B 40 L) dwval adtdv. 24 Kol ITiAdtog émékpLyey

No parallel.

Sounds like an afterthought.

It is possible that the words have been omitted to improve style. It is also
possible that they have been omitted due to h.t. (.WN - .WN).

On the other hand the words could have been added to specify those who were
responsible for Jesus death.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 303

117. Difficult variant:
BGT Luke 23:27 "HkoAo0BelL 8¢ ahTt®d ToAL TARO0¢ ToD AnoD kol
YUVOLKRDV 0L €KOTTOVTO Kol €0prvouvy adTov.

BYZ Luke 23:27 'HkoAo00elL 8¢ aht® ToAL TARO0C ToD AxoD, kol
YUVOLKOV ol Kol €KOTTOVTO Kol €Bpmrovy adtov.

No noted in NA, but in SQE (Byz only)!

Byz €%, K II, P, W,O, f1, f13,157, 565, 700°, Maj, Sy-H

txt P75,A,B,C*, D, N, X, ¥, 0124, 0211, 33, 700*, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424,
1675, 2542, 2766, Lat(a, aur, b, d, e, f, ff, g', 1, vg), Co, arm

kol 69,579, c

omit O1,L,r!
but L reads alkOTTOVTO for &l €KOTTOVTO

Compare: A

NAZ" Mark 15:41 ol 0te N év 1 [eAtdale NkodovBouvy adTd

BYZ Mark 15:41 ol kol, 0te fv €v th [adtiale, NkoiovBour adtd,

oL 01, B, ¥, 083, 33, 892, 1424, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co
Kal A, C, L, W,A, L8445 al,l, vg
al kol D, O, f1, f13, Maj, Sy-H

Regarding the Syriac Pete Williams comments:

"In Mark 15:41, while NA27 is right that it is unlikely that the wording of
SP could have been produced from a text reading kol for txt's oL, the
outside possibility that S or P were produced from a text reading ol Kol
as D O 13 m should not be overlooked, when full consideration is made of
the tendency of Syriac translations to overlook K&l in the meaning of

‘also’.

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 146.

It is probable that the variation here is due to the similarity of the letters. The
question is if it's an omission or an addition.



On the one hand it is possible that kol has been omitted to improve style
(omitting a redundant word) or due to parablepsis. On the other hand kol could
have been added to avoid an error like that in L, mixing up the two e-sounds.

Bill Warren suggests on the textualcriticism list (13. Sept 2006) that the kol
has been added to get the meaning "both ... and" or "not only ... but also™:

"and among them were women who were both lamenting and wailing for him."
Warren writes: "Clarity is added that the women (professional or customary
social mourners?) were the ones doing both acts of lamenting him and
singing/wailing a funeral dirge for him (and not the large multitude of the
people, although such an understanding would be awkward anyway). kel could
have been added for both clarity and as a fairly common way to unite the two
participles with a common subject."

It is possible that kol has been added for this reason. On the other hand cl
kel could already be the original reading with this meaning.

The support for kol without &l is just too slim, otherwise one could presume
that L Kwl is a conflation,
Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 304

NAZ" Luke 23:32 "Hyovto 8¢ kol €tepol kokoDpyoL 600 ovv alt®
avoLpedfivoL.

BYZ Luke 23:32 "Hyovto &¢ kol €tepol 600 kakoDpyoL oLy adTe
avoLpedivoL

Byz A,C,D,L,P,Q W0, Y, 070, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-C, Gre, Trg, Bal

txt P75,01,8B
do 1071

omit %‘EEpOL: e, ¢, Sy-S, Co

Tis printed 800 kakoDPYOL but wrote in the corrections:
"text eodem modo voluit Tischendorfius kakoDpyoL 600"
B: no umlaut

txt "Also other criminals, two, were led with him"

Byz "Also others, two criminals, were led with him"

Compare:
NA?" Luke 10:1 Meto 8¢ tabte arédelfer 0 KOpLOC €T€POLC €Bfdounkovta

The txt version could be read as describing Jesus as a criminal.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 23:32 "Hyovto 8¢ kol €tepoL kakoDpyoL 800 ouv adT@

- 2
avoLpedfivar T .

T1

™! Toathas et Maggatras |

T2 et Capnatas r! (having a lacuna before)

B: no umlaut

Codex Rehdigerianus, | (8" CE) reads in full:
"ducebantur autem et alii duo latrones cum illo Ioathas et Maggatras
crucifigerentur

Codex Usserianus, | (7™ CE) reads in full:

"duceba]ntur autem et alii duo m[aligni] cum illo

ut crucifigere[ntur ..] et Capnatas

(the MS suffered damage from fire and water, so only one name is left.)

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 27:38 T0te otaupodvtal oLy adTE 600 Anotal,
® ~ 1 ? 2

€lg €k 6eELdv T kol €lg €€ edwripwy T

1 .
" nomine Zoatham ¢

2 :
T nomine Camma ¢

The same addition occurs in Mk 15:27 by the same MS c.
NAZ" Mark 15:27 Kal ouv a0t otavpodoLy 600 Anotag,
o & SeELdv T kol Eva € edovipor T adTod.

1 .
7" nomine Zoathan c

2 )
nomine Chammatha ¢

T

See "Names for the Nameless in the NT"
in B. Metzger "New Testament Studies", Leiden 1980

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:34 [[0 8¢ ’Inoolc €deyev: mdatep, Gdbec adTOlc, 0D YaP
otdaeoLy Ti moLoDoLv.]] Siapepilopevor 6¢ T tuatie ohTod EPaAov

KAPOUC.

T&T #49

omit: P75,01¢, B, D*, W, ©, 070, 579, 1241, pc’, a, b, d, Sy-S, sa, bo, Weiss

txt

NA?°, WH both have the words in double brackets.
oL 6¢ 579
pc = 31*, 38, 435, 597*, 1808*, 2622, 2633

01*%, A, C, D%, K, 11, L, Q, X, P, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 131, 157, 700, 892,
1071, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, arm,

Diatess, Ir'®", Cl, Or, Eus, Chrys, Cyr, etc., Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal

In E with asteriscus.

A omits TOLTEP

01¢:: The words are deleted by curved marks, similar to 22:43-44

D Scrivener: "not earlier than the 9™ CE."
I am not so sure, I think that they could be earlier. The words were
added at the bottom margin where verse 33 ends and the Section
number TK has been added after the words have been added. Also
TKA has been added within the last line before dLopepLlouevoL.

B: no umlaut

Gospel of the Nazarenes (2" CE): for the Latin texts see SQE to the passage

e "As it is said in the Gospel of the Nazarenes: Due to this word [Lk
23:34a], Thousands of Jews who were standing around the cross

became believers." (found in Haimo (of Auxerre, 9™ CE) Halberstatensis,
Comm. in Isa 53:12)

e "Note that in the Gospel of the Nazarenes one can read that due to
this word, 8000 have been converted later, namely 3000 on

Pentecost (Acts 2) and later 5000 (Acts 4)." (found in Historia passionis
Domini f. 55r, also quoted in Chronicon Salernitanum, see Flusser)

Gospel of the Hebrews (possibly, quoted by Jerome in epistle 120, 8, 9):

But so much loved the Lord Jerusalem, that he wept and lamented over
the city and, hanging on the cross, he said: "Father, forgive them, for



they know not what they do." And he achieved what he begged for, and
immediately many thousands of Jews believed, and up to the 42nd year
they had time to repent. (see SQE for the Latin).

Marcion (2" CE), acc. to Epiphanius Haer 42.11.6, lemma oo’ (71), reads:
23:33 Kol nMABOvtec eig¢ tomov Aeyouevov Kpaviov toToC,
eotovpwony dTOV 34 kol Siepeploovto Too Lpatie o«hTod EPfadov
KANPOUC, 45 Kol €0koTlodn O MALoc.

Tatian (2" CE): Arabic Diatessaron:

SECTION 52: 1 And after that, Jesus knew that all things were finished; and that the scripture
2 might be accomplished, he said, I thirst. And there was set a vessel full of vinegar: and in that
hour one of them hasted, and took a sponge, and filled it with that 3 vinegar, and fastened it on
a reed, and brought it near his mouth to give him a 4 drink. And when Jesus had taken that
vinegar, he said, Everything is finished. 5 But the rest said, Let be, that we may see whether
Elijah cometh to save him. 7 And Jesus said, My Father, forgive them: for they know not
what they do. And Jesus cried again with a loud voice, and said, My Father, into thy hands T
commend my spirit. He said that, and bowed his head, and gave up his spirit.

Fathers evidence:

No early father can be found for the omission in the 2", 3" or 4™ CE, except
possibly Marcion.

For the full record compare IGNTP Lk vol. 2, p. 217-18.

Ignatius (2" CE), to the Ephesians, ch. 11
He threatened not, but prayed for His enemies, "Father, forgive them,
they know not what they do."

Irenaeus (2™ CE), Against Heresies Book III
16.9 and when He underwent tyranny, He prayed His Father that He would
forgive those who had crucified Him.
18.5 He exclaimed upon the cross, "Father, forgive them, for they know not
what they do."

Clement of Alexandria (around 200 CE)
Recognitions book VI, ch. 5
Wherefore, in short, the Master Himself, when He was being led to the
cross by those who knew Him not, prayed the Father for His
murderers, and said, "Father, forgive their sin, for they know not what
they do!"
Homily XT




For the Teacher Himself, being nailed to the cross, prayed to the
Father that the sin of those who slew Him might be forgiven, saying,
"Father, forgive them their sins, for they know not what they do."

Origen™®" (early 3 CE), Homily on Leviticus 2,1

Hippolytus (early 3™ CE), Zahn quotes Hippolytus c. Judaeos 3:

Christ, talking in Psalm 69, is saying: €Aeyov: "Totep, Gpec wdTOLS" TOLG
€0veaLy

Expository Treatise against the Jews: David the son of Jesse. He, singing a certain
strain with prophetic reference to the true Christ ... in which (strain) the Christ who
humbled Himself and took unto Himself the form of the servant Adam, ... speaks thus in
the 69th Psalm: ... Wherefore "they that sit in the gate spoke against me," for they
crucified me without the gate. "And they that drink sang against me," that is, (they who
drink wine) at the feast of the passover. "But as for me, in my prayer unto Thee, O Lord, I
said, Father, forgive them," namely the Gentiles, because it is the time for favour with
Gentiles. "Let not then the hurricane (of temptations) overwhelm me ...

also "Benedictions of Jacob" (EL¢ tag evAoyreg tov lokwp):

Kl Yop O OWTINP OeOuerog ULTEP adTOV EAeyer: ToTep, deg
aDTOLE, 00 Yap 0LdooLy O ToLodoLy.

(compare: Texte und Untersuchungen 38.1: C. Diobouniotis "Hippolyts Schrift iber die
Segnungen Jakobs")

Didascalia Apostolorum (3rd CE), ch. 6, IT.16:
For our Saviour Himself also was pleading with His Father for sinners, as it
is written in the Gospel: My Father, they know not what they do, neither
what they speak: but if it be possible, do Thou forgive them.

Apostolic Constitutions (4™ CE), an adaptation of the Didascalia Apostolorum
Book II, ch. 16 For our Saviour Himself entreated His Father for those
who had sinned, as it is written in the Gospel: "Father, forgive them;
for they know not what they do."
Book V, ch. 14 And a little afterward, when He had cried with a loud voice,
"Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do,"

Hilarius (ca. 350 CE) quotes the word several times in refuting Arian
misinterpretations, De Trinitate I: 32, X:48, X:71.

Pseudo-Justin (ca. 400 CE), Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos, no. 119

(Some manuscripts ascribe this work to Justin Martyr (about 150), but it is generally recognized as a much later work. It
has been ascribed to Theodoret (who died about 458), to Diodorus of Tarsus (about 370), and left as an anonymous work
of about 400.)

TOTE HEV AEYWV O KLUPLOG TOTEP KPEC GUTOLS OL YoP OLOKOL TL
TOLOUOL (see Harnack for full quote).




Jerome (ca. 400 CE), epistle 120, 8, 9

He quotes 23:34 as a prove for Jesus' love for Jerusalem and adds:

"Ttaque inpetravit quod petierat multaque statim de Judaeis milia crediderunt.”
(compare the Hebrew Gospels above)

Cyril Alex.
(ca. 425 CE) considered the words an interpolation in his book XIIT of 'Contra

Julianum' (lost, but cited by Arethas in his "Commentary on Revelation", 9™ CE):
"ToTep, Qe avTolg, o0 Yyap oldaol TL ToLoDoLV." €l Kol
KuplAdw Tt AAcEoavdpel év 1y’ TV kate IovAlarod EAEYYw TPOC
vobov tolTo TO  PNTov €dofer amookuPailonl: GAL’ €l €ékelvog
oUTW¢, MUIY o0 Todto Ookel. OTL Pnde TaVTeC Ol  ToPOVTEC
Tovdolol TAC TOAMUNG TOV GPYLEPEWY €EKOLVWVOLY, OUC TOVTOGC
€lkoc Votepov odpayLodfvel Tf Tlotel, kabO kol 60VAOLE KHTOLC
@eov 0 ’lAYYE)LOC KOAEL. (from: J. A. Cramer "Catenae Graecorum Patrum in
Novum Testamentum VIII", Oxford 1840, p. 287 on Rev 7:4-8)

No Gospel parallel.

Other parallels:

The stoning of James the Just, transmitted by Hegesipp (ca. 180 CE):

Eusebius Church History book 2, chapter 23

"And they began to stone him, for he was not killed by the fall; but he turned
and knelt down and said, T entreat you, Lord God our Father, forgive them, for
they know not what they do.""

K. Haines-Eitzen notes that the words can be seen as a reminiscence to Isa
53:12:
LXX Isaiah 53:12 KoL SL0 TOC OUOPTLOG DTOY Topedoon

"and for their sins he was given over"
Haines-Eitzen notes Luke's fondness for Isa 53 and verse 12 (compare Lk 11:22
and 22:37): "Each time, the reference cites a portion of the Isaiah verse in
chronological order."

K. Haines-Eitzen notes also the following interesting parallel:
NA?" Acts 3:17 Kol viv, adeAdol, olde 0TL Kate Gyvolay Empotute
WOTEP Kol Ol GPYOVTEC VPOV
"And now, brothers, I know that you acted in ignorance, as did also your rulers."



Compare also: The Stoning of Stephen

NAZ Acts 7:60 Oclc 6¢ TO yovoto €Kkpokey QWYY MeYOAT KOPLE, WUT)
OTNONG KOTOLG TEOTNY THY GUaPTLOY. Kol TODTO €LV éKoLunon.

Then he knelt down and cried out in a loud voice, "Lord, do not hold this sin against them."

It is possible that the words have been omitted, because
1. of anti-Judaic tendencies in the post-apostolic church. The words could
be interpreted as Jesus forgiving the Jews. The discussion in the early
church shows that this word was very offensive to Christians in light of
the strong anti-Judaism.
2. they might contradict Jesus previous pronouncement of judgement
(23:29-31).

The words basically fit Luke's thinking and motives. The vocabulary is typically
Lukan. It can also be noted that Luke uses Ta.Tep as an address in prayer several
times, two more times in the passion narrative (22:42, 23:46).

Blass, Zahn and Harnack consider the words genuine.

Note the similar support for the verses 22:43-44|

23:34

omit: P75,01, B, D*, W, ©, 579, 1241, Sy-S, sa, bo"'

txt  01*% A,C, D% K IL L, Q, X, ¥, 1, f13, 33, 892, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P,
Sy-H, bo®", Diatess

22:43-44:

omit: P75,01%, A, B,N, R, W, 579, 1071*, pc*, f, Sy-S, sa, bo"*

txt  01*¢ D, K IL L, Q X, 0, ¥, f1,174, 230(=f13), 892*,
1241, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, bo"!
C has a lacuna. f13 has txt at Mt 26:39.

Of the important MSS only A, D, © and 1241 read different in both verses.
Especially interesting is that O1 has been corrected in both verses by (I,
obviously from a different source! (This has already been noted by Streeter:
"Four Gospels" p. 123)

This looks very much like an intentional deletion (‘recensional activity'). Both
words are clearly problematic on doctrinal grounds. But the deletion must have
happened very early, because the support is early, widespread and good.



But these arguments were not convincing to all textual critics:

Hort wrote: "Its omission, on the hypothesis of its genuineness, cannot be
explained in any reasonable manner. Willful excision, on account of the love and
forgiveness shown to the Lord's own murderers, is absolutely incredible: no
various reading in the NT gives evidence of having arisen from any such cause.
[..] Few verses of the Gospels bear in themselves a surer witness to the truth of
what they record than this first of the Words from the Cross: but it need not
therefore have belonged originally to the book in which it is now included. ...
Nevertheless ... it has exceptional claims to be permanently retained, with the
necessary safeguards, in its accustomed place."

Nestle: "ganz merkwiirdig" (quite peculiar).

Weiss: "schlechterdings nicht [zu] erkldren”
(= [secondary omission] quite impossible).

The problem is to come up with a good explanation for a secondary addition of
the words.

It has been suggested that the words have been added in reminiscence of Act
7:60. It is also possible that the words come from Hegesippus (Stoning of James
the Just, see above). This has been suggested by D. Flusser. But why only in Lk
and not also in Mt and Mk, which are very similar at this point? And why with a
different wording?

The words do not fit very good into the context:

33 When they came to the place that is called The Skull, they crucified Jesus there with the
criminals, one on his right and one on his left. 34 Then Jesus said, "Father, forgive them, for
they do not know what they are doing.” And they cast lots to divide his clothing. 35 And the
people stood by, watching: but the leaders scoffed at him, saying, "He saved others; let him save
himself if he is the Messiah of God, his chosen one!"

This might indicate a secondary interpolation.

It should be noted that from a narrative point of view, Jesus words are probably
not directed to the Jews, but to the Roman soldiers. They do not understand
what is happening. Nevertheless the words have been taken as directed to the
Jews (compare the Jewish Christian Gospels above).

Whitlark and Parsons give another argument by pointing out that with these
words, the number of sayings spoken by Jesus from the cross is now Seven.
Seven is a symbol for completeness. When the four Gospels were collected into
a single collection, it was realized that one saying was 'missing’ to make up a



complete Seven. This lead to the addition of the saying from some "floating
tradition". Perhaps it was Tatian, our first witness to the saying, who originally
added the words?

Whitlark and Parsons also point out that the support for the reading prior to
the 4™ CE is limited to the Western texttype. This is interesting, because such
an addition fits the character of the texttype.

Peter Head comments on this (ETC Blog, Aug. 2006):

Very difficult!

Compare:

e E. Graf "Uber die Echtheit und die Bedeutung der Worte in Lk 23:34:
Vater, vergib ihnen etc." TSK 34 (1861) 749-64

e A. Harnack "Probleme im Texte der Leidensgeschichte Jesu, I. Zu Lk
23:33.34" in "Studien zur Geschichte de NT und der Alten Kirche, I: Zur
Neutestamentlichen Textkritik", 1931, p. 91-98

e D. Daube "For they know not what they do: Lk 23:34", Studia Patristica
4.2 (1961-2) 58-70

e D. Flusser "Sie wissen nicht, was sie tun" in: Kontinuitdt und Einheit,
Festschrift Franz Mussner, Freiburg, 1981, p. 404-7

e J.HPetzer "Eclecticism and the text of the NT" in "Text and
Interpretation" Brill, Leiden 1991, p. 47-62, esp. 54-60

e T.M. Bolin "A Reassessment of the textual problem of Lk 23:34a"
Proceedings: Eastern Great Lakes and Midwestern Biblical ociety 12
(1992) 131-44

e J. Delobel "Luke 23:34a: A Perpetual Text-Critical Crux?" in Festschrift
T. Baarda, 1997, p. 25 - 36 [where he argues that the parallelism with
Acts 7:60 is intended and typical for Luke.]

e K. Haines-Eitzen "Luke 23:34a" in "Guardians of Letters", Oxford, 2000,
p. 119-124



e J.A. Whitlark and M.C. Parsons "The 'Seven' Last Words: A Numerical
Motivation for the Insertion of Luke 23:34a." NTS 52 (2006) 188-204

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
put the words in single brackets

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 307
NA? Luke 23:35 Kol elotrkel 0 Aad¢ Bewpdv. Eeuuktnpllov &€ kol ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTEC

BYZ Luke 23:35 kol €LOTNKeL 0 AnOC Oecwpiv. Eeuuktnpll{or 8¢ kol ol
apYOVTEC 0LV 0DTOLE, AEYOVTEC

Byz A, W,0, f1, f13, Maj, Lat(a, aur, f, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, Eus

txt P75,01,B,¢C, (D), L, Q, X, P, 070, 69, 788(=f13"), 33, 157, 579, 892, 1241,
pc, it, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co

\ e 4 e \ b ~ b 4 9 \ \ b4 9 ~
D: KoL €ELOTNKEL O A0OG OPWV. EUUKTNPLLOV KUTOV KoL €AEYOV 0UTR"
B: no umlaut

EKUKTNPLCW "make fun of, ridicule"

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 27:41 OUOLWC KL OL GpPYLEPELC €Umall{ovTeC HeETH TOV
VPOUUUOTEWY Kol TpeoPutépwr €reyor:

NA% Mark 15:31 OQOLWC KoL OL GEYLEPELS éumall{ovtec TPOC GAANAOUG
HETO TOV YPUUUATEDY ELEYOV*

There is no reason for an omission, but also not for an addition.
There is a slight redundancy with the words, because the kal = "also" already
indicates that they do it together:
"and the rulers also were sneering with them"
But it is also possible to read the kil as "even':
"And the people stood by (silent), but the leaders even scoffed at him"

Possibly the oUV 00TOLG has been added to blame all the Jews more clearly.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NA? Luke 23:35 Kol €lotnkel 0 Aao¢ Bewpdv. écuvktnpLlor 8¢ kol ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTEC (AAOUC €0WOEY, OWONTW €6UTOV,

el oltdc €oTLy O YpLotdc Tod Beod 6 éxAextoc.

BYZ Luke 23:35 kol €LOTNKEL 0 AxOC Bewp®dv cuuktnpll{or ¢ kol ol
&pyovTEC oLV wbTOLE, A€yovtec "AALOUC €0WOEV 0WONTW EXVTOV
€l obTOC €0ty 0 XpLotoc O ToD Beod ékAekTOC

Only incomplete in NA and SQE!
B: no umlaut

Byz €l 00TOC €0TLY O YpLoTOC O ToD Beod €kAekTOg
A C KILMN,Q,0, Y, 33,700, 892, 1241, Maj, Lat, Trg

* 2 o 4 b S \ e ~ ~ e b 4
01*: €L 0UTOC €0TLY O XPLOTOG O TOD BeoD O exAekTOC

txt €l obtog €0ty 0 ypLotog tob Beod O éxAekToc.
01, L, W, f1, WH, NA®®, Trg™

€l o0TOC €0TLY O YPLoTOC 0 VLG ToD Beod O ékAekTOC
P75, 070(omit 6), £13, 157, 1071, L844, pc, |, !, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, Eus

b4 o / bl [ (4 ~ ~ [ b /
€L oUTOC €OTLV 0 vLoc toD OeoDd O eKAeKTOC
579, geoI

bl (34 ) e \ ~ ~ 3 2 ’
€L VLOC €aTLY 0 YpLotoC ToD OeoD 0 €KAEKTOC B

b (34 Ol ~ ~ b \ 5 ¢ b /
€L viLoc el tob BeoD, €L YpLOTOC €l O €EKAEKTOC D, ¢

omit 0 €KAekTOC: 047, e

Sy-S, Sy-C do not support LLOG.

K. Witte from Muenster confirms that 892 reads Byz here.



Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 27:40 000V 0euTOV, €1 LLOC €l ToD BeoD, [kal] katafndu
&mo TOL 0TeUPOD.

NA% Mark 15:30 000V 0€0LTOV KotoBeg o ToD 0TocvpPoD.
NA? Mark 15:32 0 ypLoto¢ 0 Baoiielg TopanA katefatw vov amo Tod
O0TOLPOD,

Compare:
NAZ?" Matthew 16:16 &TokpLOelc 6¢ Lipwy Ilétpog eimev:
oL €l 0 ypLotoc 0 vloc tod Beod tod (dvToc.

NA?" Matthew 26:63 kol 0 GpyLepel €lmer adT®* €Eopkilw o€ Kot TOD
Bcod tob {Dvtog Tve MUy €lmmg el oL €l 0 ¥pLotog 0 viog Tod Beod.

>

NA% Mark 14:61 oV €l 0 ¥pLOTOC O LLOC TOD €DAOYNTOD;

NA? Luke 4:34 o, TiL MUy kel ool, 'Inood Nalapnré; NABec dmoréont
MUac; olda o€ TlC €1, 0 tryLog tod OeoD.
LLOC 579

NA? Luke 9:20 eimev 8¢ adtole Luelg 6¢ tlve pe A€yete clval; IIétpog
d¢ amokpLBelg elmev: tov xpLotor ' tod Beod.
T OOV D, it, bo™

T TOv LoV 28,892, pc

NA% Luke 9:35 Kol GWVT) EYEVETO €K THC VEPEATC A€youor: OUTOC EOTLY
0 LLOC WOU O éKAeAeYUEVoC, oDTOD GKOVETE.

]

NA% John 11:27 €y® TemLOTEVKE OTL OV €L 0 ¥PLOTOC O LLOC ToD Beod 0
€lg TOV KOOUOV €pYOUeVoC.

NAZ" John 20:31 oDt 8¢ yéypoamtal tvo mLoteb[o]nte 0tL ‘Incodc €éotiy
0 YpLotOC O LLOC ToD Beod,

Clearly 6 vLO¢ TOD Beob is secondary, a well known phrase from Gospel

context.
Is it possible that the B reading is a misreading/hearing of 00TO¢ / LLOG ?

Note that this phrase is a Minor Agreement of Mt and Lk against Mk, who does
not have it.




Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 23:37 KoL A€YOVTEC
€l oL €l 0 Booirebe TV Touvdalwy, 6OOOV GEXVTOV.

Aéyovtec: yalpe 6 BaoLAielc TV Tovdulwvy,
TepLTLOEVTEC 0DTR Kol dkavOLvor oTédarov
D, c,

Aéyovtec: yolipe: €l oV €l 0 BaoLrelc TOV Tovdulwy, 6OGoV GequTOV.
\ 9 4

TepLTLOEVTEC DT Kol dkavOLvor oTédarov
Sy-S, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 27:29 kol TA€EowTec otédovov €€ akovdOV EmEONkoy €Tl
e kedbaAfic adtod kol  kaiopor €v TR ekl adTtoD, Kol
yovumetnoavteg Eumpoober avtod évémaliar obT® A€yovTeg YOLpE,
BooLded TV Tovdoiwy,

NAZ Mark 15:17-18 kol  €vdLBOOKOLOLY  aDTOV  TOpdUPOY Kol
TepLTLOéaoy alt® mACEovTeC dkavdivov otédaror: 18 kul MPEAVTO
aomalecBal adTov: Yolpe, Poolied TV Tovdoiwy:

NAZ John 19:2-3 kol Ol oTpatL@dTEL TAEENWTEC OTéDavOY €E AKavODY
emédnkar odTod TH KepoAf) kol tuatior Toppupody TepLéfuior adTOV
3 Kol TPYovto TPOC odTOV Kol EAcyov: yolpe O Poolielg TGV
Tovdolwy: kKol €6LS000V aDTE POTLORKTO.

It seems to be a harmonization to the other Gospels, but in a strange way. It
appears that the first part of the verse is nearest to John and the second part
is nearest to Mark. Also the order of the events is interchanged: The yolpe
comes before the crowning.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 310

NA% Luke 23:38 )y 8¢ kol €mLypodmn e’ adTd:
0 BooLiete TV Tovdalwy obTOC.

BYZ Luke 23:38 )V 8¢ Kol ETLYPON YEYPOULEVT €T DT
voouuooLy ‘EAAnvikoic, kel Pwuoikoic kel ‘Eppalkolc,
00To¢ €0TLV 0 PBaoiievg TV Tovdalwy

Byz 01*, A, C%, D, Q,R,W,0, ¥, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™, Gre, [Trg™]

Em adTR YPAUUOOLY. .. 01*, 372
ETLYEYPOUUEVN €T oUTA. .. A D, Q
e’ DT yeypouuérn.. . X, ¥, 13, 33, 2766, pc

... ‘EAAnvikoic, kol ‘Efpaikolc, kol ‘Pwuaikoic 157, pcd
... ‘EAAvikolc, kel Poualkolc  69*, 346

txt  P75,01%, B, L, 070, 1241, a, sa, bo"'
EM DTG YEYPOUUEDN C*, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™
VTN YEYPOULEVT 579*
[emLyeypoppérn] €’ adT® Trg (no MS support)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 27:37 Kol émédnkoar eémavw th¢ kepaAfc adtod v altiow
o0ToD yeypouuévny: oUtoc éotiy ‘Incolc 6 Baoiievc TV Tovdoiwy.
NA% Mark 15:26 koL v 1) €mLypadn Tthe altlog adTod EmLyeypapuuévn: o
BaoLievc TV Tovdoiwy.

NA? John 19:20 kal A yeypoupévor ‘Efpatoti, Pwuciott, ‘EAinviortl.
BYZ John 19:20 kol v yeypopuévor ‘Efpatott, ‘EAinviote, ‘Pouciott.

There is no reason for an omission. A secondary cause is indicated by the
different introductory words in early witnesses and the different order of the
languages. On the other hand the diversity is limited. It is interesting that the
wording and order of the languages is not identical to that in Jo. This seems to
indicate a recollection from memory (compare €TLYCYPOUUELT by A, D, Q from
MK).



It is also interesting fo mention that in John f13 and 579 add the words not in
verse 20, but in verse 19, the position where they are in Lk (579 has them again
in verse 20):

NAZ" John 19:19 €ypaler 8¢ kol TitAov 6 ITLAGTOC kol €Onker €ml Tod
otoupod: Y &€ yeypouuévor T - ’Incodc 0 Noalwpoloc 0 Baolielg
oV Tovdalwy.
T ‘Efpaioti, ‘Pwuaiott, ‘EAAnviotl  f13

‘EBpaiotl, ‘EAAnviotl, ‘Pouaiotl 69,579

This indicates that scribes felt this to be an appropriate place for the words.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 311

120. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:39 El¢ 8¢ TOV KpepaoBevtwy Kakolpywy ePAaodmueL
a0TOV A€ywr: olYL oL €l O YpLoTOC, 0OV GENUTOV Kol TUAC.

omit Aéywv: B, L, 1241, WH, NA®®, Weiss, Tis, Bal

omit A€YwV ... Nudc D,d, e

Tregelles has A€YwV in brackets.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 27:39-40 OL 6&¢ Topomopevouerol €BAnopnuoLY  adTOV
KLYODVTEC TOC KePoAXS DTV 40 Kol AEYOVTEC: O KOTAVWY TOV VOOV
Kel €V TPLOLY MUEPOLE OLkoSOp®Y, 0RooV oeavtov, €l vlog €l ToD
BcoD, [kal] ketaPndL &mo Tod oToLPOD.

NAZ Mark 15:29-30 Kol ol mapamopevduerol  éBAnodpnuovy  adTov
KLvolvteg To¢ Kepaddg DTV Kol A€yovtee: o0t O KOTOADWY TOV
VOOV KoL OLKOBOUGY €V TPLOLY TUEPILS, 30 OO0V OEqLTOV KOUTOPOC
&m0 TOL 0TeuPOD.

In the parallels they are the passers-by who insulted him. One Old Latin (l)
replaced the words omitted by D, e, with the words from Mt/Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 312

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:43 kol elmery adT®* GUNY 00L AEYw, ONUEPOV WeT’ €nod
€om €V TR Tepadelon.

A punctuation issuel

B¢ reads: )\GFU)CHMGJ’ON.MGTGMOY

This is also the interpretation of Sy-C for which Burkitt has:
"T say to thee today, that with me thou shalt be in the Garden of Eden."
(Sy-S has the normal text, in this respect.)

Aéyw OTL, onuepov L, 892, L1627, b, ¢, Co, Sy

het’ €uod €om év TQ Tapadelow onuepor  AM 118 Ps 8, 11 (1.8)
LetT’ €uol €om onuepor €V T¢) Tapadelow  Apo, Hil

D: amokpLBeic d¢ 6 ‘Inoodc elmer T émLmAnooovtl, OapoelL oNuepoOV
HeT’ €uod €om év TGO Topadelow.

B p. 1347 A 39: There is a brown dot, a low point squeezed between the N and
the M. T would term it "of unknown origin". There is no extra space between the
letters which one would expect if this is a comma. It is at least clear, that this
is not from the original scribe. First, he did not use such dots and even if he did,
he would have added an extra space, but there is none. So, it is either a blot, or
someone for whatever reason added a dot later. The ink looks similar to that of
the letters, so it is either enhanced or has been added later with a similar ink.
If it is deliberate, it is unusual, the enhancer did not add such things.

Those dots appear elsewhere. I have not looked into this systematically, but
have been pointed to p. 1452 (Rom 7-8) in B. Here those dots appear quite often.
There are high and low points. B uses high points elsewhere, probably at least in
part by the original scribe. This should be investigated in more deftaill

If the dot in B is deliberate one could interpret this as:
"Truly I fell you today, you will be with me in Paradise."
against txt:
"Truly T tell you, today you will be with me in Paradise."




Note also the Gospel of Nicodemus (4-5th CE, compiled from older sources):
cited from Tischendorf

0 O€ ELTEV (UTW® OMUEPOV A€YW OOL oANBELXY LV O€ €)W €LC TOV
TapodeLooV et euov. (Part 1: Acts of Pilate)

"And he said to him: 'Today I tell you the truth, that I should have you in Paradise with me.""

KoL €VOUG ELTEV POL OTL OGNV oMV OTULEPOV A€YW OOL, LLET’ €UOL €O

€V TO ToPOOELOW. (Part 2: Descent of Christ into Hades)
"And immediately he said to me: Amen, amen, today I tell you, You will be with me in Paradise.""

The question has also been discussed by church fathers:

Makarius of Magnesia (ca. 400 CE): Zahn writes in his commentary on Lk:
"Makarius agitates against those who, unable to believe in Christs ability to
reach the paradise, punctuate after onepOY."

Hesychius of Jerusalem (5th CE), Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 93, columns 1432-33.

ITwg n vmooyeolg Touv KupLou mPog tov AnOTny TETMANPWTKL, OTL
XMUEPOV UET €UOV €O0M €V T ToPodeELow; MeTta yop TOV OTOLPOV
0 XpLOTOC €LC 0dOL €TL €AeLBepLla TWVY VEKPWY TOPOYLVETHL®
EdeL 8e koL tov Anotny, vmevburor ovte T®W VoUW TNG Puoewc.
Tweg pev outog avayLV®WoKOLoLY: Auny A€yw oOL OMUEPOV, Kol
UTOOTL{OVOLY  €LTO  €TLPEPOLUOLY, OTL €T’ €UOL  €0M €V  TO
TOPIOELOW. ["Some indeed read this way: 'Truly I tell you today,' and put a comma;
then they add: 'You will be with me in Paradise."] Q¢ oV €LmOL TLE, OTL Auny
A€EYW 0OOL ONuepoV €V Tw otavpov wv, Kon pet’ euov ev tw
TopadeLow. KL 8€ kol avoylvwokewy 0€L, wg Tn ouvnbelae OOKEL,
OULOEV EVAVTLOVTHL TOU 2WTNPOC MUWY, TN ATEPLYPATTW KUTOU
BeotnTL, OUK €V KdM LOVOV THPNYEYOVTOG, OAAN KL €V THPNOELOW
Ope Tw ANOTT, KoL €V adou, kol petor IIatpog, Kol €V Tw Todw
oTE TO TOVTH TANPOLVTOC.

Theophylact (12th CE), Edition: Patrologia 6raeca, Vol. 123, column 1104.
AAldoL e exPrafovtal TO PN, OTLEOVTEC €L TO XMUEPOV LV €
TO A€YOUEVOV TOLOUTOV' AUNY €Yw OOL OMLEPOV ELTE TO WET €LOU
€0M €V TO ToPUOELOW €TLPEPOVTEC.

"But others press upon the saying, putting a punctuation mark after 'today,’ so that it
would be said this way: 'Truly I tell you today’; and then they add the expression: "You will
be with me in Paradise.""



Scholia 237, 239, 254. found in Tischendorf
aAloL - To pnrov ekProovtol: Aeyouol yop O€Ly LTOOTLLOVTOG
VY LVWOKELY® OUNY AEYW OOL ONUEPOV, €LT OUTOC €mLbEPELY TO*
ILET €OV €0M) efc.

"Others press upon what is spoken; for they say it must read by putting a comma thus:
‘Truly T tell you today,' and then adding the expression this way: 'You will be with me'
etc."

Burkitt comments on the Syriac:

"Ephraim quotes the words of Jesus three times and each time without the
prefixed 'To-day', as in C and in A 437. But he says also 'Our Lord shortened his
distant liberalities and gave a near promise, To-day and not at the End ... Thus
through a robber was Paradise opened." The punctuation attested by C is
referred to but not approved by Barsalibi, who says (in his Commentary on S.
Matthew): 'Some hold that when he said Today, it was not of that Friday that
he said that in it the robber should be in Paradise, but at the end of the world;
and they read the passage Amen, amen (sic), to-day, adding a colon, and
afterwards With me thou shalt be in Paradise, i.e. at the end of the world.' But
possibly this is an extract from some Greek commentator, for in Greek no
change would be required in the text if this view were addopted, while in Syriac
it involves [a] transposition." [Burkitt Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe, Vol. 2, p. 304]

It might also be interesting that already Origen (185-254 CE) writes: "It
belongs to the resurrection that one should be on the first day in the paradise
of God" (Comm. John, book 10, 21). But this is only a general statement, not
focussing on this verse and should be read in context.

This punctuation is a relevant issue for Jehovah's witnesses, because they have
the comma after "today" in the NWT, which suits their beliefs.

If we accept the dot in B to be deliberate, then the only thing we can safely say
is that one person at one time found it useful to place a comma here. It was
certainly NOT the original scribe.

The dot in B is not of much relevance because the punctuation question exists
independent of it. The punctuation, if there was any at all, was, like spelling,
very irregular in the early MSS. Any punctuation in ancient MSS is VERY
doubtful. The punctuation in Nestle-Aland or GNT is NEVER based on a
punctuation in a MS. It is ALWAYS a decision based on grammar, syntax,
linguistics and exegesis.

Some MSS added a OTL, to make clear that OTjuepoV has to be taken with the
following. D adds 6apoet.



This is not really a textcritical issue, but one that has to be decided by
exegetes and translators. An immediate thought is that it would be banal, to
note that Jesus is saying this today, when else should he be saying it? It would
be rather awkward. On the other hand it is not clear that Jesus entered the
paradise on that day. Was he not in Hades for three days?

Interestingly B. Weiss concludes ("Die Vier Evangelien"), that the ﬂocpo'cﬁeLoog
must therefore be within the Hades.

Carl Conrad wrote on the Bgreek mailing list (Jan 15 2000):

"I have personally come around to think that associating the SHMERON with AMHN LEGW SOI
is not only likely but that Jesus-saying here cited in Luke's narrative seems better suited to its
context. I'll add too, that while some may have theological reasons for wanting to understand
SHMERON with ESHi MET' EMOU ..., my own thinking here has more to do with a judgment of
historical probability in the context.

I should add also that one thing about this text that's always struck me as fascinating is that,
IF one assumes that SHMERON belongs with ESHi (as T have until now thought preferable), this
Jesus-saying is surely inconsistent with the generally-consistent futuristic eschatology of a
delayed Parousia which we find set forth in Luke. And while one may occasionally find items in
any one NT book that are hard to square with other data in the same NT book, yet this is
jarringly inconsistent, and the more I've thought about it, the more unlikely the meaning derived
from understanding SHMERON with ESHi seems to me."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 313

NA?" Luke 23:45 ToD TALOU EKALTOVTOC, €0%L0OT 8¢ TO KOTATETHOUK TOD
vood péoov.

BYZ Luke 23:45 kol €0k0TL0On O TALOC, kol €oyloOn TO KATHTETHOMN
700 Vood péoov

T&T 50
Byz A, C% D, QR W,0,Y,fl, {13,157, Maj, Latt, Sy, Or™*, Marciont, Trg

txt P75,01, B, C*, L, 070, 579, 2542, pc’, Sy-H™, Co, Or™s
P75 and B have ékAeLmOvToC, which could be Present or Itacism.

2542 has EKAXLTOVTOC
pc = 597, 968, 1012, 1451, 1626, 2528, 2705

Origen: Byz: "most copies", txt: "some copies"

10D NALov ékALmovToc Kol €okotlafn 6 NALOC 22, pc'®

omit: €, 33, pc®, vg™ (homoioarcton? KAI ES.. - KAIL ES..)
pc = 159, 443*, 1137, 1195*, 1373*
IGNTP notes also 1424 for the omission against NA and Swanson.

Sy-Pal adds at the end of the verse:
"and the moon hid its light and the stars fell and the rocks split and graves were
opened and the bodies of many saints arose and were seen by many."

B: no umlaut

EKALTOVTOG €KAELTW participle aorist active genitive masculine singular
"fail, give out; cease, end"

€okotlofn okoti{opwl indicative aorist passive 3rd person singular
"be or become darkened"



No parallel.
Compare:
> ) < ~ \ 34 \ b 4 b ’
LXX Job 31:26 1] OU)Y OP® MEV MALOV TOV €TLPOUOKOVTE EKAELTOVTH
oMy 8¢ ¢pOLvovoay ol yop €T adTOLC €0TLY
"do we not see the shining sun eclipsed, and the moon waning?"

LXX Isaiah 60:20 00 yop S00€Tol O MALOC OOL KoL T) OEAYM 0OL OUK
éK)LEI/.glgEL "or your moon (shall not) withdraw itself"

LXX Isaiah 13:10 ol yap GoTépec ToD obpavod kal 0 'Qplwy kel TaC O
KOOpoc ToD ovparod T0 GRC 00 8WooLoLY Kol OKOTLOONOEToL TOD
MALOL Gvatéddovtog kol M oeAnrn o 6woel T0 GO adThC

"For the stars of heaven, and Orion, and all the host of heaven, shall not give their light; and it
shall be dark at sunrise, and the moon shall not give its light."

LXX Amos 8:9 Kol €oTal €V ékelvm T Muépa A€yel kOpLog 6 Bedc kol
dvoetal 0 NALOG peonuPplog kol ouvokotaoel €Tl Th¢ yHg €V Muépq To
ule

"And it shall come to pass in that day, says the Lord God, that the sun shall go down at noon, and
the light shall be darkened on the earth by day"

LXX Psalms of Solomon 17:31 TL pwTeLVOTEPOY MALOL kol ToDTO ékAelmel
"What is brighter than the sun? Yet it can be eclipsed."

The txt reading is a Genitivus Absolutus. The meaning is not entirely clear. It
could mean "the sun's light failed" or "the sun was eclipsed".

The Byzantine reading is the easier reading. It is possible that the prophesies
of Isa 13:10 and Amos 8:9 provide a basis for reading the verb okoTL{OpL.

33 omits probably due to homoioarcton (KAT ES.. - KAI ES..).

It is possible that the txt reading indicates an (at full moon impossible) eclipse.
Then a change is only natural.

[Jews and others in the ancient Near East followed a lunar calendar in which
each month averaged 29.5 days in length. They had twelve months in most years,
each month beginning with a new moon. The Old Testament specifies that the
Passover/Pascha is to be observed on the 14™ day of the first month
(alternately known as Abib or Nisan, see Deuteronomy 16:1-7).]

Zahn (Comm. Lk) thinks that the txt reading is an attempt to explain the
darkening in a physical way as an eclipse. He tends to adopt the Byz reading.



According to him it is not the sun which caused the darkening, but that the
darkness was so complete that also the sun was dark.

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



TVU 314

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 23:49 Elotnkeloor 6¢ TovTeg ol yrwoTol adTE Gmo hokpodey
kel yovelkeg ol ovvekoAovBodool adt® amo the [aAitdalog OpRowL
ToUTOL.

"the wives who followed him"

TGOV 0LYAKOAOVBNOAVTWY  Dura-Europos fragment (0212)
"the wives of those who had followed him"

et mulieres eorum ¢ (interpolated, noted in W. Petersen "Diatessaron")
"and their wives"
B: no umlaut

Plooij suggested that the difference in the Dura fragment originated by a
mistranslation from a Syriac vorlage (see Petersen's "Diatessaron").

Compare:

D. Plooij "A Fragment of Tatian's Diatessaron in Greek" Exp.Tim. 46 (1934-35),
471-476

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 315

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 23:53 Kol KoOeAwV €EVeTOALEEY obTO OLVSOVL Kol €Omkev
a0TOV €V urnuatl AaEeut® ob olk MY o8l oUTW Kelpevog 12 .

™ kel mpooexOALoer AlBov pwéyar &M Thy O0pav TOD urnuelov.
U, f13, 700, al, bo™?, aeth
f13: 69, 788 don't have the addition

T2

D, 070, (1071), c, d, sa

D: kol Oévtoc adtod émédnker TG urmuelw AlBov ov poyLg €lkool
4
€KVALOV

1071: kol Te Bévtoc ohToD EMEOMKEY TG Uvnuelw ALBov

070(=0124): kol Bévtoc adToD EMEBMKAY TG Prmuelw ALBov péyay Ov
uoyLC €lkooL &vdpoc ekvilov

d: "et posito eo inposuit in monumento lapidem quem vix viginti
movebant"
c: "et cum positus esset in monumento, posuerunt lapidem quem vix viginti
volvebant"

Note also that D, d add T0 o@ue tod ‘Incou for a0TO, probably a repetition
from the previous verse.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:60 kol TPOOKULALOoG ALOBov péyer th BUpa tod pvnueiov
aTRAOED.

NA?" Mark 15:46 kol TpooekUALoey ALBov éml try B0pov toD pvnueiov.
NA? Mark 16:3 Tl dmokuAloeL MUy Tov AlBov ék Thc O0pac Tod
LUMUELOV);

NA?" John 20:1 T 6¢ pL tov oePpatwr Maple 1 Maydoinvn €pyetol
TPWL oKOTLHG €TL oDoNG €l TO urmuelor kol PAETEL TOV ALBov
fPUEVOY €k ToD PumueLov.



Context:
NA? Luke 24:2 €Dpov 8¢ TOV ALBOV ATOKEKVALOPEVOV GO TOD UVMuUELOv,

1. The additions by f13 et al. are from the Mt/Mk parallel. There is no reason
for an omission.

2. The addition by D et al.:

This is thought to be a Latin verse which was translated into Greek by the
scribe of D (so J. Rendel Harris) and which Scrivener has traced back to
Homer's Odyssey (IX. 240).

Odyssey IX. 240: The part is from the Cyclops story:

QTOp EmELTo EMEOMKEY Oupeoy peyor LPOoE aelpac OBPLUOY.

But then  heput adoor-stonelarge high  lift up strong.

00K G TOV Ye 800 Kol €lkooL OuoEoL €0BANL TETPAKUKAOL

Not up it at least two and twenty wagons good four-wheeled

amo oldeoc OxAlooelay TOooMY HALPaTOV ETEOMKeY BVPMOLY.

from the earth move so great  high he put the door.

"Then he [the cyclops] rolled a huge stone to the mouth of the cave, so huge that two and

twenty strong four-wheeled wagons would not be enough to draw it from its place against the
doorway."

Compare also:

Vergil "Aeneid" 12.899:

"Nec plura effatus saxum circumspicit ingens, saxum antiquum ingens, campo
quod forte iacebat, limes agro positus, litem ut discerneret arvis. Vix illud lecti
bis sex cervice subirent, qualia nunc hominum producit corpora tellus."

"Then, as he rolled his troubled eyes around, an antique stone he saw, the common bound of

neighboring fields, and barrier of the ground; So vast, that twelve strong men of modern days
The enormous weight from earth could hardly raise."

And note also:
Josephus' Wars of the Jews, Book 6, chapter 5, paragraph 3

"Moreover, the eastern gate of the inner [court of the] temple, which was of brass, and vastly
heavy, and HAD BEEN WITH DIFFIFULTY SHUT BY TWENTY MEN, and rested upon a basis
armed with iron, and had bolts fastened very deep into the firm floor, which was there made of
one entire stone, WAS SEEN TO BE OPENED OF ITS OWN ACCORD about the sixth hour of
the night."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 23:55 KotokolovOnooowl 6¢ ol yuvelkeg, oltivec Mooy
ouveAnAvdutol €k th¢ Tadtdolog adTd,

BYZ Luke 23:55 KatokodouBnooool 6&¢ YUVOIKEG OLTLVEC Moo
ouveAnAudulol a0T® ék ThHC Todtdolog €0eaonrTto TO UUNUELOY KoL WG
€TEON TO ODUK KDTOU

Byz 01, A,C,W,063,2,700, 2766, Maj, Tis, Bal

txt P75,B,L,P, X, 0, ¥, 070, f1, f13, 22, 33, 157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
Sy, Co

one of the above: Lat(aur, c, f, vg)

kol TR (Tischendorf: "cum minusc VIX mu"), probably an error by Erasmus.

800 D, it(a, b, d, e, ff%, q, r'), vg™, Trg™
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Matthew 27:61 "Hy 8¢ ékel Mapropw 1 MaySaAnvn kol 1 &AAN
Maplo kKaOueveL amevartt Tod Tadou.

NA? Mark 1547 1| 66 Moptoe 1 Maydoednvn kol Moaptloe 1 Twofitog
eBewpouvr ToD T€BeLTOL,

Compare:

NA?" Luke 23:49 Kl YUVOIKEC ol ouvakoAovBoDoaL cdTE

NA? Luke 24:10 foar 8¢ 1| MaydeAnvt Maple kel Twovve kel Moplo
N TakaBou kol ol Aotmal oby adtalc. €A€yor TPOC TOUC GTOOTOAOUC
TadTa,

It is possible that ol and 600 are attempts to specify that known women are
meant. The names are given in Lk 24:10 (more than twol). 800 possibly comes
from the parallels, which have the two Marias at the tomb.

On the other hand it is equally possible that the word has been omitted because
it is not clear which women are meant.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 121) thinks that the omission is a thoughtless conformation
to verse 49. He further notes that L writes A€ € FYNAIKGC, which

could then easily result in an omission.



Regarding the proposed Erasmus error Kol YUVOLKES it might be interesting to
check the actual MS 2, which contained printer notes. The only other MS
besides MSS 1 and 2 Erasmus did use (for the Gospels) is MS 817. He did know
69 also.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 317

121. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 24:1 TH 8¢ pLg tov ooePfotwr 0pBpou Budéw €Ml TO WY
AoV GEpovonL 0 NTOLLNONY CPWUKLTL.

BYZ Luke 24:1 Tf] 8¢ pLd tov oofPfatwr 0pbpov Bubdéog NABov €ml To
LUAUe GEPOLOXL 0 MTOLULEONY GPWUNT KoL TLVEC oUV aDTHLC

Byz A,C% W,0,Y,fl,f13,157,579, 700, 1071, 1241, Maj,
f,q,r!, Sy, sa, bo™s

txt P75,01, B, C*, L, 124*(=f13), 33, Lat, Sy-Pal™, bo

KoL TLVEC oLV aDTOLG

b ’ \ bl e ~ \ » 9 4 \ 4
eAoyLlOVTO O€ €V €nuTolc TL 0PO CLTOKVALOEL TOV ALOov
D, c,d, sa

(they omit dpPOUOTE)

APWUATH. Kol TLVvéEC ol adTolc

2 ’ \ ) e ~ \ b4 J ’ < ~ \ ’
€AoYL{OVTO O€ €V €auTHLE TL 0P GLTOKVALOEL NULY TOV ALBov
070

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 16:3 Kol €A€YOV TPOC €UTAC TLG GTOKLALOEL MUY TOV ALBov
ek The BUpac Tod pvnuelov;

Compare verse 10:
NA% Luke 24:10 floecr 8¢ 1| MoydeAnvn Maple kol Twovve kel Mop Lo
N ToxkaBou kol ol AoLmel oLy adTelc.

Compare:

Lk 23:53 T D, 070, (1071), c, sa

kel 0évtog adtoD €médnker TQ urmuelw AlBov Ov uoyLg €lkoot
eKuAlov:

The Byzantine addition is strange. In 23:55 only "women" are noted. So why is it
needed to add here "and certain others with them"? Is it possible that it is
inspired from the similar term in verse 10?



The addition by D et al. is a harmonization to Mk. Note that the same witnesses
also have the addition of the large stone at 23:53. Possibly Tatianic (see JR
Harris, Codex Bezae, p. 188f.).

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 318

122. Difficult variant
Minority reading: A
NAZ Luke 24:3 eloeABolont 8¢ oy €Opov TO odux ToD Kuplov ‘Incod.

100 ‘Inood 579, 1071, 1241, pc?, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo™
omit: D, it(a, b, d, e, ff3, 1, r)
WH have the term in double brackets.

txt P75,01,A,B,C,L, W, A, 0,%¥,070, f1, f13, 33, 157, 892, Mqj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [toD kuplou] in brackets in the
margin.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.
Compare:

NA?" Luke 23:52

'? \ ~ ’ > s \ ~ ~ 5 ~ \
00To¢ TPooeAbwr ¢ IAatw HTHRoNTo T0 odue Tod ‘Incod 53 kol
KaBeAWY €vetVALEEY aDTO OLVEOVL Kol €OMKer adTOV €V UVTLETL
AaEeut) 0D o0k M 00delg oUW Kelpevog.

for 00TO: TO0 oQue. Tod 'Incov D, d

NAZ" Mark 16:19 ‘O pev odv kvpLog ‘Incodc pete t0 AwAfool adTolc
GUeAnudOn €lc Tov odparor kol ékadLoer ék 6eELdy tob Beod.

WH: "the combination of 0 kUpLo¢ "Inooic is not found in the genuine text of
the Gospels, though perhaps in Mk 16:19".

But the term is found in Acts 15 times! In the epistles it appears 37 times and
twice in the Revelation, in sum 54 times. So, actually it is rather surprising that
the term is NOT in the Gospels, except here. It is possible that the title
kUpLo¢ 'Inoolc was intended only for the resurrected Jesus and has therefore
been omitted here.

If the term is not original here, it must be a very early addition. Why should it
have been omitted? See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 219: It might be an



"orthodox corruption" tfo make sure that it was indeed the body of the Lord
Jesus that was in the tomb. When the verse ends with c®ue, it could mean that
the heavenly Christ has left the (physical) body of Jesus before he died.

D. Parker (Living Text) speculates of "a three-stage development of this fext,
from:
'And entering they did not find the body’ to:

' ... the body of Jesus' to:

' ... the body of the Lord Jesus'".

But it is also quite possible that the variant by 579 et al. is probably influenced
from 23:52.

Note that D alone adds T0 o@pa oD ‘Incou in 23:53. Probably this is simply a

repetition from verse 52, but it shows that the scribe seems not too concerned
with this issue.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 319

123. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:6 0Uk €0TLV DO€, GAAL TYEPON. HvModnte ¢ édaAncev
VMY €tL v év 1) TaAtdely

omit: D, it, arm™*, geo™, Bois, Weiss
AYEPON  Marciont
NYEPON €k vekp@dV ¢ ("resurrexit a mortuis")
00K €0TLY MO, Ayépdn  C*, Sy-P

oK €0TLY WO, GAAYX GVEOTN W

Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.

NA®, WH both have the phrase in double brackets.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation
Parallel:

NA?” Matthew 28:6 00k €0TLV W&€, NYEPON Yop KabWC elmey
NAZ Mark 16:6 NY€pON, 00K €0TLY wde* 1de O TOTOC OTOL €dnKay ohTOV.

It is difficult to imagine why the words would have been deleted. Aland (NT
Papyri II) suggests that 00Uk €0TLV € has been omitted as superfluous,
because it is very clear that Jesus is not there.

The problem is that without the words, the text does not really make sense:
5 The women were terrified and bowed their faces to the ground, but
the men said to them, "Why do you look for the living among the dead?
He is not here, but has risen. 6 Remember how he told you, while he was
still in Galilee, 7 that the Son of Man must be handed over to sinners,
and be crucified, and on the third day rise again."

The wording is not the same as in the parallels. Nevertheless 00k €0TLY D€
could be a harmonization to the parallels (so Weiss).

The reading of C* is clearly a harmonization to Mt.

The words could have been added to clarify and strengthen the reality of the
Resurrection.



Weiss in his Lk Com. notes that the words are not needed, because already in

verse 3 the women noted that he is not there:
NA? Luke 24:3 €loeABodonl 6¢€ oy €Dpor T0 oBpx ToD Kuplov ‘Incod.

A good suggestion came from Jim Snapp (on the TC list, 6 Dec. 2002). If the
reading by it-c was the original (Western) reading, then the omission could be
due to h.t.:

verse 5: ... TL (ntelte TOV (DUTH UET TOV VEKPOV®

verse 6:  NYEPON €k VEKPROV. WMOONTE WC EAXANOEY ..

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

27 \ e ’ J \ ~ 4 b 4 ~
NA“" Luke 24:9 Kol vmootpeicoot amo TOD PVTUELOL ammyyeLAoy TobTo
TRVTO TOLC €VOeko KoL TOLY TOLC AOLTOLC.

omit: D, it, arm, geo

Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.
WH have the term in single brackets
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 28:8 Kol ameABodoel Ttoyl amo tod pvmuelov pete Gpopou
Kol Yopie UEYoANg €8paior ameryyeliol Tole pednreic adtoD.

NAZ Mark 16:8 kol €EeABoboal €duyor amo tod Pvmuelov, elyer yop
aDTOC TPOUOC KoL €KOTHOLE Kol o0devl o0dev elmow: €poPodrto yap.

Compare verse 2:
NA?" Luke 24:2 €Dpov 6¢ TOV ALOOV GTOKEKUALOUEVOV QMO TOD UVNUELov,

The words could be a harmonization to Mt/MKk, but it is more probable that they
are an accidental omission due to homoioarcton (AP.. - AP.). It is also possible
that the words are omitted as superfluous (so Weiss).

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

NA? Luke 24:9 Kol Umootpéfoont amo Tod pumuelov amyyeltioy todto
TOAVTO TOLC €VOeko KoL TAOLY TOLC AOLTOLC.

NAZ" Luke 24:10 ooy &€ 1) Maydoinun Mapio kol Toavve kel Moplo
N TokdPov kol ol AoLmal oLV adTElS. | €A€yor TPOC TOLC GTOOTOAOUC
TadTo,

omit: A, D, W,T, 788(=f13), 1241, al, Lect??, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H**
fv 6 K I, U, ¥, f1, 69(=f13), 2, 22, pc, Lat, Co

txt P75,01, B, L, ©, 070, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 1071, Ma;

Tol 019K, 0, Y, 700, Maj

Tregelles has ioow 6¢ in brackets.
B: no umlaut

The sentence ooy 6¢ ... a0TELC breaks the continuation from verse 9 to the
following éAcyov ... It looks like an editorial gloss. Note especially the double
KoL TOOLY TOLC AOLTOLC - KoL ol AoLmol oLV aDTELC.

By omission of the oo 8¢ it is possible to continue the sentence from verse 9
and to supply a subject for amMyyeLAov. It is also possible to start a new
sentence with | MaydaAnvt Maplo though. In that case a ¢l is not allowed
before éAeyov.

focy 8¢ without a «l could mean that a new sentence starts with Kol ol
Aoimel. In that case the curious situation is that it were the unnamed ol
AoLToL who report the events to the disciples. To avoid that interpretation a ol
was added.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:12 ‘O 8¢ TIétpoc QvooToC €Opoey €TL TO WUTUELOV Kol
mapokOliie PAEmEL Ta 6OOVL pove, Kol GTAABEy TPOC  €XLTOV
Bovpalwy TO yeyovoc.

omit verse: D, it (a, b, d, e, |, r‘l), NA®® Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the verse in double brackets.
Tregelles has the verse in single brackets.

Lat(aur, c, f, ff%, vg) have the verse.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation.

Parallel:

NA% John 20:3-6 'EifAber odv O Il€tpoc kol O GAAOC WaONTNG Kol
HPYXOVTO €L TO pvnuelov. 4 €tpexov 6¢ ol 600 OWod: Kol O &AAOC
LoONTNe Tpoedpaper tayLor tod Ilétpou kal MABer TP@TOC €ic TO
Uvnuelor, 5 kol moepokOPoc PAETEL kelpevo To 080vLe, o0 UEVTOL
clofABer. 6 €pyetal odv kol XZipwy II€tpo¢ dkoAovddV wdT@ Kol
elofjAler €lc 10 prmuelor, kol Bewpel to 000VLe Kelpeva,

NAZ" John 20:10 gmfiAfov o0V maALy Tpog ahTOLC oL pednTodl.

Luke John

‘0 &¢ TI€Tpog GraoTog 3 0 Ilétpoc

€dpaLer 4 TPOESPOLEY

€L TO UuMUELoV 3 €l¢ TO pvnuelov

kol Topok Do BAETeEL 5 kol Tepok O PAETEL
T0e 000VLe pove, 5/6 T0 00OVLL

\ b ~ \ e \ J ~ > / \ b \
Kol oamABery mpog €avtor 10 amhABoV oLV TMOALY TPOG KUTOULG
Bavpalwy TO yeyovoc.

The verse could be a composition from Joh 20:3-6,10 (so Weiss). But this would
be a rather creative composition, which was alien to later scribes. Luke is
missing the other disciple. Also the reaction of the disciples is described
differently: in John it is faith, in Luke it is astonishment. Luke 24:12 would be a
clumsy summarization of John 20:3-10, for Luke 24:12 misses the essential point



of John 20:3-10. So either this verse in Lk is a very early addition or both
evangelists drew from a common source. Aland (NT Papyri IT) writes: "If there
is a connection between Lk and Jo, then Lk is primary and Jo is secondary."

This verse has an un-Lukan feature, the historic present BXéﬂEL. Of the 93
occurrences of the historic present in Mk, Lk changed 92 (Ehrman, Orthodox
Corruption, p. 212 - 217). Compare also the present in Lk 24:36: A€ycL, another
Western non-interpolation. Luke has 12 instances of the historic present in his
Gospel, mainly verbs of speech.

Other words or phrases not used by Luke elsewhere are: TopakOlag, 000vLe,
GmHABer TPOC €xLTOV.

All these features appear in the Johannine parallel.

On the other hand there are some typical Lukan features as well:

1. QvooTaG: appears 28 times in Lk/Acts. Elsewhere 2 times in Mt and 6
times in Mk.

2. Ol w: M-Mk-Lk-Act: 7-4-13-5

3. TO yeyovoc: this term appears 5 times in Lk and 3 times in Acts, but
elsewhere only once in Mk.

Neirynck: "the joining of the verb Baupdlely and TO YeYoVOC in one
expression creates a valid example of Lukan style."

If the verse is a secondary addition based on John, its origin is difficult to
explain. M. Matson ("In Dialogue with another Gospel, SBL 2001, p. 207) writes:
"The scribe must have
1. turned to a copy of Jo 20:3-10, or known it fairly closely by heart
2. modified the account by deleting the reference to the other disciple
(despite the presence of a reference to another disciple in 24:24)
3. added the Lukan stylistic form of a pleonastic avooTag
4. modified the term TPOESPaLEY, in which TPO must clearly refer to the
race between Peter and the other disciple, to ’éﬁpocpev, yet
5. left the term PA€TEL uncorrected, and
6. added the Lukan terms Oacupd{w and TO yeyoVOC.
In other words, the interpolation would not have been a simple harmonization to
a variant version in John. What is necessary to this reconstruction is a fairly
sophisticated editor of text or traditions with an eye to Lukan style."

It is very difficult fo find a reason for the omission of the verse, except
accidental. In John there are two disciples, in Luke it is only one, perhaps this



discrepancy was a reason for deletion? Ehrman suggests that the verse has been
omitted to avoid its Johannine flair within the Synoptics since there was a
significant opposition to the Gospel of John in the 2" and third CE.

Note what Ehrman writes in footnote 129 (page 254/55): "Franz Neirynck has
convincingly shown that Marcion, the Diatessaron, and the Palestinian Syriac
cannot be cited in support of the Western text here, despite their appearance
in most of the apparatuses. See his "Lc xxiv 12: Les temoins du texte occidental.
[Evangelica, p. 313-28, Leuven, 1982]"

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that when the apostles in verse 11 found "these words ...
an idle tale, and they did not believe them" it is not really logical for Peter
getting up and running immediately to the tomb. Also the €€ aOTQV of verse 13
refers back directly to verses 10/11 (x0TQV).

Compare:
NA?" Luke 24:10 foar 8¢ 1| MaydeAnvt Maple kel Twovve kel Moplo
N TakaBou kol ol Aoimal oby adtalc. €A€yor TPOC TOUC GTOOTOAOUC
To0Ter, 11 KoL €havnooy EvamLor aDTOV Woel AfPoc to Puate TedTe,
kol fTiotouy adTHlC.
12 ‘O 8¢ II€Tpoc QUoOTOC ESPOEY €TL TO UUTUELOV Kol
ToapokOPog BAEmEL T 000VL pove, kol GTAABer TPOC
covtor Ooupalwy TO YEYoVoC.
13 Kol 1800 800 € adtdr €év altf] Th Muépe Mooy TOPELOUEVOL €Lg
KOUNY  améxovoay otadloug €Enkovte amo lepouvoaAnu, 1 Ovopw
‘Eppaobe,

The verse could be omitted without disrupting the sense and flow of the
narrative.

It also seems that verse 24 is in contradiction to verse 12, because in verse 24
one is told that more than one went to the tomb:

NA? Luke 24:24 kol GTHAOOV TLVEC TOVY 0LV MWLV €TL TO PUMUELOV Kol
€pov oUTWC KoOBWE Kol ol yuvalkeg €lmov, adtov &€ o0k €Lov.

"Some of those who were with us went to the tomb and found it just as the women had said; but
they did not see him."

This contradiction could be an argument for the originality of the shorter
reading, but could also be the cause for the omission of verse 12.

Compare:
F. Neirynck "Luke 24:12" in Festschrift Delobel 2002, p. 145 - 158



Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 24:12 ‘O 8¢ II€Tpoc GUaOTOC €0papey €TL TO WUMUELOV Kol
TopakOog BAETEL Ta OBOV LK wove, kol GmAABer TPOg €auTOV
Bocupalwy TO yeyovoc.

BYZ Luke 24:12 ‘O 8¢ IIétpoc avaotog €8poper €Ml TO UVMUELOV Kol
TopakOPog BAETEL To 0OOVL KeELUeve, wove kol GTHAOer TPOg €quTOv
Bocupalwy TO yeyovdg

keluevo pove @O, ¥, f1, f13, 33,157, 700, 1241, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, ff%, vg™*), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, bo™
udve keilpeve L

Kelpeva A, K, II,063, 69(=f13), 579, 2542, al, vg

uwove, P75, 01%, B, W, 070, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co

omit: 01*, sq™ss?

Weiss omits the verse, but (as always) has it in the margin, which reads Keiuevoc
Love. Same Bal.

D, it (a, b, d, e, I, r') omit whole verse (see previous variant).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?Z" John 20:5 kol TopokOpoe BAETEL kelpeve To 080VLL,

The Byzantine addition is probably a harmonization to Jo. There is no reason for
an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:13 Kol 1800 800 €€ adtdv €v oltf] T mNuépy Mooy
TOPELOUEVOL  €LC  KWUMY  améyouony  otadlovg  €ENKovTe, GO
Tepovoony, 1 ovoue "Eupeodc,

ekotov €inkovtee 01, K, I1, N, ©, 0799, 0211, pc,
"100 + 60" g', vg™, Sy-H™*, Sy-Pal, arm, geo,
Jerome, Or?, Eus(Onomastikon), Merck

EMTO e (from: 7 Roman miles = 60 stades)

txt P75,A,B,D,L, W, ¥, 070, f1, f13, 28, 33, 157, 565, 579,
700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy, Co

Scholium in MSS 34, 194: "[regarding 160:] so the accurate copies and Origen's
confirmation of the fruth."

for ’Epuooic read:
OOAoppeoDC D
Ulammaus d

"Cleofas et Ammaus" b, e, ff2, r!
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

10 otadLov: a distance of about 190 meters, almost a furlong stade, one-eighth
mile, about 600 feet. 60 stadia = 12 km, 160 stadia = 30 km.

The village Emmaus cannot be determined with certainty. BDAG (3™ ed, 2000)
mentions 3 possibilities:

1. The old Emmaus of Maccabaean times, not infreq. mentioned by Josephus,
later Nicopolis, and now Amwas; so Eusebius, Jerome, Onomastikon. It is located
rather far from Jerusalem for the 60 stades of vs. 13; but F-MAbel (RB 34,
1925, 347-67) prefers to take the v.. 160 stades as the original (but s.
Metzger).

2. Since the middle ages some have thought of present-day el-Kubébe (65
stades from Jerusalem; Baedeker, Plummer, Zahn et al.



3. The military colony of Vespasian, about 34 stades west of Jerusalem, called
’Appoodc in Jos. (Bell. 7, 217, where a v.l. has éEﬁKOVTO( for TpLdKOVTa: an
assimilation to Lk 24:13?) and presumably identical w. present-day Kaloniye.

The distance must be short enough to go back to Jerusalem in the evening, see

verses 29, 33:

29 But they urged him strongly, saying, "Stay with us, because it is almost evening and the day is
now nearly over." So he went in to stay with them.

33 That same hour they got up and returned to Jerusalem; and they found the eleven and their
companions gathered together.

It is possible to go from Amwas/Nikopolis to Jerusalem in 5 hours.

It is possible that the 60 stades have been changed to 160 fto conform to the
identification by Eusebius and Jerome.

V. Michel (in the Fleckenstein book, 2003) makes it quite clear that from local
tradition and early fathers witnesses, only Amwas/Nikopolis can be the Emmaus
of the Lukan story. There were two streets connecting Emmaus and Jerusalem,
one 147 (27 km) stades long, the other 186 (35 km) stades long.

We have therefore two contradictory arguments: 60 stades is better attested
in the MSS fradition, but Amwas/Nikopolis (160 stades) is better attested by
early tradition.

It has also been suggested that what Luke originally meant was that they were
still on the way to Emmaus and after walking 60 stades the narrated things
happened (so actually the Peschittal).

For the O0AapoD¢ of D compare:
LXX Genesis 28:19 kol ¢ékodecoer lakwP TO Ovoue ToD TOMOU €KeLVOv
Otkog 6cod kol OuiopAoug Y Ovope TH TOAEL TO TPOTEPOV

A: OvAopooug

"And Jacob called that place "house of God"; and the name of the city was Oulamlous at the
first."

The Hebrew reads "Luz" for "Oulamlous": "Ancient place and seat of worship in
Ephraim on border of Benjamin, identif. with Luz (former name); later important
place of worship; abode of prophet; Jereboam set up one of the golden calves at
Bethel." (Whittaker) - Bet-El is about 90 stades (17 km, 12 miles) south of
Jerusalem. Today it is called El Bireh.

Is D preserving the original here or is it an independent correction to overcome
the problem of the distance?

Eusebius in his "Onomasticon" writes: "Bethel is now a village twelve miles from
Jerusalem to the right of the road going to Neapolis. It was formerly called




Oulamma and also Luza. It was given to the lot of the tribe of Benjamin, near
Bethaven and Gai. Josue also fought there killing the king."

Compare:

e K.H. Fleckenstein, M. Louhivuori, R. Riesner "Emmaus in Judda", Giessen, 2003
(with interesting archaeological details and 10 pages bibliography)

e J. Read-Heimerdinger "Where is Emmaus? Clues in the text of Lk 24 in
Codex Bezae" in Parker/Taylor "Studies in the early text of the Gospels and
Acts", Birmingham, 1999, p. 229-244

e Sylvie Chabert d'Hyéres: http://www.dammarilys.com/comm/oulam_en.html

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

NA?" Luke 24:17 elmer 8¢ TPOC adTOVG' TLveg ol AdyoL olToL 0UG
avtifaiiete TPOC AAANAOLG TEpLTTODVTEG; Kol EoTafnony okuBpwrol.

BYZ Luke 24:17 ¢lmev 8¢ mpo¢ adtolg Tiveg ol AdyoL oDTOL OUC
auTLBaAdlete TPOC AAAAOLG TEPLTTODVTEC Kol €0TE OKLOPWTOL;

Byz A% P, W,0,Y, fl,f13, 33,157, Maj, Latt, Sy, Trg™
kol €otal AS P, W, T, Q

txt P75,01, A*, B, L, 070, 579, Sy-Pal™*, Co
Kol éoTnooy L

omit: D

Kol € TL €0t Bal (conj.)
B: no umlaut

okUBpwWTOL "looking sad, gloomy, sullen, sour"

No parallel.

txt

"What are you discussing with each other while you walk along?" They stood still, looking sour.
Byz

"What are you discussing with each other while you walk along and looking sad?"

D

"What are you discussing with each other while you walk along sad?"

Metzger argues that they are "displeased on being interrupted in their
conversation by a stranger", thus the meaning "gloomy, sour" would be fitting. In
the Byzantine reading the question continues and the meaning "sad" would more
be appropriate.

But it is also possible that also the txt meaning is "sad" and "they stood still,
sad".

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA?" Luke 24:18 amokpLOelc &¢ €lc T ovouatt Kicomag elmey mpog
a0TOV* 0L UOVvoC TapoLlkelc "TepouoaAm Kol 0K €yvwe T YeVOpevu
€V a0Th €V Tolg MUEPULS TaUTHLC

T € adtdv P, O, f13, 28, 33, 157, 579, 1071, 1241, 2542*, pc,
it(a, b, d, f, ff2, 1, r), Sy, sa, bo?", arm, geo, aeth

f13: 174, 230 omit
Lat(aur, c, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

A natural addition.

Several witnesses assign a name o the companion of Cleopas here.
V/031 has "Nathanael" in the margin.

5/028 has "Simon" in the margin.

b, e, ff%, r! have "Ammaus" (at 24:13).

Ambrose called him "Amaon".

(the last two are probably a corruption of Emmaus.)

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 24:21 Muelc 6¢ NAmLlouer OTL aUTOC €0TLY O HEAAWV
Avtpobobul tov TopomA: dAAL Y€ kKol oLV TaoLY ToUTOLS TPLTNY
Ta0TNY TUEPOY BLYEL ad’ ob tadTo EyéveTo.

BYZ Luke 24:21 Muelc 6¢ NATilower OTL «DTOC €0TLY O HEAAWV
AutpodoBul Tov Topand: aAla Ye oLV TROLY TOUTOLC TPLTNY
Te0TNY TUépay dyel onuepov, dd ol tadta €yéveto

Byz A, (D*),P,W,0,Y,f13, 33,157, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa, bo™, [Trqg]

D*, 22, pc, Lat”®  Tuépoy omuepoy GyeL
D¢, Lat*' TLEP ayeL

txt P75, 01%, B, D%, L, 070, f1, 579, vg™?, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo
Te0TNY Nuépay O1*
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
"and we were hoping that he it is who is about to redeem Israel, and also with all
these things, this third day is passing today, since these things happened."

There is no reason for an omission, except that it might have been considered
redundant after TpLTNY TOOTNY TUEPOY.
A natural addition. Possibly an idiomatic phrase?

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ Luke 24:29 kol ToPePLaoovTo adTOV AEYOVTEC WELVOV Wed’ Mudv,
OTL TPOC €OTEPUY €0TLY Kol KEKALKEr 781 1) Tuépe. Kol elofiABer tod
Helval oby adTolC.

BYZ Luke 24:29 kol TapePLaoovto adtov A€yovtec Melvov ped nuovy 0tL
TPOC €OTEPOY €0TLY Kol KEKALKEY T) TUEPD kol e€lofiABer tod pelvol
oLV a0TOLC

Byz A,D,P,W,0,f13, Maj, c, d, |, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, sa
txt P75,01,B,L, T, ¥, 0196, f1,124, 22, 33, pc, Lat, Sy-P, bo

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [1d1)] in brackets in the margin.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
It is probable that 1161 has been omitted because of confusion over the many
Etas, either accidentally or deliberately to make reading easier.

HAHHHMG,’A
HHMG]’A

On the doubtful Syriac attestation compare P. Williams:
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 166-67

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 24:32 kol €lmay TPOg GAANAOUG OUYL 1) Kapdlo MUY
KeLopérn N [év MUir] g éddier MUy év Tf 066, W dLiroLyer Nuiv
TG Ypadic;

omit: P75, B, D, 1203, (it, Sy-S, Sy-C), geo’, (Or), WH
omit (¢ EAGAEL MUY a,b, ff%, 1, r!, Or (probably h.t. Hulv ...)
omit €V MULY W¢ EAXAEL MULY ¢, e, Sy-S, Sy-C  (probably h.t. €V ... €v)
txt O01,A,L,P,W,33,0,Y,f1,f13, 28,6579, 700, 1071, 1241, Mqj,
WH™, NA®
B: no umlaut
"Was not our heart burning within us"
No parallel.
Possibly omitted as superfluous or to improve style (so Aland):
T Kepdlo MUY ... €V HULy.
It is possible that the omission is at least in part accidental: ..€vn MV €v TUiv.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 24:36 Todto 8¢ a0TOV AeAoUVTwY a0TOC €0TN €V PEOw oDTOV
koL Aéyel o0Tolc: eipryn vulv.

omit: D, it (a, b, e, ff%, 1, r'), NA*, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the verse in double brackets.

add: 6,P, W, 579, 1241, pc,
Lat(aur, ¢, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo"', arm, geo

KoL A€yel oDTOLC eipnyn vulv. €yw eipl: pn ¢poPelade. G, P, 1241
kol A€vel a0Tolc” €YW) eipL: un doPelobaL: eipnivn LUIv. W
kol A€vel o0TOlC” eipnyn vulv: un ooPelodul: éyw eipt. 579

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation.

Parallel:

NA?" John 20:19 HABcv 0 'Inooidg kol €0tn €ig TO pPeoov

KoL A€YeL ou’)ro"l,g E’Lpﬁvn f)u"w

NAZ?" John 20:21 €lmer odv OCU‘EOLQ [o Inooug] TOALY ELpT]VT] OULy:
NAZ” John 20:26 Kl €0TT €L¢ TO HEOOV Kol €LTer: elpnun LULV.
Compare:

NA%" Matthew 14:27 Oupoelte, €yw €lpL un doPelode.

NA?" Mark 6:50 Bapocite, €yw eipl: un ¢poPelabde.

NA?" John 6:20 0 8¢ A€yelL adTOlS €YW el un doPelode.

Compare following verse 37:

NA? Luke 24:37 Tton0évtec 8¢ kol €UdoPoL yevoueroL €60KouY TVeDU
Bewpelv.

"They were startled and terrified, and thought that they were seeing a ghost."

It is possible that it's a harmonization to Jo (so Weiss). Several withesses
harmonized even further by adding Jesus words "Don't be afraid" from the
Walking on the Water story.

Without the words the story is more coherent, because when Jesus greets them
it would be more difficult to understand why they then think, it is a ghost.

On the other hand it is possible that scribes just for that very reason, to make
the story more dramatic, have omitted the words. Note Gpavtaoue by D in the
following verse.



Note the un-Lukan historic present A€yeL, as in 24:12. While A€ycL appears
several times in Lk, it is not common.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA? Luke 24:37 mtonBévtec 8¢ kol €udofol yevoucvol €d0kovr Treduo
Bewpelv

dovtoope D, d, Marcion™™

B: no umlaut

No parallel, but compare:

NA? Matthew 14:26 ol 6¢ pabntoal i80vtec adtov €ml Thg OaAnoomng
TepLTtobvTe, €TopayOnoay A€yovtec OTL GAVTOOUG EO0TLY, KoL GO
T0D pOPou Expatoy.

NA?" Mark 6:49 ol 6¢ 180vTec adTOV €Tl TR Bodaoong mepLmatodrta
€60far OTL QUVTOOUK EOTLY, Kol Grékpafoy:

Possibly the word is more dramatic and has been used to intensify the story.
Note the omission of the greeting in the previous verse by D, it.

Note Ignatius to Smyrna 3:2: ['Inoouc] édn adTolc:

Aofete, Yniadnoaté pe kol 1ete, 0TL 00K €Ll SeLUOVLOY GOWUKTOV"
From an apocryphal source, either GHebrew (Jerome) or Doctrina Petri
(Origen)?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:40 koL t00TO €lmOV €delfev adTolc TOC YELPOC KoL TOUC
TOS0C.

omit verse: D, it (a, b, d, e, ff?, 1, rl), Sy-S, Sy-C,
Marcion, NA®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the verse in double brackets.
Tregelles has the verse in single brackets.

Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallel:

NAZ John 20:20 kol TODTO €LV €deléev TOG YELPOG Kol TNV
TAcLPOY ®OTOLC.

BYZ John 20:20 kol TODTO €lmwy €8elfer alTOlC TOC YELPUC Kol TTV
TAcLPOY oOTOD.

Compare previous verse 39:
NA?" Luke 24:39 1deTe TOC XELPAC LOL KoL TOUC TOSKC OV

It is possible that the words have been omitted as being redundant (so Aland).
Hands and feet have already been mentioned in verse 39.

On the other hand it is possible that the words have been added as a
harmonization either to immediate context or to John (so WH, Weiss, Zahn, also
D. Parker).

See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 217 - 219.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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127. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 24:42 oL 6¢ €émédwkor adT® 1xBVo¢ 6mToD HépoC:

BYZ Luke 24:42 0L 8¢ émédwkav a0T@ LyOvog OmTod UeEPOC
KoL GO LeALooLou Knplov.

T&T #52
"and of an honeycomb"

Byz K,N,O,Y,fl,f13, 33,131,157, 892, 1071, 1241, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo?", Justin, Tert,
Cyr-Jer, Epiph, Jerome, [Trq]

txt P75, 01, A, B, D, L, W, H, 579, PC3, d, e, SY-S, sa, bopT' C|?see below
pc = 1079, 1377*, 2411
B: no umlaut

Justin (2" CE): kel €doyer knplov kol LxOLY (De Resurrectione, ch. 9)
"He did eat honeycomb and fish.

Tertullian (2nd CE): Favos post fella gustavit (De Corona, ch. 14)
“For it was after the gall He tasted the honeycomb"

No parallel.
Note next verse 43:
NA? Luke 24:43 kol APV €vQTLOV 0DTOY Edaryey.

Compare:
NAZ John 21:9 ¢ oDV GméPnoar eic v YAy PBA€movoLy dvdpok Loy
KELWEVNY Kol OYopLOY ETLKELEVOV Kel GPTOV.

“they saw a charcoal fire there, with fish on it, and bread."

The term appears 9 times in the LXX. There is no reason for an omission, except
possibly due to h.t. Kl - Kl. Also possible it that Egyptian asceticism was
adverse to so sweet a food as honey (so Burgeon).

Metzger notes: "Since in parts of the ancient church honey was used in the
celebration of the Eucharist and in the baptismal liturgy, copyists may have
added the reference here in order to provide scriptural sanction for the
liturgical practice."



On the other hand it is basically possible that the words have been omitted as a
partial harmonization to Jo 21:9, where bread and fish are mentioned and not
fish and honey.

Note that both Justin and Tertullian mention itl Even Clement Alex. alludes once
to it:

"Have you anything to eat here? said the Lord to the disciples after the resurrection; and they,
as taught by Him to practice frugality, "gave Him a piece of broiled fish;" and having eaten
before them, says Luke, He spoke to them what He spoke. And in addition to these, it is not to
be overlooked that those who feed according to the Word are not debarred from dainties in the
shape of honeycombs. For of articles of food, those are the most suitable which are fit for
immediate use without fire, since they are readiest; and second to these are those which are
simplest, as we said before." (Paedagogus, book 2)

Is it even possible that the words got into the MSS from this Clement quote?

Compare also the story of Joseph and Aseneth 16. Here the angelic visitor says:
TO MUEAL TODTO TemoLnkaoLy ol WéALoonl ToD Topadeloov THC
TpUdTC, Kol ol dyyeloL ToD BeoD € adtod €0OlovoLy, kol TEC
0¢C payetol €€ abtod oDk amobuVeELTHL €LC TOV aldve.

This food of immortality may be connected with the resurrection. For Kilpatrick

this is an argument for originality, but it is none. It could equally well be the

reason for a secondary addition.

Compare:
e J.W. Burgeon "Traditional text" 1896, p. 240 - 252
e G.D. Kilpatrick "Luke 24:42-43" NovT 28 (1986) 306-308

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the withesses)
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Minority reading:
NA? Luke 24:43 kol APV €v@mLov adTtdy édayey T .

add:
K, IT*, ©, f13,L844, L2211, pc,
Lat(aur, c, r', vg), Sy-C, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo™, arm, geoI, aeth

T Kol T €TLAoLTe €dwkey adTOLG K, f13, L2211, pc, arm, geo®
T kol TaoLy Aefwyv €dwker adtolc  IT* (TIC omits)
T Moy o émidoiTo €dwkey abTOLC pc, L844

kel Gaywy evamior adtdr Aafwv
To. EMLAOLTIOL E0WKEY aDTOLC 0, pc,
Lat(aur, (c), r', vg), Sy-C, Sy-H**, boP!

B: no umlaut

> ! " N1
€TLAOLTOC "remaining

No parallel. A strange addition.

But compare:

NA%" John 21:13 €épyetal ‘Inool¢ kol AopPavel tov aptor kol SL8woLy
o0TOLC, Kol TO OYapLor OUoLGC.

€TLAOLTIOC appears 26 times in the LXX, but only once in the NT 1.Pe 4:2.
Possibly inspired from liturgical usage.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA? Luke 24:44 Elmev 8¢ mpo¢ adtole o0TOL 0L AOYOL HOL 0VC EANANON

BYZ Luke 24:44 Eimev 8¢ o0TOlC ovToL oL AdyoL 0V¢ EANANOW

Not in NA but in SQE (Byz only)!

Byz 01, W, 0, f1, f13, Mqj, Lat, Sy, bo"
txt P75,A,B,D,KILL,N, X, ¥, 33,157, 579, pc, d, r', sa, bo®'
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Probably omitted due to confusion over double OU OU. Possibly also because it is
redundant.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" Luke 24:46 kol €lmer o0TOLG OTL
oUTWC YEYPATTOL ToOely TOV YPLOTOV
Kol Groothvel €k vekp@dy T Tpltn Nuepe,

BYZ Luke 24:46 kol €Lmer oUTOLG OTL
oUTWG YEYPATTHL KoL 0UTWE €0l Todely Tov XpLoTov
Kol Groothvel €k vekp@dy Th TpLTn NUepQ

Byz A,C% W,0,Y,fl,fl13,33,157, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™
olTwe €6l W

€deL 579

txt P75,01,B,C*, D,L,pc,it(a, b, c, d, e, ff% 1, r), vg™, Sy-Pal, Co, Ir-

Sy-C has a lacuna.
Sy-S omits OUTWG YEYPUTTHL probably due to parablepsis (OUTWE - OVTWC).
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 26:
NA? Luke 24:26 o0yl TaDTo, €6€l ToOELY TOV YPLOTOV Kol €LOEADELY €lg
Y 808ar abToD;

Compare next verse 47:

~ ~ /4 ~ ’
NA% Luke 24:47 kol KnpuxOfvaLl €ml T¢ OVOuaTL cUTOD WETOVOLOY €LC
ApeoLy apaPTLOV €lc Tavto T6 €0vn. apfapcrol amo TepouoaAn

Probably a harmonization to immediate context (verse 26) to smooth out the

abrupt oUTW¢ yéypomtaL TabELY. There is no reason for an omission.
Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the words do not fit to the following knpuyOfjract.

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

NA? Luke 24:47 kol knpLyOfjvel €ml 16 ovopatL adtod
HeTavoLY €l ddeoLy auapTLOY €l¢ Tavte To €0vn.

BYZ Luke 24:47 koL knpuyOfival €Tl T¢ Ovopatl odTod
HeTaVoLY Kol GdeoLy opapTLOdV €L¢ TovTo To €0un

T&T #53

Byz A,C,D,L W,0,Y,fl1, 13,633,131, 157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, WH™, Gre, Bois, Trg

txt P75,01, B, pc®, Sy-P, Co, WH, NA®, Weiss
pc = 1253, 1519, 2445, 2796, 2808

Kal €lc 2446, Sy-Pal™

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 26:28 T00TO Yyap €0TLY TO alpd pov Thg dLadnkng TO Tepl
TOAARDY EKYLVVOUEVOV €LC APETLY UOPTLRV.

NAZ" Mark 1:4 €yéveto Twovvng [0] Pamtilwy év Th épnuw Kol
KNEVOOWY BOTTLOMK HETOVOloC €lc ddeoLy auapTLOV.

NA% Luke 3:3 kol NAOev €il¢ Taoay [tnv] meplywpov tod Topdavou
KNPLOOWY BATTLOMN UETHVOLOC €LC APETLY auapTLOY,

NA% Acts 5:31 ToDTOV O 0O€0¢ apyMyor kol owtfjpe VPwoey T SeELd
a0ToD [toD] Sodvel uetavorar t¢) Topomhd kol dbeoLy auapTLOV.

External support is quite slim.

Both words are conform to Lukan usage (see Acts 5:31).

The term with €L¢ is probably better known to scribes from John the Baptist's
story and so they changed from Kul to €L¢. This is quite possible because the
support is slim and Egyptian only (except Sy-P).

It is also possible that the first €L¢ has been changed to Kl because another
€lg is following with a different reference, to improve style (so Weiss).



Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
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129. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 24:49 kol [L8OV] €Yyw GTOOTEAAW TNV €mayyeAlar ToD TaTPOC
oL €’ DUAC

omit: P75,01, D, L, 33,579, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Gre, Tis, Bal

Kl 160U €Yw A, B, C, (W), 0, ¥, (f1), f13, 157, Maj, f, q, Sy-H
kel €yw LdoL W, I, f1, pc

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 10:16 "I600 €y GTOOTEAAW VUAC W TPORTY

NA?" Matthew 11:10 1800 €y GTOOTEAAW TOV &YYEAOV {OUL

NA?" Matthew 23:34 ALk T0DTO OOV €YyW GTOOTEAAW TPOC LUEC TPOPNTOC

In the Gospels the phrase "¢€YW GTOOTEALW" is always preceded by L60U. It is
quite probable that therefore the word has been added here, too.

The external support for the omission is very good and the different insertion
points also indicate a secondary origin.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

External rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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130. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 24:49 kol [L60V] €yw GTOOTEAAW TNV €mayyeilow Tod Tatpog
oL €’ DUAC

eEamooTEMw  01%, B, L, X, A, 33,157, 892, L2211, pc,
NAZ?®, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P75,01*, A,C,D, W, 0, ¥, f1, f13,579, Maj
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 10:16 I600 €y GTOOTEAAW UVUAC

NA% Matthew 11:10 180U €Y® GTOOTEAAW TOV AYYEAOV LOU

NA?" Matthew 23:34 AL T0DTO 160V €YW GTOOTEAAW TPOC LUAC TPOPNTOC
NA?" Mark 1:2 160U GTOOTEAAW TOV &YYEAOV HOUL

NA? Luke 7:27 160V GTOOTEAAW TOV (yYEAOV LOL TPO TPOCWTOL GOV,
NA? Luke 10:3 1600 GTOOTEAAW LUAC WG GPVEC €V U€ow AVKwY.

€EuTOOTEALW appears 137 times in the LXX, but only once in the NT (Act
22:21).

There is no reason to change here fto the compound verb. It is much more
probable that the word has been changed to the very common GTOOTEAAW.

The support for €EXTOOTEAAW is not coherent.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
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NAZ Luke 24:49 Lueic 8¢ koBloote €v T mOAeL €we ov
evdvuonade €€ Lijoug dUvouLY.

BYZ Luke 24:49 Uuelc 6¢ kobloate €v Th ToAeL “Tepouvoadny, €wg ol
evdvonade dlvopLy €€ Lioug

Byz A,C% W,0,Y,fl,f13, 33,157,579, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo*'
txt P75,01, B, C*, D,L,Lat, Sy-S, sa, bo®

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA? Luke 24:47 koL knpuyOfval €ml T¢) OvouatL odTOD HETOVOLEY €Lg
APeoLY QUOPTLOV €lg TavTo To €0vr. dpfaperol &mo TepouvoaAnu

There is no reason for an omission. The addition is only natural.

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 24:50 'Eényoyer &€ oadtovg [€iw] €wc mpoc Bnbaviav, kol
EMUPG TOC YELPOG hTOD €0AdYNoEY a)ToUC.

omit: P75,01, B, C*, L, f1, 33,157,579, pc,
a, e, Sy-S, Sy-P, arm, geo, NA*, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt A, C%, (D), W, 0, Y, f13, Maj, (Lat), Sy-H, Bois
D, Lat omit €wc

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

LXX Genesis 15:5 €Enyoyer 8¢ adTov €Ew Kol €lmer adt

LXX Judges 19:25 kol €Enyoyer a0THY TPOC a0TOVC EEW

LXX 2 Samuel 13:18 kol €Enyayey adTny 0 A€Ltovpyog avtod éw

The word is superfluous: 'EENyayev ... €Ew.

This case is similar to the previous cases of double negation (20:27, 22:16,
22:34). In all cases the double form is supported by the Byzantine text, here,
too.

It could be argued that the duplication is an imitation of Semitic style, but if it
is therefore secondary is not clear.

On the other hand it is possible that the word has been deleted as unnecessary.
Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that this is a very frequent addition.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong = prefer omission)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 24:51 Kol €Y€VETo €V T¢) €VAoYely adTOv ahToug SLEoTn o’
OTQV KoL GVed€EPeTo elc TOV ovpavov. 52 Kol avtol ...

omit: 01*, D, it(a, b, d, e, ff2, 1), geol, NA?® Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the phrase in double brackets

Kol GvedéPeTo  Sy-S

Aland (NT Papyri II) notes that Sy-S has k&l GVEPEPETO or a synonymous
phrase. In NA%" Sy-S is listed for the complete omission. Burkitt has: "he was
lifted up from them". Sy-C has a lacuna.

améatn for OLEGTN: D

01: corrected by 01¢.
Lat(aur, c, f, q, rt, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ Acts 1:1-2 Tov pev Tp@dTOr AdYOV eﬂomoocpnv Tepl TAVTWY, O
@eochkE OV fpfato 0 ‘Incodc Tolely te kol SiLdaokeLy, 2 ocxg s
MUEPHC  EVTELAUEVOC TOLG GTOOTOAOLS OL  TVEUUXTOS GyLov  OUC
eEeAEENTO areAudo.

Codex Gigas: 1:2 €VTELAQUEVOC TOLC GMOOTOAOLG L TVEUUKTOC (yLOv
KNPVOOELY TO €DoYYEALOY, 0UC €EeAEEnTo (similar also Augustinus).

and Codex D: 1:2 GxpL MG TMUEPES GUEANUPON EVTELARUEVOC  TOLG
GTOOTOAOLC Ol TVeDUNTOC oylov, oV¢ €EeAeknto, Kol EkéAcuoey
KTPUOOELY TO €DIYYEALOV ...

The ascension in Acts:
NA? Acts 1:9 Kal tadto elmov BAemovtwy adtdr €émmpdn kol vedéin

€ 4 b \ 3 \ ~ b ~ b ~
LTEAXPEV oTOV oTo TV 0PBAAUDY ALTOV.
Codex D: Kol todte elmovtog adtod VeQEA

e /’ 2 \ \ J 4 2 \ J ~ 3 ~
LTEAxBer ovTOV Kol amnPEOn amo 0POUALDY KLTGOV.




Compare also:
NAZ Mark 16:19 ‘O pev ovv kiUprog 'Inoodc pete t0 AoAfjool adTolg
aveAnudOn elc tov olpavov kol ékoBLoer ék SeELdv Tod Oeod.

With or without the words stand or falls the classification of the pericope as an
ascension story.

It is possible that the words have been omitted due to homoioarcton (..N KAT A..
- .N KAI A.). This is possibly the case for the omission in 01*. That the omission
in the Western text is accidental is improbable, though, because it is connected
with similar changes in Acts 1:2, 9. The evidence points here clearly o a
deliberate change.

Luke points back to the ascension in Acts 1:1-2: "I wrote about all that Jesus did
and taught from the beginning until the day [dypL T TU€Pac] when he was
taken up [GveAnudOn] .."

It is not clear if the phrase "until the day" means, that the ascension itself has
already been narrated. There is a Western tradition (Codex Gigas, Augustinus)
which omits the words VeAnudOn in Acts 1:2. Codex D has the word but
appears to be a mixture of Gigas and the normal text.

It is possible that the words have been deleted deliberately to remove a double
ascension in Luke - Acts: First in Luke, shortly after the resurrection
(recapitulated in Act 1:2), second in Acts 1:9, 40 days later.

On the other hand it is possible that the words have been added, when Luke and
Acts were separated by one or more Gospels in the canon, for clarity. Streeter
("Four Gospels", p. 142) writes regarding an assimilation o Acts: "If so, it is an
assimilation of an incredibly unskillful kind; for it makes the Ascension take
place on Easter Day instead of forty days later as the Acts relates."

But it is not completely clear that the events in 24:44-53 follow immediately
those in 24:36-43.

See also Ehrman (Orthodox Corruption, p. 227 - 232), who argues that the
words have been added to strengthen the orthodox emphasis on the bodily
ascension of Jesus. This argument can be reversed of course. It is equally
possible that the words have been omitted to deny a bodily ascension of Jesus.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 180) sees the phrase as a free reminiscence of Act 1:9-10.
He further notes (Lk Com.) that it could have been added to explain the unclear
SLéatn am adTOV.



avah€epw appears only 3 times in the Gospels, here and in Mk 9:2/Mt 17:1. But in
the parallel Lk 9:28 to Mk 9:2/Mt 17:1 Lk changes avadépet into avépn. But it
is possible that Lk changed the word to get rid of the historic present. Note
that Lk in Acts 1:2 uses GVeANUPON. dvapépw could thus be labeled "un-Lukan".

It is possible, even probable that this omission is connected with the omission of
TPOOKLYNOMVTEG ®OTOV in verse 52. It is not really conceivable that both
omissions are accidental. 6. Lohfink noted that in Hellenistic rapture stories the
element of Proskynesis is closely related to an ascension.

Regarding the change of 8LEOTN into 4méOTN:
Zwiep notes that
e GméoTM fits better to &M adTGOV
e D several times replaces a verb by some form of GpLOTNL
e  Dalso has a similar change in Act 1:9:
vepeAn DTEAXBEY adTOV Kol amMPdn Ao OPOXAUGY adTGV.
for
EmMPON Kol VepEAn LTEAXPEY adTOV &0 TGOV OGBUALDY DTGV,
e GdlotnuL is the more conventional term for the disappearance of a
heavenly being according to Lohfink, p. 170-1.

Overall a deliberate omission to harmonize Lk with Acts appears to be the most
probable explanation. Taking the editoral activity in Lk 24:51-52 and Act 1:2+9
together, it accords well with other changes of the Western fext.

Zwiep concludes: "The conclusion that emerges from the preceding analysis is
that in all three textual units (Lk 24:50-3, Act 1:1-2, 9-11) a development from
the B-text to the Western text gives a more convincing (while more consistent)
explanation of the evidence than the reverse. The Western reviser quite
consistently removes stylistic, chronological and theological obstacles
throughout the whole narrative and thereby creates a new 'de-mythologized'
narrative picture, conform to his own theological (or more precisely,
christological) outlook: he removes any suggestion that Jesus ascended
physically - with a body of flesh and bones - into heaven. [ .. ] it appears that the
2" and 3" CE christological controversies [gnostic and docetic] provide a most
plausible setting in which a radical reinterpretation of the ascension narrative
such as undertaken by our ‘Western' scribe could take place."



Compare:

e F. Graefe "Der Schluss des Lukasevangeliums und der Anfang der
Apostelgeschichte" TSK 61 (1888) 522-41

e F. Graefe "Textkritische Bemerkungen zu den drei Schlusskapiteln des
Lukasevangeliums" TSK 69 (1896) 245-81

e G. Lohfink "Die Himmelfahrt Jesu" STANT 26, Miinchen, 1971, p. 171-4

o AW. Zwiep "The text of the ascension narratives" NTS 42 (1996) 219-
244

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 343

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:52 Kol «dtol mpookuvnoavtee obtov LTéoTpeor €ig
TEPOVOOANIL ETO XOPAC UEYOANC

omit: D, it(a, b, d, e, ff%, 1), Sy-S, NA?®, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal

Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg) read txt

WH have the phrase in double brackets.
Sy-C has a lacuna.

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel. Compare:

NA?" Matthew 28:9 kel 160U "Inoolc LMYTNOEY KDTHLE AEYWY* YoLpETE.
al 8¢ mpooerBodonl ékpatnoey «dToD TOLC TOGKC KKl TPOOEKDUTONY
o0TR.

NA?" Matthew 28:17 kotl LOOVTEC LDTOV TPOCEKUYMOOY, Ol &€ édloTaoay.

This omission is probably related to the omission in the previous verse 51. It
would seem possibly not appropriate to worship Jesus without an ascension being
mentioned. 6. Lohfink noted that in Hellenistic rapture stories the element of
Proskynesis is closely related to an ascension.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words have been added from Mt 28:17.

Compare:

e 6. Lohfink "Die Himmelfahrt Jesu" STANT 26, Miinchen, 1971, p. 171-4
o AW. Zwiep "The text of the ascension narratives" NTS 42 (1996) 219-244

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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132. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 24:53

\ > \ \ b ~ ~ 3 ~ \ /4
Kol Mooy 0L TLVTOGC €V TR LeP® eVAOYOLVTEC TOV BeOv.

BYZ Luke 24:53
Kol Mooy dL TowTog €V 16 Lep® aivobvteg kol edAoyobvteg TOV el

eVAoyodvTeC P75, 01, B, C*, L, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co, geo, Trg™
olvobvtec D, it(a, b, d, e, ff, 1, r!), vg™*, Trg™, Tis, Bal

olvolvteg kol eOAoyodvteg A, €2, W, O, VP, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, [Trqg]

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

alvodvteg alvéw participle present active hominative masculine plural
"praise"

Compare:

NA? Luke 24:50-51 "Efnyayer 6¢ adtolg [€Ew] €we mpog Bnbaviay, kol
ETUPNG TOC YELPOG hTOD €DAOYNOEY adTOUC. 51 KoL EYEVETO €V TG
€DAOYELY aDTOV aDTOUG SLEaTn AT oDTQV ...

alV€w appears 7 times in Lk-Acts (4 times in Lk), but nowhere else in the
Gospels. Only once in the epistles (Rom 15:11).

€0AOYEW appears 14 times in Lk, 5 times in Mt, 6 times in Mk and once in Jo. In
the epistles it appears 16 times.

Overall &lV€w is the more rare word and more specific to Lk

It is possible that €DA0Y€w has been changed to aivéw, because in the two
previous verses 50 and 51 €0A0Y€W is used as Jesus blessing the disciples. So
here it would then appear in a different meaning ("praise") and possibly
considered inappropriate (so Weiss).

The Byzantine reading is a clear conflation of txt and the Western reading.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA% Luke 24:53 kol Mooy Lo TVTOC €V T6) Lep® €bAoyodurteg Tov
Beov. T

insert PA: 1333¢

B: no umlaut

1333 (11™ CE) is a Byzantine MS with 93% Byz readings according to T&T.

M. Robinson Oct. 2002 on the TC list:

"Lk ends on one page bottom, recto, with 5 lines left empty (leaf 148). Next page
(verso of leaf 148) contains the pericope complete before the list of kephalaia
for Jn. It is written in a darker ink, but not necessarily by a different scribe,
since there are a number of similarities to the style of the opening segment of
John which follows. The title of the PA page reads EUa EIS T> K/ TOU OKTWs
Tu OSIas PELAGIAS (= the lectionary reading for Pelagia, Oct 8th). Also, the
PA is written in 2 cols., 26 Il per page, as in the rest of the MS. In the main text
of John, the PA is not present. However, in loc. 7:53 there is a stylized cross at
the end of 7:52, and written in the margin between columns is something
regarding ‘.. H PERIKOPH TOU .. GUNAIKOS', part of which was not
decipherable."



