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PREFACE

The present volume is designed to serve as a companion to
the third edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New
Testament, edited by Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M.
Marting, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren.

Une of the chief purposes of the commentary is to set forth
the reasons that led the Committee, or a majority of the
members of the Committee, to adopt certain variant readings
for inclusion in the text and to relegate certain other readings
o the apparatus, Gn the basis of a record of the voting of the
Committee, as well as, for most sessions, more or less full notes
of the diseussions that preceded the voling, the present writer
has sought to frame and express concizely (a) the main problem
or problems involved in ench et of variants and (b)) the Com-
mittee's evaluation and resolution of those problems. In writing
the commentary it was necessary not only to review what the
Committes had done, but alzo to consull once again the several
commentaries, concordances, synopses, lexicons, grammars, and
similar reference works that had been utilized by members of
the Committes during their discussions, More than once the
record of the discussion proved to be incomplete because, armd
the lively exchange of opinions, the Committes had come to a
decigion without the formal enunciation of those reasons Lhat
a,ppe-arefl at the time to be obvious or self-evident. In such cases
1t was necessary for the present writer to supplement, or even
to reconstruet, the tenor of the Commitles’s diseussions.

The general Introduction to the commentary includes an
outline of the chief kinds of considerations that the Come-
mittes took into account in choosing among variant readings.
By becoming acquainted with these eriteria (pp. xxv—xxviu)
the reader will be able to understand more readily the presup-
positions that underlie the Commitiee's evaluations of the di-
vergent readings.

In addition to the 1440 sets of vanant readings supplied in
the apparatus of the Bible Soceties’ edition, the seleetion ot
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Vi A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

which was made chicfly on the basis of their exegetical 1mpor-
tance to the translator und student, the Committee supgested
that certain other readings also deserved discussion in the
supplementary  volume. The author has therefore included
comments on about 600 additional setz of varnant readings,
scattered throughout the New Testament; the majority of
them, it will be noted, oceur in the book of Acts, which, beeause
of itz peculiar textual problems, seemed to demand special
attention (see the Introduction to the book of Acts).

In the comments on the variant readings for which the
text-volume supplies an apparatus, 1t was considered sufficient
to cite mersly the more important manuseript witnesses; the
reader of the commentary will be able, if he wishes, to supple-
ment the partial citation of evidence by consulling the fuller
apparatus in the text-volume, On the other hand, oecasionally
the discussion in the commentary supplements the apparatus
in the text-volume by the citation of addilional witnesses, o
few of which were not known at the time of the Committes's
work, and others of which had been deemed unimportant [or
citation in the apparatus. Since the present volume is designed
to assist franslutors and students who may not have available
an extensive library, the comments on the 600 additional sets of
variant readings are accompanied by a more or less full aitation
of evidence, drawn from such standard apparatus erilici as
those of Tischendorf, von Soden, Nestle, Merk, Bover, Souter,
Hoskier (for Revelation), and Wordsworth and White, as well
as from editions of individual manuseripts (for information con-
cerning the Greelr manuseripts eited in the eommentary but
not in the text-volume, see below, pp. 771 1)

The writing of the commentary was begun during 18964,
when the author, on sabbatical leave from his usual academic
duties, was a member of the Institute for Advanced Study in
Pritnceton. During the following vears, as the first draft of each
major section was completed, it was cireulated among the other
members of the Committes to make certain thal the comments
rellected adequately the Commitiee’s deliberations. Freguently
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it had happened that the members of the Clommittee differed
in their evaluation of the textusl evidence, and thus many
readings were adopted on the basis of a majority vote. In
spe::ial- cases, when a member holding a minority opinion had
strong feelings that the majority had seriously gone astray,
opportunity was given for him to express his own point of view.
SQuch occasional comments, identified by the writer's initials
and enclosed within square brackets, are appended to the main
discussion of the textual problem in question,

The author is grateful to Professors Black, Martin, and
Wikeren who, having read the Lypeseript of the commentary,
made several sugeestions, corrections, and additions which
have been it]cm‘péﬁ*uted into the volume; for the errors that
remain he alone, of course, is responsible. Appreciation musl
also he expressed to Dr. Robert P. Markham for his capable
and courteous assistunce given at all stages of the work. The
formidable task of typing the handwritten copy of the manu-
script was executed with exceptional aceuracy by Mrs. Richard
F. Munson. Similarly the eraftsmen of the firm of hMaurice
Jacobs, Ine., deserve commendation for the high quality of
their work, which ineluded the preparation of a special font of
(reek type to represent Lhe seript used in uncial manuscripts.
Assistance in the onerous task of proofreading was given by
Dy, Markham, Mr. Stanley L. Morris, Mrs. Munson, Lir. Erroll
Rhodes, and Professor Wikeren, Finally, 1 wish to express my
sincere thanks to Dr. Bugene A. Nida of the American Bible
Society for having invited me to prepare this companion to
our Greek text. Although the writing of the volume proved to
be a far greater and much more exacting task than it appeared
when I aceepted the invitation, now that 1t 1= completed I am
grateful to him for having given me the apportunity of £l
larging, as one may hope, the usefuiness of the United Bible
Societies” edition of the Greek Mew Testament.

Bruce M. METZ2GER
Prinecton Theological Beminary
Reptember 30, 1970



ABBREVIATIONS

1. MopeeN AUTHORS AND EDITORS

Buner-Arndi-Gingrich= A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Barly Christian Ldterature; A Transla-
tion and Adaption of Walter Bauer's (rriechisch-deutsches
Warterbuch 21t den Schriften des Neuwen Testaments und der
iibrigen wrehristlichen fateratur, 4te Aull., 1952, by William
T. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich (Chicago and Cambrdge,
1957 ).

Black, Aramate Approach=An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels
and Acts, by Matthew Black (Oxford, 1946; 3rd ed., 14967 ).

Blass-Debrunner-Funk = A Greek Grammar of the New Testa-
went and Other Early Christian Literature; A Translalion and
Revision of F. Blass and A. Debrunner’s ninth-tenth German
edition . . . by Robert W. Funk {Chicago, 1961).

Bruce = The Acts of the Aposiles; the Greek Text with Introduction
and Commentory, by T. F. Bruce (London, 1951),

Clark = The Acts of the Apostles; A Critical Edition wilh In-
trodietion and Nales on Selected Passages, by Albert C. Clark
f'l.'_"l':-:fm;d, 1h3d.

Hacnchen=Die Apostelgeschichie, neu iibersetzt und erklirt
von Trnst Huaenchen, Ste Aufl. (Kritisch-exegelischer Kom-
mentar aber dos Newe Testament, begriindet von H. A. W.
Meyer; Gottingen, L965).

Harris= Codex Bezae, o Study of the So-Called Western Text of
the New Testament, by J. Rendel Harris (Terts and Studies,
vol. 11y Cambridge, 18491},

Hort=F. J. A. Hort’s “Notez on Select Eeadings,” in The
New Testamend in the Original Greek, the Texi Revised by
Rrooke Foss Westeott and Fenton John Anthony Hort;
[vol. 11] fatroduction [and] Appendin (Cambridge and London,
1881 ; 2nd ed., 185G).
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Lake and Cadbury=The Beginnings of Christinnity: Part I
The Acts aof the Apostles, ed, by F. J. Foakes Jackson and
Kirsopp Lake; vol. 1v, Englizh Translalion and Commentary,
by Kirsopp Lake and Henry J. Cadbury (London, 1933),

Metzger=The Texl of the New Testament, [ts Transmission,
Corruption, and Hestoralion, by Bruee M, Metzger (Oxford,
1964 ; 2nd ed., 1968).

Moulton, Prolegomena=A Grammar of New Testament Greel,
by James Hope Moulton; vol. 1, Prolegomena (]ﬂdinhurgh;
1906 ; ord ed., 1908,

Moulton-Howard, Grammar=A Grammar of New Testamend
(Freek, by James Hope Moulton and Wilbert Francis Howard !
vol. 11, Acetdence and Word-Formalion (Edinburgh, 19293,

Moulton and Milligan= The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament
fllustrated from the Papyr: and Other Non-Literary Seurces,
by Jares Hope Moulton and George Milligan {London, 1930),

Moulton-Turner=4 Grammar of New Testament Greek, hy
James Hope Moulton: vol. u1, Synfex, by Nigel Turner
(Edinburgh, 1963).

Ropes=The Terf of Acls, by James Hardy Ropes, being vol.
of The Beginnings of Christianity; Part I, The Acts of the
Apostics, ed. by F. J. Foakes Juckson and Kirsopp Lake
(London, 1926),

Torrey = The Composition and Date of Acls, by . C. Torrey
(Harvard  Theological Studres, vol. 1; Cambridee, Massa-
chusetts, 1916,

Turner (see Moulton-Turner).

Weiss, Der Codez D=Der Coder I in der Apostelgeschichle:
Textiritische Untersuchungen, by Bernhard Weiss (Terte und
Untersuchungen, Neue Folge, 1. Band; Leipzig, 1800).

Westoott H.I‘_l[‘I Hort, I'ntroduction=The New Testament in the
Original Greek, the Text Revised by Brooke Foss Westeoti

and Fenton John Anthony Hort; [vol. 0] Intreduction [and)
Appendiz (Cambridge and London, 1881 2nd ed., 1896).

Zuntz="The Text of the Epistles; a Disguisition upon the Corpus
Paulinum, by (3, Zunts (London, 1953),

i
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2 OTHER ABREREVIATIONS

ad Loe. = ad lecum (ut the passage]

al =alia {other witnesses)

ASY = American Standard Version (1901}

AV =Authorized or King James Version {1611)

hig ~ =twice

of. = ponfer (COTOPLEE)

o g =erempli gratia {for example) :

hinl  =is lacking (used of a passage In a fragmentary Mman-
seript)

i.e. =id est (that is)

NEE = New English Bible (New Tegtament, 1961) .
EEYV = Revised Standard Version (New Testament, 109467
ep.  =sub poce (under the word)
ter = three times il
wid  =videtur (it seems; used to indicate that the re&lclmg I8
not certain, especially in a damaged manuseripl)
For the abbreviations of the titles of the bﬂ:ﬂl-:ﬁ of the Bﬂjle,
and the sigla of manuscripts and early versions ”f,?hﬁ New
Testument, see the Introduction m The Greek j"l.'lnw fi ea!{ri_rnﬁni
(third edition), supplemented by the sigla of ancsm?s ]]H;Ed
in the Appendix at the close of the present volume. For flurt e
nformation concerning individual Greek manuseripls mm?d n
the apparatus, sec (Caspar René Gregory, Te::rtk-rﬂ-.',i'c des Newen
Testwmenies, 3 vols. (Leipzig, 19000597, au::! Kurt A}-.m-:l,
Kurzgefasste Liste der grivehischen H u:mﬂsr:hn{mt des fh'e?uen.
Testaments: 1. Gesamtibersichi (Berlin, 1963), with aulpplementh
in Aland's Materialien zur neutestementliche H andschriftenkunde,
=1l Ay =
| ti?.‘b:-:m‘r‘ﬁi?lj tEf siglum of a manuscript is enclosed ?xrlthtn
parentheses, this means that the manusc:rip_:t supporis 1.!1.;%
reading in most respects but differs in some unimportant detail

or details,
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It should be observed that, in accord with the theory that
nlmmbem of /1 and ™ were subject to progressive a&mmﬁmda-
tion to the later Byzantine text, scholars have established the
text of these families by adopting readings of family witnesses
that differ from the Textus Heeeptus. Therefore the eitution
of the sighim M or % may, in any given instance sigmify o

minority of manuseripts (or even only one) that belong to the

family.

b |

INTRODUCTION

Most commentaries on the Bible seek to explain the meaning
of words, phrases, and ideas of the scriptural text in their
nearer and wider context; a textual commentary, however, is
concerned with the prior question, What is the original text of
the passage? That such a question must be asked—and an-
gwered!—hefore one explaing the meaning of the text arises
from two cireumstances: (o) none of the original documents
of the Hible is extant today, and (b)) the existing copies differ
[rom one ancther,

Despite the large number of general and specialized com-
mentaries on the books of the New Testament, very few deal
adequately with textual problems. In fact, there 15 none that
deals comprehensively with the entire New Testament, and
those Lhat supply the fullest discussions were written during the
past century and are, of course, seriously out of date today.
Among nineteenth century works devoted exclusively to textual
problems are Rinek’s commentary on the Aets of the Apostles
and the Epistles,! and Reiche's three volumes on the Pauline
and Catholic Epistles.®* Not nearly so extensive but much more

U Willkelm  Friedrieh Rinck, Lucubratio eritica #n Acle A postalorum,
Epistolas Catholicas ef Pawlinas, in qua de classibus librorum manu scriptum
quacstiﬂ"insti’r.uimr, deseriptio et varia leetio septem eodicunm Meroionarum
exhibitur, atque observationes ad plurima loes cum Apostoli tum Hvan-
geliorum dijudicands ¢t emendanda proponuntur [(Bascl, 1830).

Prior to Rinek, J. J. Criesbach began a eomprebensive textual com-
mentary on Uhe New Testament, but finished only the portions on
Matthew and Mark (Commentoriug eriticus in fextum Groccum Novi
Testamenti, partieuls | [Jena, 1798]; particuls 11 (Jena, 1811} 1t may
alse be mentioned that in 1844 J. T. Doedes eommented at conslderable
lenpth on nearly Afty passapes that involve major textual problems {n
the New Testament in bis Verhandeling over de teksliritiel des Nieuwen
Verbords (=Teyler's Godgeleerd Genootsehap, vol. xxxevy Haarlem.
1544}, pp. 87481,

* Johann Geors Weiche, Commentarivg eriticus me N|omon] T lestamentum].
aien loci groviora ¢ difhiciliore lectionds dulnoe accurale recensenlur el ce-
plicntur: Tomue 1, Epistolas Pouli ad Romaenos el ad Corinthivs dotos

AT
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widely known are the “Notes on Belect Readings™ which are
included in the second wvolume, entitled Sfntroduction [and)
Appendiz, of B. F. Westeott and F. J. A, Hort's The New
Testament in the Original Greek (Carmnbridge and London, 18812
Approximately 425 passages are considered in these Notes,
zome of which involve lengthy discussions that remain per-
raanently valuable, while others provide merely the citation of
evidence without comment. The second edifion of the volume
(1886) containg nearly 50 additional Notes, prepared by F. .,
Burkitt and dealing with the newly discovered Sinaitie Syriae
manuseript of the Gospelz. At the close of the century Edward
Miller, a disciple of Dean J. W. Burgon, issued Part | of his
Textual Commendary uwpon the Holy (ozpels (London, 1844,
covering the first fourteen chapters of the Gospel according to
Matthew. This work, however, is misnamed, for instead of
being a commentary in the usual sense of the word, 1t comprises
nothing more than a eritical apparatus of variant readings.
The twenlieth century saw the publication of de Zwaan's
doctoral dissertation devoted to the textual problems of 2 Peter
and Jude* and Turner's elaborate analyses of Markan usage,
culminating in “A Textual Commentary on Mark 1.7 More

cortlinens (Gotlingen, 1853); Tomus 11, Bpistolas Apostoli Pauli mineres
condirens (18500 Tomus 111, Epistelarm ad Hebrasos ef Epialolns Catholicas
comdiriens (1a62].

*In the two volumes entitled The Revieers' Gresk Texl (Boston, 1552),
which are in commentary-format, 3. W. Whitney discusses about 700
passages in the Heviaed Version of 1881, which was traonslated basically
from Weateott and Tlort’s Greek toxt; in almost all eases Whitney preiers
the Textus Reeeptus, represented in the King James or so-ealled Authorized
¥erswon,

VJohannes de Zwsan, (1 Petrus en Judos fextudigove mel dnlerdende
sludidn en lextuealen eommentaoor (Leiden, 1909},

s, T Tarener, “Marcan Usage: Notes, Critical aml Expgeticnl, on the
Second Gospel,” Journal of Thealogreal Studies, v (192324}, pp. 377-550;
XXVL (192425} pp. 12-20, 145-156, 225-240, 337-344; =xvie (182520,
pp B8-02; xxvin (FO26-27), pp. 9-30, 345362, The textnal comimen-
tary was published in Jowrnel of Theologioal Studies, xxvin (DREG-27)
Py 1d3—155
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recently H. V. G. Tasker has provided about _ETII} t.:'r.iﬁf M N otes
on Varianl Readings” in the Appendix to his edition of The
Greek New Testament (Oxford and Cambridge, 19645, the text
of which is to be regarded as lying behind The New English
Rible (1961). % .

In the following pages the reader will find a succinct state-
ment of (1) the history of the transmission of the }_Iew Testa-
ment text, (2) the principal eriteria uzed in ::hm_:ssmg_aunﬂng
conflicting witnesses to the text, and (3) the chlf&f witnesses
to the New Testament listed according to types ol text.

1. Higrory oF THE TRANSMISSION OF THE
New TEsTaMENT TEXT

In the earliest days of the Christian church, after an apostolic
letter was sent to a congregation or an individual, or a.fta_r a
gospel wius written to meet the needs of o pﬂ.rti::}:im: reading
publie, eopies would be made in order to extend lt.a;_mﬂgennfa
and to enuble others to profit from it as well, It was inevitable
that sueh handwritten copies would eontain a greater or lesser
number of differences in wording from the original. Most of
the divergencies arose from guile accidental causes, srf::h s
mistaking a letter or a word for another that looked 11k¢l1t.
If two neighboring lines of a manuseript began or ended with
the samme sroup of letters or il two similar words stood near
pnch other in the same line, it was easy for the eye of the
copyist to jump from the first group of letters to the second,
and so for 4 portion of the text o be omitted (called hﬂm?[a:?-
areton or homoeoteleuton, depending upon whether the simi-
laritv of letters oceurred at the beginning or the ending of the
W.'—'nrtiﬁ]. Conversely the scribe might go hacl from the second
to the first group and unwittingly copy one or more wm_rds
tawice (ealled dittography). Letters that were prc:-ncmnee:cl alike
were sometimes confused (ealled taciem), Such accidental
arrors are almost unaveidable whenever lengthy passages are
capied by hand, and would be especially likely to occur if the
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recently the two chiefl witnesses to the Alexandrian text were
codex Vaticanus (RB) and eodex Sinaiticus (®), parchment
manuseripts dating from about the middie of the fourth t_'-nlm.ur;,'.
With the acquisition, however, of the Bodmer |:‘Fl{}}’r]_. par-
ticularly $* and ™, both copied about the c*.nrd af the Ir‘d'r.‘i’i]-nll
or the beginning of the third cenlury, evidence is now available
that the Alexandrian type of text goes back to an ar[:hcr.;fg?cr
that must be dated early in the second century. The Hulu!;hu
and Dohairic versions frequently confain typically Alexundrian
s

m{l;'l}z\tegﬁ-’e.ﬂfm texd, which was widely current in Italy !1T1Et Cranl
a5 well as in North Afriea and elsewhere [including Lgypt),
can also be traced buck to the second century. It was used by
Marvion, Tatian, Irenacus, Tertullian, and Cyprian. H.H.prer:cem;[:
in Egypt is shown by the papyri g {aboul A H'{]'l.],'l and p**
{about the end of the third century). The most 1_mpur1.ﬂ,n1.
f_iruak manuseripts that presenl a Western Lype ntl1.f_a:-;l are
codex Besae (D) of the fifth or sixth century {f-:mteumngllh-i
Gospels and Acts), codex Claromontanus {[) of the sixth
pentury [containing the Pauline epistles), and, for Mark .1
to 5.30, codex Washingtoninnus (W) of the late fourth or early
fifth century. Likewise the Old Latin versions are T‘IDT.I‘.'-.?‘GI‘“‘!}"
witnesses to 1 Western type of text; these fall into three mam
groups, the African, Italian, and Hispanie forms of Old
Latin texts. :

The ehief characteristic of Western readings is fondness [or
paraphrase. Words, clauses, and even x\'llﬂ!e senlences E.II_‘H
freely changed, omitted, or inserted. Sometimes the _n*m’r.hn-.c
appears to have been harmonization, while at ﬂr.‘hn:r times 1
was the enrichment of the narrative by the inclusion of tmEh'
tional or apoeryphal material. Some readings inmlwa_qmtﬂ
trivial alterations for which no special reason can be zisslgnfltl-
One of the puzzling features of the ‘lr“-":aatcrn‘ text (which
generally is longer than the other forms of text) 1z that at the
end of Luke and in & few other places in the New Testament
certain Western witnesses omit words and passages that are

INTRODUCTION X1%

present o other forms of text, including the Alexandrian.
Although at the close of the last century certain scholurs were
disposed Lo regard these shorter readings us original { Westeott
and Hort called them “Western non-interpolations''), sinee the
acquisition of the Bodmer Papyri many scholars today are
inclined to regurd them as sberrant readings (sce the Note on
Western Non-Interpolations, pp. 191-193),

In the book of Acts the problems raised by the Western
text become most acute, for the Western text of Acts iz newrly
ten percent lomger than the form which iz commonly regarded
to be the original text of that book. For this reason the present
volume devotes proportionately more space to variant readings
in Acts than to those in any other New Testament book, and
tospecial Introduction to the textual phenomena in Acts is
provided (see pp, 259-272).

The Caesarean text, which seerns to have originated in Egypt
(it iz attested by the Chestor Beatty Papyrus p2), was brought,
perhaps by Crigen, to Caesarea, where it was used by Eusebius
and others, From Caesarca it was carried o Jerusalem, where
it was used by Cyril and by Armenians who, at an carly date,
had a colony at Jerusalem. Armenian missionaries carried the
Caesarean text into Georgia, where it influenced the (Georginn
version a8 well as an uneial Greek manuseripl of about the
minth century (8, codex Koridethi). Furthermore, perhaps
BEuthaliuss scholarly edition of the Pauline Epistles was made
at Caesarea (so Zuntz).t

Thus it appears that the Caesarean lype of text has had a
long and checkered carcer.’ According to the view of most

Pl Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles; o [Hsguisition upon the Corpue
Faulinum (London, 1953}, pp. 1533 f.

* For a summary of the chiel resesrch on the so-called Caesarean text,
see Metzger, “The Caesarcan Text of the Gospels," Jowrnal of Bibfieal
Lateralure, 1x1v (1945), pp. 407-480, reprinted with sdditions i Metzger's
Chopders va the History of New Testamen! Taptual Orifieism CLasiden sndd
Grand Rapds, 1963), pp. 42-72. A few acholars doubi whether it s
pogstole Lo identify the Caesarean text: see, e, g, Kurt Aland in The B0
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scholars, it iz an Bastern text, dating from the early part of
the third century, and is eharneterized by a distinetive mixture
of Western readings and Alexandrian readings. One may also
observe a certain striving after clegance of expression, a feature
that is especially typical of the Dyzantine type of text.

Another Eastern {ype of text, current in and near Antioch,
is preserved loday chiefly in Old Syriac witnesses, namely the
Sinaitic and the Curetonian manuseripts of the Gospels and
in the quotations of Scripture contained in the works of
Aphraates and Ephracm,

The Byzantine texd, otherwise called the Syrion lert (so
Westeott and Iort), the Hoeine fext (so von Soden), the
Feelesinstical text (so Lake), and the Anliochian fext (s0 Ropes),
iz, on the whole, the latest of the several digtinetive types of
text of the New Testament. 1115 characterzed cluefly by lueidity
and completeness. The framers of this text sought to smooth
away any harshness of language, to combine two or more
divergent readings into one expanded reading {called confia-
tion), and to harmonize divergenl parallel passages. This
conflated text, produced perhaps at Antioch in Syria, was
taken to Constantinople, whenee 1t was distributed  widely
throughout the Byzantine Empire. [ is best represented today
by codex Alexandrinus (in the Gospels; not in Aects, the Epistles,
or Revelution), the later uneial manusgeripts, and the great mass
of minuscule manuseripts. Thus, except for an oceasional manu-
seript that happened (o preserve an carlier form of text, during
the period from about the sixth or seventh century down to
the invention of printing with moveable type (4. ., 1450-536), the
Byzantine form of text was generally regarded as e au-
thoritative form of text and was the one most widely cireulated
and aceepled.

After Gutenberg’s press made the production of books more

st Modern Scholerskip, ed. by J. Philip Tlvatt {(Nashville, %D, pp. da6 i
reprinted in Aland's Studien zur Uberlieferung des Newen Testaments wnd
petneas Texiee (Herlin, 1967}, pp. 188 1
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rapid and therefore cheaper than was possible through copying
by hand, it was the debased Byzanline text that became the
standard form of the New Testament in printed editions. This
unfortunate situation was not altogether unexpected, for the
(ireek manuseripts of the New Testament which were most
readily available to early editors and printers were those that
contained the corrupt Byszantine text.

The first published edition of the printed Greek Testament,
iganed at Basel in 1516, was prepared by Desiderius Erasmus,
the Duteh humanist scholar, Since Erasmus could find no
manuseript that contained the entire Greek Testament, he
utilized several for the various divisions of the New Testament.
Tor the greater part of his text he relied on two rather inferior
manuseripte now in the university library at Basel, one of
the Gospels and one of the Aects and DEpistles, both dating
from wubout the twelllth century, Erasmus compared them with
twao or three others, and entered ocensional corrections in the
marging or between the lines of the copy given to the printer.
For the book of Revelation he had but one manuseript, dating
from the twelfth century, which he had borrowed from his
friend Reuchlin. As it happened, thiz copy lacked the final
leaf, which had contained the last six verses of the book. For
these verses Frasmus depended upon Jerome's Lalin Vulgate,
translating this version into Greek. As would be expected from
sich a procedure, here and there in Erasmus’s reconstruction
of these verses are several readings which have never been
found in any Greek manuseript—but which are still per-
petuated today in printings of the so-called Textus Heceptus
of the Greek New Testament, In other parts of the New Testa-
ment Erasmus also oceasionally mtroduced into his Greek text
material derived from the current form of the Latin Vulgate,

o much in demand was Erasmus's Greek Testament that
the first edition was soon exhausted and a second was called
for. It was this second edition of 1519, in which some (but not
nearly all) of the many typographical blunders of the lirst
edition had been corrected, that Martin Luther and William
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Tyndale used as the basis of their translations of the New
Testament into German (1522) and into English (1523).

[n the years following many other editors and printers
issued o variety of editions of the Greek Testament, all of
which reproduced more or less the same type of text, numely
thal preserved in the later Byzantine manuseripts. Iiven when
it happened that an editor had aceess to older manuscripts—
as when Theasdore Beza, the friend and successor of Culvin al
Geneva, acguired the fifth or sixth century muaunuscript that
poes under his name today as well as the sixth century codex
Cluromontanus—he made relatively little use of them, lor they
deviated too far from the form of text that had become standard
in the later copies.

Noteworthy early editions of the Greek New Testament
include two issued by Robert Etienne (commonly known under
the Latin form of his name, Stephanus), the famous Parision
pricter who later moved to Geneva and threw i his lot with
the Protestants of that eity, In 1550 Stephanus published at
Parie his third edition, the editio Kegia, a magnificent [0l
edition. 1t iz the first printed Greek Testament to contain 4
critieal apparatus; on the inner margins of its pages Stephanus
entered variant readings from fourteen Greek manuscripts,
as well as readings from another printed edition, the Com-
plutensian  Polyglot. Stephanus's  fourth edition ((eneva,
1551}, which contuins two Lutin versions (the Vulgate and
thut of Erasmus), is noteworthy beeause in it for the fiest time
ihe text of the New Testament was divided into numbered
VETEeE.

Theador Beza published no fewer than nine editions of the
Cireck Testament between 1565 and 1604, and a tenth edition
appeared posthumously in 1611, The importanee of Beza's
work lies in the extent to which his editions tended to popularize
and stereotype what came to be called the Textus Heceptus.
The translators of the Authorized or King James Bible of 1611
mnde large use of Beza's editions of 158889 and 1543,

The term Teatus Receptus, as applied Lo the text of the New
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Testament, orginated in an expression used by the Elzevir
brothers, who were printers in Leiden and laterin Amsterdam.
The preface to their second edition of the Gresl Testament
(1634) containg the sentence: Textum erge habes nunc ab omnibus
recepium in gieo rohtl fmmatatum aut corruptum domus (CThere-
fore vou [dear reader] now have the text received by all, in
which we give nothing changed or corrupted”). In one scnse
this proud eclaim of the Elzevirs in behalf of thelr edition
seemed to be Justified, for their edition was, in most respects,
not different from the approximately 160 other editions of
the printed Greek Testament that had been issued since
Frasmus's first published edition of 1516, In a more precise
sense, however, the Byzantine form of the Greek text, repro-
duced in all early printed editions, was dishgured, as was
mentioned above, by the accumulation over the centuries of
myriads of seribal alterations, many of minor significance but
some of considerable consequence,

It was the corrupt Byzantine form of text that provided the
basis for almost all translations of the New Testament into
modern languages down to the mneteenth century. Duaring
the eighteenth century scholars assembled a great amount of
information from many Greek manuscripts, as well as from
versional and patristic witnesses. Buf, except for three or four
editory who timidly corrected some of the more blatant errors
of the Textus Receptus, this debased form of the New Testa-
ment, text was reprinted in edition after edition. It was only
in the first part of the nineteenth century (1831} that a German
classical scholar, Karl Lachmann, ventured to apply to the
Mew Testament the criteria that he had used in editing texts
of the clazsics, Subsequently other ecritical editions appeared,
ineluding those prepared by Constantin von Tischendorf, whose
eighth edition (1869-72) remains a monumental thesaurus of
variant readings, and the influential edition prepared by two
Cambridge scholars, B. F, Westeott and F, J. A, Hort (1881).
It is the latter edition that was taken as the basis for the
present United Bible Societies’ edition. During the twentieth
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century, with the discovery of several New Testament mani-
seripts much older than any thut had hitherto heen avallable,
it has become possible to produce editions of the New Testa-
ment that approximate ever more closely to what is regarded
as the wording of the original documents,

II. Crereris Usun N CHooSING AMoNG CONFLICTING
Brapivcs v Now TesTament WITNESSHS

In the preceding section the reader will have seen how,
during about fourtesn centuries when the New Testament
was transmitted in handwritten copies, numerous changes and
scerotions eame into the text. Of the approximately [ive
thousand Greek manuscripts of all or part of the New Testa-
ment that are known today, no two agree exacily in all
particulars. Confronted by a mass of conflicting rmufling.s,
oditors must decide which variants deserve to be included in
the text and which should be relegated to the apparatus.
Although at first it may seem to be a hopeless task amid so
many thousands of variant readings to sort oul those thit
should be regarded as original, textual scholurs have developed
certain generally acknowledged criteria of evaluation, These
eonsiderntions depend, it will be seen, upon probabilities, a1.1t1
sometimes the textual eritic must weigh one set of probabilities
against another. Furthermore, the reader should be advised at
the outset that, although the following criteria have been drawn
up in a more or less tidy outline form, their application can
never he undertaken in a merely mechanical or stereotyped
manner, The range and complexity of textual data are s0
great that no neatly arranged or mechanically contrived st of
rules can be applied with mathematical precision. Bach Al
every variant reading needs to be considerad in itsell, and not
judged merely according to a rule of thumb., With these cau-
tionary comments in mind, the reader will appreciate that the
following outline of criteria is meant only as a convenient
deseription of the more important considerations that the
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Committee took inlo account when choosing among variant
readings,

The chief categories or kinds of eriteria and considerations
that assist one in evaluating the relative worth of variant
readings are those which involve (I} External Fvidence, having
to do with the manuseripts themselves, and (1I) Internal
Evidence, having to do with two kinds of considerations,
(A) those concerned with Transeriplional Probabilities (1. e
relating to the habits of seribes) and (B) those conecrned with
Inirinsic Probabilities (1. e. relating to the style of the author).®

OQUTLINE OF CRITERIA

. ExrenNaL EVIDENCE, involving considerations bearing upon:

A, The date and character of the wilnesses. In general,
earlier manuseripts are more likely to be free from those errors
that arise from repeated copying. Of even greater importanee,
however, than the age of the document itsell are the date and
charneter of the type of text that it embodies, as well as the
degree of care taken by the copyist while producing the
manuscript.

B. The geographical distnibution of the witnesses that
support a variant, The concurrence of witnesses, for example,
from Antioch, Alexandria, and Gaul in support of a given
variant is, other things being equal, more significant than
the testimony of witnesses representing but one locality or
one ecclesiastical see, On the other hand, however, one must be
cortain that peopraphically remote witnesses are really in-
dependent of one another. Agreements, for example, between
(Md Latin and Old Syriae witnesses may sometimes be due Lo
comimon influence from Tatian’s Dintessaron.

* The table of criterin has been adapted Trom the present writer's volume,
The Text of the New Testament, s Tranemission, Cerruption, and Restorafion
Wford, 1904; second editlon, 1868}, which may be consulted for a fuller
aceount of the science and art of texteal criticism,
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{(%. The genealogical relationship of texts and families of
witnesses. Mere numbers of witnesses supporiing a given
variant reading de not necessarily prove the superiority of
that reading. For example, if in a given sentence reading z is
supported by twenty manuscripts and reading y by only one
manuscript, the relative numerical support favoring = counts
for nothing if all twenty manuseripts should be discovered
to be copies mude from a single manuscript, no longer extant,
whose seribe first introduced that particular variant reading,
The comparison, in Lhat case, ought to be made between the
one manuseript containing reading ¥ and the single ancestor
of the twenly manuscripts containing reading z.

13. Witnesses are Lo be weighed rather than counted. Thuat
is, the principle enunciated in the previous paragraph needs
ta be eluborated: those witnesses that are found to be generally
trustworthy in clear-cut cases deserve lo be accorded pre-
dominant weight in enses when the textual problems are am-
higuous and their resolution is uncertain. At the same time,
however, since the relative weight of Lhe several kinds of
evidence differs for different kinds of variants, there should be
na merely mechanical evaluation of the evidence,

[1. INTERNAL EVIDENCE, involving two kinds of probabilities:

A, Transcriptional Probabilities depend upon considerations
of the habits of seribes and upon palacographical features in
the manuseripts.

1. In general, the more diffienlt reading is to be preferred,
particularly when the sense appears on the surface to be
prronenus but on more mature consideration proves itsell to
be correct. (Here “more diffienlt” means “more difficult to the
seribe,” who would be tempted Lo make an emendation. The
characteristic of most seribal emendations is their superficiality,
often eombining Ythe appearance of improvement with the
absence of its reality, " Obviously the category “more difficult

* Weateott and Hore, op. ¢it., vol. 1, p. 27
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reading’” is relative, and sometimes & point is reached when a
reading must be judged to be so difficull that it can have
arisen only by accident in transeription. )

2. In general the shorter reading is o be preferred, exeepl
where

(a) Parablepsis arising [rom homoeoarcton or homoeo-
teleuton may have oceurred (i, ¢, where the eye of the copylst
may have inadvertently passed from one word to another
having a similar sequence of letters); or where

(h) The seribe may have omitled material which he
deered 1o be (1) superfluous, (i) harsh, or (i) contrary to
pious belief, liturgical usage, or ascetical practice.

3. Sinece seribes would frequently bring divergent passages
into harmony with one another, in parallel passages (whether
guotations from the Old Testament or different accounts in
the Gospels of the same event or narrative) that reading which
involves verbal dissidence is usually to be preferred fo one
which iz verbally concordant.

4. Heribes would sometimes

(a) Replace nn unfamiliar word with 2 more familiar
S}-’]’Iﬂ!l}"m;

(b) Alter a less refined grammatical form or less elegant
lexicnl expression in accord with contemporary Atticizging
preferences; or

{c) Add pronouns, conjunctions, and expletives to MAaKe
a smoother Lext.

B. Intrinsic Probabilities depend upon considerations of what
ihe author was more likely to have written. The textual eritic
takes into account

1. In general;
(a} The style and vocabulary of the anthor throughout
the book:
(b} The immediate context; and
(t) Harmony with the usage of the author elsewhere; and,
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2. In the Gospels:
{a) The Aramaic background of the teaching of Jesus;
() The priority of the Gospel according to Mark; and
(e) The influence of the Christian community upon the
formulation and transmission of the passage in question.

It iz obvious that not all of these criteria are applicable 1n
every case. The textual eritic must know when it iz appropriate
to give greater consideration to one kind of evidenee and less to
another. Bince textual eriticism 15 an art as well as a soience,
it is inevitable that in some cases different scholurs will come
to different evaluations of the signihcance of the evidence
This divergence is almost inevitable when, as somefimes
happens, the evidence is so divided that, for example, the
more difficult, reading is found only in the later witnesses, or
the longer reading is found only in the earlier witnesses.

In order to indicate the relative degree of cerfainly in the
mind of the Committee for the reading adopted as the text,'
an identifving letter is included within braces at the beginning
of cach set of textual variants., The letter |A] sigunifies that
the text is virtually certain, while |B} indicates that there is
some cdegree of doubt concerning the reading selected for the
text. The letter [C] means that there is a considerable degree
of doubl whether the text or the apparatus contains the
superior reading, while I} shows that there is o very high
degree of doubt concerning the reading selected for Lthe text.
In fact, among the I} decisions somelimes none of the
variant readings commended itsell as original, and therefore
the only recourse was Lo print the least unsatisfactory reading.

[11. Lasts oF WiTNEssEs AccorpiNg 10 Tyre oF TEXT

The following are some of the more important withesses Lo
the text of the New Testament arranged in lists aceording o

% Tt will be noted that this system is similar in principle but different
in gpplication from that follewed by Jobann Albrecht Bengel in his cdition
of the Greek New Testament (Tibingen, 1754).
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the predominant type of text exhibited by each witness. [t
will be obzerved that in some cases different sections of the New
Testament within the same witness belong Lo different text-
L pes.

Alezandrion Wilnesses

(1} Proto-Alexandrian:

Pt (in Aets) p*® p% p™ R B SBahidic (in pare), Clement of
Alexandrin, Origen (in part), and most of the papyrus [ragments
wilh Pauline text.

(2} Later Alexandrian:

Gospels: ()" L T W {in Luke 1.1 to 8.12 and John) (X)
7oA (in Mark) £ ¥ (in Mark: partially in Luke and John)
33 570 802 1241 Bohwne.

Acts: g A () ¥ 33 81 104 326.

Pauline Epistles: A (C) H 1 334 51 104 326 1739,

Catholic Epistles: p** p* A () ¥ 33 81 104 326 1739,

Revelation: A () LOOG 1611 1854 2053 2344 ; less good, p*7 .

Western Wilnesses

Gospels: D W (in Mark 1.1 to 5.30) 0171, the Obld Latin,
(syr®and syr® in part), early Latin Fathers, Tatinn's Diatessaron.

Acts: ptf pts 1 T) I 383 614 1739 syr"™ ayreat™ cop®7 eurly
Latin Fathers, Ephracm.

Epistles: the Greek-Latin bilinguals D F G, Greek Fathers
to the end of the third eentury, Old Latin mss, and early
Latin Fathers, Byrian Fathers to about a.p, 450.

[t will be observed that [or the book of Rewvelation no
specifically Western witnesses have been identified,

Caezarean Wilnesses
(1) Pre-Caesarean: p* W (in Mark 5.31 to 16.20) f' /'8 25,
(2) Caecsarcan proper: & 563 700 arm geo Origen (in part),
Eusebius, Cyril-Jerusalem.

U In this list parentheses indicate that the text of the menuscript
thus designated 12 mixed in choracter.
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The classiheation of Caszarean witnesses inlo pre-Caesarenn
and Caesarean proper has been most fully explored in the
text of the Gospel of Mark, but similar groupings are some-
times assumed to hold good for the other Gospels as well
Very little research has been undertaken in identifying the
Caesarean text (if there is such a fext) in the other books of
the MNew Testament,

Hyzarntine Wilnesses'®

Gospelst ART GHEKPS Y W (in Matt. and Luke %.13—
24.54) 1Tk (partially in Luke and John) & and most minuseules,

Acts: I L P (4% and most minuseules,

FEpistles: L 04Y and most mimuscules.

Revelation: 046 051 052 and most minuseules.

In assessing the preceding lists of witnesses two comments
are appropriate. (o} The tables include only those witnesses
that are more or less generally acknowledged to he the chief
representatives of the several textual types. Additional wit-
nesses have at times been assigned to one or another category:
tor example, among Lhe weaker representatives of the Caesarean
text B. H. Streeter was melined to mnclude the deluxe, purple
manuscripts N, O, and £, as well as U A & 157 544 fam. 1424,
1071 and 1604, and other scholars have identified still other
witnesses as Caesarean,

(b} While the reader is encouraged to refer from time to
time from ihe commentary to the above lists of wilnesses, it
must never be supposed that identity of external support for
two sepurate sets of varlant readings requires dentical judg-
ments concerning the original text, Although the external
evidence for two sets of variant readings may be exactly the

R Az was mentioned earlier, these have been variously designated by
other writers ag Antiochiazn, Svrian, Feclesiastical, or Koine witnesses.
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same, considerations of transeriptional and/or intrinsic prob-
abilities of readings may lead to quite diverse judgments con-
cerning the original text. This is, ol course, only another way
of saying that textual criticism is an art as well as a sclence,
and demands that each set of variants be evaluated in the light
of the fullest consideration of both external evidence and

internal probabilities,
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1.7-8 ’Awdg, "dodd [B]

It is elear that the name “Asaph’ is the earliest form of
text preserved in the manuseripts, for the agreement of Alex-
andrian (88 B) and Cacsarean witnesses (' 700 1071) with
Eastern versions (cop arm eth geo) and representatives of
the Western text (Old Latin mss. and D in Luke |D is lacking
for this part of Matthew]) makes a very strong combination.
Furthermore, the tendency of seribes, observing that the name
of the psalmist Asaph (cf, the titles of Ps 50 and 73 to 83) was
confused with thal of Asa the king of Judah (1 Kgs 15.9 f.),
would have been to eorreet the error, thus accounting for the
prevalence of "Agd in the later Eeclesiastical text and its
inclusion in the Textus Recepius,!

Although most scholars are impressed by the overwhelming
weight of textual evidence supporting "Agdd, Lagrange demurs
and in his commentary prints "Agd as the text of Matthew,
He declares (p. 5) that “literary criticism 1= not able to admit
that the,author, who could not have drawn up this list without
consulting the Old Testament, would have taken the name of a
pealmist in place of 4 king of J ndab, It is necessary, therefore,
to suppose that 'Asad is o very ancient [scribal] crror.”' Binee,
however, the evangelist may have derived material [or the
genenlopy, not from the Old Testament directly, but from
subsequent penealogical lists, in which the erroneous spelling
oeeurred, the Commiltee saw no reason to adopt what appears
io be a seribal emendation,

: In the geneslogy in 1 Che 310 maost Greek manuseripts Tead "Aoa,
though ms. 60 reads "Agaf. In Anfig. VT sl 3—xii 6 Josephus uses "Aca-
vos, though in the Latin trunslation Asaph appears..

1



I

A TEXTUAL QOMMENTARY

110 "Apcds, *Apaic [B)

The textual evidence for the reading “Amos,” an error for
“Amon,"” the name of the king of Juidah, is nearly the same as
that which reads "Agéd in verses 7 and R,

In 1 Chr 3.14 most manuscripts present the correct A pp
(or its near equivalent Agudi), but "Auds is read by A Be
(B¥ and one minusenle read "Aprde), In the narrative aceount
concerning King Amon in 2 Kegs 21.18-10, 23 -25; 2 Chr 33.20-25
several Greek witnesses erroncously read "A s,

Despite Lagrangs's preference for "Audy (see his argument
quoted above on verses 7-8), the Commitlee was impressed by
the weight of the external evidence that attesis A s,

1.11  éyémmoer [Bi

In order to bring the text of Matthew into harmony with
the genealopy in 1 Chr 3.15-16, several of the later uncial
manuseripls (M U € 2}, as well as o variety of other witnesses
(meluding f* 33 209 258 478 661 954 1354 1604 gy with-e, pel
geo), have added rov "Twarely, Twakely §¢ évévvmaer. Alt hough
it 18 possible to argue that the clause had aecidentally fallen
out during transeripiion, the external evidence in its favor
& not ag weighty as that which supports the shorter text
WMBCERKLSVWT A II most minuseules it Vi SyISP
f:s:-p““rbn artn eth}. It should be noted also that when the clause
18 present there are fifteen generations in the seeond tessera-
decade (compare ver. 17),

116 7ov dvipa Mapias, é£ s éyewity ’Inoeds &
Aepopevos Xowords |B)

Thers are three principal variant readings: (1) “and Jacob
begot Joseph the husband af Mary, of whom Jesus was born,
who is ealled Chrisl,” is supported by a wide representation of
textual families in early Greek and versional witnesses, in-
Cluding p' % B C W vg syrebeal gopeatbal o,

' 0l
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(2} Yand Jaecob begot Joseph, o whom being betrothed the
virgin Mary bove Jesus, who 15 called Chevsl,” 15 supported by
Cacsarean and several Old Latin witnesses (& /19 jfe-ieled,
teray o Bimilar to this are the readings of the Curetonian
Svriae manuseript, “Jacob begot Joseph, him fo whom was
betrothed Mary the virgin, she who bore Jesus the Christ)” and
of the Armeman version, "Jacob begot Joseph the husband of
Maury, to wham wns betrothed Mary the vivgen, Trami whom was
born Jesws who was called Chrisl” In the more complete form
of the Liber gereralionis ncorporated by Hippeolvtus in his
Chroniele (completed ahout 4.n. 234), the genealogy from Adam
to Christ closes with the words foseph, cur disponsala fudd uirga
Maria, quae genut lesum Christum ex apiritu sanclo (ed, by
Rudolf Helm, 1955, p. 126; “Joseph, to whom was betrothed
the virgin Mary, who [fem.| bore Jesus Christ from the Holy
Spirit'.

i3y “Jucob begol Joseph; Joseph, o whom was belrofhed
Mary the virgin, begotl Jesus who 18 called the Christ,” 18 attested
bw the Binaitic Byvriac manuseript.

Lther witnesses have sometunes been supposed to support
reading (31, Thus, in the Dialogue of Timothy and Agquila,
an anonvmous treatise (dating perhaps from the fitth century)®
that presents a debate between o Chrstian and a Jew, Mt 1,16
15 refepred to three times. The third of these 15 a loose guotation
of the commonly received toxt, larwd 6é evévinoer tor lwang
Tov uvporevaiueror Mapidu, £ fis éyervifly 6 Xpurrds o
wids Tob feot (“And Jacob begot Joseph, who was betrothed
to Mary, from whom was born the Chnst the Son of God™) G
The second quotation, whieh stands at the close of a rapd
recapilulation of the genewlogy, 15 lake® 8¢ tér Twend,
wrnarenflelon Mapla: €5 ne édvevenfln 'Inoois & Aeyoueros

* Far lj]-l_"'—.Ll_:_'{‘I. s BLOOL Clonvbwesre, The Dhalogues of Alhanasive and
Aaceheens and of Timolty and Ageda (Oxlord, 1808), pp. 65-104, and
E. 1 Goodapeed, Jowrnal of Aiblieal Lilerafare, sxv (1905), pp. B8-T &
A, Lukyn Williams (Adeersns Sodocos |[Combridpee, TO35], pp. 67-73)
thinks that the main section of the trestise dgtes from about an. 2000

Tp il p. 85
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Xpraros (“And Jacob [begot] Joseph, to whom was betrothed
Mary, [rom whom was born Jesus who is called Christ’) 4
The first time that Mt 1.16 ocours in the Dialogue, the Jew
quotes it in exactly the form given in (1) above and then
fnllnws it with his own inference, namely xaf lw-:r?}-;b ETEJ-‘L-'?]H:F-EIJ
Ingotr Tor }uE’}ffl,UEl-'Dl-' Xpteror, wept ot viv & Adyos,
dneiv, éTe#maey éx Tis Mapiay (“And |so] Joseph begot
Jesus whe is called Christ, about whom we are talking, it B0y,
he begot [him| from Mary").* Despite the protestations of
Conybeare 10 the contrary,® it seems clear that these words
are not a second ellation added to the first, but are a Jewish
interpretation of the commonly received text of Mt 1,167

Another witness that is sometimes thought to support the
reading of the Sinaitic Syriac is a twelfth century Jacobite
Byrian writer, Dionysius Barsalibi, bishop of Amida. Hermann
von Soden, for example, cites in his apparatus for Mt 1,16
the name of Barsalibi as patristic attestation entirely parallel
with that of syr®, The evidence, however, iz far from being so
clear-cut, as the following account of the principal points will
make obvious.

In his Commentary on the Gospels Barsalibi discusses the
syntactical difference between the ways in which the Greek
and Syriae languages express “from whom™ in Mt 1.16, but
both the Greek and the Byrinc, he declares, explicitly attest
that Jesus was horn of Mary and net from Joseph ¥ The eritical

YOl p. TH.

b [hid.

. . Convhesre, “Three Farly Doctrinal Modifeations of the Text
of the Gospels"" Hibbert Sournal, 1 (190203}, pp. 96-102.

P Bee alio K. Urawford Burkiltt, Bvangelion de-Mepharreshe, 11 0Cam-
Lridge, 19041, p, 265, and Theodor Zahn, Friroduction lo the New Testa-
el 10 (Fdinburgl, 1909}, p. 565, who agres in taking Lhe words as a
Jewish interpretation, and not as 8 Greck witness supporting the fext of
the Sinuilic Svrine.

* Dionysius Bar Salibi, Commentori tn Evangelin, ed. by Sedlufek and
Chabot an Corpus Seripforum ChirisHanorum Oriontolium, Series Sceundsa.
Tom, xevio (Paris, 19H), po 44, lines 23 /. iof the Syriac textl, and

-
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point concerns Barsalib’s comment on Mt 1,18, which reads
as [ollows: “Here the manner of hig [Jesus’| corporeal birth
[the evangelist] teaches. When therefore you hear [the word]
‘husband' [i. e, in ver. 149], do not think that he was born
aceording to the law of nature—he who had constituted the
law of nature., And when 1t comes to Joseph o isare
e x et and therefore afterwards it says, ‘Now the birth
of Jesus the Messlah was thusz” that 15, not as the rest of men
was he born, but a new thing is the maoner of his birth, and
higher than the nature of those who are born® The words
cit.m-l in Syvrige can be translated either (o) “it says, "Who
begot the Messinh,” " or (b) "It says that he begot the -I'I-"IE‘::-L"‘.iEEL!I]_"'-
According to rendering (o), Barsalibi appears Lo be guoting
from some manuseript or author, not identified here or else-
where, whose text of Mt 1.16 paralleled the reading of the
Einniti{! Syriac. On the other hand, according to rendering (b},
Bar=alibi is making his own summary exposition of Matthew's
aceount of Joseph's relation to the Messish, In either ease,
however, it s obvious that so far as Barsalibi is concerned he
intends his quotation (if it be a gquotation} or his summary
expogition to be perfecily in aceord with his earlier discussion
of ver. 16 and his immediately following declaration that
Jesus' birth waz unigque. In other words, it appears that
Barsalibi fully accepted the Peshitta text of ver, 16 (1, e, the
reading designated (1) above).

A third witness that has been thought to support the Sinaitie
Svrac reading s one manuseript of the Arabic Dhatessaron.
-";ulth:mgh Theodoret explicitly states that Tatian did not
utilize the Matthean and Lukan renealogies in his Dintessuron,
the moedineval Arabie Diatessaron does contain them (ms. A

po. 35 . (of the Latin transtation), For a discnsmon of the passagre, see 1‘-_'111.
P, Armstrong, “Critieal Note (Matt, 1.16)," Princefon Theologeeal Review,
xann (1915), pp. 461-468, ] . .

' Ibid., po 70, lines 9 ff. (of the Syoac text), and p. 33 (of the Latic

Lransialiom g,
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mncludes the Matthean genealogy after 1,81, and the Lukan
gencalogy after IV,20, bul mas. B and E give them as an
appendix after the close of the Dhatessaron). At My 1,16
ms. A, which dates from the twellth eentury, reads ety

E oL L r ; = = s i { . £
L,:-:.:.,-..._q.,ﬂ L:-;_,.......:l ..LIJ LF""" 1:.;.,_5,55 l,‘"L?" UL:::-_J ‘—'L‘"'_?:'. ..I.J__g, JLH}L
begot Joseph, the hushand of Mary, who [masc.] of her Liegrat
Tesus the Messigh " (The other two manuseripts employ
the correct feminine form, {lr-llj, That ms. A should in jts

special reading somechow reflect the lext of a Greek manu-
seript of Mt 1.16 is, as Burkitt declares, " most unlikely.
Un the contrary it is altogether likely that the use of the
masculine who is either u blunder of a eareless copyist or
the dialectal usage of the maseuline relative for the feminine.
If then the relative is cortected, who of her will become af
whoin (fem.), and the second instanee of the verb .y will he
constried as a passive (was born), agreeing with the reading of
the Peshitta version,

There appears to be, therefore, no substantial evidence to
add in support of the singular reading of the Sinaitie Syriae
(reading (3] above),

What now are the relative merite of the three principal
readings?

The external evidence in support of (1} s extremely good:
1t is read by all known Greek unsial manuseripts except ©,
and by all other manuseripts and versions except the limited
number that support (2) and (3). Transeriptional probabilities
suggest that reading (2) arose | perhaps at Caesarea) because
the expression “the hushand of Mary" was thought to he
misleading in a genealogical context. Lest the hasty reader
assume that Jesus was the pliysical son of Mary and her
husband Joseph, the text was altered to bring it into conformity

AR Marmardji, DHatessaron de Tatien (Revrouth, 1935), p, 3L,
Wiikp, ait,, 1, p. 264,
'S0 Marmardji, op. e, p. 533, note.
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with ver. 18 where the verb urporeterfar is used to Ir:liea;rl}:-li
the relationship of Muary to .Iu.::ualeph. 1':_}5!'1 the i:’[:hli‘:ti . :iu& ‘;uit
reading (2) be supposed Lo be original, 1f is exceeﬂmg ;; i td &
to ims;gine why any scribe .wﬂuld hawve El!l]ﬁtdtut}ll Tﬂfl. 'LE
{1) for such a clear and unambiguous declaration of the virginity
4 %H:!:;fiﬁ no evidence that l'E-I:Ldi]:l?: (3) ever E_:{Iﬂt.l'!{% |d|1 d,{fu:;;l-;
manuscript of the first Gospel. The Gmnma.th_ae ju EE o
it arose either us a paraphrase of l'{fH.I%Jtlﬂlg {E:']'—Ehls wWas ull" 2 5
view—or as a purcly mechanical 1ntation :_Jf the pmuelmgr
pattern in the genealogy. Since overy name in thc't p;?}m:n: ?ﬁ;
up Lo Joseph is written twice in succession, 1t rm_i?.r e m.i-" £
seribe of the Sinaitic Syriac (or an ancestor of this xpann.rlsc 1;;6,-
carelessly followed the stercotyped [:gi.terﬂj .'_:m_{l 111'2 ‘ ;f; X ,
having made the initial mistake of repeating the word “Joseph,
went on to produce reading (3).

1.18  “Iyooil Xporoi (G} -
It iz exceedingly difficult to decide which 15 the {Jrlg_mul
3 T = 4 TRl i'nl L ::E
i the one hand, the prevailing tendency of scrile _
S el X oh r Xpworos by the addition of
1 either Fous o1 ) .
was to expand either Ly . Lh o
the other word. The Western reading Kmtrf'l?i':" in (ld If"itizr;
auﬁ Ol Syrine witness s scems fo have a certain :15:;}11:p1;5:f-
' = o+ ag L T P
ness, but it may be an assimilation to ews mu‘}ipmmu 0 ;
FT{‘i‘;tliI'!,E sentenes. It can also be argued thai 1 the !'l:!rl][_‘] atwi-
of his birth one would expeet to find the personal name I| esus,
T 'hlnﬂ'uﬁ in W omay have been conformed to the following
yet :
- a| | o 2]-]_
comrmand by the angel (ver, gk s ;
Om the other hand, though the external mful{,m.e in suppo .t_
of 'Tnooti Xptorol appears to be overwhelming, the ﬂ?sLang. I5
5 L ' vew Tes ent the definile
infrinst i rin the New Testament
intrinsically improbable, fo e the ¢ .
article is very rarely prefixed to the expression “Inools }s%pmmi
. I : : ' 1 y 8.7, Jn 4.3; an
(only in inferior mamuseripts In Ae 837, 1 Jn 4.3;
He 12.17). Z1% 4 S L
In the face of such conflicting considerations, the L-E'I‘.;‘l
4 i T : l‘- e - .-!15 lu
mittee judged Lhat the least unsatistaclory course W
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adopt the reading which was current in many parts of the
aarly church,

1.18  vyéveous |B}

EBoth véveows and yévenows mean “birth,” but the former
also means “ereation,” “peneration,” and “genealogy'” {(rom-
pare 1.1}, whereas the latter means more strietly “engendering”
and therefore beeame the customary word used in patristic
literature to reler to the Nativity, At the same time it iz under-
standable that seribes very often confused these two words,
which orthographically and phonetically are so similar,

In the present pagsage not only do the earlier represantatives
of several text-types support yévegws, but Lhe tendeney of
copyists would have been to substitute o word of more spe-
cialized meuning for one that had heen used in a different sense
ln ver, 1, particularly sinee yérepois corresponds more nearly
with the verb yewvdr used so frequently in the previous
gencalogy.

1,28  Tou ﬂpotﬁﬁﬂm

Before 7ol wpogfirov a wvarlety of witnesses {1including
D T 054 15‘52*”“ jfad e, d ‘I.-'H""'ﬁ"' E_}rr-r.a.':l.uz.l SLETHE I.}iﬂtﬂﬁﬂﬂ‘
ron="™-4F Jrenaeus') insert 'Healov. The name is clearly a
seribal explunation, for if it had been present originally there is
no adeguate reason that would account for its ahsence from the
mass of Greek witnesses.

1.25 E.H‘.-ﬁ'lll-' iﬂ.f

The Textus Receptus, following C D* K W A I1 most minus-
cules af, inserts Tov before vier and adds edrfs Tov Towrdroxor
{(“her firsthorn son'') from Lk 2.7,

The reading of the Binaitic Syrise (“she bore fo kim [io
Jogeph| a son) is in conformity with the singular reading of
this manuscript in ver, 16 (see the discussion nhove) and its
reading (shared with syre) in ver. 21 (“shall bear to thee o son™).

THE GOEPEL ACCORDING T MATTHEW a

2.5 Oun Toll mpodniTov

Not content with merely the mention of Tol wpogfrou
soveral witnesses (4 syr?™ @9 copt™ add Meyalov, and it®
reads per Kgiom  prophetam dicentem  (“through Isaiah the

prophet saying')

2,18  wAovfuos {C}

The longer reading, Bpfjwos kui xhavfuds, appears to be a
seribal assimilation to the Septuaging text of Jr 3115 (LXX
258151, It entered the Textus Receptus and lies behind the
rendering of the AV, “lamentation, and weeping, and great

mourning,”’

3.7 [Pawruopn

Despite the rather slender external uttestation (8® B cop®
Origen Hilary) the Committee preferred the reading ETL TO
Garricua without any addition, and regarded the presence
of avrol after SarTiopa in the other witnesses (or "lwavrou
in 346) as a natural expansion introduced by seribes. If the
possessive had been present originally, there seems to be no

good resson why it should have been deleted.
4

3.12  atroil el T amolfjeny [C}

While atrob after both yewpr and @rwra 15 witheut manu-
seript variation, (@) some wilnesses read atTov after ouror,
(b1 some after dwofprne, (¢} swme after both eoirev and
amofifany, and (d) a few lack the word in both places. A
majority of the Committes preferred reading {a) on the strength
of external evidence (% O K A 0 28 33 565 7O W' vg
cops= al) and the probability that reading (b) arose by seribal
harmonization with the parallel in Lk 3.17 {where the text 1=
virtually firm}. Reading (¢) appears to be the result of scribal
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expansion {1:1: emphasize that the Messinh owns not onlv the
winnowing fork and threshing Hoor, hut the wheat and the
granary s wr::llj,_ whereas reading (d) seems to have arisen in
the interests of literary purism,

3.15 avror (2

}:"ru!,wfaefn verses B3 and 16 two Latin manuseripts (it ygo)
Lit:ﬁ(:r]t.ﬁ.i.! Lhe baptisme of Jesus as Tollows: &t ewm o plizetrefr
Efzerua 1:um, Tesus "), lumen magnum fulgebal (honen u.eg,;ur*.-rn
circwttulsit 1) de agua, fla ul Hmerand ommnes WUE CONGTe .c.:fl*.i
erarid {-:_n!z.-mwrauz it") (“And when Jesus was being ba }Ll;?c=i|f!
great light Aashed {a tremendous lght Bushed aruun}i!} ftm:]l
the water, so that all who had gathered there were alraid™)
.-"mcur:!u}g to Isho'dad of Merv (ninth century) amd .Uiut;vwl'u-;
EEF.]‘E.&-IH_:I {twelfth century), Tutian’s Distessaron also "L.F'ZH'.I:
tained a reference to the light, The passape from IsEl{:‘dmi’n
L'c-.'-f.'-meew.!a:r*g,.l on the Gospels i ns follows: .

“And straightway, as the Distessaron Lestifies, o great light
shown, and the Jordan was surrounded by white elods, and
muny Lroops of spiritual beings were soen ST nge ]]t':hii-{lt'.‘i it
the air; and the Jordan stood still quictly from ite course, its
waters not belng troubled, and a scent of ";:-crr‘ LITEECS WS vl.-;_u,é'lpr:i
from thence; for the Heavens were opened” (ML I Gl o
translation, p. 27}, b

How mueh of this extract should be regarded as Tatianie
and how much may have been taken from other soureos l.]]ﬂt‘:
hlﬁpﬁ an early hymn), is not koown, but it is thought, L.'il'lt- 1Tt
view of Fphraem’s remark about “the shining of Lh: |i|,:;JI|-E.{ u]-mn
the waters” (Com. iv.5), at least the reference to the licht )
t-i“tE'1 Jordan was present in the Diatessaron, o it
; [':-m-'tI?ral other writers refer to the tradition of the light
muludl_m_r, Justin Martyr, who says that after Jesus had frn{:
il{:‘ﬁl'l'n into the water “a fire was kindled in the ;Jini:dfulf' If-:.'riiI
arngln év 76 'lopdavy, Dial. ¢, Tryph. 88), and J'.|:i;1I|:+11i11;D
who quotes the Gospel of the Ebionites to the cffect t.]m:‘..,l
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after Lhe voice came from heaven, “immediately a greal light
shone around the place” (edfis TEpLEhaue TV TOTOr s
wéya, Panarion hoer. XXX, xiL, 7).

1.16  [avra@] O]

The juining of %% B, the Old Syriac, and Irenacus 1o support
of the shorter reading makes a very strong combination, which
might well be reparded as the onginal text. Un ihe other hand,
however, 1t is possible that copyists, nol understanding the
foree of abrd, omitted the word as unnecessary, In order Lo
show Uhis balanee of possibilities the Commitiee enelosed alTi

within square brockets,

3,16 [mati] epyopevor [

o transeriptional or dogmatic considerations seem Lo have
been at work here, and the parallels offer no assistance in
deciding between the rewdings with or without kel Un the
strenpth of the diversity of textual groups that suppor Kl
epyouevor, the Commities retained Lhe words i the text,
but. in order to refleet the possibilivy tha gai, being absent
from carly representatives of both Alexandrion andl Western
text-types (8% B oitabe Trenaeus al), may not have been part
of the text originally, enclosed 1t within square brackets

4.10  dwave (B

If the words 6miow wov were originally in the text, no satis-
factory reason can be found to account for their omission.
(O tle other hand, if they were originally absent, copyists
who recalled the words of Jesus to Peler, imaye omeoa pov,
Yarava (M: 16.23, where there is no varation of reading).
would have been likely to supply them here,
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.17 peravoeire, fyyucer ydp (B

Although it s diffiewdt Lo aceount for the shsence of LET G-
voetTe and yap in the Old Syrive and one manuseript of the
Old Latin,! as well as in the quotations of several early IMathers,
and although it could be argued that the words are a later
assimilation of the text to 3.2, the unamimity of the Greek
evidence, as well as the overwhelming testimony of the rest
of the versional and patristic witnesses, seemed to the Com-
mittes to require that the words be retained in the text.

$.23 v oAy rff Talidala (O}

In order to identify the subject of the verb TEQLTYEY, vaTions
manuscripts insert & ‘Iyools in different positions (in the
Greek leclionary system, ver. 23 begins n new pericope].
The accusative ohmy ¢ Tehthatar in D and many of the

later manuscripts is an adaptation to the more usual con-
atruction after mepra-yvew.

5.4-b  paxdpioi . . . wapaxtybricovrac, MOREELOL , . . T
yor. (B

If verses 3 and 5 had originally stood together, with their
rhetorical antithesis of heaven and earth, it 1s unlikely that
any scribe would have thrust ver, 4 between them. On the
other hand, as early as the seecond century copyists reversed
the order of the two beatitudes so as to produce zuch an anti-
thesis and to bring wrwyof and wpaels into closer connection,

5.11 [devdopevor] (D}

It is uneertain whether Yeuddueror should be included or
omitied from the text. On the one hand, the absence of the
word in the Western tradition (D it®e4h* gyr pog Tertullian

* It is just possible that the omission was oceasioned by seribal recollees
tion of the ingtructions given to the Twelve (10,70,

- LT IE
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al} can be accounted for as thurl r:rsult_ﬂf .~:c:1‘ih-.+,]Iaatf:mnrrnlf::tl,lalgr
of the passage to the Lukan form of the 13051-1.’“1119- {L Fa_-
On the other hand, more than one 55-::1‘L_ht* wuulld haw. 1:I_i-:f:!I1
tempted to insert the word In order to limil ther_* wicle g{*luem !.m
tion in Jesus' teaching, and Lo express specifically what v.al,:.
felt Lo be implied by the very nature of the ecase tc:mnp_f:,m
1 Pe 4151, In order to represent the Pﬂlﬂnd:ﬂ “.f transc I.]:E]:l—
tional probabilities, the E'Zmun'lit’r.mr_ L'lnlrr'.idf*d to mnelude the
word in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets.

5.13 fHAntler éfw |C]

While some members of the U-::-Imnil.Lc-l:l'. rlu':-ff?r]'cd Fim !HGH:
Semitizing paratactic construetion {two uﬂ:n._ltwe*.:t |L[;]:-:E‘-;I qh;.
kat), the majority were nuprass_eci by the w:mghj- of t {E FTH;L;I;
mony supporling the hypolactic construction (B B O 0% 3
#0932 Origen).

5.22 avrou |[C]

Although the reading with ey is wi_dn.t_'pﬂru,{{ from the HTCGEI.EI-
cemdury onwards, it s mueh more likely _L-hm- the wore Ii‘-‘.ih
acdderl by copyists in order to soften the rigor of the precept,
than omitted as unnecessary.

5.26¢ o eperms (B

If i, were only the Alexandrian text that omits oe 'i'."lf:l.p{?..my;.
one might explain the absenee of the :wuru:ls a5 due E:Er iterary
pefinement. Since, however, represcntatives of the p;: Jdigm?lﬂ
type of text (f and ') as well ag 1tk lmnaqu.m__ Hmfl ot I.:t:_
diversified witnesses support the shorter text, _lt-_ is more ,.j_m] ;
able that the longer reading is a natural addition mtrodace
by copyists (compare Lk | 2.55).

: ; e =
589 wal G dar dmodedupdrny yauron porydrar (U

The reading of B (. .. yaunagas) SCETTE Lu”i:uﬁ;; been
substituted for the reading of the other uncials (o5 €av . ..
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yeunon) in order to make the construction parallel (o the
preceding participial clanse (8 droiduwy). The canission of 1he
words xal . ., uoeydrad (D 289k Greek and Latin msgwee- w
Aveartine) may be due to pedantic seribes who regarded them as
superflucus, reasoning that if Ueveryone who divorees his wife,
except on the ground of unchastity, makes her ag adultersss:
[when she remarries)” then it wotlld po without saving that
“whoover marries a divoreed woman [alsn] commits adultery,”

5.47 €orw (B

In the opinion of the Commitiee, both the diversity and the
preponderance of external attestation sUpport 0T,

.44 (biv) vudn kad ﬂ‘pUUEIj:ﬁfEUEE UTER TR BieukorTwr

duds [A

Later witnesses enrich the fext by incorporating clauses
[rom the parallel account in Lk 6.27 2% [f the clauses were
oviginally present in Matthew’s account of the Sermon on the
Mount, their omission in carly representatives of the Alex-
andrign (8 B), pre-Cacearean (), Western (it* [repapqete
Uyvprian), Kastern (syre), and Egyptian (cop®t) witnesses
would be entirely unaceountable, The divergenee of reading
nong the added elauses likewise spealks agrainst their originality,

5.47  eflvicol |B!

In later withesses, followed by the Textus Recoptus, the
reading reAdrar appears to have heen substituted for éfvrol
in order to bring the statement into closer parallelism with
the preceding sentence. The Armeninn version conflates the
reading with the Lukan [orm of the saying (Lk 6.32-34),

6.4 dmoddioe

The Textus Receptus, following DEMS W X« AT 2 &
28 565 1241 ol introduces adrédy before amoddoe, and other

i TTHEW 15
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ter These rendings

Stiesses (700 1223 add the word aiter got. [Mese re dings
b i ' leliten the mpressiveness
e obvious cxpansions designed to helghten the impr slu, >
i 3 LLI R Rl B, B T T = s N 5
of the svine: the shorter text, supported by all other kno
witnesses, 15 clearly to be preferred.

6.4 ooe |B] o
The phrase & 76 dravepds, whif:_h 15 Mni-wml hl'?.m ’r.l::‘:;nr ;t'r;:
witnesses of the Alexandiian, Western, p]‘h:‘.f{%ﬂaqi'if}l by
piian types of texls, appeats 1O e ' ;L?TT. 1 L-u-allcl-
copyists 1n order to make more '.’_'.‘{[]11':.‘]1 }1:'1 4.:411 lT.'\ u}]]':;i -F:.I-;'mr 4
iﬂml with the preceding fﬁ“’.*‘““" ST I : I"ll_‘*'-[‘-i.nf the
the whole seetion, however, is not so much the “FE'HH -:_-,m'nvui
Father's reward as its superiority o mere AR

My

(pompare verses Boand 18},

6.6 oo (B

See the comments on ver. 4.

6.8 o marnp vpov (A i .

The expanded reading o He:_fn; o '.rrcr:.“:]p_ L-',l.-!,u.!ll:rlJ :‘.E ml:].l:ia]lml
(hrigen} oecurs nowhere Flr-'u[-".llﬂ _T'-’I:},Hhm-r,i_ar: .,-Jluﬂm“é,ﬂ 2
intrusion reflecting a chzamutcrmtwakl}: Pau m‘; L-1 3 .E].]h e
feds and marnp (o 1.7; 1 Cor !’13h ? 'Iiiu-; '11"-311]12-.:2'15- : Tn{
' - 2.11; Col 3.17; 1 213 1,2: 236, 1
[lif 3&;5;—-1123 3[1: ILZL? Eh]m 31, The rmdiu;;_& TATIP UV &
:r;: i l'n:rll.u{cl in sewveral later witnesses, 15 Di::‘r'liriusilj.’ mnl

i TSJ the text of ver. 9. The occurrence of fudy nsteac
Fczn?ai'-_'w“;n E;E'FF.E]‘HI witnesses 13 due to Et'i'il.ml. inadvertence,
:iuf: in luter Greek n and v were pronounced alike.

6.8 mpo ToU s airfiod R : 5 what

Inetead of the customary reading, “"I'nur I"Jllillllﬂ: L{.m?\ttltj‘:: .
you need before you ask him, Lwo Western W 11;11;5;3 t;qt.iq,utn,
lité hial]) have the vigorous ﬂ.ﬂilj-ﬂ.].lncl?-t {:PI}DFELIEM i E;ﬂ:_,,lun*._
6 hefore vou open your mouth” (wpo 7ou arotiel :
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6.12 &:ﬁ-ﬁ}f{qmv

Is the second verb in the fifth petition “as we forgive’ (AV)
or “us we have [orgiven” (RSV)? The latter translates the
aorist [orm of the verb (dgnraper), read by ¥ B Z 1 22 124w
1365 1582, five manuscripts of the Latin Vulgato, syred with »
cop'™, (o the other hand the present tense {@pieper or ddloger)
1# supported by all other Greek witnesses as well as by most
ancient versions, namely the Old Latin, the majority of Lhe
Vitgate manuscripts, both the Sahidic and Bohairie forms of
the Caoptic, the Curetonian Syriae (syr® hiat), the Gothic, the
Armeniun, the oldest manuscript of the Georgian, and the
Fthiopie. Txvept for the Syriae Peshitta the parallel in Luke
(11.4) reads the present tense (ddlouer or agpieuer),

Il the original form of the Lord’s Praver in Aramaic had
a verb in the perfeet tense used as a present, Lhe worist tense
In Greek would represent a mechanieal translation less idiomaltic
than the present tense. On the basis of the weight of the external
evidence, as well as considering the nen-parallel reading, a
majority of the Committee preferred admrouer.

6.13  mornpoi {A]

The aseription at the close of the Lord’s Praver oceurs in
severil forms, In K L W A @ IT % af 1t is the familiar triple
strophie form, whereas the SBahidie and Fayyumic (like the
form quoted in the Didache) lack 5 Saathela kal, the Curelonian
Syriac lacks 9§ dlweues wal, and the Old Latin k reads simply
“for thine is the power for ever and ever.”” Some Greel manu-
seripts expand “for ever" into “for ever and ever,” and mos|
of them add “amen’ Beveral late manuseripts (157 225 418)
append & trinitarian aseription, “for thine is the kingdom
and the power and the glory of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Spirit for ever. Amen.” The same expansion ocours
alzo at the close of the Lord's Prayer in the liturgy that is tra-
ditionally ascribed to 8t. John Chrysostom.

The absence of any aseription in early and important repre-
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sentalives of the Alexandran (8 B), the Western (1) wnd most
of the Old Latin), and the pre-Caesarcan (f*) types of text,
az well as carly putristic cormmentaries on the Lord’s Prayer
{those of Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian), suggests that an
aseription, usually in o threefold form, was composed (perhaps
on the basis of 1 Chr 20.11-13) in order to adapt the Prayer
for liturgical use in the early church,

.16 avfpamos (D]

It is problematic whether an original reading 7a Topa-
rrogara adror was omitted by copyisls as unnocessary, 1o
view of the presenee of the same words inover. 14 and Ta
reparTdpera Cpde later o ver, 15, or whether the words
were introduced in the interests of producing a4 balaneed,
liturgical style, The Committee judged that, in view of the
absenee of the words from the parallel statement added in
some witnesses afler Mk 11,25, they should be regacded as an
intrusion into the text of Matthew, especially sinee they
disturl the chinstic strueture of verses 14 and 15

6.18 oor 1A

= r.ku*. cotnments on ver. 4,

6.26 [5 7 mimre] 1C]

[n favor of the shorter reading, lacking # vt win7e, 15 Lhe
possibility that the text was assimilated to ver. 31, The I‘m-riu—
tion between kel and A can also be taken as an indieation of
the secondary nature of the addition. On the other hand, the
similarity of the ending of ¢aynre and winTe may have oeei-
sioned a transeriptional oversight on the part of one or more
copvists. To represent the halanee of probabilities the Com-
mittee retained the words but enclosed them within square

brackets,
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6.28 anfdvovow ob womudow ovde wflovow |1}

The reading of K L W A IT /% 28 565 700 892 al, giving the
verbs m the singular number, appears to be a seribal correction
introdueed becanse the plural subject s neuter gender {compare
also Lk 12.27).

The orginal reading of codex Binaiticus, which was detected
when the manuseript was examined under an ultra<niolet lamp,
15 o Eérovoirr (=Efatrovmir) obvde wmfovoiy oldé RowiLoor,
“they do not card neither do they spin nor toill.” This reading,
though regarded as eriginal by some seholars, doubtless arose
a5 wseribal wiosynerasy that was almoest immediately corrected !
Codex Koridethl, supported by the Curetonian Svriac, reverses
the order of verbs, placing the speeific word (“spin’') before
the gpeneral word (“toill™).

6.35 Tov Pacidelor [Tol feof] wal Ty Sicmootengy
avroil [C]

The textual data are susceptible of quite diverse evaluations.
Un the one hand, according to the opinion of a minorty of the
Committee, the reading that best explains the mee of the other
readings 1= that supported by & (B) 1t! al, mazmuch as the
addition of rol feoll {or 7w obparddy) alter Sarihelar seems
to be an altogether natural supplement, which, 1f present
originally. would not have been deleted. (The transposition of
divacocorny and Sacchelar in B s perhaps the result of the
desire to suggest that righteousness is prerequisite to participa-
tion in the kingdom; compare 5.20.)

Un the other hand, the majority of the Committes was 1m-
pressed by the prevalling usage of Matthew, who almost never
employs Jeaiheta without a modifier (the instances in 8.12;
13.38; 24.7.14 were regarded as special execeptions), and ex-

VOn the variant, see T, . Skeat, eilschrifl fir die newtestaomentliche
Wansenachaft, xxxvn (1938), pp. 211-14; Poter Katz, Sournal of Theological
Sludies, Wew Sertes, v (18954), pp. 207-9; and T. F. Glasson, 6., 2 {1962),
Pt g L2
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plained Lhe absence of a modifier in several witnesses as due
to aceidental seribal omission. In wview of these conflicting
interpretations, it was thought best Lo nclude the words in
the text but o enclose them within square brackets,

V.13 wAareia i muAn (O}

The words ¢ wiAy are absent (n ver, 13) from R* 1646
itttk and many patristic gquotations of the saving, and
(in ver. 14; from 113 182% 482 544 jt=h* and many patristic
quotations. Although some have argued that the word was
erizimally present in ver, 14, and has been introduced into
most witnesses o over. B3, the Committee regarded such an
explanation as wnadequade te account for the absence of the
word from witnesses in ver, 14, On the whole it secemed best to
fellow the reading of the overwhelming weight of the external
evidence, and to account for the absenee of the word in one or
both verses as a deliberate exeision made by copyists who
falled to understand that the pieture is that of & roadway
leading to a gate.

7.4 |B]

Besides having wide external support the reading 7@ also
has stropg internzl probabilities in its favor, There i= no
reason why the familiar ére, if original, should have been
allered to 7i, used here to represent the Semitic exclamation
i how!” compare s 1348071 On the other hand, copyists
who did not perceive the underlyving Semitism would  have
been tempted to assimilate 71 1o the preceding 7o of ver, 13,

V.14 3 omiAn {Bi

Soee the comments on ver, 13,

LCE Black, Arameaic Approceh, p. 89 3ed ed., p. 123, For a parallel in
Madern Greek, sce Blass-1dehrunner-Funk, § 20949 (4],
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7.18  qowely . . . wowely B

The substitution of éveyretr for one or both of the ceeurrences
of wowety in ver. 18 appears to be a stylistic unprovement
introduced in order to relieve the monotonous repetition of
the same verl, which alse oeeurs Lwice in the preceding versc.

7.21 odpavois

A elear example of a typical supplementary gloss, introduced
in order to fll out a statement, iz found at the close of the
familiar passage, “Naot every one who says to me, ‘Lord, J'_._nrd_.'
shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the wl_il of
my Father who is in heaven.” Pedantically minced smbfaﬁ_.
not content with the clear implications of the words, added
oliros eicenelgeral eis Thr Bacihelar hy otpardv (UF (W
@ D read alrds) 33 471 715 1241 itebeek b ypiost B 5yr
Diatessaron':t).

7.24  odpowntioera [C]

In view of the quality and diversity of the external attesia-
tion. the Committee preferred éupowwffoerar. Likewise the
puas.lve verh, “shall be compared,” is more likely to hawve b:—:_r.-.'ﬂ
altered to the active form, “I shall compare him,” than vice
versa, especially if the copyist recalled the Lukan form of the
saying (‘I will show you what he is like,” Lk 5.47).

8.8 o wals pov [C]

External evidence is overwhelmingly in support of the
inclusion of the words & mats mov, Their omission in several
witnesses (f! it* cop® "™ Origen) may have been oecagioned
when the eves of copyists passed from (afpreral to the follow-
ing kel, omitting the intervening words.

8.9 dwo éfovainy (B}

The word Taccbuevos is rather clearly an interpolation
derived from the parallel account in Lk 7.8 —for, if the word
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woere genuine n the Matthean sccount, no good reason can be
supresled to account for its omission 1n almost all witnesses,

.10 wap’ obdevl Togavrav wioTw év TO ’.rﬂ'puﬁﬂ eDpov

L)

The reading oldé ér ro 'lopanh Tocavrny wiloTir elpov,
besiles being elenrer and easier than the text, 13 doubiless an
assiiilation to the parallel m Lk 7.9, The other two readings
probably arose throuph inadvertenee on the part of copyiste,

B.12  éxfAntrioovrar [C)

The reading éfehevoorrar (R 0250 itk gyresemsl grm and
severnl carly patristic witnesses) scems to have been substituted
tor exfdinfyeorrar, either i order o avold using o passive
verly when the apent remains unexpressed or fo provide a more
approprinte counterpart for the verh gfovew in the preeeding
verse (Cwill come™ oL L Pwill o ooul'),

8.18  év 77 wpa éxeny | B

Sinee Muatthew nses both émo 195 pas éxvetens (9.22; 15,28
17.18) ,and év écetry 77 wpe (10.19; 181}, as well as ér 17
nutpa éxetey (7.22; 13.1; 22,23, the decision here scems o
depend ehicily upon an evaluation of the external evidenee,
which the Commitiee judged to be clearly in support of the
reading adopted o the fext,

8.18 dydov (D]

A repeated digenssions a majoriey of the Committes Anally
decided that, despite s slender atbestation, Lhe readiog of B
and cop s to be preferred, and that the other readings are to
e expliined as amplifications made in order to emphasize the
size of the crowd around Jesus,
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5.21  raw palmrov [avrot] (O

Although the support of 8 B 33 it* cop™ for the omission
of avror would usually be reparded as exceptionally strong
evidence, in this case a majority of the Committes was impressed
by the possibility that adrot may have been deleted o order
to prevent the reader from inferring that the ypoupuarets of
ver, 19 was one of Jesus' disciples. Un the other hand, it can
be arcued that it s because of the word €repos, not abrol,
that a reader might infer that ypapuarevs of ver, 19 was a
diseiple of Jesus, Actually the absence of atmot does not nnprove
the sense, but rather makes the text more ambiguous. In order
to represent these lwo opposing arguments the Clommittes
decided to print alrol enclosed within sguare bruckets.

8.23 7o wAdolov [C}

Un the one hand, the combination of BY B O 1 7 34 565
al in support of the rending without the article would normally
carry convietion that 16 represents Lhe original text. On the
other hand, however, (g} the predominant usage of TAolow
in Matthew 13 with the article, and (6) the absence of the
article appears to be o hmgnoustic refinement iotrodueed by
seribes, perhaps by assimilation to the prevailing text of the
parallel in Lk 8.22,

8.25 wpooeAbovres |}

Although it could be argued that the shorter reading of
B B 5092 iz the result of Alexandrian pruning of the texi of
superfluous details (Jesus® disciples are mentioned in ver. 23),
the agreement of Western withesses (it wg Jerome)
makes it probable that the shorter reading 15 original and that
the several variant readings represent stages of a growing text.

B.25 odoov (B
Sinee raler i the New Testament seldom stands without
an ohject, the addition of & supplementary fuds was made
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early in a wide variety of witnesses. That it should have been
deleted, Il present in the onginal text, appears to be unlikely,

8.28 [adapnrawv {C]

The healing of the demomacs s recounted by all three
Synoptic Gospels, and in each account Lhere are three prineipal
varianl readings referring to the place at which the miracle
oeeurred . Dadapyeiy, Depaoprdr, and Depvyeonvév, The
evidence of the chief witnesses for the three accounts is as
follows,

labapnear epaeneray Tepyeanuin
ML 8.28 (M%) B Coe (A) it vg cop Mo Cre K L
(i gyrspeh syrh™e ! W f* % copbe
Mk 51 ACEK /M syt N* B Dt vg e LA B
EGPE:I H}rr},h""ﬁ m-pl,:-c'l-
Lk 820 AKWAsY m g BDitvg RLX®SJS
A g O et

Gerasa was a eity of the Decapolis (modern Jerash in Trans-
jerdan) located more than thirty miles to the southeast of the
sen of Galilee and, as Ongen pereeived (Compentary on John, v,
41 (24)1, is the least likely of the three places. Another
Decapolitan city was Gadara, aboul five miles southeast of
the Sea of Galilee (modern Um Qeis), Although Origen also
objected to Gadara (which, he says, was read by a fow manu-
seripts) because neither lake nor overhanging banks were there,
Josephus [(Lafe, 1x, 42) refers to Gadara as possessing territory
“which lay on the frontiers of Tiberias™ { =the Sea of Galiles),
That this tezritory veached to the Sea mav be inferred from
the lact that ancient eoins bearing the name Gadara often
portray a ship, Orngen prefers Gergesa, not becavse it ocours
in manuseripts—he 1z silent about this— but on the dublous
basis of local tradition (it iz the place "from which, it i3 pointed
out, the swine were cast down by the demons™) and of the
still more dubions hasis of etymology (“the meaning of Gerpesa
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15 ‘dwelling of those that have driven away.'” and thus the
name “‘containg a prophetic reference to the conduet shown the
Saviour by the citizens of those places, who "besought him to
clepart out of their territory’ ™},

Of the several variant readings the Committes preferred
Padapyrér on the bagis of {a) what was taken to be superior
external attestation ((8*) B O (A) 8 svrsmb geo! mss known
to Origen al), and (8) the probability that Tepyeenvir is a
correction, perhaps proposed originally by Origen,! and that
lepaonvir (which is supported only by versional evidenes)
iz 4 seribal assimilation to the prevailing text of Mark (5.1)
and/or Luke (826, 37).

9.4 wxal Paw |C)

A majority of the Committes preferred the reading (8w to
etds beeause (a) the latter appears to be o correction of the
former (“sceing'" another’s thoughts seems to be a less appro-
priate expression than “knowing” them), and (5 (Bowe, which
corresponds to the statement in ver. 2, was more likely to be
altered to eldws through recollection of ériyrois in the paralle]
aceounts (Mk 2.8 and Lk 5.22) than viee versa, The weight
of the combined testimony supporting xat greatly predomi-
nates over that supporting 8¢,

9.8 edofibinoar |B

Superficial readers and copyists, failing to see the deep
meaning of “were afraid" (i.e., people fell & profound sense
of wwe and alarm in the presence of One who had the right to
forgive sins), substituted for époSffnear what seemed to be

* Fur the part that Origen may have had o disseminating the roading
FPegyeonpaiv, ser 1), Basrda, “Gadarenes, Gerasencs, Gergesenes and
the “Diatesanron' Traditions,” in Neolestamentica of Sewitics, Studizse in
Heonour of Motthew Black, ed. by I Farle Flis [and] Max Wileox (Edin-
burgh, 1969%, np. IHL-197, espoeially 185

e
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a more appropriate word, efotpacar (“marvelled ' or “weres
astomished’ ). The external evidence supporting the more diffi-
cult: reading 18 not only early but 1t includes representatives of
gseveral text-types (Alexandrian, Western, Caesarean).

9.14 vnoTevoper [modda | {C}

The reading of B* 15 obviously a seribal sssimilation to
the parallel in Lk 5.33, where mokrd is read without variation.
It is more difficult to decide whether woAhd, which iz absent
from the Markan sceount (Ml 218}, was added ongimally
by Matthew or by subsequent copyists, The Committee decided
that, on balance, the non-parallel reading should be preferred;
wet, in view of the absence of the word from several important
witnesses (¥ B al), a majority thought it best to enclose
worid within square brackets,

9.18  els éAflar

The Commitiee regarded the reading eic wporeiflar of ®b
B it yvg as a clever seribal modifieation made in the in-
terest of clanfyving for the reader the correct interpretation
of elceABwN—which can be read eds éAlay or eloehfaw,

9.26 4drn (B

The more difficult expression 5 ¢fun adrn appears to have
peen alleviated by seribes either by reading ebriis (“the news
about her') or by substituting etrov (*his fame').

9.34 include verse |}

11 15 difficult to decide whether this verse should be included
in the text or placed in the apparatus. According to several
commentators {e. g Allen, Klostermann, Xahn) the words are
an intrusion here from 12,24 or from Lk 11.15 On the other
hand, the evidenee for the shorter text is exclusively Westorn
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and relatively mesrer. Moreover, the passage scoms to be
necded to prepare the reader for 100260 A majority of the
Committer wos impressed by the preponderant weight of the
witnesses which include the verse

14.3  Baddaios (B

Although 11 15 easy to explain the origin of the conflate
readings "Thaddacus who was ealled Lebbaeus' and “Lebbaeus
who was called Thaddaeus,” it ig more difficult to deeide whether
Baddaios or Ae¢ffatos is the original reading. On the basis,
howeever, of the agrecment of early representatives of Alex-
andrian, Western, Caesarean, and Epyptian witnesses, the
Commitiee judged that Beddalos = to be preferred. The
rewding Judas son of James in syr® may have been introduced
from Lk 6.16 (=Ac 1.13). The name Judas Zeloles in several
Old Latin manuscripts (compare alzo the same name in the
fifth century mosaic in the great Baptistry al Havenna
|Battistero degh Ortodossi]) may be a further assimilation to
the previous name in Luke's hist, “Bimon who was called the
Zealot '

10.4  ‘loxapidrns (B

The texiual problems of the name Iseariot are connected
with itz meaning. According to most scholurs lekaparns
{Texepwa®) is derived from the Hehrew nivqp thi, & man
from Kerloth,” In support of this derivation is the wvariani
reading amro Kapvarov (Jn 6.71 &* @ /0 syrh™#- 124 D;
13.2 I its; 14.22 1)), Other scholars, starting with the form
Zxapuorns (which is the reading of D here: 26.14: Mk 14,107,
have proposed a wide wvariety of possible (and impossible)
derivations, including words meaning a leathern girdle or

" Fer furtbher information see Eb. Nestle in Hastings' Diclionary of the
Bilble, 1v, pp. 741 1; W_ C. Allen in Encyclopadiac Biblica, w1, cols, 5081 1.;
and Barnegbas Lindsre in New Tesfament Studies, 1v (1958), pp. 280223
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apron, a bandit or asspssing, a liar or traitor, and a man of
ruddy complexion.* The problem is further complicated by
variant readings in Jn 6.71 and 13.26, where several good
witnesses attach the epithet to the father of Judas

In the present passage the Committee was impressed by the
e wind diversity of text-type of the Greek witnesses supporting
% form of the name with initial lota, and preferred "losapewrrys,
which 1z supported by the preponderant welght of evidence,

10.8 pewpois eyelpeTe

The clause vexpovs éyeipere involves five varant readings.
(1) The worde are absent from a econsiderable number of
(mostly later) witnesses, neluding C* [ X Y T 8 I1, about
one hundred fifty minuscule manuseripts, sveer2t sop™ arm
eth? ™ ment B Fuselius Basil, (20 In other witnesses the clause
stands after reflapilere (16 348 372 1093 1579, followed by
the Textus Receptus), or (3) after éxfalhere (P W A 566
573 2145 syrt), or (4) before dofevolvras (vg™). Finally,
(5} the reading adopted as the text 13 supporied hy a wide
varicty of witnesses, including ®* B C* D N E § 0 /9 22 43
37 448 389 543 565 atrbeeikba we gyrs gop™ eth gent arab
Cvril Hilary,

Although variation in position of a word or phrase sometimes
aronsed suspicion of interpolation, in this case the divergence
of order seems fo have arizen cither accidentally (owing to
sirnilarity of endings of suceessive clauses), or deliberately (in
order to produee what was regarded as & more appropriate or a
more emphatic sequence of the four clauses). While it is true
that Matthew 1s [ond of grouping items in threes—and there-
fore 1t may be argued Lthal the fourth itemn here was added by

 Vor mformation concerning these theories see, oo g, Boman B, Halas,
Judas fseardol, a Seriptural and Theologtcal Stedy of kis Person, his Decds
and ki Elernal Lot (Washington, 1946), pp. 10-38, and Harald Inghalt,
“The Surname of Judas [scariot,” in Studie Ortenfolio foonnd Pedereen
(Copenhagen, 1953), pp. 152-162.
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seribes—it 12 unlikely that they would have mtroduced an
ambipuous command (18 11 the physically or the spintually
dead?). On balance, a majority of the Commities regarded the
shorter reading as due to accidental omission and preferced
the reading attested by representatives of the Alexandrian, the
Western, and the Caesarean tvpes of text.

10.23  érépav [

Although 1t 15 possible that the additional clause (perhaps
in the form preserved in 1), @hage éav 66 ev T adlAg Suwrovety
Vuds, ceiyeTe €ls THr dhhome, 0 _and if in the other they per-
sacute vou, Hee to the next™) may have dropped out aecidentally
because of homeeoteleuton (&Akne . . . &hanr), the Com-
mittee preferred Lo repard the words as o natural contmuation,
inserted o order to explain the following statement, of g
TehéonTe Tas wohers Tob lopanh fws [de] EAfp 6 vics Tol
avbpomor (which was taken 1o mean, “You will not exhaust
the cilies of Isracl |as cities of refuge|, until the Son of man
come’' ), In deciding between the two short readings eTépay
and aiAige, the Committee preferred the former because of
the general excellence of the Alexandrian text.

10.37  kat o e;ﬂ:,.-]llcﬁv viow ﬁ Euyarépu. ﬁﬁ«é‘p E’Iu,é Gt E0TLY
pov déwos (B

Homoeoteleuton aceounts for the omission (the original
seribe of B added the clause at the foot of the page).

10,42 moripow duypol povor |G}

The reading with fdatos scems to have been influenced vither
by the Markan parallel (Ml 841, where the text is firm),
or by the desire o use a wore specific term. The word porow,
which is absent from Mark’s aceount, appears o represent a
gentine Matthean touch (among the Syrnoptic gospels, Matthew
uses the adverh povor seven times; Mark, twice; Luke, onee).
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11.2 Xpwrrob |C}

Here the word Xpiorol is used in the sense of the Messiah.
The name Ingotl seems to have been substituted i some
witnesses 1 order to make a sharper contrast with ver. 3
{where John 18 represented as nol sure whelher Jesus 12 really
the Messinh, and thercfore it might seem inappropriate to
declare outrighl that Jesus' deeds were in fact “the works of
the Messiah™). It is also significant that codex Berae inserts
'Ingovs, or substitutes 1t for kugeos or abros, fifty-seven times,

11.9  ideiv; ﬂpggﬁﬁrq}u 1

The textual problem s complicated by the possibility of
laking i as meaning either “what?’ or “why?" The printed
text of verses ¥ oand 8 may be translated either {a) “What did
vou go out nto the wilderness to behold? A reed shaken by
the wind? (5} What tben did vou go oul to see? A man dressed
in soft clothing? or (6) “Why did yvou po out into the wilder-
ness? To behold a reed shaken by the wind? (8) But why dud
vou go oult? To see a man dressed in soft clothing?’ {The
second interpretation 12 represented in the Gospel of Thomas,
Logion T8

In wer, 9 the Committee decided that the reading [detv
wpognThr, which involves the previously mentioned ambi-
eutty, 1= more likely fo be onginal than the reading Tpogdyrae
tderr, which, in the context, has to be taken in only one way,
namely, “Why then did you go outl? To see a prophet?™

11.16 dvra [C]

In view of the frequent oceurrence elsewhere of the fuller
expression wra Axobery (Mk 4923 7.16; Lk 88; 14.35), it
was Lo be expected that copyists would add the infinitive
here (and in 13.0 and 43). If the word had been present im the
original text, there 15 no reason why it should have been de-
leted in such imporfant witnesses az B 1 700 @l
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11.17  éfpmioaer [C)

After repeated  diseussion the Comemittes deeided  thar
copyiste were more likely to insert vty for the sake of parallel-
iam with the preceding strophe than to delete it as unneceszary
Furthermore, the shorter text is supported by representatives
of widely diversified text-tvpes.

11,19  amo vév epyonr |B]

The Commmittee regarded the reading véxrwr (widely sup-
ported by B2 C D K L X A & I and mozt minuscules) ns
having originated in seribal harmonization with the Lukan
parallel (7.35).' The readings with sderwe represent further
asasimilation to the passage i Luke.

11.23 g €ws otpavel whwtinon | B

Palaeographically it 15 casy to =zee how the reading preserved
in the earliest witnesses, which represent all the pre-Byzantine
types of text, was aceldentally modified, Alter Kadapraoiy
the first letter of wf was accidentally dropped, with the conse-
quent alteration of the verb to cither fwfeloe or tyfawbins
depending on whether H was taken as the article % or the
relative %, The strong external aftestation for the presence of
pn s supported also by intrinsic and transeriptional prob-
ability., The unexpected turn of expression, “And vou, Caper-
naum, will you he exalted to heaven™? is a sharp and startling
mterrogation, entirely in the manner of Jesus' use of vind

LHome seholars (e g, Lagarde, Abhondlungen der Gesellschaft der Wis-
semgchiflen zu (Gallingen, Philol.-hist. K, xxxv (1888), p. 128 Anm,
Zahn, Klostermann) have thought that the Matthean fpywr and the
Lukan réxpewr arose from the ambignity of the unpointed Aramaic 72w,
which may be pronounced ahideh, "her works,” or dbdek, “her servants”™
Others {e. g, Eb, Nestle and Lagrange), however, point out that it Is still
to be shown that récpor (rather than wafts) is ever used as the equivalent
of BI34.
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language. Un the other hand, most copyists were likely to
prefer the more commonplace staternent, “And you, Capernaum,

that atre exalted to heaven. . ..

11.23  warafney {10

Whether the verb should read “wvou shall go down™ ar “you
shall be brought down" 15 a difficult guestion to answer. Con-
gicderations of transeriptional probabilities — such as the height-
ening of the sense and the replacement of the rare verb with
the more usual verb—are Inconelusive {see also the comments
on Lk 10,15, Despite the possibility of assimilation to the text
of le 1415 (which reads kerafgen), a majority of the Com-
mitlee preferred this verb, supported as it 3 by the earliest
representative of both the Alexandrian and the Westorn types
of fext,

124 épayor {C)

Although Eda<yor 15 supported by oniy ® B and 451, as the
non-parallel reading it 15 more hikely to have been allered to
epoyer than vice versa, The fext implies that David, having
gone nto the sanctuary, brought out the bread of the Presence
which he and those who were with him ate,

12.15 ;[oyAoe] moddel {C]

While 1t 18 possible that through homoeoteleuton &y Aot
may have accidentally fallen out, it s slightly more probable
that seribes, influeneed by the familiar phrage “many crowds"
or “greal crowds” {e. g 4.25; 8.1; 13.2; 15.30; 19.2), sirength-
ened the simple mohhot {a reading which iz supported by early
Alexandrinn and Western witnesses) by adding &xhot, either
before or after mohhot.

12.25  elds 8¢ 1C)

The subject ¢ 'Inools was a natural addition, introduced
by copyists who thought the words necessary for the sake of
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clarily, Were they present originally, no one would have
eliberately omitted them. The reading elfds, whether with
or without & "Igeols, is supported by the overwhelming weight
of external evidence. (Sce also the comments on 9.4

12,30 oxopmife [A]

In ovder to produce a balanced expression in accord with
the pattern of the previous clause, several copyists, feeling
that oxopmifer (which is a transitive verh) needed a comple-
rlﬂlt-ent,r added pe—though with disastrous consequences for the
SETsC ]

12.31  7ois avfpcimos 1B

Fhe wddition of dutr in B and a few other witnesses APPEATS
tu: be due to seribal inadvertence (just as B* erromeously adds
our after @lpemon in ver, 32),

12.47  [inciude verse ] 1€}

The sentence, which scems to be necessary for the sense
of the following verses, apparently was accidventally omitted
because of hommeoteleuton (hadfgar . . . Aedfoad). In view,
hﬂ‘al.?ewﬂ.r, of the age and weight of the diverse text-types that
omit the words, the Commitiee enclosed the wnr&:-: within
B0 AT EIZJI‘ELE:kF:tS it order to indieate a certain amount of doubt
concerming their right to stand in the text.

13.9  dira [C)
1
tee the eomments on the same variant reading at 11,15,
I o 4 k]
13.13 o7 FAETTQWEE‘ ot BAémovow wal dwotiorres ok
exovovT olide quriovow (B

Several representatives of the Western and the Caesaresn
types of text, influenced by the parallel passsges in Mk 4,12
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and Lk 8.10, altered the construction to tra with the subjune-
tive mood.

13.36 &wa {C]

On the one hand, the reading “through Isaiah the prophet”
is supported by codex Sinattieus (first hand), several important
minuscnle manuseripts, one Tihiopic manuseript, and copies
of the Gospel known Lo Euschbius and Jerome. The latter alse
states that Porphyry cited it as showing the ignorance of
Matthew (fam smpertus fuet). Transeriptional probabilities
ab onee favor this as the more difficult reading, for 1t 15 easy
o suppose that so obvious an error would have been corrected
hy copyists (compare 27.9; Mk 1.2).

{Omn the other hand, if ne prophet were originally namea,
more than one geribe might have been prompted to insert the
name of the best known prophet—something which has, in fact,
happencd elsewhere more than once (see comments on 1.22)
2.5:21.4; Ac 7.48). It is also possible that some reader, ohserving
the actual souree of the quotalion (s 78.2), might huve inserted
“Azaph,” and subszequently—as Jerome suggests—other readers,
not. having heard of such a prophet {ef. 2 Chr 22.3C, changea
it to the much more familiar “Isaiah.” Ne extant document is
known to read ‘Aoad,

In the [ace of such conflicting Lranseriptional probabilities,
the Committee preferred Lo follow the preponderance of ex-
ternal evidence.

13.356 dmo xwrrlﬁu;‘tﬁs‘ [wdauow] {C}

[t can be argued that the shorier reading, attested by
representative witnesses of the Alexandrian, Western, and
Bastern types of Lext, wag originul, and that kbeuov was added
by seribes from 2534, where the text is firm.

On the other hand, since the preponderance of the external
evidence was taken to support the inclugion of xégpov, 2
majority of the Committee was reluetant to drop the word
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from the text entirely and therefore decided to enclose it within
square brackets,

13.40  tol aldves [C]

The Faljli!iax-it-gr of the expression “this [present] age™ (12,32
Lk 16.8; 200.44; Ho 12.2; 1 Cor 1.20; 2.6 (brz), 8: 3.18; 2 Cor 4.4,
.]L-]Jh _LEI; 1 Tm 6.17; 2 Tm 4.10; Tt 2.12) accounts for the
msertion of Towrov in the later text.

13.43  cra (O}

i
See the comments on the same variant reading at 11,15,

13.44  7wwlel wavra doa éyer (O

~ The sequence warra bora éxe Twhel appears to have been
influenced by the aceount in Lk 1822 (rérre doa Exes
ﬂ-r..bhmmvj. Although the short reading of B and a few other
withesses is attructive, the absence of Tarra may be the result
of the Alexandrian penchant for Pruning unnecessary words,

13.56 Twond [B)

The name Twehs (or 'Lwen), which represents the Galilean
pronunciation (e of the correct Hebrew (AR, appears
to be an intrusion from Mk 6.3 into the text of Matthew, The
su.h.*_;.t.itu!,iun of lwavrns is the result of seribal inadvertence,
arising from the frequeney elsewhere of refercnces to James
and John, the sons of Zebedee. The reading ‘Twérrms col

] F = - "
IL_uc_r"r;rs 15 4 manitest conflation, farthest removed from the
original,

14.1  rerpadpyns
See the comments on Ae 13.1,

14.3  "Hpedns [C]
__.-'thhc:-lugh TOTE I8 a favorite of Matthew (90 times s compared
with 6 in Mark, 14 in Luke, 10 in John) and might therefore
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be thought to be original here, the Committee was of the
opinion that the diversity of textual types supporting the
shorter text was somewhat more impressive than the narrow
textual basis of the reading "Hpwdns tore. The adverb appears
to have been inserted in order to make it clear that the situa-
tion reflected in ver. 3 antedates that of verses 1 and 2.

14.3 $dirmov (B}

According to Josephus (see his Anéiguittes, Xvimv.4) the
first husband of Herodias was naumed Herod (being the son of
Herod the Great and Mariamne, Simon’s daughter), whereas
it was [Herad| Philip the tetrarch (Lk 3.1) who married Salome,
the daughter of Herodias, In Mk 6.17 all manuseripts except
two name Philip as Herodiag's [irst husband {(p* and ms. 47
omil the name Philip). It appears, therefore, that either Josephus
failed to give the full name of Herodias’s first husband (Herad
Philip}, or Mark eonfused Herodias’s busband and son-in-law
In Lk 3,19 several witnesses (including A ©C K W 33 565 sy1®
copPtbe) insert ®uhimmov before rol ddehgol abdrol, though
it is absent from the hetter witnesses (including ® B D L T
A A E Old Latin Vulgate Gothic).

It appears, therefore, that in 14.3 Matthew followed the
original text of Mark and read dwhimmov, whereas several
Western witnesses were assimilated to the shorter text of
Lk 3.19 and thus brought Matthew’s account inte harmony

with that of Josephus,

14.9  AvmnBeis ¢ Bomidets dud [B]

The reading supported by the chiel representatives of the
Alexandrian, the Western, and the Cacsarean ypes of text
involves a cortain ambiguity (i, e, does the phrase with dea
qualify Avnfels or éxéhevoer?). In order to resolve the am-
biguity copyists inserted ¢, thus altering the hypotactie con-
struction (“And heing grieved, the king, because of his oaths
and beeause of those who sat with him, commanded [it] to be
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given''} to the more colloquial paratactic construetion (““And
the king was grieved; but beeause of his oaths and beeause of
those who sat with him, he commanded | | Al

14.12  mrépa

Although it might be argued that copyists introduced TTdua
from the parallel in Mark (6.29), it is more prohable that
copyists replaced it with the more frequently used ¢&ua. In
any case, from the standpoint of external evidenece, the former
is much more strongly attested than the latter (Trdua, 8 B
CDL®Z/ P28 700 it syre=® cop™ arm geo: gipa,
WXT AII & 28 565 most minuseules most Old Latin vg
ayrt cop®),

14.12  adrd[v]

On the one hand, the predominant external evidence attests
apréd (or ite phonetic equivalent, abrg), with only 8* B 0106
it* sy eth attesting adrér. On the other hand, however
it is much more likely that copyists would conform the ;]-E:]’E-H]ﬂﬂ.j
pronoun to the impersonal for the sake of grammatical concord
with wrdua (or odua), than viee versa. In order to reprosent
the opposition hetween external evidence and transcriptional
probability, it was decided to print adré[v].

14.22  eiféws {C)

Although some commentators have thought that eiféws
15 & seribal accommadation to the Markan text (ML B.48), it 15
more probable that its absence from a few witnesses is due to
aceldental omission,

14.22 padyrds B

The Committee judged that the weight and variety of the
external evidence favors the shorter reading, especially sinee
copylsts may have introduced abred from the parallel passage
in Mk 6.45. :
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14.24 oradiovs weddovs ame Ths yijs ameiyer |D}

The question 15 whether Matthew was here assimilated by
popyigts to John (oTadtovs elkoor mérTe § TprakorTa, Jn 6.19)
or to Mark (Av 76 wholov év péow tis falaconys, Mk 6.47).
Sinee the process of harmonmization more often took place among
the Synoptie Gospels than between the Fourth Gospel and one
of the Svnopties, and since the Johannine parallel 13 very slight
(involving among Greek witneszes only the word oradiovs)! it
appears that the reading of B M al best accounts for the rise
of the others,

14.27 [0 'Iyoots ] adrois {D}

Although it was recognized that seribes would often msert
4 'Inoots in order to identify the subject of a verb in the
Gospels, the Committee judged that, if the reading preserved
in B were orginal, the shorter reading could be explained as
the result of accidental omission of ¢ 'Ineotis through homoeo-
teleuton (o1cayroic), After having dropped out, o "Iyeotis
would most likely he reinserted after atrois. In order to
reflect the balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committes
preferred to retain o 'Ingoots but to enclose the words within
square brackets.

1429 «ai 7Afev [B]

The reading xal Axfer (“Peter walked upon the water and
came to Jesus) seemed to say too much, and therefore was
altered to éAffetr (“"Peter wallked upon the water fo come to
Jesus™). Although the reading of B¥ has the appearance of
being a conflation, 1t may be merely an exepetical expansion
introdueed by the seribe. The reading of eth™ i3 a translational
BITOL

I'The Bohairie version hae been partially conformed Lo the Jobanoioe
aceoint; it reads “the ship wae ot a diztance from the land about twenty-
five stadia,™
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14.30  avepow [Eﬂ'xvpd'v] 1CH

From the standpoint of external evidence, although the
combination of 8 B* 073 33 cop™ a7 15 impressive attestation
i majority of the Committee considered it too c:-:n:'.lusivnl‘b"
Egyptian to be followed here, where the shorter text I_mr.:;r
have arisen by acecidental omission in the aneestor of ome
text-type. From the standpoint of internal considerations,
although it can be argued that {exupdy was added by soribes
in order to heighten the dramatic offect, {as odbdpa "-'r‘:ElE added
'm1 Wi, a majority was inclined to regard ite presence as in-
trinsically required in order to explain Peter's inereasing fear,
[n‘ order to represent these conflicting considerations the Come
mittee decided to retain {oyvpdy in the text, but to enclose it
within square brackets.

15.4 elmer |}

The presence of v9v fvroddr 7ol PBest in ver 3 probably
prompted copyists to ehunge the statement, “For God said . .~
to “For God commanded, saying . . " whereas, if the reading
évereiharo Méywy were original, it is difficult to sceount for
the substitution of the more colorless elmrer (in Mk 7.10, where
the text is firm, the subject of elmrer is Mwiens),

16.6 7o mardpa adroid |D!

On the one hand, it can be argued that the addition of the
phrase “or his mother” doubtless seemed necessary to seribes
who observed the references to both father and mother in the
pt:e:ﬂ:eding verses. On the other hand, the ahsence of § [or xail
T unTépa abTol may be accounted for either as accidental
omission (owing to similarity with the preceding ror ratépa
abrot) or as deliberate stylistic suppression of one element in 4
frequently repeated phrase. In view of the balanee of such
transeriptional considerations, the Committes made ils de-
cision on the basis of what was judged to be superior external
attestation,

THE GOSPEL ACCORDNNG TO MATTHEW it

15.6 Tov Adyor |B|

It 18 clear that 7nr érTodwne was introduced to suit ver. 3,
but whether it supplanted Tér Abvyor or vor vbuor is more
difficult to decide. Although it is tempting to regard vbueor
as original and Adyor as the result of harmonization to Mk
7.13, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the weight
of the external evidence supporting Adyor. Furthern.ore, since
a specific ecommandment is eited, there would have been a
tendency o replace Mdyor with either évrolnv or rduoy.

15.14  rvddor elow odnyor [Tvdddar] {C]

Although from the standpoint of external evidence the read-
ing ruphol eloww ddnyol, supported by B and D, may seem
to be preferable, the readings that most adequately account
for the emergence of the others (as emendations of the arrange-
ment, or mstakes arising from palaeographical similarities) are
rudriol elgtr ofngyol Tughar and 8nvol elotr Tughol Tuhhiow.
(M these two readings, the Committes preferred the former on
the basis of superior attestation; al the same time, however,
in deference to the weight of B and D), 1t was thought safer
to enclose TugAdr within square brackets.

15.15 17w mapafodyy [Tadrme] [C)

A II':ajD'I‘it-}i' of the Committes preferred to adopt the reading
attested by a wide wvariety of witnesses and to explain the
absence of TavTne in other witnesses as the result of deliberate
excision by seribes who thought 1t mappropriate (the “parable”
does not mmmediately precede). Nevertheless, in view of the
welght of the witnesses that omit Tavrye (R B 1 700 292
pop®™ gpeof Origen), 1t was thought best to enclose the word
within square brackets.

15.26 corw xadov {C}

Although it could be argued that an original Eeorir was
dizplaced by Eorw kardy or kardr o under the influence of
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the parallel account in Mk 7.27 (where the manuscripts Huetuate
between eorwr wahtw and xadédr éorir), the Committee re-
garded it as somewhat more probable that éeori wag intro-
duced into some of the Western witnesses in order to strengthen
Jesus' reply (a heightening from what is appropriate or fitting
to what 15 lawful or permitted).

16.31 Acdoirras, xudlots tyeeis {C}

The manuscripts of this verse reflect a variety of changes,
some accidental and some deliberate. Although it can be argued
that the words xvdhods Uyiels were added in order to make g
series of four items corresponding to the number (though not
to the sequence) in ver. 30, it is more likely that they were
omitted, perhaps because it seemed superfluous to say that
the crippled became well and that the lame were wallking,
The twofold meaning of kweds (“dumb’ and “deaf") accounts
for the variation hetween halobvras in most witneszes, and
axotorras in B and a few other witnosses (N O Z conflate
both participles), The reading of most Greek leetionarics shows
the influence of the parallel account in Mk 7.37 (dh&lous
hahety).

The reading adopted for the text is supported bv o broad
spectrum of attestation, including Western (1)) and Caesarean
(B /) witnesses (the latter also insert xal ),

15.36  paftprais [B]

The addition of afrob in a variety of witnesses appears to
have been influenced by the parallel account in Mk 8.6,

15.38 jwvawedv xat madior (D)

Considerations  involving external evidence and internal
probabilities are =0 nearly balanced that it is exceedingly
difficult to choose between the two readings. On the one hand,
the reading yurawdr ral rawblor is supported by witnesses
representing a wide variety of textual types, whereas SUppOrt
for wawlaor kal wyvrawdv is far more limited, and -
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denvoantly Western i character (as 13 true also at Mt 1421
whers 13 (8 1) 15382 Old Latin =yr® cop™ ™ geo rend maudloy
KLl VUDELREE),

{n the other hand, the sequence “children and women™
would have been regarded as unusual, and therefore more
likely to be altered to “women and children” than viee versa.

Fraeed with such an even balance of considerations, o majority
of the Committee, though having a certain sympathy for the
reading wowdlwr kel yurawewy, thought 1t more cautious to
adopt yuraikr kal Tadiay,

15.3%9 Mayadar [C]

The best external evidence supports Mavyadéar, yet not only
the =ite, but even the existence of such a place-name is un-
certain. The parallel passage in Mk B 10 has "the districts of
Dalmanutha” (ré wépn Aarparowfd), an equally unknown
site and name. The well-known Semitic word for Tower?
in CGrreek Mavdahalr), 15 read in many manuseripts in place of
Mavyaddr or Aahuavovdd, (See also the comments on Mk 8.10.)

16.2-3  [ofias yevopérns . . . ot dvvactle. ] (D}

The external evidence for the absence of these words is
impressive, including ® B 1% 157 al syr<® cop™ '™ arm Crigen
and,. according to Jerome, most manuscripts known to him
(though he included the passage in the Vulgate), The question
i how one ought to interpred this evidence, Most scholars regard
the passage as a later insertion from a source similar to Lk
12 54-56, or from the Lukan passage itsell, with an adjustment
voncerning the particular signs of the weather. On the other
hand, it can be argued (as Serivener and Lagrange do) that the
words were omitted by copyists in elimates (e, g HEeypt)
where red sky in the morning does not announce rain,

In view of the balanee of these considerations it was thought
best to retain the passage enclosed within square brackets,

L Hebrow ";'eplr;., Aramaic w370, Arabic s,
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16.6 af pathyrar [Al

The insertion of alrel is a natural addition made inde-
pendently by copyists in several of the later forms of the text.

16.8 gyere [}

_ In addition to strong extornal attestation supporting €xere it
15 probable that, in view of the presence of ehafouer in the
E}recmilrag verse, seribes would have been more [ii-;&l}' to alter
ExETE to éxdJere than éhdfere to éyere despite the use of
€xeTe in the Markan paralle]l (Mk 8.17)

16.12 o .:;qu-mp {j_’}}

I“. view of the use of the expression “the leaven of the
Pharisees and Sadducees” in verses 6 and 11, it was perhaps
natural that o few witnesses should repeat one or both of the
words “Pharisees” “Sadducees” after {luns in ver. 12, Although
the reading of D 8 j al without, any qualifymg genitive (“Then
they understood that he did not tel] them Lo beware of leaven
but of the teaching of the Pharisces and Sadducces”) might
_belt-i:umlght original and each of the other readings an expansion,
It 15 also possible that copyists eonsidered the presence of TGP
doTwr or Tob dprov to be unnecessary to the sense and there-
fore omitted the words as superfluous, In view of the balance
of t-rm]sritri]:rt.iﬂﬂﬂ] possibilities, the Committes decided to adopt
the reading supported by 8¢ B L 892 and several early versions,

16.13  riva Aeyovow of dvfiparror elvar [B

. Both Ithe variety of positions of we in the witnesses which
inelude it and the fact that in the parallel passages the word

is firm indicate that it was originally absent from Matthew's
account,

18.21 ¢ *Iyaois |C)

Was it thelﬂva,ngeliat or subsequent copyists who, because
of the preceding account of Peter’s declaration of Jesus: mes-
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siahship, wrote "Ineots Xpuovds? In view of the rarity of the
phrase 'Ingots Xpioerds in the Gospels—it oceurs elsewhere
only at the beginning of Matthew (1.1, 18} and of Mark (1.1,
and in Jn 1.17; 17.3—and partieularly in view of the preceding
sentence, the Committee preferred the customary & 'Ineotis.
The omission of the name in several manuseripts appears to be
due to seribal inadvertence (in the case of ¥ the scribe, in
deleting ¥ ¢, acaidentally deleted 1€ as well).

17.10  pabmrac |G}

Although it is possible that avrov was omitied because of
the preceding adréy, the Committee judged it more likely that
copyists would have added the word as a natural aceompani-

ment with of pafyrat.

17.16  maoye |C}

The reading xaxis Exer appears to have been substituted
for kakds maayer, either as a more idiomatic Greek expression
or because kaxds wacyer was thought to be pleonastic,

17.20 ﬂlt}fmrm'rf:iw | B

It is more likely that the evangelist used dheyomioTiar, a
rare word that oceurs nowhere else in the New Testament
(though dheyomioros 13 used four times in Matthew), and
that, in view of &meoros in ver. 17, copyiste substituted the
more frequently used word amioria (which oceurs eleven times
i the New Testament), than that the reverse process took

place,

17.21  omit verse {B}

Sinee thers is no good reason why the passage, if orginally
present in Matthew, should have been omitted, and sinee
copvists frequently inserted material derived from another
Gospel, it appears that most manuscripts have been assimilated
Lo the parallel in Mk 826,
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17.22  oveorpedopéven |}

It 15 probable that the reading guerpedoudvwr (taken Lo
mean “were gathering together’™ would strike rOpyists as
strange, and therefore would be changed into what scemed
more appropriate  (drasTpedoudrwr, “abode’). The verh
cuaTpedery, which oceurs only twice in the New Testament,
!-'Jt-]:lpal:llﬁfllﬂjf means here “while they were crowding  {around
JERIIE),

17.26  elmorros 8¢ |C}

The reading elmérros 8¢, lacking a substantive, was deemed
to be the reading that best explains the origin of the other
reacings.

After "Apa . . . viel, which may be taken as a question,
a noleworthy expansion appears in minuseule AT usSeript
TL:%, dating from the twelfth century: épn Eluwe, Nai. Mye
?'Inaruﬁg, Ads olr katl ob, ws &AhéTpios abrdr (“Simon said
Yes.' Jesus says, ‘Then you also give, as being an alien to
them™), The same expansion occurs also in the Arabie form of
the Diatessaron (25.6), The nucleus of this oceurs in Lphraem’s
Commentary on Tatian’s Diatessaron, where the Syriac text
(14.17} reads, “Give to them therefore ws an allien,” and the
Armenian reads, “Go; you also give as one of the aliens "

18.7 odat 7@ arlpdme [C)

Except for the possibility of aceidental oversight, there
s¢éems to be no reason why a copyist should have omitted
éxeive. On the other hand, sinee the context seems to call for
such a demonstrative, it is altogether probable that the word
was added by more than one transeriber, either hefore obal or
afler arflpim,

1811  omil verse 1B}

There can be little doubt that the words fiAder yap & vios
7ol arfBpiror (Myricar val) edorar T6 drohwhds are EPUTIOUS
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here, heing omitted by the earliest witnesses representing
several textual tvpes [(Alexandrnan, pre-Caesarean, Egyptian,
Antiochian), and manifestly borrowed by copyvists from Lk
19.10. The reazon for the interpolation was apparently to
provide a connection between ver. 10 and verses 12-14,

1814 dpwr {C

Between the readings: “your Father' and “my Father' it 1=
difficult to decide.! The latter, though strongly attested, prob-
ably rellects the infuenee of Tou warpds pou in ver. 10 (compare
alzo ver. 350 The reading fude (ID* and a few other witnesses)
iz probably itaeism for G

18.15  apoprion [eis oé] [C]

It is possible that the words els @€ are an early interpolation
into the original text, perhaps derived by copyists [rom the
use of €05 pé in ver. 210 On the other hand, it is also possible
to regard their omission as either deliberate (in order to render
the passage applicable to sin in general) or aceidental (for in
later Greek the pronunciation of %, 5, and € was similar).
In order to reflect this balance of possibilities, the Commities

decided to enclose the words within square brackets,
i

18.281 o fférpog elmey avra (O]

Une ean see why copyists wonld be likely to move aurd
from after eimer to a position where it could be taken with
rpoceraor as well as elrer, but there is no diseernible reason
for moving it in the reverse direction. The absence of alre
altogether in a few witnesses iz probably the result of serihal
oversight .

| Matthew has 19 instapces of the expression “my Mather,” aod 18
inatanees of “your Futher™ (ol or G,
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18.26  Adpwr (B

Although xipee may have been omitted in order to conform
the passage to ver, 29, it is more likely that the word was
inserted in order to adapt the gxpression to a splritual in-
terpretation. The combination of B D 8 700 vg syre® arm peo
al 15 a significant constellation of witnesses suppurting the
shorter reading.

15.29  adron

Although it is possible that the phrase efs 7ols Tédas adTob
(P*EFHKMSUVI A TT most minuscules, followed by
the Textus Receptus) was accidentally omitted in L]'ﬂI]HET‘iE:;—
tion, the eye of the scribe passing from atirod to alrol, the
Committee preferred the shorter text (8 B C* D G L 8
[ 71 124 700 892 1396 1424 1573 1570 1582, most of the (Old
Latin, vg syreaesl gopmbe oth geo} and regarded the longer
reading as a natural expansion introduced by seribes in order
to explain Tegd.

1534 o t::t,f}Et.:'Lﬁ,tLEmP 1O}

After 70 opetdoueror the Textus Heeceplus, following the
later witnesses, adds adro. -

The shorter reading is adequately supported by representa-
bive witnesses of the Alexandrian, Western, and pre-Caesarean
tvpes of text.

18.35 ?};.L-:Ew

The words va weperraopera alriv, which the Textus
Reeeplus, following the later witnesses, adds at the cloge of
the sentence, are a natural expansion, derived perhaps from
6.14. The Committee preferred the shorter reading supported
by the chief representatives of the Alexandrian, Western, and
Caesarean types of text (% B D L @ 1 22% 700 202 1582 iteb
cde B LAl e gures popsnt peg eth Speculum),
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19.3 "Il'cnpmai'm {CY

The Committes was lmpressed by the diversity and quahty
of the witnesses that support the anarthrous expression. [t was
natural for seribes to supply the definite article (as they did
also in some manuseripts at the parallel in Mk 10.2).

19.3  éfeorwv dvflpdime [C]

{Jn the one hand, 1t can be argued that seribes would have
heen likely to supply avfpieryw if the word were not present
originally. On the other hand, in view of the predominantly
Alexandrian character of the evidence supporting the shorter
text, the Committee judged that it is somewhat more probable
that the word was deleted in the interest of producing a more
coneise literary styvle. The reading with ardpt is clearly due to
assimilation to the Markan parallel {10.2).

19.4 kricas (B}

It is easier to suppose that copyists changed the word kricas
(whieh is supported by several excellent witnesses) to mouoas,
thue harmonizing it with the Septuagint text of Gn 1.27 (which
i5 quoted in the immediate context), than to suppose that
rohoas was altered to suit the Hebrew word used in Gn 1.27
{®m3, 1:.’!1'1{5&1 means “created’).

19.7 awmoddoar [adTye] [C]

It iz difficult to decide whether avrqne 15 an addition (as
rov yuraika undoubtedly is) to a concisely stated expression,
or whether the word was deleted in order to assimilate the
passape to the near-parallel in Mk 10.4. Since the external
evidence 18 likewise so nearly balanced, the Committee dectded
to enclose the word within square brackets.

19.9 w7 émi moprela xal yapnoey dAdny (O}
The “excepting clause” in the Matthean aceount of Jesus'
teaching on divoree occurs in two forms: wapestos Adyou
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mwoprelas (“exeept on the pround of unchastity®™) and un émi
moprelg (“except [or unchastity”). It iz probable that the
witnesses (including B D /0 7 33) which have the former
resvcling have been assimilated to 5.32, where the text is firm.
Likewise the phrase mowel abrir pouyeufirar {(“makes her
commit adultery” [Le. when she remarries]) has come inte
several witnesses (including B C* ) from 5.32, where it is
fArm. The short rending of 1574, kel yaghoy dMAge, has heen
comformed to the prevailing text of Mk 1011,

1.9 powydras [C)

After porxarar several witnesses (including K W A @ T1 15
add kat o drohehvpévny vaudy (o Younoeas) goyarac (Cand
he who marries a divoreed woman commits adultery™), Although
i, "ﬂghtx he argued that homoeoteleuton (pocydrer . .
Mocxarad) accounts for 1ts aceidental omission from B 1) L
1241 al, the fact that B CF 1 of read poryérac only anee {at
the conclusion of the combined clauses) makes it more ]wr_ﬂ_ml.;lp
that the text was expanded by copyists who accommodated
the saying to the prevailing text of 5.32,

1.1 paftyrad [adred] (O}

Although the combination of ¥ B & jte cop™ n support
of the shorter reading is noteworthy, the Committer was
impressed by the possibility that the presence of avraw before
pafgral prompted some copyists to delele adrod. Ii was
thought best, therefore, to retain the word enclosed within
square brackets,

19.11 row Aovor [rodrow] 101

On the one hand, sinee the general tendency of seribes
5 to make the text more explicit, e g, by adding  the
demonstrative pronoun, the shorter reading, Hl]]th:r]'t-E.d by
B ' and several early versions, has a certain presumption in
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ita favor. On the other hand, however, the ambiguity of the
reference of Totror in the context—does it refer to the dedue-
tion made by the disciples (ver, 11}, or to the preceding exposi-
tion of Jesus (verses 407 —may have prompied some seribes
to delete the word. In order to reficet the balunce of possi-
bilities, the Committee decided to retain the word, enelosed
within square brackets. The reading of € is obviomsly secondary.

19.16 &ddarate [B]

The word avafé, which is absent from carly and good repre-
sontatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts, was
manifestly brought in by copyists from the parallel accounts
in Mark (10.17) and Luke (1818, (See also the comments on
the following variant reading.)

19.17 i pe épwrds wept Tob dyaflod; els eorw & ayaflos
1B

Many of the withesses (but not € 700 alf} which interpolute
dvafé in ver. 16 also modify wer. 17 by substituling for
Matthew's distinetive aceount the words from the parallel
HECEATHE 1R Ti JAE }ké"f&ti‘ &TE[HEI'?.-', aideLs {IT.TEHI:EIE &l [.l“-ﬁl eis O Beds
(“Why do you call me pood? No one iz good but God alone,”
Mk 10.18; Lk 1819, If the latter reading were oviginal in
f"r'lu.lthﬁiu-'_. i 15 hard to imagine why copyists would have
altered it to a more ohscure one, whereas seribal assimilation
to Svnoptie purallels oecurs frequently.

19.28  7our r]l.{i;vmr [E ]

The reading thot seems to explain best the origin of the
athers is ror Adyor, which 1z supported by representatives of o
variety of text-tvpes. Beveral witnesses, i accord with the
general tendency of copyists to prefer explicitness of text, add
rouror. A few other witnesses omit the entire expression, either
by aceident in transeription or by design, in order to prone
the text of what might be regarded as superfluous,
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19.24  xaundov

Instead of xaughov several secondary witnesses, incliuding
S8 arm peo, read sepchor {“a rope” or Ya ship’s hawser”).
(Bee also the comments on Lk 18.25,]

19.26  pathyral B

The tendency, characleristic of the later tvpe of text, Lo
add pronouns seems to have operated here, despite the resulting
redundancy with rols paffyrals adroii in ver, 23.

19.29  wareépa 1 pmrépa [

The presence of yuratie in many witnesses seems to be the
result of seribal assimilation to the Lukan parallel (Lk 15.29),
and the replacement of warépa # pnréoa by yovels in other
witnesses may either reflect influence from the same parallel
or be a substitution arising independently. The absence of
marepa ff in 1D and several Old Latin witnesses appears to he
the result of homoeoteleuton.

19.29 éxarovrariasiova [B]

The several readings are reflected in the parallel [HESHTES :
the text of Mark (10.30) reads deatorrarhaclora (“a hundred-
fold"); most of the manuseripts of Luke (18.30) read wol-
hewhasiova (“manifold"); and the Western text of Luke
(D Old Latin syr"™) reads érramhadiora (“sevenfold’),
What was judged to be predominant external support, as
well as considerations involving the dependence of Matthew
upon Mark, led the Committee to prefer ékarorrariaciove.

2016 [n] (1) {C

Lxternal support for the presence or absence of # at the
beginning of ver, 15 is rather evenly divided, with representative
witnesses of the Alexandrian (B and ®), the Western (D) and
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Old Latin), and the Caesarean (8 and /1 /%) texts on opposite
sides. From a transeriptional point of view it is more likely
that senbes would have dropped the word after gou (In later
Gireek both % and ot were pronounced “ee’) than inserted it
On balanee the Committes thought 1t best to retain the word,
but to enclose 1t within square brackets.

20.16 foyaror (2)

After éoyaror most witnesses, followed by the Textus
Recepius, add mohhot yap elowwr xhnrot, ohivor Bé éxhexTol
(“for many are called, but few chosen'). The shorter reading
15 supported by the Alexandman text (® B L 2 085 36 1043
[ eop®®e pth™*), Although it 18 just possible that the words
fell out of the text through homoeoteleuton (EoxarTor. ..
oAtyor), it iz much more likely that copyists incorporated them
here from 22.14, where they terminate another parable.

20.17  kai avafaivwr ¢ Inools [C)

Several witnesses (including B f* and Crigen 1in two quota-
tions out of three) read peddwe §é and alter drafatrer to the
infinitive drefaivear before or after Ingotis. Although the nse
of wéiher is in Matthew's style (see 16.27; 17.12, 22; 20.22;
24.6), in the context the word appears to be a topographical
eorrection introduced by copwvists who observed that from
Jericho (see ver. 29) one "goes up to Jerusalem' ; before reach-
ing Jericho, therefore, Jesus 18 “about to go up to Jerusalem."

A few minuscules omit ¢ 'Ineeols, probably through an
nversight in transcription [oiCeic).

20.17  Tous dwdexa [pafnras] {C}

Although copvists often add the word yafgral to the more
primitive expression ol dadexa (see Tischendorf’'s note i loc.
and 26.20 below), a majority of the Committee judged thaa
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the present passage was assimilated Lo the text of Mark (10,22
or Luke (1831} In order to represent both possibilities it was
decided to employ square brackets.

The reading with adrol in several minuseules and versions
15 elearly a secondary expansion.

20.17  wal &v 7 $b6& 1B}

The external evidenee supporting év 5 ofidd kel was deemed
to be less impressive than Lhat supporting the text, Turther-
wore, the transfer of the prepositional phrase to what O
before scems to be an amelioration of the sense. The shorter
readlings are doubtless the result of seribal blunders.

20,22  mwivew

After wiveer many witnesses, including CE F G H K M
UVWXT ANZE$ and most minuscules, adid i 76 Barrioun
6 eyw Bawrifouar Barriobivar, The clause is absent from
representative withesses of the three principal tvpes of text,
Alexandrian, Western, und Caesarean (R B D L % 8 085 |
22 THE 1582, most of the Old Latin, vg syres cop™ P aih).
It 15 the kind of addition thal many eopyists would have been

likely to make from the parallel passage in Mk 10.38,

20.23  aricale

The majority of the munuscripts have filled out the sentenee
by adding from the parallel in Mk 10.39 the clouse xal 6
ﬁii‘i"‘u"bﬂ'ﬁﬂ. 6 ey Bartilopar Barriofheestie. The shorter toxt
is decisively supported by the same witnesses that read the
shorter text in ver. 22,

20.26  forau {C)

Although the combination of B and D in support of éorip is
not insignificant, the Committee judged that the preponderant
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welght of the external evidence supports the future tense. The
same variation cccurs also in the parallel at Mk 1043,

40,28 roidaw

After morhir zevera] Western witneszes (D and, with minor
variations, @ it syre ™ add "Tuels 8¢ {nrelre &x uikpod
alffoar kol éx petfovos Ehartor elvar. Eloepybueror 6é kal
rapakinierres decmefoar un avaralvesle els Tols ébévorTas
rowous, pnmore evboloTepds oou émédln kal Tpocerwy O
dermrokAnrwp ety Fot, BT KaTw xwpe, kel karatoyurfnery.
'Edv ¢ draméoys els 7o frTora Tomor kai Ewérly cou firrey,
EpEl ool 0 BermrokAfTwp, Sivaye e drw, kal foTal FoL TOlUTo
yoneepor (“Bul seek to inerease from that which iz small,
and from the greater to become less. When you enter into a
house and are invited to dine, do not recline 1o the prominent
places, lest perchanee one more honorable than vou comes o,
and the hest come and say to vou, 'Go farther down'; and vou
will he put to shame. But if you recline in the lower ploce and
one mferior Lo vou comes 1n, the host will say to vou, 'Go
forther up’; and this will be advantageous to you'). This
interpolation s a plece of foating tradition, an expanded but
inferior version of Lk 14.8-10,

20,30 “Eﬁéﬁﬂﬂu fuds, [xvpie, ] vios dawis [T

Influenced by the recolleetion of similar passages elsewhere,
copvists have introduced many variations, Sinee the parallels
in Mk 1047 and Lk 1538 both contam “Inoov, 1t 15 probable
that the Matthean readings involving this word are secondary.
Although it can he argued that the shortest reading (éhéngoy
nuds, vie Aavid) is original and all the other readings are
seribal expansions, 1t 18 more likely that copyists, influenced
by Matthew's earlier account of the healing of the blind men,
produced by assimilation un exact parallel to 9.27. Furthermore,
it appears that readings with vié reflect a more elegant Greek
atyle than the more Sernitic usage of the nominative {(ef. Blass-
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Debrunner-Funlk, § 147 (3)), As the least unsatisfactory resolu-
tiom of all the diverse problems o majority of the Commitice
decided to adopt the reading of K W I' A 28 al, but, in view
of the variation in position of kipee, to enclose this word within

square brackeots,

20.31 ’Edégaov wuds, xipee

The sequence xipee, érénoor fHuas 18 well attested by
R BIDLZ O 5543 892 1010 1203 itsvedbinr yo copnm
cop® ™ urm geo', whereas the sequence ééngoy fHuas, xipie
is attested by p** " CNOWX T AT £ & most minuseules
9 svrt gea? (kbpee 18 omitted by 118 209 700 1675 VA
svr?™). Despite the somewhat poorer quality of the external
evidenes supporting the second sequence, thiz reading was
preferred by a majority of the Committee beeause it is the
non-liturgleal order of words and so would huyve heen likely
o be altered in transeription to the more familiar sequence.

21.4  mpodyTou

Beveral witnesses (M@ 42 it* e pop¥™ Hilary) add Layapiov
befors or after wpogfrov; other witnesses (vg' ™= gophe™
eth) prefix "lsaiah ™

21.12  icpav |B])

The addition of 7ol feoll appears to be a natural expansion,
made in order to emphasize the profanation of the holy place’
The fact that the parallel passages (Mk 11,15 and Lk 19.45;
ef. Jn 214} lack vot feotl would not be an oceasion for copyists,
if they observed the fact, to delete the words from copies of
Matthew, but rather for inserting the words in copies of the
other pospels. Although the Jews had little use for such a
phrase (since for them “the temple” could mean only one
thing), the longer expression would not be intrinsieally objec-
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tionable to anyone, and therefore its omissiom cannot be ae-
counted for on that pround, It appears, therefore, Lthat internal
considerations join with strong external evidenee in support of

i 1 P
the reading cepow,

21.29-31 ot fedw, vorepor f¢ perapeintels amfiber . . |
ETépe . . . Eyid, Kupte woi obk amfAfer . . .
wparos (O}

The textual transmission of the parable of the two sons 12
very much confused (see also the comments on 21.32). Is the
recusant but subsequently obedient son mentioned first or
second (ver. 2007 Which of the two sons did the Jews intend to
assert had done the father’s bidding (ver, 31), and what word
did they use in their reply to Jesus' question (wpdrTos or
toxaros or Dorepos or Bevrepos)? There are three principal
forms of text:

{a) According to % C* K W A II it59 wg syree?® al, the
first son savs “No' but afterwards repents, The second son
gavs “Yes” but does nothing. Which one did the will of the
father? Answer: 0 TplTos.

{(h) Aceording to DD itnwde @Rl gype of the first son says
“Wo'' but afterwards repents, The second son says “Yes”
but does nothing, Which one did the will of the father?
Answer: 0 &7XOT0S.

(¢) According to B @ / 700 syrt arm geo al, the first
som says “Yes” but does nothing. The second says “No" but
afterwards ropents. Which one did the wall of the father?
Answer: & Vorepos (B), or 6 foyaros (B 9 700 arm), or &
debrepos (4 273), or 6 mphiTos {geot).

Beecause (b} is the most difficult of the three forms of text,
soveral scholars (Lachmann, Merx, Wellhausen, Hirsch) hawve
thought that it must be preferred as readily accounting for the
tise of the other two as improvements of 1t. But (&) is not only
difficult, it is nonsensieal—the son who said “Yes” but does
nothing obevs his father’s willl Jerome, who knew of manu-
seripts in his day which read the nonsensical answer, suggested
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that through perversity the Jews intentionally gave an absurd
reply in order to spoil the point of the parable. But this
explanation requires the further supposition that the Jews nod
only recopnized that the parable was directed agaimst them-
selves but chose to make a nonsensical reply rather than merely
remain stlent. Beeause such explunations attribute to the Jews,
or to Matthew, far-fetehed psychologieal or overly-subtle
literary motives, the Committee Judged that the orgin of
rending (b) 15 due to copyists who either committed a tran-
seriptional blunder or who were motivated by anti-Pharisaic
bias (1, ¢., since Jesus had characterized the Phansees as those
that say but do not practice (cf. Mt 23.3), they must be
represented as approving the son who said 1 go,” and went not ).

Az between forms (a) and (e} the former 15 more probably
the original. Not only are the witnesses that support (a) slightly
better than those that read (e), but there would be a natural
tendency to transpose the order of (&) to that of (g) because:

{1) 1t could be argpued that if the first son obeyved, there
wis no reason to summon the second; and

(2) 1t was natural to wdentify the disobedient son with either
the Jews in general or with the chief priests and elders {ver. 23)
and the ohedient son with either the Gentiles or the tax collectors
and the harlots (ver, 31)—and in accord with either line of
interpretation, the obedient son should come last in chronological
sequence. It may also be remarked that the inferiority of form
(ch 15 shown by the wide diversity of readings at the close of
the parable.!

! For other diacuasions of this perplexing passage see Josel Hehmid (who
copeludes that form {2} I8 original), “Tias textgeschichtliche Problem der
Parabel von den swel Bthnen,” in Vom Wort des Lebens, Festachrift fur
Mazx Meinerlz, od. Nikolsus Adler {=Neouleslomeniliche Abbandlungen;
1. Brpdnaungsbond; Milnster/Westl., 1961), pp. 6884, and J. Ramsey
Blichaels (who arguea that forms (o) and (¢} were derived Trom (8)),
“The Parable of the Repretiul Son,” Harvard Theological Revdew, Lx1
(1968), pp. 15-26,

Lachmann’s suggestion (Nevum Testamenium Groece, 11, p. v) that.
the words between marpos amd "Auny are an early interpalation has met

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW o

21.32  onde

The confusion which marks the transmission of 23.25#3.1
spems to have affected also the text of the final clause of this
verse. Instead of obdé (which is rewd by B O & X 0138 LJl:”
22 33 157 543 505 700 542 1579 1582 maost of the Old L»a,t,li:_i
vg cop™ eth} other witnesses (including ® C l W X Il 28
118 200 the Byzantine text and cop™) read ov. D sn}tl. 3;;1:"
omit the negative; ite-=" alter 1ts position (gued non credidistis).
A omits the entire clause (from duets 6€ to the end uf the verse),

rhaps by homoeoteleuton.

E:M?Thg} mriiasinn of the negative is probably accidental, for
the resulting sense (“but you, when you saw it., at last repented
[i. &. changed your minds] so as to Lelieve in him™) Seems to be
an extremely inappropriate conclusion of Jesus' saying; like-
wise Lhe transfer of the negative io the final verb s no _!If:ta.a
nfelicitous (' . . repented later because you didd not bta_heve
on him'). The reading otéé, supporied by early and w{dc!}r
diversificd witnesses, seems to have been altered to ol by
copyists who did not see the force of the argument (“and you,
secing this, did not even feel remorse afterwurds so as to

believe him'™),

31.39  avrév ebéBadov éfw Tol dumeAdvos Kal GATE KT ELVILY
1B}

The Western text ([ @ itsoed=ttbrl gog lrenaeus Lucifer
Juvenceus) has been assimilated to the sequence in Mark,
where the son is killed and then cast out of the vineyard
(Mk 12.8). Matthew and Luke (20.15), reflecting thal Jesus
had been erncified outside the city (Jo 19,17, 20 [Ti—:bl ].3' 126},
roverse the order and put the casting out before the killing.

with no general approval, though io Weﬁtuu-tt'_a _np'mi-:-u ”.iL seemns not "_“,_.
likely that Lachmann is substantially ripght {'.'Z‘mt-::ﬂ ol b-::lnlac:t. _Hmz:.-ul.nuqa,

p. 173, Weateott and Hort mark the passage with an nturl.-u..m. Lml:r_iu,ng le.L
i their judgment the text containa s primative error 1ving Bohired all ex-

Lozt vLLrLCsses




o A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

9144 [Kai...adrov.] (€}

Many modern scholars regard the verse as an early interpola-
tion (from Lk 20.18) into most manuseripts of Matthew, (i
the other hand, however, the words are not the same, and a
more appropriate place for its insertion wonld have been after
ver. 42, Its omission can perhaps be aceounted for when the
eye of the copyisl passed from alriis (ver. 43) to abTov.
While considering the verse to be an aceretion to the texti,
vei beeause of the antiquity af the reading and its importance
in the textual tradition, the Committes decided to retain it
the text, enclosed within double square brackets.

22.10 ¢ yapos {Bi

The reading & vupgar (here meaning “the wedding hall”)
was regarded as an Alexandrian correction introduced in the
place of & youos, which may have seemed to be somewhat
inappropriate with the verb “filled.”

90 93 Faddovkniol, Aéyovres (B

Although the defimte article after Sadbovsaiol could have
dropped out beeause of confusion with the termination of the
noun, it was considered to be much more likely that copyists
wdded the article by assimilation to the parallel passages
(Mk 12.18; Lk 20.27). Without the article the participle means
that the Sadducees advanced their negative opinion at the
beginning of their conversation with Jesus; with the article
the passage states the Sadducean ereed (“Sadducees, who say
that .. ). Since this would be the only place where Matthew
has provided an explanation of this sort concerning Jewish
affairs, the reading without the article is to he preferred.

22 340 a"}-*}rflcrr. |}

While the evidence for &yyehot is limited In extent, 1t meyer-
theless includes the leading representatives of the Alexandrian
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and the Western Lypes of text. The addition of (robli) Beold 18 &
natural expansion, which, if present in the text originally,
would not have been likely to be omitted,

99 32 Zorw [6] Deds {Cl

In the intercst of greater precision, the later form of the
text inserted a second febs (“For God 1= not a God of dead
peopls, but of living''), In order to reflect the difficulty of
deciding whether 0 was omitted by assimilation to the parallel
i Mk 12.27, or whether i was added under the influence of
the four imstances of & Behs immediately praceding, the Com-
mittee retained & within square hrackets.

23 35 [m:-mh:c';g] ()

Drespite what seems o he an overwhelming preponderance o
svidenee supporting the word vepkds, its absence from family 1
as well ag from widely seattered versional and patristic witnesses
talkes on additional significance when it iz observed that,
apart from this passage, Matthew nowhere else uses the word.
It 15 not unlikely, therefore, that ecopyists have introduced
the word here [rom the paralle] passage in Lk 10.25. At the
came time, i view of the widespread testimony support-
ing its presence in the toxt, the Committee was reluctant 1o
amit the word altogether, preferring to enclose it within sguare
brackets.

934  Papéa [xat SvaBdorarTae] [C

Impressed by the external evidence supporting the longer
text, a majority of the Committee explained the absence of
ai SueBbgrToxre in L f %02 al as perhaps due to stylistic
refinerent or to aecidental oversight (the eye of the copyist
passing from one cal to the other), Nevertheless, because it 18
possible that the words may be an interpolation from LK 11,44,
it was decided to enclose them within square brackets.
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[The words xal fveSdorasra should not stand in the text,
for [a} if they were present originally, no good  reason can
aveount for their absence from such a wide variely of witnesses,
and {b) the tendency of copyists to enhance the solemnity of
Jesus' words accounts for the prefixing of LEYaA Bt
Bapéa in ¥, and for the interpolation after Bapéa of the syn-
onymous expression kel Svefeorexre from Lk 1146 B M M 3|

23.7  pafifi

The geminated form pa@Bi, fefBl (DEFGHE MBS U
VWY @ al) is more solermnn and formal, and is probably
the result of heightening by copyists. The Commiltes pre!'erre::{
to follow the shorter reading, which is sirongly supported by
RELA®BZ 007 0138 /! it v syr? cop™ bt arm eth ,E_-;enl:'*
arab pers. |

28.9  dudwe (1) [C)

Although it has been argued that duly, read by D #® and
seversl Latin and Syriac witnesses, represents the Semitie
cthical dative,! n majority of the Committee saw no resson
fo prefer it to the far better attested Dudp, read by all other
Wik nesses,

23.18  Ovoi 8¢ duiv . ., cloeldeiv. {B)

_ That ver, 14 iz an interpolation derived from the parallel
in Mk 1240 or Lk 20.47 iz clear () from its absence in the
earliest and best authoritics of the Alexandrian, the Western,
and the Caesarean types of text, and (b) from the fact that
the witnesses which include the passage have it in difforent
pla::elsg, either after ver, 13 (so the Textus Reeceptus) or before
ver. 13,

10, € Torrey, Our Tronslated Goapels (New York, 1938), p. 76, and
Malthew Black, dw Aramaic Approach lo the Crogpels and Acts, 3rd ad
Whslord, 19687}, p. 102
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23.19%  Tugdel O}

Apparently the words pwpol xal were inserted by copyvists
from wver, 17, for no good reason ean be found to account for
their deletion if they had been orginal.

23.26 70U woTHpiov . .. To exTos avTol (D}

The weight of the external evidence appears to support the
longer text. At the same time the presence of abroi {instead
of adrer) in B* 28 al seems to be a hint that the archetype
lacked sal 705 mapodides. On balanee, there 15 a slight prob-
ability that the words were nserted by copvists from wer. 25,

23.38 i epnuos {C}

Un the one hand, 1t can be arpued that copwists added
epnuos tn order to conform the quotation to the text of Jr 22.5.
On the other hand, however, 1n view of whal was taken to be
the preponderant weight of external evidenee a majority of the
Commuttes preferred to include €onpos, explaimmg its absence
in some witnesses as the resull of deletion by copyists who
hought the word superfluous after agrerac,

24.6 yevéotar (B}

The shortest reading 15 supported by a wide varnety of enrly
witnesses, I 1= probable that copvisis expanded the saying
by adding such natural expressions as “afl things must take
place " or “these things moust take place ™ or Yall these things
must take place.” If anv of these had been the original reading,
there is no good reason that would account for its deletion,

24.31 ocaAmeyyes (B

Although <t iz possible that copyists may have omitted
eops ax unnecessary, it s muach more probable that, in aceord
with their habils, they would have made the expression more
explhicit by adding gerns or kel dwrigs (being imfuenced per-




G2 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

haps by the account of the theophany in Ex 19.16). It should
be observed that, though the expression derd uevydiy oceurs
many times in the New Testament, eadmeys geyarn oceurs
only lere,

24.36  odd8¢ 4 vigs |}

The words “neither the Son' are lacking in the majority of
the witnesses of Mutthew, including the later Byzanline text.
On the other hand, the best representatives of the Alexandrian,
the Western, and the Caesarean types of text contain the
phrase, The omission of the words because of the doctrinal
difficulty they present is more probable than their addition by
assimilation to Mk 13.32, Furthermore, the presence of pdvos
and the east of the sentence as a whole (odde . . . olBé . . . be-
long together us a parenthesis, for el ug 6 rarfp péros goes
with otdels older) sugmest the originality of the phrasze,

26.1  Toi vuudion {C]

It can be argued that the words kel Hs rupdds (“and the
bride'"), which are witnessed by a rather stronpg combination
of Western and Caesarean witnesses, were omitted beeause
they were felt to be incompatible with the widely held view
that Christ, the bridegroom, would come to feteh hiz bride,
the church. But it is doubtful whether copyists would have
besn so sensitive to the logie of the allepory, Furthermore,
those who omitted the words envisaged the wedding as taking
place in the home of the fiancée; those who added the words
envisaged the bringing of the bride by the bridegroom to his
home (or the home of his parents) where the wedding takes
place, Since the latter custom was more common in the ancient
world,' it 1s probable that the words are an interpolation by

*Cf. Hilma Grangvist, Marriage Conditions in o Paleslinian Village, 1
(Helamgfors, 1935), pp. 796 ; Joachim Jeremias, The Parobles of Josus
(New York, 1963), p. 173; and idem, in Kittel's Theological Dictionary of
the Naw Testament, v, p. 1100).
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copylsts who did not notice that the mention of the bride
would disturb the alleporical interpretation of the parable.
Only the bridegroom is mentioned in what follows,

256.13 -:Epa.l-'

The clause & 5 6 vids 7o¥ arfpamov Epveror (G2 T TTF &
F9U28 157 543 700 1241 syree™E) s a pedantic addition made
by well-meaning copyists who recollected the similar clause
in 24.44. In reality, the warning is more energetie without it,
and 1s amply perspicuous to one who has read what precedes,
from 24356 onward, The Committee preferred the shorter
text, which is decisively supported by p* R A B C* D I W
XY*ABI* Z 047 2 55 565 892 1219 1424* 1604 2145*
it v gyraRppaltEt appeabo apm eth.

25.15-16 amedjunoer. evlldws mopevfeis {C]

Although the external evidence supporting the reading
wdopted for the text is lmited in extent, it 15 good in quality,
Maore important, this reading best explains the origin of the
others, which arose when copyists sought to eliminate the
asyndeton as well as the ambiguity of where edfféws belongs,
by inserting 8¢ before or after ropeufiets,

The punctuation adopted for the text 1= in accord with the
usuge elsewhere in Matthew (where edfléws or elfis invariably
belongs to what follows) and with the sense of the parable
{there iz no point in the master's departing imimediately; there
15 much point in the servant's immediately setting to work).

25.17  exepdnoer |B)
In the interest of fullness of popular narrative style, copyists

added xal alrds either before or after énépdnomer. Its varying
position aceords with its secondary nature,

25.41 7o nrowacpevor |B)
Was the expression “which my Father prepared” softened
by eopyists to the less explicit passive participle, agpreeing with
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Arowwaguérny In ver, 54 or was 6 warne uev introduced in
order 1o provide a parallel to robl werpos gou of the earlier
verse? Since either js possible, a majority of the Committee
preferred to malke its decision on the basis of the weight of the
external evidence, which is heavily in support of the shorter
reading.

In any ease, the readings 74 frowwaruére and § Hrolueoey
& klpios are sccondary developments of the other two readings.

26.14  oxapwitns |B}

Hee the comments on 104,

26.20 pera rdr Sdidexa [O}

As in 20017 the reading uaffgral after of dddexa is doubtful.
In the present verse the weight of the external evidence seems
to favor the shorter rending.

26.27 mornpor {C}

The tendency of copvists would probably have been to add
rather than to delete the definite article.

26.28 drabthxns [B)

The word rawns has apparently come from the parallel
passage in Luke (22.200; 1if it had been present originally,
there is no good reason why anvone woubld have deleted it

26.39

At the close of ver. 3@ several secondary witnesses (C%7°

1% 124 230 348 543 713 758 R26 328 983) add from Lk 22,4344
the words ddfly 8¢ alrd Gyvyehos ar' (amd rov H43 520 983
obparot éviayiwy alror kal yevdueros év avywrle EKTErETTENDY
Tpooniyero’ Eyévero 8¢ (om. 124) & ldpas abroll doel BpduPoc
oluaros varoBairorTes éml T yHR,
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26.61 oikodopfoar {C}

Although it can be argued that adror was deleted by copyists
who felt it to be superfluous, the Commities thought it more
probable that they would have added the pronoun fur the
sake of greater explicitness (compare Jon 2.19). The diversity
of position of the word Is & point against its originality.

26.68 wal [C]

On the one hand, a minority of the Commiltee preferred the
longer reading, judging that copyists had deleted dwoxpefiels
as unsuited to the preceding clause (& 8¢ Incobs éowema).
On the other hand, the majority of the Committee preferred
to adopt the shorter reading, supported by what was Laken to
be the preponderant weight of the external evidence.

26.71 obros (B}

The reading wal oliros appears to have come into the lext
from the Lukan parallel (Lk 22.59), The concurrence of the
best representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and fhe
early Svriac texts in support of the shorter reading constitutes
strong external support.

27.2  [lhiarew {(C}

If Iovriew hud been present originally there is no good
reason why it should have been deleted. On the other hand,
its insertion by copyists is natural at the first passape where
Pilate's name oceurs in the Gospels. The two names also appear
in Lk 3.1 Ac4.27: 1 Tm 6.13. In the post-npostolic church the
double name was comnmon (ef. Ignatius, Trall, 9, Magn, 11,
Smyr. 1, and many passages in Justin Martyr). In Josephus’s
Antiguities, xwviil, ehdros oeeurs frequently, with ITovreos
Tliadros at the first oocurrence,
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37.4 dfGov |B}

The Greek Old Testament has alua dfGor (“innocent blood™)
fifteen times; alpa dlvawor (“righteous blood™) four times: and
alua draitior (“blameless blood™) four times. Thus it eould
be argued that eivae dlkator, being o rare expression, wus more
likely to have been altered to the more common afua dfGoy
than contrariwise. On the other hand, however, it mity be that
dikedor was introduced by copyists from Mt 23.35. In any
cage, the weight of the external evidence here is strongly in
support of affgor,

27.5  €is Tov vaov |D|

The reading & 74 rag sesms to imply that Judas was
present i the Holy Place, entrance to which was forhidden
to any except priests, The word raos, however, was sometimes
used more loosely of the environs of the sanctuary proper,
The reading els Tov padr scoms (o be more appropriate to the
context, which implies strong emotion and physical exertion.
On the other hand, however, the construetion with efs may he
arl Alexandrian refinement. In the face of such conflicting eon-
siderations, the Commities judged that the least unsatisfactory
decision was to follow the text supported by the witnesses thut
generally commend themselves as superiar.

27.9 ’ffpfp.fcru

The reading ‘lepepiov is firmly established, being supported
by R ABCLX W I' A8 IT and most minuscules, most of
the Old Latin, vg syrt™ el copmibe goth arm eth geo. Since,
however, the passage quoted by the evangelist iz not to he
!'{:1111:! in Jeremiah, but seems to come from Zechariah (11.13),
It 15 net surprising that several witnesses (22 syrt™® arm™)
substitute Zayapiov, while others (® 33 157 1570 it2b ygmns
gyreP-r2l oopbe™ poerg Diatessaron®! mesec. to Augnstive g
the name entircly. Curicusly, two witnesses (21 it!) read
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“leajah”™—perhaps because, as the most prominent of the
prophets, his name is met with most frequently in the New
Testament (see the comments on ded in 13.35),

27.10  édwrav (O}

It i1z difficult to decide whether the fnal ne came into the
text because of the following vowel, or whether it was deleted
uncler the influence of pow, On the strength of the diversity of
external evidenee a majority of the Committee preferred the

plural form.

27.16 ["Inooiv] Bapafifiae |C}
2717 [ Iyooiv vov] Bapafifdy (C]

The reading preserved today in several witnessos of the
Cacsarean text was known to Orgen, who declares in s
commentary on the passage, “In many copies 11 1s not stated
thal Barabbas was also called Jesus, and perhaps [the omission
1] right.” (Origen discloses in what follows his reason for
disapproving of the reading Jfesus Barabbas; it cannot be right,
he implics, because “in the whole range of the seriptures we
know that no one who ig a sinner [is called] Jesus.”)

In a tenth century uncial manuseript (8) and n about
twenty, minuseile manuscripts a marginal comment states:
“In many ancient copies which 1 have met with I found
Barabbas himself hkewize called ‘Jesus’; that is, the question
of Pilate stood there ag follows, Tive féhere amo Tov dio
amorbow tuty, Inootiv 7ov BapaBBay ) Tneoty Tor heybuevor
Xpeorow: for apparently the paternal name of the robber was
‘Barabbas,' which is interpreted ‘Son of the teacher.” ™ This
scholium, which 1z usually assigned m the manuscripts either
b Ansstasivs bishop of Antioch (perhaps latter part of the
sixth century) or to Chrysostom. is in one manuseript attributed
to Crigen. who may indeed be its ultimate source.

In ver. 17 the word "Ingovr could have been accidentally
added or deleted by transeribers owing to the presence of
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vpiy before it (yaminin), Turthermore, the reading of B 1010
(rér BapeS8ar) appears to presuppose inoan aneestor the
nresence of Ineoti.

A majority of the Committer was of the cpinion that the
original text of Matthew had the double name in hoth VElSes
and that "Tneoblie wos deliberntely suppressed in most wit nesses
for reverentinl eonsiderations, Tn view of the relatively slender
external support for 'Inooby, however, it was deemed fifting
o enclose the word within square brackets.

27.23 a4 Be &

_ .Jn order to identify more precisely the subject of £y (Lhough
1t Is mentioned only two verses earlier) most copyists inseriad
nyeunwr, cither before or after the vorb, The shorter text is
broadly supported by & B 8 34 69 174 788 syr® Pl pop® arm geol.

27.24  rovrov (B!

The words roi Sikatov (compare the variant reading in ver, 41,
which oceur at different places in a variety of mammnrip{s
(but not in the best representatives of the Alexandrian. Western
and Caesarean texts), appear to be an aceretion intended |.1;
accenfuate Pllate's protestation of Jesus' innocenee,

27.28  ewdtioorres avTdr (B

The reading évficarres scoms to he a correction sugrestod
b_',r_t-hn:* nudity at the time of the flagellation. The sequence of
stripping  (éxdieavres) and clothing again is paralleled by
ver. 31,

27.29  evéraclar [B)

: The imperfect tense may be the result of conformation to
ervwTor (ver. 30). In any case, however, the combination of &
B D L 33 892 al scemed to the Committee to be the slperior
attestation.
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27.35 m:'lﬁpm-'

After xhfpor the Textus Receptus adds fre winpwfy 1o
ponfléy dwo Tol mpodnTow AlEEploarTo TA LUATLD MOV £QUTOLS,
ki ewt Tov iparioruor wov EFakoy xhmpor (Ps 22.18). Although
1t eould be argued that the passage fell out by reason of
homoeotelenton, the eve of the copvist passing from rcAfpov
to kAfpor, the Commitlee was impressed by the absence of
the passage from early witnesses of the Alexandrian and the
Western types of text (8 A B I L. W I' II 33 71 157 565 700
RO2e jEME1 ygmes gypepb™ el bl pepse) and the likelihood
that copyvizts were influenced by the parallel passage in Jn 19,24,
with the plirase 70 gnfler bmo (or dea) Tol mpodfirou sasimilated
to Matthew’s usnal formula of eitation.

27.38

After the words “one on the right' and "one on the left”
the (d Latin eodex Colbertinus (1t°) supplier names for the
two robbers who were cructhed with Jesus: womone Zoatham
and romane Camma respectively,! [See also the comments on
Mk 15.27 and Lk 23.32.)

E?.dcﬂ'j [kad] (3} [C]

(in the one hand, kel may have been omitted due to conlusion
with the first ayllable of the followineg word; on the other hand,
it may have been inserted by those who took the conditional
clauge (el , ., Jeot) with what precedes. SBince no clear decision
seems possible, 4 majority of the Committes thought 11 best to
retain the word, but to enclose 1 within sguare brackets.

! For other names that have been given to the two robbers, see the
pregent writer'a article, “'Names for the Namelesa in the New Tostament;
a Study in the Growth of Christian Tradition,' in Kyprisken: Festschraf!
Sohannes Criasten, adited by Patrick Granfield and Josel A Jungmann
(D Gnester /WL 10701, pp. BB
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27.42  fSacideds |BI

_ Not understanding the irony implied by the statement, “He
lE: the King of Isracl," copyists, influrnced by wer. 44, inserted
et If originally present, there would have been no good reason
to omit the word,

2743 puodofw viv [C}

Although it may be argued that afrér was deleted by an
Alexandrian editor as superfluous, the Committen thought 1t
more probable that the word was inserted under the influence of
the Beptuagint text of I's 21.9,

27.46  nA Ak Aepa safayfar

Instead of 9hu {or nhe), representing the Hebrew =u [y
God™), the text of several witnesses, including ¥ B 33 ;*:up“r‘-"-“
.Eth, was assimilated to the reading eheow of Mk 15.34, ropresent.-
ing the Aramaic YR (“my God’™), the w for the o sound
being due to the influence of the Hebrew TN

The spelling Aepa (% B 33 700 008 of) t'HI]-]‘EELI;J’lLE the Aramaic
H?J‘? ("why?"), which is also probably to be understood as
lving behind Aga (A K U I' A TT 080 af) and heepe (5 T G
HM BV al), whereas hega (D 8 1 22 565 1582 al) represents
the Hebrew mnb (“why?"").

. Asin Mk 15.34, most witnesses read gafaxfare or something
sm'{i],ar (rafaxfave, & A A 169 caFaxrarer, B 22 713 1402)
which represents the Aramaic unpaw (“thou hast i'm'Eal-u:nr
me’’}. Codex Bezae, however (us also in the Markan parallel),
reads [aglarer, representing the Hebrew eIy (fthou hast-
forsaken me™: for the spelling, see the comment on Mk 15.34),
a_nd thus this manuseript in both Matthew and Mark is con-
sistent in giving a transliterntion representing o Hebrew original
throughout, instead of part Hebrew (the frst words) and

part Aramaic {the last word). (See also the comments on
ML 15.34.)
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27.49  adror |B}

Although attested by ® B C L al the words d&hAos dé hafawr
Moy yny Evefer abrol Ty whevpdy, kal éEfhfer Diwp ral alua
must be regarded ag an early intrusion derived from a similar
aceount in Jn 19.34. It might be thought that the words were
omitted because they represent the piercing as preceding Jesus'
death, whereas John makes it follow; but that difference would
have only been a reason for moving the passage {0 a later
position {perhaps at the close of ver. 50 or 54 or 56), or else
there would have been some tampering with the passapge in
John, which is not the ease. It is probable that the Johannine
passage was written by some reader in the margin of Matthew
from memmory (there are several minor differences, such as the
sequence of “water and blood™), and a later copyist awkwardly

introduced 1t into the text,

37.684  wAefhwan adror (A}

Several secondary witnesses read wukmos (“by night,” AV)
before or after khéfwowr abréy, Its absence from the earliest
and best manuseripts shows that the word is a seribal introsion,

derived from 2813,

28.6 <cwaro (B

Providing a subjest for #xecro was a quite natural addition for
copylsts to make; if present originally, there is no reason why 1t
should have been deleted. In Matthew the word siplos is
never applied to Jesus cxcept in his reported sayings.

287 dmo Taw VEK LY e

While recognizing the difficulty of accounting for the absence
of the words dwo révr rexpar from manuscripts of the Western
text, as well as from several other early witnesses, o majority

of the Committee judged that the preponderance of external
evidenee  fuvors their ineclusion, Their omission may  have
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been :{un_ to an oversight in transeription, perhaps prompted
by the circumstance that in the preceding sentence (ver., 6)
nyéptty stands without sueh an addition. |

28.9  «al iSod (B

' Although it iz possible that the words & §é ETGOELDNT
amwayyethar Tols palnrais abrov kai (Sob fell out of the fext
due to homoeoteleuton, their absenee from the enrliest and best
represcntatives of all three early types of text (the Alexandrian,
the Western, and the Caesarean) led the Committee to repnird
them ss a natural expansion derived from the scnse of the
preceding verse,

28.17  wpocexiimoar [

Both the _Hu]}lzriurit}' of the external evidence supporting the
shorter I'Eii.dlt]'flg and the diversity of the form (dative, accusative,
brEven genitive case) of the pronoun favor the reading adopted
for the text.

28.20  aidvos (B

After aliivos most manuscripts, followed by the Textus
]?,EI:H}:_I-i.UE,_ terminate the Gospel with dude, refleciing  the
]]t.].ll:gl[!}]r[ usnge of the text. If the word had heen pfcseut
onginally, no good reason ean he found to aceount for iis absence

from the better representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western,
and the Cassarean fext-types.

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK

1.1 Xpwroti [viot feod] O]

The abscenee of viot feod in B* B 258° gl may be due to an
oversight 1o copying, occasioned by the stmilariiy of the end-
ings of the nomine sacra. Un the other hand, however, there
was always a templation (to which copyists often succumbed}!
to expand titles and quasi-titles of books. Binee the combination
of B D W al in support of vied feol is extremely strong, it was
not thought advisable to omit the words altogether, vet because
of the antiguity of the shorter reading and the pessihibty of
seribal expansion, 1t was decided to encioge the words within
square braockets.

1.2 ev 7@ Hoale 7@ mpogyrn (A}

The gquetation in verses 2 and 3 is composite, the first part
being from Mal 3.1 and the second part from Is 2003, It 18 ensy
to see, therefore, why copyiste would have altered the words
“in Isaish the prophet™ (a reading found in the earliest repre-
gsenlative witneaszes of the Alexandran, the Western, amd the
Caesarean tvpes of Lext) to the more comprehensive introdue-
tory formula “in the prophets.™

i
1.4 [a&] Barrifov ev 77 €prpw rai [

In view of the predominant usage in the Synopiic Gospels
of referring to John as “the Baptist” (0 Semrierhs ocours in
Mk 6.25 and 8.28, as well as seven times in Matthew and
Lthree times in Luake), 1t 15 easier to aceounl for the addition
than for the deletion of the deflinite article before Bawrifwe.
The omission of kat in a few Alexandrian witnesses is the result
of taking & Jawriler as a fitle.

L Jee, for example, the expensions introduced into the title of the book

of Revelation,
73
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1.8 vdar: {B|

v he .t{'ndtfm:}' of seribes would have been to add & before
voare (compare the parallels in Mt 311 and Jn 1.26, which

read €v Bdary).

]
1.8  er mrevpare dyiom [A]

4 he ovel whelming weight of Greek manuseript evidenee
{the testimony of versions eounts for little on a point such as

:t.hm]l sup]t:lm'!a the reading with v, The addition of xal wusl
im several witnesses reflects the 1 i

sges reHects the influence of the parallels
Mt 3.11 and Lk 3.16. : e

L11  eyévero éx taw ovpavay [C]

| The _f;lmlisalir.ln _nf the verh appears to he either accidental or
;‘u’ partial imitation of Matthew's kel (Sl dwes &k 7@V obpardi
evovea (Mt 3.17). The reading with dxotefn (B 28 565 al)

18. t:]-E-H] .E !I' a8 Eﬂ\rlh'ﬂ-l imEu LER" [ {-"1' er 0 " I L
i- L ki ﬂt ﬁf = | |h i f h: 7
. . - t- i .-h X Vi

1.14  edayyérion [A]

T]_WIE! insertion of s Baoiheias was obviously made by
copyists m order to hring the unusual Markan phrase into

iﬂnfﬂl‘j_lli’r.}' with the much more frequently used expression
the kingdom of God” {ef, ver. 15). i

1.21  eloeAflow eig T ovvayvwyry didaaxer |0

It 1s difficult to decide whether the word eloehfor was
aﬂqldﬂnmll}' omitted in copying because of the following els
{vlrith the consequent transposition of éEiE:w-;:ey h:—:fnrf els
THY t;ruz-:ﬂ’rm';-'ﬁ:rj, or whether the word was inseried in -::;rder
to Bfl'rl!’.ht‘:]‘ﬁt{' what was felt to be an awkward construetion in
Greek fELS'. THY gUraywynr ebifiacker). In view of the balance
of transeriptional probabilities, o majority of the li_'“.‘n.mmittF:JE

THE GUSFEL ACCORDING TO MARK ih

preferred to adopt the reading supported by the predominant
weight of external evidence (A B D W & 1 (33) 100 el).

1.87  +i éorw TotTo; Oubayy xouwy) watr  efovoiar Kl
1G4

Among the welter of variant readings, that preserved in N
E L 23 seems to account hest Tor the rise of the others. Its
abruptness invited modificutions, and more than one copyist
sccommodated the phraseology n one way or another to the
parullel in Lk 4.36. The text can also be punctusted Subaxn
xach ket éboveiay kat .. ., but mn view of ver. 22 1t scems
preferable to take kar’ étovaiay with dbaxn KOLVT.

1.29 &k 7is ouvaywyis ebeablovTes NAboy |C}

Although the singular number of the participle and verb is
supported by strong external evidenge (indluding B D 8
fr {15 al), and although the reading “they eame . . . with James
and John! appeared strange to some members of the Com-
mittee, @ majority was inclined to favor the plural because
gopvists would tend to change the plural to the singular 1n
order (@) to focus attention on Jesus, (B) to conform the read-
ing to the parallels 1 Mt 814 and Lk 4.38, and (¢) to provide
o nearer antecedent for abrg of ver. 30.

[
1.34 adrov A}

[t is clear that Mark terminated the sentende with abrov,
and that copvisls made wuarious additions, derived probably
{rom the parallel in Lk 4.41 (87 fdecar ror Xpuoroy aiTov
efway). 1f anv one of the longer readings had been original in
Mark, there is no reason why it should have been altered or

eliminated entirely,

1.39 FAfev {C]

Although the periphrastic imperfect 15 typieally Markan, a
majority of the Committes deeided that in the present passapge
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phfer is needed to earry on the ides of ebniflor in the previous
sentence, and that o was introduced by copyists from the
parallel in Lk 4,44,

1.39 el Tas owvaywyds adrayv (B

After v had been substituted for fM\ey in the preceding
unit of variation, il was natural to standardize the STATTIAL
by changing els to év,

1.40  [real yovvmerioy | (D

Omn the one hand, the combination of B DD W ol in SO
of the shorter text is extremely strong. On the other hand, if
K@l yorumerdw alrdr were the origingl reading, homoseoteleuton
could secount for its aceidental omission. On the whole, sinee
in the parallel passapes Matthew's use of Tporesvrel (ML E.1)
and, still more, Luke's wesdw éxt mpbowmor (Lk 5.12) seem
to support the originality of the iden of kneeling in Mark’s
account, the Committee decided to retain sal FORUTET I
with & L 8 f* 565 al but to enclose the expression within square
brackets.

1.41 Uﬂl{};}-’xu;cr&gfg E D

It 1z difficult to come to a firm decision concerning the
original text. On the one hand, it is easy o see why Opyiotels
("being angry™) would have prompted over-serupulous COpYISts
to alter it to oxhayyriedels (“heing flled with comnpassion’™),
but not easy to account for the opposite change. On the other
hand, a majority of the Commitice was mmpressed by the
following considerations. (1) The character of the external
evidence in support of dpyiofels is less impressive than the dio
versity and character of evidence that supports omwhayyriofeis.
(2] At least two other passages in Mark, which represent Jesus
a5 angry (3.5) or indignant (10.14), have not prompted over-
serupulous eopyists to make corrections, (31 It i possible
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thai the reading dpyiafels cither (o) was suggested by eudpi-
unahueros of ver, 43, or (b} arose from coniusion between

= : i, = + TRy if
similar words in Aramaic (compare Syriac efhrafam, “he had
pity,” with ethra‘em, “he was enraged’).*

2.1 évolkw

Although part of the Committee preferred els ::rimp. (A C
' A II & 000 /1 [ 22 28 157 330 543 565 579 al) us less literary
and in the Markan style, a majority was unprr::ssn:d, by Lhe
widespread and diversified attestation supporting ev olke
RBIDLWEZ33 4571 802 1071 al).

3.4 mwpooeveyrar |C|

The ahsence of a direct object (advér) may have lad Lo ti‘:ﬂ:
':'r-ul-JE.I‘_iiu’[iﬂI] of wporevyieas {Fto come near”) or wpogehfelr
(*io come to'’) for wpogeréyrar (Lo bring to'’),

2.4 Bia Tov aydov

Here D and W unite with two manuscripts of the .ﬂu'mc?lmn
version to read dwod Toi dx Aoy, One member of t.luelﬂt:-mmﬁ.tﬂe
considersd this reading Lo be much more in accord ‘ﬁ’]t..h :'»'Iu,_l'kﬂ.n
stvle than fua Tow dxhor (which is alﬂu:- the reading of _th.e
]:H;F.'LHEI in Lk 519, and suggested that it may reflect a prumi-
tive Aramale T,

2.5 agievrar {Bl

Although strongly supported i the mn,nurscriptsr, the peri:?n:&t
tense (dchéwrrar) appears to be secondary, ha“iu}g l}egn 11'I.l-
troduced by copyists from Luke's aceount (Lk 3.20). "M.:irkE:
use of the present tense (dgierTad) was followed by Matthew
(NIt 9.2},

* Although Ephraem in bia Commentary on Tatian's Dmteﬂﬁi-l,rml‘: scl::.t:uw.u
4l ; Fevers gl (Cyype-
knowledge of the reading opyuwrfeis, all Syriac versions (syr-#duenl; Cur
tomian bial! combine in suppoert of arheyvrialieis,
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2.9 adievrar (Bl

SBee the comnments on ver, 5.

210  aguévar duaprias émt s vis B

Téli' text of b & represents the primitive, Arumaie order of
words, which Wi rearranged, perhaps for subtle exegetical
reasoms, by copyists who produced the other readings,

2.14 Aeviv JA|

['he reading 'lakw@Bor in the Western and the Caesarean
EI_E':'..‘l.‘.-: ri.h-:}‘p'-_.fﬁ the mfAvence of 3.18, where "lakwfor Tév rob
Argaiov is included umong the twelve,

3 E= 3 = 1 i
2.15-18 QUTE). (16) kai ot ypeupaTels Taov Poproaian
lovres [

~ The more unusual expression ol ypeuparels vér Papioatwr
= to be -[_II'HFE!I'FE‘!EI, sinee the tendeney of seribes would hawve
b:;cn to nsert xal after of ypapuarets under the infuence
{:t th-;: common expression “the sceribes and the Fh:a.riui-*;:*%: '"
Sinee in the Gospels the verb axodovfoty is used of J L."FLJ_.‘-.i.'L.t.ii-!-C-
?lp]%: never of those who were hostile to him, a full H-t-flii; F:--htrll.h.il
tollow avrd. Unmindful of this usage, sopyists transferred the
stop to follow wodhel and inserted xal hefore LD TES, .

216  eollier |B}

[he addition of ket wiver is a natural aceretion inserted
Fuj-' I.:I.‘}!]%']F.T.S. perhaps under the influence of the paralle] ]JﬂESﬂ;';-",'?
im Lk 5.30. The shorter reading, which is strongly supporied
1I:3,'IS YW ad, was followed by Matthew, who added {5"54.56[!3'{{&.}'.{.??
tpdow (M1t 911}, an expression which, in lurn, was adopted in
Mk 2.16 by the seribes of €1, A f135 4] | |
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2,89 dmdiAvras kol of aokel [C]

The reading which best explains the origin of the others is
that preserved in B 892 copt?, Since the pendant xal ol dokol
sepms to regquire a verb, most witnesses moved AT OMN AT
(making it plural) alter ot dgxol. Furthermore, under the
infivence of the parallels in Mt 9.17 and Lk 5.37, copvisis
ntroduced the verb &kxeirar as more appropriate than dmoh-
Aurac to deseribe what happens to wine,

95 99 AAAd ofvor wéov eis dakovs kawovs {C

Mot ohserving that el . . , dowol is parenthetical and there-
tore that the foree of Bdahhes carries over to the words after
aMAE. copyists inserted Fhnréor (from Lk 5.38) or Ba M AoveLy
(from Mt 9.17). The omission of the words AANA . . . KOOl
0 D oand et it e have been either deliberate (when
the copyist, not ohserving their regimen with Sahier, could
make no sense of them), or, more probably, accidental (occa-
sioned by the repetition of the words olros and daxés in olose

SUCCEESION ).

2,26 émi " Afwblap dpyiepéws {A]

Aecording to 1 8m 21 11 was Ahimelech, pot Abiathar, who
was hiph priest when David ate the bread of the Presence.
I orfler to aveid the histerical diffieulty, D W al omit émi
'‘AFiafap dpyrepéws, thereby conforming the text Lo ATt 124
and Lk 6.4, Other witnesses, reluctant to go so [ar as to delete
the phrase, inserted roll before dpxepéws (or lepews) in order
Lo permit the interpretation that the event happened in the
time of (hut not necessarily during the high-pricsthood of)
Abiathar (who was afterward) the high priest,

] i) o

3.7-%  [Axolovflnoer | wai ame TIs ‘TovBains kot 4o
tfﬁlﬂuu:ﬁlﬁpwr | 13}

This nest of variant rewdings probably arese from the profix

stvle of Mark's summary statement, The Committer regarded
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the reading of B 1, 565 as the least unsatisfactory text. and
the one that aceounts hest for the origin of most of the Jn#.hm-
rw:.chngja. Thus, the change from the singular number to the
plural frodoifnear, the addition of aird after such a verb
and the medifieation of word order are nol EUTDIISING, Thr
J.:abssf:rtce of the verb from Western and Cresarean l*r'il']'!-ESE":"E:
(I W j_"” :Jh Old Latin ol may be due either to an aeeident L:ur'
Lmns:::nptmn, or, more probably. to deliberate editorial revision,
Eu vn?w, however, of o residuum of uncertainty involving
nroholfinoer. it was thought best to enelose the word within
square brackets,

3.8 kxal awo THE ’fﬁuu,u,m’a.g B}

The omission of the phrase xal . . | Tdovpates from #* W
1 i 1
'H'_f gvr gl seems to be aceidental, perhiaps due to similarity
with the earlier phrase xai doo s lovdalas (ver, 7 ‘

3.8  wAiflos modv {B|

The absence of TA%f80s wohi in & few witnesses (W jgs.b.e
srpH o LHE - :
SYrY cop®™) s probably to be accounted for as a stylistic im-
provement of Markan redundancy (of, woht mAfilos in ver. 7).

3.14 ﬁ:jﬁE:E;GEijE Icm amooTédovs dvdpacer,] iva Gow

.-'-'llff:-}lﬂug]] the words obs | . | dvdporer mav be remariled as
an interpolation from Luke (6.13), the Commitice was of the
opinon that the external evidence s too strong in their favor
by warrant their ejection from the ext. In order to reflect the

baf.im}ue of probabilities, the words were relained but enclosed
within square brackets,

3.16  [koi dmolnoer Tovs dedewa, | wai {C)

,5:;“ the one hand. it can he argued that the words kat . . |
CHIEN A have come into the text as the result of seribal oversight
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(dittography with opening words of wver. 14); on the other
hand, the clause seems to be needed 1in order to pick up the
thread of wver. 14 after the parenthesis ve . . . Saoudra. In
order to reflect the balance of both external evidence and in-
ternal econsiderations, the Committee decided to retain the
words within square brackets,

The reading of W, kai Teptdyorras snplaoewy 7o ehayyeior,
i suspect, for this manusceript also inserts 70 ebayyéhior after
enptomecr i ver. 14, The reading of f cop*™, wp&ror Ziuwra
xai (“Firet 42 Stmon, and he gave a surname to Bimon, Peter’),
though attractive, appears to be an assimilation to Mt 102,
introduced In order to smooth an awkward construction.

3.18  wal @abdaiov {A]

The substitution of AefSator for Baddalor oceurs in Western
witnesses also at Mt 10.3, where many witneszes conflate both
readings (zee the comments on Mt 103}, The omssion of
Haddator from W must be aceidental, for only eleven persons
are mentioned; it®, which also omits Thaddacus, adds Tedas

after Bartholomew.

3.13  dorapud [B]

See tI:E comments on ME 10,4,

$.20 epyerar {C}

The singular number, read by early witnesses of the Alex-

andrian and the Western types of text, was altered m most
witnesses to the plural, which 1z the easier reading lollowing

upon verses 17-19,

3.21 dxovoarres ot wap avrod [A]

The onginal reading ol mep’ atrou (Fhis fnends™ or “his
relatives™) apparently proved to be so embarrassing that
W ol altered it to read, “When e scribes and the others had
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heard about him, they went out to seize him, for they said,
‘He iz beside himself." "

3.29 eorw |Bj

In view of the preceding clausze, it 1= more probable that
the text developed from the present tense to the future fense
than viee versa.

3.29  apapriparos |B]

Both kpigews ("judgment™) and kohdoews (lorment™) were
introdiced by copyists in order to relieve the difficulty of the
unusual expression in the text, and auapries was substituted
by others as being more familiar than apeprjeatos (which
opeenrs in the four Gospels only here and in ver. 28; elsewhere
in the New Testament 1t oceurs three times).

3.32 ovov [kat al adeddal gov] [T}

A majority of the Committes considered it probable that
the words xal al édergal gov were omitted from most wit-
nesses either (g) aceidentally through an oversight in tran-
seription (the eve of the scribe passing from gov to eov), or
(b} deliberately because neither in ver. 31 nor ver. 34 (nor
in the parallel passages) are the sisters meniioned, Had the
words heen interpolated, the addition would probably have
been made already in ver, 31, Nevertheless, in view of the
welght of attestation for the shorter text, it was thought best
to enclose the disputed words within square brackets.

| The shorter text preserved in the Alexandrian and Caesarean
text-types should be adopted; the longer reading, perhaps of
Western origin, erept into the text through mechanleal expan-
sion. From a historical point of view, it is extremely unlikely
that Jesus' sisters would have joined in publicly seeking to
check him in his ministry. B.M.M ]
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4.8 gat avfavopeva |C|

The reading that best explains the origin of the others iz
abbavéuera (% B 1071 ol), which iz nominative neuter plural
agrecing with the subject &dhe (“Other [seeds| fell into the
good ground, and while growing up and inereasing they yielded
fruit; and brought forth . ..}, Under the influence of arafac-
vorra, which can be (wrongly} construed with xeapmowr, there
wis 4 strong tendeney to alter abbarduera to adfavbuevor or
abEdrorre. Another factor that contributed to altering the
participle was the assimilation of daAAa to aAle in verses J
and 7 (ihe singular number is read by % A D AT 2 ¢ /1 /@
22 157 543 565 700 1071 al).

48 &r...&...ev |C}

The resding that predominates in the manuscripts is ey,
whether accented € or ér. In favor of the latter 1= the prob-
ability that underlying the variants was the Aramaie sign of
multiphication {"-umes’” or fofeld’y, vn, which also 12 the
numeral “one.”

1.16 eiow B}

All three readings have respectable support in the manu-
seripts, and none has a synoptic parallel. If duoiws were present
uri;;imil]iy, it is difficult to understand why anyone should wish
to shift its position or delele il entirely. On the other hand,
Lhere is no question that dpelws makes the text smoother.
Apparently, therefore, the word was introduced, at different
places, by literary-minded copyists,

420 dv...ér...&r [B]

See the comments on ver, 8.

$.24  wol mpoorelpoerar duiv (A

The omission of kat Tporrednaerar tulr seems to have been
aeeidental, owing to homocoteleuton, The words Tols axoleuar
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appear to be a gloss inserted to explain the connection of the
saving with Shémere 71 axodere. Une Latin manuseript and the
Gothie version read “shall be added to you who beliepe, "

4.40  Setdol doTe; otimw (A

The reading adopted as the text has by far the best extornal
support, The reading ... wds ook (A C K 1T 33 af) seems to
have arisen from a desire to soften somewhat Jesus' reproach
spoken to the diseiples,

5.1  Tepasmwar {C}

Of the several variant readings, a majority of the Committee
preferved Tepagnpiiy on the basis of () superior external
evidence (early reprosentatives of hoth the Alexandrian and
Western types of text), and (&) the probability that Dea-
dapmeidy 15 n scribal assimilation to the prevailing text of
Matthew (8.28), and that Iepyeonrdv is a eorreetion, perhaps
originally proposed by Origen (see the comments on Mt 5.28],
The reading of W (Pepyvorqrwr) refleets a seribal idiosynerasy.

5.21 voi “fyoot [év 7 mAelw] (D]

Although a minority of the Committee regarded the phrase
é¥ T whoiw as an early seribal insertion, added before Tob
‘Ingoi in W and after roli 'Iyoob in a great number of wit-
nesses (including ¥ A (B) C L A 1 33 1079 1241 al), the
majority preferred the reading witnessed by the Alexandrian
and other text-types, and explained the absence of the phrase
as either aceidental or by assimilation to the parallel in Luke
(8.40). The change of position of the phrase in W is due to
the desire to achieve a better sequence. In view, however, of
the confliet of transeriptional probabilities, it was thought
best to eneclose the words within square brackets.
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5.21 wdAw eig 7o wépay [D}

The parallel in Luke (ér 8¢ 7@ trorTpéderr ov Tnootiv
amedéfaro alror 0 oyAros, Lk K.40) presupposes the Markan
reading rahw els 76 mépar. The reading of B* 10 565 700 o,
which places waiy next to awegyfty dyxhos molds {Magain a
areat crowd gathered”), looks back to 4.1, Both the omission
of maher by 8 al and the omission of els 70 Tépar hy " al
seem to be the result of palacsographieal confusion.

5.22  cwopar ldipos

It has sometimes been argoed (e g by Vincent Tavlor,
The Fospel According lo 5L Mark, p. 287) that the words
ovopar: 'latpes are an early interpolation, because (1) they
are absent from several Western witnesses (1) it=e 0.
(2} the parallel aceount in Matihew does not identify Jairus
by mame; (3) the only other person mentioned by Mark
ountalde the Passion Narrative, apart from the disciples, is
Bartimaenus (10.46), and the name Jairus 18 nol mentioned in
535 ff.; and (4) the use of dwopar is Lukan rather than
Markan; elsewhere Mark uses dwopm with the dative (3161,
5.9).

When these arguments are analyzed, their weight 15 greatly
dirninishéd, Considerad in reverse order:

(e} The three instances of éropa with the dative are scarcely
suthicient to establish Mark's preferred usape, especially sinee
two of the instances report the conferring of a name upon a
person, when the dative is to be expected (émoroférac, 3.16 ).
That Luke generally prefers éovdpere is true but irrelevant, for
the Lukan parallel (8.41) to the passage under consideration
reads drfp ¢ Sroua Taipos (which accounts for the Markan
variant « dvena latpos in W 8 565 700).

(b) Whether 1t is fair to exclude from one’s consideration
the many noumes in Mark’s Passion Narrative 15 open to ques-
tion. Inm any case, however, Taylor has unaccountably over-
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looked the presence, in addition to Bartimaeus, of Mark’s
references by name to Johm the Bapust (1.4, 6, 9, 14; 6.14,
16-18, 24 1), The absenece of the name Jairus in 535 . surelv
cannot prove that it is an interpolation in 5,22 (Jairus occurs
only onee in the Lukan narrative (5.417; 12 1t also an interpola-
tion there?)

(¢} The absence of the name in Matthew's account would
be explamed i, ag has been sometimes argued on the basis of
other instances, Matthew wtilized o copy of a Weslern text of
Muark.' In any case, however, it must be ohserved that Mattheow
has very much condensed Mark’s whole aceount, and omits
much more than merely the name of Jairus,

() The external evidence supporting the presence of orouar:
‘Tatpes is far more impressive (ineluding p* 8% A B C L N
ALl Z & almost all minuseules 100008y gyposaubpal gppan e, f
arm gea) than the testimony supporting the absence of thess
words (1) it*= "0 Put oanother way, from a text-critical
point of view il 15 more probable that the name Jairus was
pecidentally dropped during the transmission of part of the
Western text (represented by one Greek manuszeript and
several Old Latin witnesses) than that it was added, at the
same point in the narrative, m all the other textual groups
mclhuding the Alexandrian, the rest of the Western, the Eastern,
anid the Cacsarcan (for, as the reading preserved in W O 565
T suggeste, the orynned wording of Mark's reference to Jairus
in the ancestor of the Caesarean witnesses wus assimilated to
the Lukan parallel}, See also the Note on Wesiern non-
interpolations, following Lk 24 53.

5.27 wepi [C)

The reading with ra (. e drolraca 74 wepl Tou Inood)
P 7
appears to be an Alexandrian refinement.

18ee T, F. Glasson, "Did Matthew and Luke nse a “Western' Text ol
Mark™" Erposttory Times, 55 (1943-44), py, 180-184; and 77 (196G5-66),
pp. 120-121.
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5.36 mopawxovoas {B}

akn

The ambiguity of Tapaxoloes (“lgnoning’ or “overhearing'™)
led {0 its replacement in 8 A C D K 8 II al by the Lukan

parallel axeltoas (Lk 8.50).

a.d41  Tallbe koup

The reading Tafifa (without xovu) in W 28 245 349 and
several Old Latin and Vulgate manuscripts is due to scribal
sonfusion with the proper name in Ac .40, The curlous reading
of codex Bezae paSfe Pafira sovu seems to be a corruption of
pnﬂ:ﬂa, the transliteration of ®m37, an Aramaic dialectal
form meaning “girl.”’ The variation between kovy (% B C L
M N T 33 892) and rovut (A DAGIT & ¢ 22 28 124 544
565 ATO 700 1071 most minuscules it#¢ vy syre™¥ arm eth)
reflects the difference in gender of the forms of-the Aramaic
imperative singular (0 is maseuline, sometimes used with-
out reference to sox; wip is feminine). According to Dalman
both [orms eame to be pronounced alike® the fnal < of the
ferninine imperative falling away after the stressed pﬁﬂul"&.ﬁ
The expansion in it® fabes acultha cumhi has not been satis-

factorily explained.?

5.42 éféornoav [evffis] (D}

I+ is exeecdingly difficult to decide whether edfis was in-
serted by copyists in imitation of epffios in the previous sentence,
ar whether it was deleted as inappropriate and otiose. The
Committee finally made its decision on the basis of the general

2 M.-J, Lagrange, however, disagrees with this eommonly aceepted
view (Evangile selon smind Mare, ad loc.), : .

1030 A, Dulman, (Fromsnetie des  fddisch-polisiintschen Aramdrach,
e Aufl. (Leipzig, 195], P 266, n. L : o

i F. L. Chase thought that aculthe “is a rclie of the Sprine word
B oare=s (macultha =food)® (The Syro-Latin Tezt of the Gaspels
|London, 1895], pp. 110.£.).
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excellence of the Alexandrian text, but considered it necessary
Lo use square brackets in order to indicate the uncertainty of
the reading. The reading with wdvres reflects codex Bezue's
fondness for that word and the reading with of yovels airis
comes [rom the Lukan parallel (Lk 8.56).

6.2  woddo!l drovorres (A}

The support for the anarthrous use of 7o kel is aoverwhelming
(all Greek witnesses except B L™ 28 802), The aorist tense
of the participle has the appearance of being a pedantic re-
finement by eopyists of the more vivid and typically Markan
usage of o tense expressing continuing action.

6.2 kol ol durapers . . . ywdperar (0]

A majority of the Comumittes preferred the grammatically
difficult reading of the Alexandriun text (H* B 33 802 al) as
best accounting for the origin of the other readings; thus,
some withesses added al after rocalirac (8¢ 1 A), while many
others eliminated the article before Svwdues and changed
the participle mto a finite verb, either ~viverrar or YLPLUT AL
introdueed by iva). The latest reading, which was ineor-
porated into the Textus Receplus, prefixes f7¢ to the indicative
elause,

6.3  réwTow, o vids |A]

All uncials, many minuseules, and important early versions
read, “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary ., 7" (1 hjee-
Lion was very early felt to this deseription of Jesus as carpenter, !

*Codex Dezae uses was in forty passages where the Westeott-Haort
bt s withouwt if.

* For exsmple, Celsus, the second-century antagoniat of Christinnity,
suecringly remarked that the founder of the new religion was nothing but
Yo csrpenter by trade'—q jibe that Origen sought Lo rebut by declaring,
“In pone of the Gospels eurrent in Lhe churches is Jesus himaell ever
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and several witnesses (incloding p*) assimilate the text to
Mt 13.55 and read, “Is not this the son of the carpenler, the
son of Mary ... %" The Palestinian Svriac achieves the same
result by omitting o Téxrwy,

6.14 xal ereyov |Bj

The plural Ereyor, read by B W ite24™ and supported
hy the intention of D¢ (éhévorar), seems to be the original
reading, Copyists allered it to Eheyer in ngreement with fixovaey,
not observing that after the words xal fixoveer 6 Sacihels
‘Hposbns the sentence 1s suspended, in order to introduoce
parenthetically three specimens of the opinions held about
Jesus (ol Ereyor . . . BXhot &€ Eheyor . . . fhAot Sé Eheyor),
and is taken up again at ver. 16, drodoaes 8¢ 6 "Hppdns. . ..

6.20  wwoper, kai (D]

On the one hand, the reading éroter, which has been thought
to reflect & Semitie original * 15 supported by a broad speetrum
of Greek and versional witnesses, On the other hand, the reading
nwoper, though sometimes suspected of having arisen by scribal
assimilation to the Lukan statement concerning Herod's being
“much perplexed” (fiqmope, Lk 9.7} on another occasion,
was preferred by a majority of the Commitiee on the grounds
of (&) gtrong external support (% B L (W) & r.:[_}p““'h“'} ;. (b the
usage, in this ease, of woAha a8 an adverb, keepmgl er.h
Markan style; and {¢) the intrinsic superiority of meaning i
contrast to the banality of the clause when émoler 15 rewd.

6.22  HuyaTpos atroil "Hpwdiades D

It iz very diffieult to deeide which reading iz the least un-
satisfactory, According to the reading with ab7oi the girl 1s

desoribed as & earpenter’’ (contra Cebsune, vi34 and 36). Llther Urigen
dld oot reenll Mk 6.3, or the text of thiz verse in copies known to bim
had wlresdy been assimilated Lo the Matthean parsllel

i Q. O Torrey, (hur Transloted Goepels (New York, 19361, p. 155
Blass-Debhrunner-Funk, § 414 (5.
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hersell named Heroding and s deseribed as Herod's daughter,
But in ver. 24 she is Herodias's daughter, who, seeording Lo
other sources, was nomed Salome, s grand-niece of Herod,
The reading with abrygs 795 must mean something like “the
daughter of Herodias hersell,” unless alrfs be taken as the
redundant proncun anticipating & noun (an Aramaism), The
reading with 74, read by f* and (presumably) Greek witnesses
lying behind several early versions, is the easiest and seems to
have arisen from an acculental omission of atris.

A majority of the Committes decided, somewhat relustantly,
that the reading with avtel, despite the historical and econ-
textual difficulties, must be adopted on the strength of its
external attestation.

6.23  avrd [moddd] (O}

Sinee the use of weAAd in an adverbial sense (="much,
vehemently™}) s a charseteristic of Markan style (1.45; 3.12;
5.1, 23, 38, 43; 6.20; 9.26; 15.3), it may he suspected that
the word, oceurring here originally, was dropped aceidentully
in the course of transeription. On the other hand, however,
the general excellence of the witnesses that lack the word
(% ADBLAITILF M gi) makes it advisable to enclose the word
within square brackets.

6.23 o 7 [D}

It 15 likely that & was inserted by copyists who, coming
upen the letters ore, took them as &7 (rather than 8 7o) and
thus felt need of a relative pronoun to introduce the subsequent
clause. The other readings represent seribul idiosynerasies,

6.33  exel wai mpofjAlor adrovs [B)

Amid the wide variety of readings, 1t 15 obvious that the
Textus Receptus, which follows K Il and many minuseules,
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is conflate,? being made up of éxel kai wpofillor avrols and
curiinflor mpos alrér, ench of which is witnessed sepurately.
Of the two component readings, the former is supported by
% B S92 al as well as, indireetly, by LA 6 1241 al (mposyitor
and wpoaifor are casily confused palaeographically). It e
probable that wpofiiflor was altermd to either wporfifor or
gupinfor by copyists who thought it unlikely that the crowd
on the land could have outstripped the boatl (it 15 beside the
point to observe, as Lagrange does, that the wind muy have been
contrary). Thus, both external evidence and internal econ-
siderations converge in making it probable that the reading
with wpofirflor is the original.

6.3% dwrarxAlvat (Bl

The active voice ig transitive (“he commanded them |[Lhe
tisciples] to cause all to recline by companies .. "}, whercas
the passive woice is intransitive (“he commanded them that
all should recline by companies . . ") 1t appears that copyists,
perhaps not understanding the use of the active voice here,
assimilated draciirvac to the parallel reading (araxhefnrad) in

Mt 14.19.

6.41 pabiprais [adroi] [C
4

The weight of the external evidenee is rather evenly divided
hetween the readings with and without avrol. Normully Mark
speaks of “his diseiples,” more rarely “the disciples.”™ The
former expression 18 an archaie trait reflecting a stage 1 the
Lransmission of the Gospel tradition when the dizeiples of
Jesus were not vet “fhe disciples’ (compare the parallels 1n
M 1419 and Lk 9.16), On the one hand, therefore, it appears
that atrot shoull be read, On the other hand, however, since
shorter readings in the Alexandrian text are generully fo be

! For a lengthy diseussion of this conflate reading, see Westeott and
Haort, Tatreduction, pp, H5-99.
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preferred, the Commitiee thought it best to enclose adreb
within square braclkets,

6.44 [Tovs dprovs] [C]

Again external evidence iz evenly divided hetween the
witnesses that inelude the words rofs orovs and those that
ot them, Moreover, several witnesses (such as D W syre)
that frequently have the longer reading, here have the shorter
reading. I'rom the point of view of transeriptional probahilities,
it 18 more likely that copyists were tempted to delete than to
add rous aprovs, for the presence of these words raises awkward
questions why “loaves” should be singled out with no mention
of the fish (the Old Latin ms, ¢ reads both), In view of these
conflicting considerations the Committee thought it best to
retain the words but to enclose them within square brackets,

647 v {C)

Beveral important witnesses (p* D f* 28 al) add the expressive
word warar (Malready,” “for a long time,” "“just now'"), While
1L can be argued that Matthew (who reads 76 8¢ wholor 87 . . .
14.24) may have known a copy of Mark that included wéha,
if the word had been present in the original form of the Gospel
of Mark, in the opinion of a majority of the Committice it is
difficult Lo account for its absence from such a wide variety of
witnesses.

6.50  pap adrov eldoy [Bi

The abzence of the words yép adror eldor from D B 565
700 al 13 to accounted for either (a) as due to an accident in
transeription, or (6) as a deliberate deletion by copyists who
eonsidered them superfluous alter ot §¢ (Gdrres adrédy of ver, 49,

6.51 Efioravro [

The shorter reading is to be preferred, for the expanded
reading éflorarro kel lavpalor appears to be a heightening
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of the narrative by copyists who recalled the account i Ac
2.7, where the same pair of verbs appears.

7.3 muypd A4

The difficulty of understanding the significance of wTuypy
{literally “with a [the] fist™) In & context explaining Jewish
ceremonil washmg;z pmmptcd BTN L(‘Ip‘b’ht‘w to omib 1t ul'n
ayr® cop® Diatessaron®) and others to replace 1t with a word
that gives hetter sense, such as mukve (“often” or “thoroughly,”
® W it vg al), or momenta (¥in a moment,” I}, or prima
("hrst, 1t9),

7.4 dyopds (A}

The abruptness of katl &' dvyopds éav py SarriowrTal obx
ioBioveyy was relieved by the addition in several witnesses
‘D W al) of dray ENbwaey (Mwhen lhey come from the market
place, they do not eat unless they wash themselves” 4.

7.4 erfiﬁmwm {BT

Although it can be argued that the less familiar word
(pavricwyTar) was replaced by the more familiar one (Ba-
TrigwrTad), it is far more likely that Alexandrian eopyists,
sither wishing to keep Gmrﬂf'ew for the Chriztian rile, or,
more probably, taking dm' ayopts as involving a p‘%TttT_IU{*
consiruetion, introduced porrigwrror as more appropriaie to
expross the meaning, “except they sprinkle [what 1z2] from the
market place, they do not eal [it]"

7.4 kal yadrlwv [l gdwdr ] (G

It is difficult to decide whether the words kel khip@y wero
added by copyists who were influeneed by the legizlation of
Ly 15, or whether the words were omitted (e accidentally
hoeause of homoeoteleuton or (b} deliberately becauwse the
idea of washing or sprinkling beds seemed to he quite in-
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congrious. In view of the halance of probabilities, as well as
the strong witnesses that support each reading, o majority of
the Commiltes preferred to retain the words, bul to enclose
them within square brackets.

7.6 Tmua (B

The reading davawa in several early witnesses {Der W ojgabe
Clemenl Tertullian) may reflect an otherwise lost wvariant
reading of the Beptuagimt text of Is 29,13, or it may be merely
a typieal Western deviation of the text of Mark. In neither
vase, howewver, is it to be preferred to the reading supported
by p®# A B L A € 733 565 700 892 4955000 yp gypeb
aoPp= = woth arm geo Diatessaron®,

7.7-8  avbodimen. adiévres . . . dvfpdimar, A

The Greek text which lies behind the AV, “as the washing
of pots and cups: and many other such like things ve du,'-'
which is absent from the oldest and best witnesses. is douhtless
4 geribal addition, devived from ver. 4. The fact that the longer
reading is found at two different places—at the beginning of
ver. 8 {ID © al) and at the end of ver. 8 (K X TT /% 33 700
#UZ all—likewise indicates its secondary nature.

7.9 oryonTe (1]

It 15 most difficult to decide whether seribes deliberately sub-
stituted ornonre (“establish™) for ropnonTe (“keep’). as
being the more appropriate verb in the context, or whether,
through inadvertence in copying and perhaps influenced suhb-
consclously by the preceding phrase rqv érrodyer Tol feob,
they replaced orienre with rypionre. The Committee judged
that, on the whole, the latier possibility was slightly more
probahble.

7.16  omat verse |B}

This werse, though present in the majority of witnesses, is
absent from important Alexandrian wilhesses (8 B 1. A% all.
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It appears to be a scribal gloss (derived perhaps {rom 4.9 or
4.23), introduced as an appropriate sequel to ver. 14,

7.19  woblapilawv (A}

The overwhelming weight of manuseript evidence supports
the reading kafapifwr. The diffieulty of construing this word
in the sentence’ prompted copyists to attempt VATIOUE COTTRG-
tions and ameliorations.

7.24  Tupov {A]

The words kat Suddros seem to be an assimilation to Mt
15.21 and Mk 7 31. If they had been present originally, there
is no reason why they should have been deleted. The witnesses
in support of the shorter text include representatives of the
Western and the Caesarean types of fext.

7.28  wvpe |B

Qimilar considerations apply in evaluating the evidence
for this variant reading as those which were mentioned in
discussing the variant in ver. 24, Apparvently the word vl
(which occurs eight times in Matthew, four times in Luke, and
nowhere else in Mark) was introduced here from the parallel
passage in bt 1527,

7.31  fAber Sua XMiddvos (A

According to the reading supported by the best representa-
lives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts, as well as hy
noteworthy Caesarean witnesses, Jesus took a cirenitous route,
passing porth from Tyre through Bidon and thence southeast

t Many modern scholars, following the interpretation suggested by
Origen and Chryvsostom, regard kafapiior 82 connected prammatically
with Aéver in ver. 18 and take it as the evangelist's comment on Lbe
implications of Jesus' words concerning Jewish dietary laws
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across the Leontes, continuing south past Caesarea Philippi
to the east of the Jordan and thus approached the lake of
Galilee on its east side, within the territory of the Decapalis.

’l‘i‘E!:: reading wal Zubdroy fAer i a modification which
copyists introduced either acoidentally (being influenced by
t_he famihar expression “Tyre and Bidon™) or deliberately
U.;Jﬁ:{m:im Jesus' itinerary appeared to be extraordinarily round-
about}.

7.35  wal [edféws] {C

,Ma,rl-:_’s fondness for edfls (which sometimes appears as
ebfews In various manusceripts) makes it probable that the
advlerb was employed either here or before édify (see the next
variant reading). The external support, however, for elfis
before &\ifn is extremely weak, whereas it is relatively strong
for including elféws here, At the same time, the combination
of witnesses that lack edféws (# B D L A al) 15 so impressive
that a majority of the Committee considered it advisable to
encloge elfléws within square brackets.

7.36  wal (2) B

r ??versll.tﬁitnmses (W L A B92) that omit edféws after xal
{1) .1115-5:-1, it (or eoffis) here. (See the comments on the preceding
varant reading, ) -

7.37 [tovs] aAdovs [C]

The fuct that xewgos means not only “deaf” but also “dumb?”
seems Lo have led some copyists (W 28 al) to omit robs &hdhous,
The balance of evidence for and against Tols 15 80 close that the
Comumittes thought it wise to enclose the word within square
braclkets,

8.7 eddoyioas avra |B]

'J_‘hfa mm:_linlg; evyamoraoas (D 1009 1199 appears to be a
seribal assimilation to wer, 6. Of the other readings the one
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chusen for the text has the best external support. Several
witnesses omit the pronoun either as superflucus (in view of
the following rabra) or perhaps as inappropriate (Jesus blessed
Giod's nume, not the fishes).

§.10 7o pepn datpavovtlo (B

Two sots of variant readings are iovolved, The reading TQ
wépn, supported by almost all the uncisls and by many 1m-
portant minuscules (¥ A BEBOKLXA®®II MM 33 560 700
al), is clearly two be preferred; 168 Synonym Ta Spue (which
seeurs in the parallel passage in Mt 15.3Y9) and the readings
derivative from T Spea (76 dpn and 16 dpos) lack adequate
SUPPart.

Dalmanutha (read by all uncials except D} is a place of
uneertain loeation. Puzzled by the word, which vecurs nowhnere
else,b copyists replaced iv by Maryebaiy) or Mavydara, read-
ings which oeeur in the parallel passuge in Matthew {15.34%),

813 wdhv éupdas |C]

The position of wéiee before iufds invalves o degree of
ambiguity whether the word should be taken with agels or
with éufts, and therefore some copyists transposed it after
éuFas. Although ome could argue that Alexandrian stylists
deleted gis Té mholov as superfluous alter euds, it is some-
what more probable that the phrase (which 1= lacking in certain
Latin witnesses as well as Alexandrian witnesses) was added
4e o natural complement to the verb "embark.”

8.15 opdre, BAémere {C]
The reading with xat, though early, appears Lo be secondary,
prompted by the desire of copyists to avoid the awlkward

t Many attempts have Deen made to account linguistically or palae-
opraphicelly Tor the origio of the word Dalmanutha (see Kb Mestle 1o
Hugtings' Dictionary of Christ and the Gegpels, 1, pp. 4061, and the
literature mentioned n Baver-Arndt-Giogeich, sand,
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I-.‘l:.]'ii.‘l..l.fl.lll.ltlflﬁ:l]'] {perhaps also in imitation of the near parallel
in Mt 16.0, dpare kal mpogéyere). Others achieved a smoother
text by the expedient of omitting one or the other of the more
or less synonymous verbe.

B.16 "HpdbSov [A}

The 1'Er7|_,ding Ty Hpwdtavir, which was current as early
1s _t-hc third and fourth centuries (p® W cop™), is clearly ha’-:
seribal alteration influenced by 3.6 and 12.13. .

8.16 mpos didous [Cl

After I&hhr’;hnus many witnesses (influenced perhaps by the
]m.,m]]c.] m Mt 16.7) read Aéyorres, thus alleviating an other-
wise abrupt construetion,

8.16  eyovow [}

_ {thhm:gh the reading éxouer is strongly supported, a ma-
jority of the Committee preferred ¥voveir as that whil-h hest
aceounts for the emergence of the other readings. Thus, elyay
in D al (which broadens the support’ for the third person as
;El,ga,inst- the first person of the verb) is a grammatical correction
mtroduced by a purist, while both éxouer and éNdGouer
appear to be accommodations to the following context, and
probably were influenced as well by the parallel in Mt lJﬁ_?_

817  wmemwpwperny éyete Ty kapdior dudv [B|

The reading with &yere has superior attestation (all uncials
Exi:{.‘i‘_lf- [} and &), The presence of &re before TETWHW e
(A K 1 IT 700 al) appears to have come from the last svllables
of guwiere. the senze seeming also to justify it. i h

.26  unde els T kdpmy eloéhns (B}

I'he development of the principal variant readings sesms to
have proceeded as follows:
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(1) unde els THv xepny eloéiips (8° B L f sy gopt@-beuy)
(2)  pnderl elmps év 7 keoup (1t
(3) unbé eis THY xopny eloehps pnde elrps Tl €V T
xeouy (A CL L al)
(4} Draye els Tov oixdy gov xal pndevi etwys (parent of
the following)
(4a) kai+édr els THy kopny eloénfps (8 it® vg)
(4h) elmps +els TV kwpny (D)
(4¢) elmys+ér 71 kwuy (8 565)
(4d) xol+unbé eis Tov kouny elaéhdys unle elays Tl
dv T3 ke (124)

Reading (1), which is supported by carly representatives of
the Alexandrian, Caesarean, Eastern, and Egyptian text-types,
appears to be the earliest form of text, Reading (2) arose In
the interest of elarifying the import of (1), and reading (3} 1s
obviously a conflation of (1) and {2). Reading (4), which iz
an elaboration of (2) with the help of an introductory phrase,
appears to be the parent of several further maodifications that
are attested by Western and Caesarean witnesses,

8.36 €époi wal [C]

Although the absence of the words ¢pot kat from p* D 28
700 al is difficult to aceount for exeept as the result of seribal
oversight, o majority of the Commitiee preferred to adopt the
double expression after vexer as more In accordance with
Mark's style. Furthermore, since both synoptic parallels (Mt
16.25 and Lk 0.24) read évexer &uob, it is probable that the
copies of Mark which Matthew and Luke utilized contained

the phrase.

.38 Adyouvs |B}

Although the reading without the word hoyous gives good
senge {“whoever is ashamed of me and of my [followers]'"},
it is easier to aceount for the origin of the shorter reading as
due to accidental omission, facilitated by the similarity of the
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gmhng of the words éuobs Aeyovs, than to awecount for the
insertion of the word in a wide variety of different types of
toext, -.

8.38 perd {B}

Che reading with kel instead of perd appears to have arisen
fr-r:m seribal mattentivencss, or from assimilation to the parallel
in Lk 9,26,

$.16  avTovs

D?m;ntc what appears to be Hellenistie usage (see the con-
cluding eomment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committes
steongly preferred to use the rough breathing on afrols,

9.28 70 e dihvy |B}

The extreme compression of the sentenee has given trouble
fo eopyists. Not secing that in 76 el dbwy J ceng s repeating
the II‘i'm'-:lE of the father in order to challenge them! a variety
of witnesses have inserted moreimar, which has the effeet :;f
changing the subject of the verb “can’ from Jesus to {he
father, As a result the 76 now seemed more awkward than
ever, and many of these witnesses omit it,

9.24  meadiov [A]

T]]E presence of the words pera daxplowr in the luter mani-
seripts reflects a natural heightening of the narrative introduced
h}’_ copyists and corroctors (of. eorections in A and Ch: Cop-
tainly if the phrase were present originally in the text, no
adequate reason can be found to account for its deletion.

Ly | o i [
2 f’r‘ a3 He ']_r FOL e f{"e" ey thing, have pity on uz and belp ue'™
23] rlll'l Jesus said to him, ¥ °If wou ean! All things are possible Lo him
whio heljoves,™

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK 101

9.29 mpogevyn (Al

In light of the increasing stress in the early church on the
necessity of fasting, 1t is understandable that kat vyereiq 15 a
gloss which found its way into most witnesses. Among the
witneszes that resisted such an accrelion are important repre-
sentatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean

types of text.

9.34 v i 0B [B)

In view of the presence of ér 7 68w In ver. 33, several wit-
nesees regarded the phrase as superfluous in ver. 34, and there-
fore omitted it

9.38 kal dkwddoper alrdy, dTt otk HroAetifler nuiv [C}

Amid many miner variations, there are three prineipal
recdings: (1) “and we forbade him, because he was not fol-
lowing us"; (2} “who does not follow us, and we forbade him™;
and (3) "whe does not follow us, and we forbade him, beecanse
he does not follow us’™ The last is a conflate reading which
presupposes the existence of the other two. Reading (1) 1=
preferred becanse of superior witnesses (% B A & gyrm! gl)
and because in reading (2) there has been a transposition of
the laet clause to bring it into proximity to its subjeet (with
the change also of é7¢ to s).

%41 €v ovopare (A

The expression ér ovguare dri (Yunder the category that”
ar Yon the ground that™; henee, “hecause''), though perfectly
acceplable Greel, appears to have struck some copyists as
strange: they therefore modified it in various ways.

9.42 miorevovrTwy [eis éue] {C}

The presence of els &ué is very strongly attested (A B L W
B F 12 sy cop= all. At the same time, however, the absenee
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of the words from 8 D and A, as well as the possibility {hat
they may have come into the Markan text from the Matthean
parallel (18.6), easts substantial doubt upon their right to a
firm place in the second Gospel. The Committee therefore
decided to enclose the phrase within square brackets,

¥ ~
9.43  erx T yéewvay, eis 6 mip 7o dofeoror | B!

The fact that the prevailing text of the Matthean parallel
(18.8) reads els 70 wip 7o aldwior seemed to the Committes
to sugpest that Mark also had an adjectival modifier (74
acFecTor), OF the several readings with the modifier, that
supported by R*® A B C K X 8 II 565 it>! vg cop™ poth
arm ¢l best accounts for the origin of the others,

9.44  omal verse {A|

The words éwov & ox@Ant . ..ol oBévevras, which are
lacking i important carly witnesses (ineluding ® B ¢ W
¥ syre cop™), were added by copyists from ver, 48,

9.45 eig Tﬁte' veervay [A ]

Influenced by the parallel passage in ver. 43 copyists tended
to add one or another modifier to the reading which is decisively

supported by representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western,
the Eustern, and the Egyptian types of text.

946  omil verse [A]

=mee the comment on ver, 44,

949  wds vap wupr dlwobioerar (B}

The opening words of this verse have been transmitted in
three principal forms: (1) wés yap mupl dhieioerar (B L A
I syre cop™ al, “For every one will he salted with fire™)
(2) mace yap furia ahi dhieffoerar (T itbed i “Fur
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overy sacrifice will be salted with salt™); and {(3) was vap
wupl adwofnoera kal rioa fuata ahl alofnoerar (A K II al,
“For every one will be salted with fire, and every sacrifice
will be salted with zalt’), The history of the text seems to have
been as follows., At a very early period a seribe, having found
in Lv 2.13 a clue to the meaning of Jesus' enigmatic statement,
wrote the Old Testament passage in the margin of his copy of
Mark. In sabsequent copyings the marginal gloss was either
substituted for the words of the text, thus creating reading (2,
or was added to the texi, thus ereating reading (3). Other
modifications include wvpl dreiwdnoerac (B, “ .. will he
consumed with fire .. ."), fvoia dradwlnoerar (¥, ..,
sacrifice will be consumed . . J""), &v Tupl Soxtpaofnoeracr (1195,
““ .. will be tested by fire...”), and waca &¢é olola dre-
Awlfoerar (implied by it*, “and all [their] substance will be
destroyed."” o being read for 8, and amaAw for adialic).

10.1  [xat] wépar [C]

The reading dea toU wépar (A K X II most minuscules,
followed by the Textus Heceptus; cf. the AV rendering “into
the const of Judaea by the [arther zside of Jordan") 12 mamfestly
an explanatory correclion introduced by copyists who were
perplexed by the geographical difficulties involved in the
carlier readings. In choosing between kai mépar {Alexandrian
text) and wépar (Western, Caesarean, and Antiochian texts),
the Committee was impressed by the diversity of external
support for the second reading, but considered that the absence
of the kat may be due to assimilation to the parallel in Matthew
(19,10, In order to refiect the balance of external witnesses and
internal probabilitics, it was decided to retain xat but to
encloze 1t within square brackets,

10.2  kai mpooedbdvres Lopioaion [C|

The chief problem presented by the variant readings in-
volves the presence or ahscnee of the words Tpeceitlorres (ol
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Tapioaior. Did the original text rewd merely érnpdrer. an
mmpersonal plural (“people asked him” or “he was asked"),
und has the reference to the Pharisees come into many wit-
tesses by assimilation to the parallel passage in Matthew
(19.3}7 Despite the plausibility of such a possibility, the fact
that the Matthean passage s not absolutely parailel (#poo-
fMor aird Papieaion) and the widespread and impressive
support for the longer reading led a majority of the Committer
to retain the words in the toxi.

|Inasmuch as the impersonal plural s a feature of Markan
style, the words wposeABovres Papioaior are probably an
intrusion from Matthew; if retained at all, they should be
enclosed within square brackets. B.M. M., and 4 W]

10.6  adrods (B

The insertion of ¢ febs as the subject of éroineer must have
seemed 1o copyists to be necessary lest the uninstructed reader
imagine that the previously mentioned subject (Moses) should
be carried on, Beveral witnesses (D W itb<d-22xs' 40 qmit
avrels as suparfluous,

10.7  pmrépa |[kal mpookeddnliioeTar mpos Ty yuvaica
avron | |1

Have the words xal wpockorhnfioeras mpds i vyuraixa
(or 7§ yeraikt) elrov been added in most copies in order to
assimilate the guotation to the fuller form of text found in
Mt 19.5 (and Gn 2.24), or were they inadvertently omitted
in transcription (the eye of the seribe passing from xel to
#al)? In order to represent the very close balance of prob-
abilities, a majority of the Committee decided to include the
clause in the text (where it seems to be necessary for the sense,
otherwise ol dbo in ver. 8 could be taken to refer to the futher
and the motherl), but to enclose it within square brackets.
As between wpds Thr vyurelwe and 7% yuraikr, the former
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was preferred begause it reproduces more exactly the guotation
from Genesis, and because the dative construetion s ehwviously
A stylistie eorrection.

10,13 -I':"‘?TFTI{FLT]ICFEE.F QUTOLS

Lest the words éreriuneer abrols be taken to mean thut
it was the children who were rebuked {instead of those who
brought them to Jesus), a wide variety of wilnesses expanded
the text to vead éwerluwr Tols wpoodépovatr (B reads
dépovaer) abrols (A DN WX Y (€) I1 Z & /™ 28 543 Lf-ﬁfv
700 1071 al, followed by the Textus Receptus), The reading
wlopted as the text is strongly supported by 8 B C L A W
570 802 1342 1= copb al.

10.14 el {C]

The addition of émmiphees in several withesses (chieliy
Caesarean) was probably due to the influence of ETETLAnTaAY
in the previous senfence.

10.19 |u,*f? riﬂﬂﬂ‘TEP?’iEFﬂ'? HE

Sinee the command, “Do not defraud™ (a reminiscence of
Fx 2017 or Dt 24.14 [SBeptuagint mes. A F| or Sir 4.1), may
have seemed to be inappropriate in a list of severnl of the
Ten Commandments, many copyists—as well ns Matthew
(19,18 and Luke (18.200—omitted it

10,23 eloeAetioorTol

The Western text (1 62595 has moved ver. 25 a0 as to
follow eloeneboorrar (reading werses 23, 25, 24, 263 The
transposition appears to be the work of the Western redactor
who sought to improve the sense by making a m-rm-..g:'mhm]
seqquence (first, it is difficult for rieh people Lo enter :E-ht' kl:ﬂﬁﬁfh"'f_li
then, it is difficult for those who trust in riches |for this addi-
tion, see the comment on ver. 24| to enter). Although some
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have prefurx:ed the transposed sequence, it is precisely (as
Lagrange points out ad loe.) the too-logical order of the Western
text tha_t F.EI.MEFS 1t suspect as a secondary modification of the
more prumiave text. The minuscule 235 includes ver. 25 twice
ireading verses 23, 25 24, 25, 26).

10.24  éorwr [C]

The rigor of Jesus' saying was softened by the insertion of
one or apﬂther qualifieation that limited its generality and
brought it into closer connection with the context. ‘Thus
ACDB® M gl read ot tobs merolbras éi xpﬁ;.m:m:
(“for those who trust in riches"); W oand it° insert Thotowoy

(““a rich man") ; and 1241 reads of T4 xpnpare éxorres (“those
who have possessions™), .

10.26  wapniov

For kaunhov several witnesses (including 13 28 471* 543
arm geo) read kduchor (“a rope” or “ship’s hawser'), (See
also the comments on Lk 18.25.)

10.26  mwpos €avrods (B}

. The I‘EElldfﬂg Tpos alrdr appears to be an Alexandrian correc
tion, taking the place of wpds éavrols, which is preserved
n A D W8 st ve poth arm eth al, and refined in M* itk
BYTY geo (wpos aAAdhous).

10,30

TIn order to smooth the rather harsh syntax of this verse, the
Western text (D jgnv.n? vg™) omite vir and begins ajnaw
sentence.after éxarovramhaciora év 1§ xaip@ Tobrw, namely
0% ‘ﬁfic’ui:fﬁm olkiar kol abehgds ol aderpous xmli: ,m‘,rré;;;l
Kol Tékva a.:niﬁ:'l",fpr:rﬂs uera Grwypol (so Dvid: Old Latin reads
Fﬂum”’ v TG {:E.:Eur._ T Epxouery Cuny aldriov Anureral
(*". .. & hundredfold in this time. And he who has left house
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and sisters and brothers and mother and children and lands
with [ e. because of] persecution, in the age to come he will
receive life eternal'™). The variant perd diwypor (Cafter perse-
cution”), read by Z 253 72 114 157 476 %5 geo® al}, which
may refleet a trace of the same reading, probably wrose through

confusion of w and o,

Clement of Alexandria quotes this verse as follows (The
Itich Maw's Salpation, 4; of, 25): amoimberat ekaTovTarha-
alova. vy & TG KaLpE TOUTE Gypols kal xpnmaeTa Kal olkias
kal aBeigots Exelr ueTa Suwypdir €5 Toi)' ér dé T4 épxouery
Fud foTiy alawos (... shall receive In return a hundred-
fold. And to what end [does he expect] to have now in this
tirne fields and riches and houses and brothers, with persecu-

tions? But in the coming age there 15 hife eternal).

10.34  pera vpels fpépas [A]

The typically Markan reading, uerd tpeis nuépas (which
aceurs also in 831 and 9.31; elsewhere of Jesus® resurrection,
only Mt 27.63), has been eonformed by copyists to the much
more [requently used expression, 5 Telry fuépe (compare
the parallels in Mt 20,19 and Lk 18.33).

10.40 dAX’ ols [A]

Sevéral early versions (it® b4 T80 gypr cop®* eth) read the
Greek aAAoic as ddhots, despite the lack of syntactical eon-
cord with the preceding part of the sentence.

V Clement's wreatise i3 preserved In two manuseripts, one in the Escurial
libraey grd one in the Vatican, the latler being a copy of the former. The
Facurial ma. reads eis mouw in chag, 4, and &is mor in ehap, 25 Neithoer
P. Mordaunt Barnard (The Biblical Tex! of Clement of Alexandria [Uan-
ritdge, 1880, pp. 34 L} nor B, Sehwarts (Flermes, 00vin [TH3], pp. 57 L)
i eatisfied with the reading(s), Barnand attribiting them to Clement's
antamiensis, and Sehwartz emending to els 70 The text quoted above s
Lhal seoptod by Otte Stablin in bis cdition in the series of Gricchische
Chpistizehe Sehrifleteller, which is adopted also by G W, Bulterworth in
the Tioeh Classical Tabracy series.
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10,40 wrofpwacrar [B)

The presence of the phrase drd {or rapa) rob TATHOE Lon
in several witnesses, some of them early (as R¥ ita.cdvidy g

clearly an intrusion from the paralle] in Mt 20.23.

10,43  eorw (A}

The future tense, which is supported by A CF K X IT and
most minuseules (followed by the Textus Receptus), appenrs
1o be a seribal amelioration desipned to soften the peremplory
tene of the present orer. Tt is also possible that the future
may have arisen from assimilation to forar in the next line.

10.46  mpocaiTys exdfipro wapd iy d8dv (|

The reading that hest explains the origin of the other readings
5 mporalins éxdlnTo Tapd v dddy, supported by ihe Alex-
andrian group of witnesses (8 B L A ¥ o). Beeause TperalTys
15 a rare, late-Gireek word, other witnesses substituie for it g
participinl construetion, either rporarrdn (AW X T
JU el followed by the Textus Receptus) or éracrdy (D H
565 af), following the preferred reading in the Lukan parallel

(18.35). The omission in O™ wned Diatessaron® 18 the vesult of
scribal oversight.

10,47 i‘hrmgu}n‘rvds P

The fact thai elsewhere Mark uses Nafapyros three times
(1.24; 14.67; 16.6), but never Natwpalos (the latler ocenrs
thirteen times in the New Testament), supgests that COpYISta
have introduced the more familiar for the less familiar BT,

11.3  avrov amooréAer mdlw |B!

The interpretation of this passage is obscure. Are the words
kai ebfis abrér drorTéhher Tahw Bbe part of the MEESapEE, O
A statement of what will happen? Matthew (21.3) evidently
took the words in the latter sense, The presence, howover, of

T ¥
THE GOSPEL ACCORLDEING TO MAREK 104

waAiy i MOst witnesses supgests that the words, as part of the
message, pive assurance that the animal 15 to be returned !L.ft[a]'
Jesus has used 1t Although 1t may be argoed that Lopyists,
moved by considerations of what would become of the .'1t.'|m_1u,l,
inserted wader before or after the verb, the fuet that sumlar
considerations did not operate in the case of the Matthean
parallel, as well as the strength of the 11}3“!11}(51.]_],.-' il}f B Iwr L
202 al, suggests that the orviginal text WS auToy ATOTTEANEL
wahir, which was subsequently modified ecither .l.lt.ll:!{:J' T.hl.‘
influenee of the parallel or because 11 was no lm_lg:-rr_]m.f:r].u'etc*ul.
ag part of the message, The Futurv.‘r.nnme, -.uh]-:*:h is smoother
than the present, appears to be w seribal correction.

el [y - ' 4 .
11.19  éfemopevovro éfw THs wodews (O]

Although it is possible that the singular verb (éSemopeiero)
wag altered to the plural in order to suit the next verse, the
[ 1 v : : ¥
weight of the evidence tends to support the plural. The omission

af the verh in Lois the result of an aceident in transeription.

11.22  "Eyere |B}

Inuzmuch s elsewhere the solemn expression apsme J\é'lrr.u]
Cuetr 18 nlways introductory and is never proceded by a WP}EMHI
it appears that the original reading 1 the e:f.;hr,-rtﬂtu?nl Iﬂ;
miori feoth, and that the reading mu*udulw:d .h}r 3 -.,'tf .”
728 al) arose by assimilation to the saying in Lk 17.6 (ef.
alsy Mo 21.21),

11.24  éAcfere A

The aorist tense, representing the Hemilic usage of the
prophetic perfeet (which expresses the certainty of a future

LT should be observed that here €0 may IIU’:-. only e HT.L.-I?“ ag bhe
aridinary conditional particle (L0 vou hne fmr..fln i1 l’_mf_l. 2 _,n, !I]r;tl:l IZ.lI.-IJ-
alan b conetrued as an interregative particle iotrodaeiog (ke Tle ‘.-r-::--
gk} a dircel guestion (FTo you have faith in God?"; see Blass-Tebrunner-
Funle, § 440 (375
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action), seemed too bold and was altered ecither to the present
tense [AapBdavere) or, under the influence of the parallel in
Mt 21.22, to the future tense (Afugesfel,

11.26  omif verse [A}

Although it might be thought that the sentence was seci-
dentally omitted because of homocoteleuton, its absence from
carly witnesses that represent all text-types makes it highly
probable that the words were inserted by copyists in imitation
of Mt §.15.

11.31  Adyorres [C]

While it is possible that 7i elmwuper may have fallen out
accidentally (éav efmauer follows immediately), the Com-
mittes was impressed by the antiquity and thversity of the
evidence supporting the shorter text, and judged that the
plirwse was a colloguial addition that iz often characteristic
of the Western (and Caesarean) type of text.

11.32  elyov |B]

The readings jéecar (D W 6 565 al) and oiface (700) are
probably colloguial substitutes for the more idiomatic use
of Exerr “to hold, regard.”

12.23  €v 15} ovaorace |, drav dvaordaw, | (D)

The absence of brar drasréew fromR BC* DL W A W a
is probably deliberate, having been omitted by copyists as
superfluous (Matthew and Luke also omitted the words.
probably for the same reason). It is hard to lmagine that 2
copyist would have been tempted to gloss év T QracTide,
and the plecnnsm is in accord with Mark’s stvle (cf. 13.19%.).
At the same time, however, in deference to the generally high
reputation of the witnesses that attest the omission, the Com-
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mittee thought it right to enclose the words within sguare
brackets,

In order to suggest more clearly that ver. 23 constitutes
the nub of the query, copyists inserted ofw at various places in

varlous witnosses.

12.36  dwoxdre [C)

The parallel in the preferred text of Matthew (22.44) sup-
ports Mark's substitution of froxcare (B D W 28 syr® cope-be
ali for the Septuagint's ¢momodior. Bince the latter reading is
quoted in Lk 20.43 and Ac 2.35, copyists would have tended to
replaee Mark's modifieation with the “correet” reading.

12,40 1w yupov 1A}

If the words kal dpdavey (1D W 1% 28 565 al) had heen present
in the text originally, there is no reason why they shoulid have
heen deleted, whereas it 15 easy to understand that copyists
would have heen likely to expand ywedy by the addition of
KAL DpParwy.

12.41 wafioas kordvavr Tol yaloduvdaxiov |B|

The reading that best explains the origin of the others is
preserved in B LA 892 it*¥ al. Copyists were more hikely to
insert the words 6 'Ingols in order to identify the subject
than to delete them. Elsewhere Mark uses warévavre (11.2;
13.3), but never dmérarre, Those responsible for W 8 7 /=
28 565 al obviously thought thal it was more appropriate for
Jesus to stand (érrms) than to sit in the temple.

13.2  dde Adflos émi Adlov {DB]

On the basie of preponderant manuseript evidence (8 B LW
A BT 28 33 T00 of) the Committes preferred the reading
wie Aifos ére Aiffor.
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13.8  €oovrar Avpol | B

Although it 18 possible that the words xal TRpGX AL may
hawve fallen out in transeription besause of some similarity to
the following word apx+, it is more prohable that hers we have
an example of a growing text, expanded by various CODVISTS
T VArions ways,

13.22  duigovow [Bi

Although it is possible that Sdeovety origimated through
assimilation to the Matthean parallel (24.24) o majority of
the Committee regarded wocoover (DK & % 28 565 ol
us a scribal substitute for the more Semitic idiom with Si8érar
(ef. IM 13.2 where the SBeptuagint follows the Hebrew s,

13.33  appumveire [

The Committes regarded the reading xal mpoTelxeatfle as 4
natural addition (derived perhaps from 14.38) which [THLILY
copyistes were likely to make independently of one another.
If the words had been present criginally, it is diffieult to
account for their omission in B [ jga.cd.k copter,

N '3 L) - a r » —
14.4  Hoov 8¢ Twes dyavakrobires mpos eavrovs (O

The secondary nature of the reading of &é uafnral aiTov
breravoivre kai ehevor (1D O 565 al) is diselosed by the sub-
stitution of the non-Markan Scamovelofoy for avaraxTelr
(the latter oceurs also at Mk 10,14, 41), az well as by the
assimilation of the typically Murkan indefinite aubject roves
to the Matthean of pafprai (Mt 26.8). Among other seribal
modifications are the insertion of xal Aéyorres hefore or after
Toos éavrolys, and the conflate reading of W ™ gl (| roves
TV padnrion),

14.5 emavw (B

It has been argued that érdve is a seeond-century addition
which reflects the depreciation of cirreney after the time of
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Nero., If that were the case, however, one would expect early
rather than late Greek evidence in support of the shorter
reading. It is more probable that several copyists amdflm
translators omitted érarw either because thi‘!:}' objected to itz
colloguial usage (see Blass-Delbrunner-Funk, i:,« 185) ::.-r _hEIZLI'rluE-E
they were influpnced by the parallel aceount in Jn 12.5, where
the word 18 not used.

14.10  loxapudll (B

{On the proper name, see the eomments on ML_ llll'—l. J'J:, 1%
more likely that seribes would have added the definite art:l::le
than deleted it. The earliest representatives _rz«f barthy .Ll'%E: Adex-
andrisn text (8% B) and the Western text (D) are joined by
2% 1071 1365 1646 al in attesting the anarthrous proper name,

14.20  eis o Tprifler {B)

The reading with év seems to have arisen frcml-a gsmmiimic}p
sither to the Matthean parallel (26.23) or to the € 10 mmt,].ﬂsl_
tion with the participle. The reading els 76 & Tpufhior (Minto
the same dish’), which emphasizes the baseness of the act,
appears to be a secondary heightening of the passage.

14.24, 7is daflirns [B]

It iz much more likely that xawdqs is a seribal addition,
derived from the parallel aceounts in Lk 22.20 and 1 Cor 11.25,
than that, being present originally, it was omitted from # B ©
[, & ¥ 565 il* cop®™®be geo!,

14.25  otkérr ot puz wiw (O]

The absenee of ofwére from # © L W al iz probably to be
acconnted for as the result of seribal assimilation to the parallel
pussare in Matthew (26,291, Mf.hmm;hlt._hﬁ.uﬁﬁ of thrl.'.' virh
rposTilévar in D B 565 suggests Sernibic influence (in :_hﬂ
Septusgint wpordlero with an infinitive frequently renders
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Aein with an infinitive), none of the three readings is strongly
encugh supported to be accepted as the original.

14.830  oypepor [B]

'f_.'he pleomastic efuepor, so typical of Markan styvle, was
omitted by certain Western and Caesarean witnesses (D 8

S 565 700 al), perhaps under the influence of the parallel in
Mt 26.54.

14.30 5 8is adéxropa duwioar (C)

The reading that hest accounts for the origin of the others
appears to be preserved in A B LA W /! 28 al It is probable
that the omission of 8ls arose from seribal assimilation to the
parallel aceounts (Mt 26.34; Lk 22.34; Jn 13.38), See also the
comments on Mk 14.68 and 72.

14.39  vov atror Adyor elmedy | A

%Ithnugh some have thought that these words are a gloss
which entered all types of text except the Western, it is far
more likely that a copyist accidentally omitted them in tran-
scription (perhaps they constituted a sense line in an ancesior
of codex Bezae).

14,41  awéyer fAfer B}

The difficulty of interpreting the impersonal use of ATEYEL
i the context led copyists to introduce ameliorations, Several
Western and Caesarean witnesses (including D W & /) add
TO TENGS (meaning perhaps, "the end has fully come’™), a sloss
t!:m’r. may have been suppested by Lk 2237 o few witnesses
(mecluding ¥ 892 al) omit améyer; and it rewrites the [ISsaLe
as follows: et vendl fertiv ef ubi adoravit dicit ilife: dormite Jan
nune, ecce appropinguanit gui me tradil. Bl post pusillum exeitavil
iing ef dizil: jam Fora est, ecce traditur Sfilius fwmiinis ., . (“and
he eame the third time and when he had prayed he sayvs to
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thern, ‘Sleep on now ; behold, he who betrays me has come near.’
And after a little he aroused them and said, "Now 15 the hour;
behold, the Bon of man 1s betrayed . . .70

14.52 ywpvos eduyer {C]

The reading that seems to account best for the origin of the
others is preserved in 8 B C. The sequence of words in this
reading is supported by most other witnesses (including A D
W 128 565 700 al). The addition of &v" alrew s a nutural
expansion that refers to the unexpressed subject of kparotioo.

14.60 ¢ (B}

The clliptical use of 7¢ (= 7t éorie 8, “What is it that [these
testify against youl?"") seems to have led several copylsts to
replace it with ére.

14.65  mpodmrevaor {C]

The longer reading involving the addition of the guestion
ric dorwy & waloas o (“Whe is it that has struck you?''),
with or without the introductory Xpieré, appears to be an
assimilation to the text of Matthew (26.68) or Luke (22.64).
The shbrtest reading, mpogfresoor, supported as it is by Lhe
Alexandrian text and several early versions, best accounts for
the rise of the other readings.

14.68 [kai adéxTwp edanmoer | {10}

[t is very difficult 1o decide whether these words wers added
or omitted from the original text. It is easy to explain their
addition: eopyists would have been tempted to insert the words
in order to emphasize the literal fulfillment of Jesus' prophecy
in ver. 30 (perhaps copvists would also have rveasoned tha
Peter eonld not have known that a crowing of the eock was
the seeond if he had not heard the first). It 18 also easy 1o
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explain the omission of the words: copyists wished 1o bring
the Markan aceount of two cock-crowings into harmony with
the narratives of the other three Gospels, which mention only
one cock-vrowing (perhaps copyists also asked themselves why,
if Peter had heard the cock, he did not at onee repent ).

In the face of such conflicting possibilities, and with each
reading supported by impressive external evidence, the Come-
mittee decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to
inelude the words in the text, bui to enclose them within
sauare brackets,

14.72  ex devrépov [C)

Several witnesses omit éx Seurépov (R C* 1 s Diantes-
saron’ ), probably in order 1o barmomze Mark with the aceount
in the other Gospels (Mt 26.74; Lk 22.60; Jn 18.27); see also
the comments on 14,65,

14.72 o7 wpwv dAéntopa oo dig TOLS (€ Amaprian
1B}

The reading that seems to account best for the origin of
the others is the one supporied by C! L ¥ 892 al, in which dis
and 7pis stand side by side. Copyists moved one of the other
of the adverbs in order to unprove the style and cuphonwy,
or omifted dis in accord with the same considerations that
appear to have operated at wverses 30 and 68 concerning the
second cock-crowing (see the comments on these passages),

14.72  wai émBatew Exdaer (B

The difficulty of interpreting the meaning of émBalor led
copyists to replace it with fpfavo in several Western and
Caesarean witnesses, including I @ 565 Old Latin al. In a
few witnesses (N* A*'" C) the imperfect tense (fxhaer) was
assimilated Lo the aorist Exhavoer) of the parallel passages
(M 26,75 and Lk 22,623,
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16.1 wowjoaeres . . . GroavTes B

The reading of certain Western and Cacsarean withesses
fincluding 13 8 565 Old Latin), substituting a finite verh
(Erotngav) for a participle and inserting xal before Snoarres,
ie an obvious stylistie improvement, Since supSoiiior wowety
is ambiguous, meaning either “lo convene a counal” or “to
take counsel: to make a plan,” a few witnesses (% O L HOZ)
preferred the expression cupfoliwr érowpdcavtes to make
sure that the reader would take the second meaning (for
14 5565 implice thut the couneil had already been convened),

15.8  avafds o dydos [B|

The verbs drafodr and draBijrac were liable to be confused
in manuseripts (ef. the Septusgint of 2 Bm 23,49, 2 Kgs 3,210
Ho 8.9). There is no other oceurrence of arefogy in Mark, but
drafaiver oceurs nine times. The external evidence in support
of drafds (a verl that is parlieularly appropriate if Pilate’s
quarters were in the Tower of Antonia) 1s strong (w* B [ RO2
most of the Old Latin vg cop®™ b poth),

The insertion of 8hos in a few witnesses was made in the
interest of dramatic heightening of the narrative.

15.10 ol dpyeepeis |B)

In view of the occurrence of ol 8¢ apytepets immediately
following in ver. 11, the omission of ol dpxiepers in several
wit nesses is probably to be regarded as a stylistic improvement,
prompied perhiaps by recollection of the parallel account 1n
Mo 27,18,

16.12 [féAere] mownow (D}

It is difficult to decide whether the shorter reading (sup-
ported by ® B O W A W 7 f% al) is secondary, having heen
conformed to Mt 27.22 or whether #éhere has been inserfed
by assimilation to ver. 9 or Mt 27.21 or Lk 23.20 {oommpare
also Mk 10.36). On the whole the Committee thought it best
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to include #éhere in the text but to enclose it within sOjUAre
brackeis.

16.12  [ow Aépere | {C)

Although there is strong external attestation for the cmission
of By Méyere, Matthew's reading vér heybuevor Apurror (Mt
27.22) secms to presuppose the originalivy of S AETETE 1D
Mark. On the other hand, however, the insertion of the elinse
may be regarded as a scribal amelioration, introduced in order
to throw the onus for the wse of the title “The King of the
Jews" upon the high priests, The unique reading of B is prob-
ably to be explained as the result of aceidental omission of o,
On balanee the Committee judged that the loast unsatisfactory
solution was to include the words in the text, but to encloge
thew within square brackets to indieate doubt that they have
a right to stund there, 1

15.256 rpiry

In the interest of harmonization with Jn 1914, instead of
TpiTy a few witnesses read éxrmy (@ 478% sy eﬂu}- Accord-
iullar, to the suggestion of several patristic writers TpiTy has
arsen out of a confusion between ¢ (=6) and r (=3). (See
also the comments on Jn 19.14.)

16.256  wal eoratpwoar JA}

For the sake of belter Greek style, a few copylsts changed
the Markan paratactic construction (“and they erucified him')
to the more idiomatic hypotactic construciion (“when they
crucified him"). The verb édidacoor in several Western wite
nesses uppeals to be a harmonization with the Matthean
account (Mt 27.36), prompted by the desire to avoid the
Markan repetition (vat aravpebow alrdr, ver, 247,

16.27

The Old Latin codex Colbertinus (ite) provides names for
the two robibers; the one on the right-hand side of Jesus is

!
‘.
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identified nomine Zoathan and the one on the left nomine
Chammatha, (See alzo the comments on Mt 27 88 and Lk 23.32.)

15.28  omal verse (A}

The earliest and best witnesses of the Alexandrian and the
Western tvpes of text lack ver. 28, It is understandable that
gopyists could have added the sentence in the margin from
Lk 22.37, whenee 1t came into the text ilself; there 15 no reason
why, if the sentence were present originally, 1t should have
been deleted. It is alzo sgnificant that Mark very seldom
expressly quotes the (d Testament,

15.34  eAce eden }'I.Ejm. aaﬁaxﬂam

The reading wher phee of D B (059 eher) 0192 (131 nie)
565 al represents the Hebrew 98 (“my God™), and has been
gasimilated to the parallel m Matthew (27.46). The great
majority of uncials and minuscule manuseripts read eAmwr eho,
which represents the Aramale *a‘gg«; (“my God"), the w for the
a sound heing due to the influenee of the Hebrew "[Ii*?gf.

The gpelling hepa (8 C T A Y 72 495 517 579 1342 1675 al)
represents the Aramale ®2% (“why?”), which is also probably
to be understood as lying behind Apa (A KM P U X I IT 8
33 106 L18 131 209 343 697 700 1270 al), whereas Aepa (B D
N & X 1 22 565 1295 1582 al) represents the Hebrew nap
(el ),

All Greek manuseripts except codex Bezae read cofSayfam
or something similar (oiBacfare, A; Cafapfave, B; oafioy-
Bavee, O af), whieh represents the Aramaie Wppa? (“thou
hast forsaken me"). The reading Cogfawe of D (it? reads
zapthani; it* zaphand; it sapthand; 101" depthant) is a scholarly
correction representing the Hebrew of Ps 221 e (“thou

FI%

hast forsaken me™).

' Tt 18 perhaps not aurprising thet most witnesses have deopped the
initinl a-sound {(with the ‘ain), coming as it docs immediately after the
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Thus, in the text preferred by the Committee the entire
saying represents an Aramaic original, whereas the Matthean
paraliel 18 partly Hebrew and partly Aramaic (see the com-
ments on Mt 27.46).

15.34  éywareimés pe B

It is perhaps more likely that copvists should have altered
EykaTeriTés pe to agree with the Matthean reading ue &yxa-
Tedemwes (Mt 27.46), than that they should have changed
€ EykaTérimes to EynaTédemes ue to apree with the Septuagint
of Ps 222,

The reading of D {(supported by a few other Western
witnesses?) @veldras pe (“[Why] hast thou reproached |or,

L bl R

taunted| me?”’) may have been substituted for the usual reading
by someone who could not understand how God would have
forsaken Jesus on the cross.

16.39  €£ évavrias atrof B

Several witnesses alter, perhaps [or stylistic reasons, the
elliptical eonstruction ef évarrias elroi® substituting in its
stend avrd (W 7 al) or éxet (D 8 al).

lerminal vowel of Aapa. On the other haod, it is noteworthy that a vowel
has persisted in the Old Latin ms. i* and in an Old Slavonic festionery
vthe Ostromir Lectionary, a.p. W56-57); on the latter see Pavel Vyskodil,
“a3ag rannn ¥ Ostromirove evangelidfi,' Slevdo fasapis pro slovanskot
Jlotoges, xxxn (1963), pp, 395-97. According to information kindly given
the present writer by FProf, Josef B. Boudek, the Ostromir Lectionary
containg the Cry of Derellctlon twiee, both times in pericopes drawn from
the text of Matthew's Gospel (Mk 15.34 ie not cxtant in the Lectionary):
in one case (folio 1)) the word in question is spelled azer’lendi, and in
the other (folio 200}, it is spelled, like the Hebrew, with only coe i

! Three ld Latin manuwsenpts rupport, each in its own way, bhe
reading of Do egrprobasti me itt, me in opprobriut dedisf it and me
madediTaaie itk

?Cf Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 241 (1)

L
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15.39 o1t ovrws efemvevaer [

Although the witnesses that include kpdfas or its eauivalent
are diversified and widespread, while those that lack it are
chiefly of one textual type [Alexandrian), a majority of the
Committee preferred the shorter reading and regarded the
participle as an early interpolation from Me 27.50,

16.44 el wahae (C]

Although the reading wéAac may perhaps have arisen through
a desire to avold the repetition of #&nin the sentence, it is more
probable that copyists, feeling that wadar was somehow in-
appropriate in the context, sought to ameliorate the passage
by replacing it with #dn. Several manuscripts that read 7én
(including D W 8} also alter aréfaver to the periect tense.

16.1 Sayevoudvor Tot oafifidTov . . . kai Lo [A]

The omission by D itk of the names of the two women (who
are identified in the previous sentence) 12 elearly in the interest
of simplification, and the omission by 1) 2" of mention of the
passing of the sabbath allows the purchase of the spices to
take place on Friday (as similarly Lk 23.56). The overwhelming
prepondgrance of attestation of all other witnesses supports
the text adopted by the Committes.

16.4

At the beginning of ver, 4 the Old Latin codex Boblensis
(it¥) introduces s desoription of the actual resurrection of
Jesus Chirist, At one or two places the text of the gloss does
not appear to he sound, and various emendations have been
propsed |

Subdto owlem ad horam  lerliam  tenebroe dier foctoe  sund
per lolam  orbem lerrae, el descenderunt de coelis angely e
sirgent [surgentes?, surgente eo?, surgit?] in clordale vl Dex
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[viri duo?+et?| simul ascenderunt cum eo; ef continuo fux focta
est. Turie tllae accesserunt ad montmentum . - . ("But suddenly
at the third hour of the dav there was darkness over
the whole cirgle of the earth, and angels deseended from
the heavens, and as he [the Lord] was rising [reading surgente eo|
in the plory of the living God, at the same time they ascended
with him; and immediately it wag light. Then the women
went to the tomb ., )" The emendation virf duo, which in the
context appears to be unneeessary, has been proposed in view
of the account in the Gospel of Peter of two men whe, having
descended from heaven in a great brightness, brought Jesus
out of the tomb, and “the heads of the two reached to heaven,
but the head of him who was being led by them overpassed
the heavens” (sects, 35-40).

16.9-20  The fnding(s) of Mark

Four endings of the Gospel according to Mark are current
in the manuscripts, (1) The last twelve verses of the commonly
received text of Mark are absent from the two oldest Creek
manuscripts (8 and B),' from the Old Latin codex Bobiensis
(it¥}, the Binaitic Syriac manuseript, about one hundred Ar-
menian manuzeripts? and the two oldest Georgian manu-

' Pwe otber Greek manuseripls, both of the twelfth century, aleo lack
verdes 920, namely 304 and 2388, The latter, however, is only an apparent
witneas for the omission, for although the lest page of Mark closes with
sofiolivre yap, Lhe noxt leaf of the manuacript 18 missing, and following
16.8 15 the sign indicating the close of an ccelesiaetical lection (vh =
rehos), a clear implication that the manuseript originally continued with
additional material from Mark (see Kurt Aland, “Bemerkungen zum
Sehluss des Markusevangeliums,” in Neofestomentica ef Semiticn, Studies
in Honour of Malthew Black, ed. by E. Earle Elliz [and] Max Wilcox
Edinburgh, 1969), pp. 167-180, especially pp. 1591, and fdem, "Der
wiedergefundene Markusschluss? Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche,
LEvL [1970], pp. 3-13, especially pp. 8 £.).

¥ For their identity see Ernest C. Calwell in Journal of Biblical Litera-
fure, LY {1937}, pp, 360-386.
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seripts (written a.p, 897 and A.p. 913).7 Clement of Alexandria
and Origen show no knowledge of the existence of these verses;
furthermore Eusebius and Jerome attest that the passage was
abeent from almost all Greek coples of Mark known to them.
The original form of the Eusebian sections (drawn up by
Ammoniug) makes no provision for numbering sections of the
text after 16.8. Not a few manuscripts which contain the
passnge have scribal notes stating that older Greek copies lack
it, and in other witnesses the passage 13 marked with astensks
or obeli, the conventional signs used by copyists to indicate a
spurions addition to a document.

(2} Several witnesses, meluding four uneial Greek manu-
seripts of the seventh, eighth, and ninth centuries (L ¥ 0949
0112), as well as (ld Latin k, the margin of the Harclean Syriae,
several Bahidiec and Boharie muanuseripts? and not a few
Ethiopie manuseripts® continue after verse 8 as follows (with
trifling variations): “But they reported briefly to Peter and

# Tt ha=olten been stated that three Ethiopie manuseripts, now in the Brit-
iah Musoum, laek the last twelve verses of Mark, This statement, made
originally by 1. 8. Margoliouth and reported by Willism Sanday in his
Appendices nd Novem Testamentum Stephanicwm (Oxfond, 1883, p, 195,
ir erronsous; for details see the present writer's arlicle, "“The Ending
of the Gospel aecording to Merk in Ethiopic Mapuseripts,'" contributad
to the fortheoming Testschrift for Morton Seolt Enslin (Underalanding
the Sacred Text, ed. by John Rewmann el al. [Valley Forge, Pa., ¢ 1972]).

The Arabie manuseript, Rom. Vat, Arab, 13, has sometimes beono
eited {e g by Tischender! snd Tregelles) as 6 witness far the form of the
Goapel which ends at ver. 8, Since, however, through an aceidental lass
of leaves the original hand of the mannscript breaks off just before the
end of Mk 168, it testimony 18 without significance in discussing the
textual problem. Hee T. . Burkitf, “Arabic Versions,” Hastings' Die-
Honary of the Hible, 1, p. 136, foot of col. o, and C. B, Willlams, The
A ppendices to e Gospel according lo Mark | = Transactions of the Connectiow!
Academy of Arfs and Seciences, xvir, Mew Haven, 1915), pp. 358399

e P K Kahle, *“The End of 8t. Mark’s Gospel, The Witness of the
Coptie Versions,” Journal of Theologieal Studies, noa. 1n (19513, pp. 44-57

' Bee the article mentioned in footnote 3 above
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those with him all that they had been told. And after this
Jesuz himself =ent out by means of them, {rom east fo west,
the sacred and imperishable proclamation of elernal salvation.”
All of these witnesses except 1tF also continue with verses 9200

(3} The traditional ending of Mark, so familiar throogh
the AV and other translations of Lhe Textus Receptus, 1s
present in the vast number of witnesses, ineluding A C 1D K X
W oA S ¥ 000 0112 1 28 33 al. The earliest patristic wit-
negges to part or all of the long ending are Irenacus and the
Diatessaron. Ii is not certain whether Justin Martyr was ac-
gquainted with the passuge; 1n his Apology (1.45) he ineludes
five words that oceur, in a different sequence, in ver. 20 (ron
Movou ol lexupel dv amd 'lepovealfu of drdorohor alrol
cfenfdrTes TarTayol éxfpubar),

{4} In the fourth century the traditional ending also cireo-
lated, according to testimony preserved by Jerome, in oan
expanded form, preserved today 1o one Greek manuserpt,
Codex Washingtonianus includes the following after ver. 14:
“And they excused themselves, saying, "This ape of lawlessness
and unbelief is under Batan, who does not allow the truth and
power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spints
[or, does not allow what les under the unclean spirits to under-
stand the truth and power of God]. Therefore reveal thy right-
eousness now'—thus they spoke to Chrst. And Chnist replied
to them, ‘The term of vears of Batan’s power has been fulfilled,
but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have
sinned I was delivered over to death, that they may return Lo
the truth and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the
spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness which 15 1n
heaven.' '

How should the evidenee of each of these endings be evalu-
ated? It is obvious that the expanded form of the long ending
(4) has no claim {o be original. Not only 15 the external evidence
extremely hmited, but the expansion contains several non-
Markan words and expressions (including & aldv elivos, apap-
Tavw, Aarohovéw, ainfives, UmooTpégw) as well as several
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that occur nowhere else in the New Testament (Secpds, dpos,
rpoahérw). The whole expansion has about it an unmistakahble
apocryphal Aavor, It probably 1s the work of a second or third
century seribe who wished to soften Lhe severe condemmpation
of the Eleven in 16.14,

The longer ending (3), though current 1n a variety of wit-
nesses, some of them aneient, must also be judged by internal
evidence to be secondary, {a) The vocabulary and style of
verses 920 are non-Muarkan (e, g amoréw, Fhamrw, Jedaiow,
eronohoufie, Pedouat, peTd TOUTA, Topeloudr, TUVEDTYEWD,
borepoy are found nowhere else in Mark; and favaoiuor and
rots uetT abrov ~evoperors, as designations of the disciples,
nceur only here in the New Testament). (6) The connection
between ver, & and verses 820 iz so awkward that it 15 difficuli
to believe that the evangelisl intended the section to be a
continuation of the (Gospel. Thus, the subject of ver. ¥ is the
women, whereas Jesus 18 the presumed subject in ver. 9 in
ver. 9 Mary Magdalene iz identified even though she has been
mentioned only a few linez before (1547 and 16.1}; the other
women of verses 1-8 are now forgotien; the use of aracrdas §é
and the position of spdror are appropriate at the beginning
of 2 comprehensive narrative, but they are tll-suited in a con-
linuation of verses 1-8. In short, all these features indicate
that ’r.hf;. sectlon was added by someone who knew a form of
Mark that ended abruptly with ver. 8 und who wished Lo supply
a more appropriate conclusion, In view of the inconecinnities
hetween verses 1-8 and 9-20, 11 1= unlikely that the long ending
was composed ad foec to All up an obvious gap; it 1s more likely
that the section was excerpted from another document, dating
perhaps from the first hall of the second century.

The internal evidenee for the shorter ending (2) 18 decidedly
against 1ts being penuine.® Besides contaimng a high pereentage

* For o [ull diseussion of the Greck and Latin evidence for the endings
of Mark, with @ more favorahle estimate of the orngioality ol the shorter
ending, see the article by Aland in the Festeehrill for Matthew Blaelk,
referred fooin fontnote 1 of po 122 alowve
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of non-Markan words, itz rhetorical tone differs totally from
the simple style of Mark's Gospel.

Finally it should be observed that the external evidence
for the shorter ending (2) resolves itself into additional testi-
mony supporting the omission of verses 9-20. No one who had
available as the conclusion of the Second Gospel the twelve
verses 920, 80 rich in interesting material, would have de-
liberately replaced them with four lines of a colorless and
gencralized summary. Therefore, the documentary evidence
supporting (2) should be added to that supporting (1). Thus,
on the basis of good external evidence and strong internal con-
siderations it appears that the earlicet ascertainable form of the
Gospel of Mark ended with 1657 At the same time, however,
out of deference o the evident antiguity of the longer ending
and its importance in the textual tradition of the Gospel, the
Committee decided to include verses 9-20 as part of the text,
but to enclose them within double square brackets to indicate
that they are the work of an author other than the evangelist.

VarIANT BEanincgs WiTHIN [Marx] 16.9-20

Sinee the passage 16.9-20 is lacking in the earlier and better
manuscripts that normally serve to identify types of text,
it 15 not always easvy to make decisions among alternative
readings. In any case it will be understood that the several
levels of certainty ([A], [B}, {C}) are within the [ramework
of the intial decision relating to verses ¢ to 20 as a whole.

! Thres possibilitics are open: (@) the evangelist intended Lo close his
Croapel ot thiz place; or (B the Gospel was never finished; or, as seems
most probable, (@) the Gospel aocidentslly lost its last leaf before it was
multiplied by transenption.
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16.14  eynyeppevor (Al
The addition of éx rexplr was a natural expansion which
many a copyvist would hawe been tempted to make after

eynyepuerory and which none would have deliberately ex-
cised,

16.14-156 emtorevoar. kai elmer atrols A

For the addition preserved in W, see section (4) in the
comments on verses 920 above,

16.17 AaAsjgovow wxawais (B}

Although 1t 1s possible that kewvats may have been added
in imitation of xawn deaffhen and kawds avflpwros, it i3 maore
probable that it dropped out of several witnesses through
homoeoteleuton with the following kel év Tals [1. e. kdr ratsl,

16.18 [xat ev Tais yepoiv] dges {C]

Although it 18 possible that the expression kai év Tals yepoty
was added in imitation of the account in Ac 28.3-6, a majority
of the Committee preferred to follow the Alexandrnan group
of witnesses, At the same time, in view of the absence of any
good reason to aceount for the omission of the words from such
witneases as A Deore W e [T 12 28 700 pte-4*4¥0. 000 o gype-pal g
it was thought necessary to enclose them within square
braclets.

16.1%  xvpos “Inooiis [C|

Among the several titles applied to Jesus by the Chureh,
the use of kepios standing alone appears to be a later develop-
ment, more solemn than ktewos Ineots.
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16.20  onpueiwy. {Bi

im the addition of dunr In most witnesses, see the comments
aon M1 25,20,

SHORTER ENDING

For a diseussion of the shorter ending, see the section (2) in
the comments on verses 9-20 above. The reading "Incols is
to be preferred to the others, which are natural expansions,
It is probable that from the beginning the shorter ending was
provided with a coneluding aune, and that its absence from
several witnesses (L cop™™ eth™est ==} 35 due either to tran-
seriptional oversight or, more probably, to the feeling that
dufr is inappropriate when verses 9-20 follow,

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE

1.3 :{fi,i.mf

Several copyists, dissatisfied that Luke makes no explicit
mention of ingpiration in conneetion with his writing the
Gospel, added the words “it seemed good to me and to (he
Holy Spirit . . . to write an orderly aceount” (™% vg? = goth),
The supplement comes from Ac 1528 ("1t seemed good to the
Holy Bpirit and to us'').

1.17  mwpoeAevoeTar {A]

Az between wpoehelwerar and wpoocehengerar the Com-
mittee was agreed that the context seems to require the former,
The reading in B* C L f** gl is undeubtedly the result of seribal
oversight, having arisen from the predominant frequency of
the wverb wporépyestfar (which oceurs 87 times in the New
Testament, compared with 9 oceurrences of Tpoépxerfiar).

1.28 ogov {B|

Although many fairly good witnesses {(Including A C D 8
most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus) read after
oot the words ebhoynuérn v & yrrartiy, it is probable that
copyists inserted them here from ver. 42, where they are firaly
attested. If the clause had been original in the present verse,
there is no adequate reason why it should have been omitted
from a wide diversity of early witnesses (including ® B L W ¥ 1
566 700 1241 svre*! copt®-Be arm peo al).

1.36  yewrwpevor |B]

The words ex ool are apparently an early addition prompted
by a desire for greater symmetry after the two preceding
instances of the second person proncun. The expanded reading
gained wide curreney in the early church through Tatian’s

1
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I]Eatesm{un- The reading s (literally ““in thee), for which
Dionysius Barsalibi (died .. 1171) argues vigorously 1n his
commentary on Luke! is read by the earliest manuseripts of
the Peshitla (the Curetonian and Sinaitie Syriac AT ECTIITS
are not extant here) and is adopted as the text in Pusev and
Gwilliam’s eritical edition, j

137  wopa ol Heot |B|

Sinece the word prue, reflecting the Hebrew M37, can medn
”ihjllg” w3 well as “word," in the context the r{-&id.iii];g TOUOE Tou
Peol means, “No word [or promise] from God will be impossible
|will fail],” whereas the reading rapé 7o Bew {or simply 7o
fedd) means, “With God nothing will prove unpossibie, " The
former reading, strongly supported by R* B D L W = 565,
was probably altered to the latter reading, in conformity with
the SBeptuagint text of Gn 1814, ud ddvratel Topd 1:6;3 B

priua.

1.46  Mopiap (B}

Who 35 represented as the speaker of the Magnificat? Accord-
ing to the overwhelming preponderance of evidenee, comprising
nlgl Greek witnesses and almost all versional and patristic
_'rr.']tnr_'sses, it was spoken by Mary, On the other hand, acoord-
ing to half a dozen witnesses, chiefly Latin, it was spoken by
Hlllzabeth. These latter wilnesses are three Old Latin manu-
seripts (namely ms. a of the fourth century [Elisebet], ms b of
the fifth century [Etisabel], and ms. 1* of the seventh or eighth
century [Eleabeth]), and thres patristic writers (Irenaeus in
Il_JE Agarnsl Herestes 1v.viill aceording to the Armenian transla-
Lon and certain manuscripts of the Latin translation [but in
nr.x.l all manuseripts read Mary]; Niceta, bishop of Remesiana

_I_SIEL" Tj. .Eaa:rdu_. “IMonysios bar Sahibi and the Text of Luke 1.35,”
Vigiline Chrisfanae, xvn (1963}, pp. 225-229.
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in Dacin [Yuposlavia]: and Jerome's translation of Origen’s
veniick That some [Greek?| manuseripts of Luke read Khzahbelh
instend of Mary).

How shall this evidenee be interpreted? There are three
possibilities: (1) The original text read simply Kai elrer,
Mevyeariver . . ., aml some copyists supplied Maory, and others
Flizabeth. (27 The name Bhzabeth was present ornmnaldly, but,
heeause of doetrinal considerations related to the veneration
of the Virgin, most copyvists changed it to Mary, (3) The name
Mary was present originally, but several copyists, assuming
that the Magnifient was included in the subject of éxdnefly
wrebparos avyiov (ver, 41), and noticing the use of adrh in
ver. 86, changed Mary to Elizabeth,

Althourh sympat hetie to the suppesition that perhaps neither
name was prosent in the original text, the Committee was
impressed by the overwhelming weight of external evidence,
as well as by the balanee of internal probabilities, and therefore
preferred to rewd Mapedw as the subject of etmer,

1.66  yeip xvpiov T (I}

ot noticing that the last clanse of the verse is an observa-
lion made by the evangelist (such oceasional remarks arve
characteristic of Luke: ef. 2.50; 3.15; 7.39; 16.14; 20.20; 23.12),
soveral Western witnesses (D #2009 wvr) omit v, thus
Lringing the elause within the question of those who had heard
about ZAecharal (“What then will this ehild e, for the hand
of the Lord 12 with him?),

1.68 wuptog 1B}

The absenee of képros in several witnesses is probably the
result of seribal oversight, oceasionsd by homoroteleaton,

! For o bibliagraphical survey of the chief anguments, sec K. Laurentin
in Bibiiee, xxxvin (1957); pp. 1545,
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170 Tdw dyiew dn’ aldvos mpodnr@r adred (B

Of the four readings, the more difficult are T dyiwr G
aléves wpodnrdy atrob and rér dvier ar aldvos atTol
mpogmridy, both of whieh invite seribal amelioration. OF these
two readings, the former 15 the better attested,

.74 ex yetpos evfpanw |0}

The addition of fHudv i= a8 natural expansion, particularly
i view of 68 éxfpar fudr in ver. 71. The readings with +ow
or wavray are obviously seeondary.

1.98  émoxeperar |

The future tense émoréferar, supported by a variety of
early witnesses, was prohably altered to the aorizt in conformity
with wver, 68, thus beginning and closing the canticle with
emeakifaTo.

2.9 wai (1) [C]

Un the one hand, the reading xai fol is in harmony with
the solemn style of Luke in chaps, 1 and 2 {where {8od oceurs
ten times), On the other hand, however, it is diffienlt to Imagine
why, if ldolr were present originally, copyists would have
omitted it. The Committes preferred the shorter rending,
attested as b 1= by a variety of good authorities,

311 Xporos wilpios [A)

The combination Xpiorés kipios, which oeeurs nowhere else
in the New Testament,! seems to have been ruite deliberately
used by Luke insteand of the much more [requent Xpuords
kuplov. [t was to be expeeted that copyists, struck by the
unusuar collocation, should have introduced various modifica-
tions, none of which has significant external attestation,

' The combination occurs by error (instesd of Xpeards wuplov) in
the Septuaging translation of L 4.20 and in Ps Hol 17.32.
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214 év avlipedmois eddoring B}

The difference between the AV, “Glory to God in the high-
est, and on earth peace, good will townrd men,” and the
RaYV,

“Glory to God o the highest,

and on earth peace among men with whom he is pleased ™
i not merely a matter of exegesis of the meaning of the Greek,
but is first of ull one of text erificism. Does the Angelic Hymn
close with ebfoxia or eddoxlas?

The penitive case, which is the mere ditficult reading, is
supported by the oldest representatives of the f‘LlE*:-.'ELndri_f!n
and the Western groups of witnesses. The rise of the nominative
reading can be cxplained either as an amehoration of the sense
or a8 a palacographical oversight (at the end of a line eddoxias
would differ from eboxia only by the presenee of the smallest
possible lunar sigma, little more than a point, for which it
might have heen takeh—thus eyAoxia®),

The meaning scems to be, not that divine peace can be he-
stowed only where human good will is already present, but
that at the birth of the Saviour God’s peace rests on those
whom he has chosen in aceord with his good pleasare? Prior
to the discovery of the Dead Sea SBerolls 1t was sometimes
argued that “men of [God's| good pleasure™ is an unusual,
if nots impossible, expression in Hebrew, Now, however, that
aquivalent expressions have turned up in Hebrew? in several
Qumran Hymns (“the sons of his [God's] good pleasure,”
1 QH iv.32 f.; x1.9; and “the elect of his [God’s| good pleasure,”
vili.B), it can be regarded as a genuinely Sernitic mnswugtmn
in & section of Luke (chaps, 1 and 2) characterized by Semitizing
constructions.

1[4 should be noted that the Sabldic version employs the possessive
pronoun, ' And peace upon sarth among men of bia desire [pleasure].”

1 According to J. A Fitzmyer, 85.J. (Theological Studies, xix [LH58],
pp. 225-227) the expression “among men of |his] good pleasure” has
heen found also in an Aramaie fragment [rom Qumran.




—

e

134 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

2.1h of -rrmp.éla'ﬁg f13]

; It is exeeedingly difficult to decide whether the phrase kal ol
arfpwmror Lefore of TOLEres 18 a styvlistic insertion made in
order to sharpen the contrast between men and angrels w.'
whether 1t dropped ot acoidentally owing to hnm::-em.qelnultc:-:;
QlATTEADIO AN BpwmoicimoiMenec), The fact that I||c-
lonper 1‘1;11{11'11&_' is characteristivally Lukan in st vle arpnes
st::tmgl}-' im ils favor. On the other hand, however, the external
fwn:!-.f:nnc tn support of the shorter reading is noticeally sUperior
i age, guality, and diversity of text-tvpe. Faced with such m;
even balance of eonflicting considerations, a majority of thf:
Committee preferred to make o decision on the basis of pre-
ponderance of external aitestation.

2,28  advdw (O

| T_hc reading avrir, which is by far the best attested reading
15 difficult, for the Law prescribes no ritual of purification ml:
El:e husband. The reading adrfis (which, in the editions of
Theodore Besa, lies behind the AV) is a late correction made
by a punctilious seribe. The Western reading adroil can be
regarded as 4 transcriptional error for agriy (in cursive Greek
seript the pronoun was abbreviated apr with the termination
*'EDTEHEEE{ by a “‘shorthand” stroke), or as a deliberate modifica.
t-m_n, introduced because afterwards (ver. 27) Jesus is the
object of the presentation in the Temple.

233 0 marip adrod kal 7 piTne (B

‘ In m}-dnr to safeguard the doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus
¢ morng was replaced by Tweng in s variety of witnﬁssesJ
some of tl,h{-!m ancient (Old Latin, Gothie, and the Dhatessaron) .I
Cther w1t@1&sse5 added edrel after phrnp, either for stvlistie
halu.nc-;a with 6 rarap alrov (as R* [ 157 all, or by t-]‘!lﬂSfE]‘
ﬂrhen 0 warne was replaced by "lesohih. Besides a number of
%111gu1&r_FEaciings. Tweng & Tathp adrel xal 7 paTne alrol
(157 eth) is an obvious conflation.

il
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2.38 'lepovoadnu (B

The reading 'Tepovoearfu best explaing the rse of the other
readings: the insertion of év relieves the grammatical ambiguity,
and the substitution of 'lepanA enhances the theological 1m-

plications of the passage.

241 of yoveis auTol

[n the interest of safeguarding the doctrine of the virgin
birth a few copyists and translators replaced ol yoveis aitov
with the proper names & 7¢ Twend ket 0 Mapiop (1012
itnd [ie™ add mater efus] Diatessaron't). (Bee also the

somments on verses 33 and 43.)

243 ol VOVELS

As in verses 33 and 41, in order to safeguard the doctrine of
the virgin birth copyists replaced of vorets (8 B 'L & 1 13
93 167 1241 al) with Tweng cat f uprip (ACX T A AT
98 543 505 892 1071 1424).

3.1  Terpaapyotivros (ler)

Qes the comments on Ae 13, 1.

3.9  wopmov wadow [0

The parallel in Mt 310 reads xapwoy sehoy, though syrs
and Irenacus=™"* omit xahév (compare also Jesus' teaching
about xapméy kahdy in Mt 7.18), It can be argued that here
(and perhape also in Mt 3.10) the shorter reading ix original,
most wilhesses having added xahor to accommodale John's
saying to the dominical teaching. On the other hand, however,
the omission of sahée improves the sense (every unfruitiul
tree—not only the one that does not bring forth good fruit—
is to be cut down), and the overwhelming weight of the external
evidence supports the reading adopted by a majority of the
Committes.
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3.14 TETpcl:.cijﬂx-ﬁ-g

See the comments on Ae 131,

3.22  I9 el S vide MOV G dpamnTas, v vol etiddrnoa [
Thf" Western reading, *This day I have begotten thee, "
which was widely current during the first three f:unturiz-:lr:
appears to be secondary, derived from Ps 2.7, The use of th-::
T.h]l'd person ("This is.. . in whom .. ") in a few v.rit.lmser.rr;
15 an obvious assimilation to the Matthean form of the mvin}_ﬂ;
(Mt 3.17). _

3.32 ZuAd (B

The original reading appears to be Taid (p* B* B gypo.ea
cop™ =" eth). which copyists later assimilated to Eui,u.:fm
?h& reading of both the Matthean parallel (Mt 1.4-5) and tht-:l
septuagint of 1 Chr 2,11, or to Zaiuar, the reading of ms. 13
al Ru 4.20f. (Zaludw, ms. A). In view of the early tradition
that Tuke was a Syrian of Antioch it is perhaps sign[lﬁ:-anl that
the form Zakd appears to cinbody a Byriac tradition (the
Peshitta version of Ru 4.20f. reads Ax).

3.33 700 "Apwadal roi "ASuiv Tob "Apwi |

Faced with a bewildering variety of readings, the Committes
adnpte!-] what seems to be the least unsstisfactory form of text,
a reu{lmg that was current in the Alexandrian church at il
early period.?

" At the same time, however, ane op another of the variznt readings
that present four rather than three names, despite the inferior external
fL’r.tmT,uhrrn for each auch reading, is attractive from the point of view of
Irltﬂﬂ]ﬁ:t -.'_rnnsfdﬁrati.t:uum. With four names the entles genealopy falls into
wlartistically planned pattern, even mare claborate than .-‘-riat-the'--"s
el. Mt 1.1?}_; thus, from Adam to Abrabam, 3 x 7 _gll.‘l:liﬂl'ﬁ.t.]'-ﬂn:;' From
[EM:" to D.u:-in:]. 2 x 7 geoerations; from Nathan to Salathiel {pru-u;x:ilin:]
3% ¢ generations; from Zerubbabel (post-exilic) to Jesus, 3 x 7 general,innnl
making & total of 11 % 7. or 77 generations from Adam to Jesus i
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4.4 dvfpwmos [Bj

The zhortest reading, whieh bas good and early support,
must be original; the longer forms of text have been assimilated
by copyists to the Matthean parallel (Mt 4.4) or to the
Septunmnt of Dt B3, either verbatim or according to the
seneral senze, If any of the longer forms of text had been
original, itz omission from 8 B L W 1241 ayr® cop®-2¢ would be

unaccountable.

4.5-12

In order to bring Luke's account of the Temptation into
harmony with the sequence of temptations in Matthew (4.5-11),
several Old Latin witnesses (itho o) at least one Vulgate
manuzeript (), and Ambrose in s Commentary on the
Gospel Aceording to Luke,' transpose verses 58 to follow verses

9-12.

4.17 avarrifas [C)

Sinee the synapogal copies of Old Testameni books were 1n
seroll form, the use of the verb “to unroll” s highly appropriate.
Although copyists may have introduced avarrofas as a pedantic
correlative to wrifes in ver. 20, 1t 15 more probable that, being
accustomed to books i eodex (or leaf) form, they introdueed
the frequently used verb @voiyewr, “to open,” as an explanatory
substitution for érarriegerr (which oceurs only here 1mn the
New Testament).

4.44  eis Tas ovvapwyas Tis lovdales {B]

In view of Luke's earlier reference (in ver, 14) to the heginning
of Jesus' Galilean mimistry, the reading tis “lovdatas (p™ M
B C L 8IZ Lect syr®h al) 1z obviously the more diffieult,

' Expositin Ewanpelis secundum Leuecan, el by . Schenkl in Corpus
Serimtorum  Beolesinalicorum  Lafinerum, XXX pars iv =il (Vienns,
L2}, pp. 1481546,
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and copyists have corrected it to rHs Daieralas in necord
with the parallels in Mt 4.23 and Mk 1.30, Another at tempt to
avoid the difliculty was the substilution of 7or Tovbalbws
(W ™), Ax for the variation in prepositions, the use here of
eis is pregnant (“Jesus went info and preached i) and
s to be preferred to the more commonplace &,

3,17 ot foov eAndvfdres [}

The difieulty of the reading supported by the overwhelming
mass of witnesses (according to which the enemies of Jesus
had come from every village of Galilee, Judea, and Jerusalem)
prompted some copyists to omit of altogether (8% 33) and
others to replace it with 8¢ (I itd* sy1™), s0 that it is the sick
who have come from all parts to he healed,

517 avror {B}

The failure to see that advér is the =ubject, not the objeet,
of 76 (@oflac led copyists to replace it with o plural form, as
atrois (A C D al), marras (K Cyril), atrots rarras (svrel),
or Tous aofferolivras (1),

5.33 o (2) {C}

Copyists who remembered the parallel account in Mk 2.18
transiormed the statement into a question.
5.38 BAnrécr [B|

The gerundive {the only verbal adjective in -téos which
oeeurs in the New Testament) was replaced 1n g few witnesses
by Géidovewr of the Matthean parallel (9.17), from which also
wias derived the widespread interpolation xai dupdrepm
gurTipoivTalL (or Tapotvrat),

.39 dnclude verse (B

The external attestation for the inclusion of the verse is
almost  overwhelming; it omission from several Western
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witnesses may be due to the influenee of Marcion, who rejected
the statement because iU seemed to give authority to the
Old Testament,

5.39 ypnoros [B}

The comparative degree of the adjective iz probably a
seribal ernendation introduced in order to make the comparison
more apparent.  Actually, however, the point is that the

prejudiced person does not even wish to try what is new (the
Gospel), for he is satisfied that the old (the Law) is good.

6.1 gaffare {C}

In the opinien of & majority of the Committee, although
gaddry devrepomrpaTe 15 certainly the more difficult reading,
it must not for that reason be adopted. The word devrépo-
rpdTes oecurs nowhere clse, and appears to be a ver nulle
that arose aceidentally through a transeriptional blunder.
(Perhaps some copyist introduced wpoTe as a correlative
of év érépw raBfary in ver, §, and a second copyist, In view
af 4.31, wrote devrépw, deleting mpore by using dots over
the letters—which was the customary way of eancelling & word,
A subsequent transeriber, not noticing the dots, mistakenly
mmbin;:d the two words into one, which he introduced into the
text.)

6.1 wai Hothor Tols ordyvas fdyovres Tais yepoir (B

The reading adopted for the text seems lo account best for
the oripin of the other readings, all of which, in one way or
another, provide a4 more logieal sequence,

6.2 efeorwe (B}

The insertion of worely as a natural complement of EfearTiv
is the kind of expansion which many a copyist would have
been likely to make even without consciously assimilating the
prasage to the parallel in Matthew (122},
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6.4 kol édwrer Tois wer adrod (O}

The addition of kat after ¥dwrer, which enhances the Dot
of the argument, seems to be secondary, the work of copyisis
who may or may not have been following the Markan parnilel
(2.26}. No good reason can be found to account for its omission

if it had been in the text originally,

6.5

Codex Bezae transfers this verse after ver. 10, and in its
place reads the following: v5 adr fuépe feacduerds Tva
epyalouevor T¢) calfary elmer aird, "Avlpwre, e udv olfas
Ti moiels, uaxdpios €' el B¢ un oldas, drwardperos ral
rapafiarys €l 7ol vouov (“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 vou do not kiow,
you are aceursed and a transgressor of the law’ "), The seribe
(or editor) of D thus makes Luke enumerate three ineidents
concerning Jesus and the sabhath, and eclimaxes the serjes
with the pronouncement concerning the sovercignty of the
Son of man over the sabbath,

6.8 tot vafifidrov ¢ vids Tov dvflpdmov [C!

It is rather more probuble that copyists inserted xeai before
Tol ea@fBdrov, thus giving more puint to the saying (and
assimilating it to the parallel in Mk 2.28), than that xai should
have been deleted from early representatives of seversl text-
types. The non-Markan word order is likewise 1o he preferred.

6.10 elrer {C!

several groups of wilnesses assimilate the account to the
Markan parallel (Mk 2.5) by adding & opyq (or wer’ dpyis),
a phrase which, m the opinion of a majority of the Committee,
Luke is not likely to have used (from a sense of reverence).
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6.16 lokapafl |C|

Qe thie comments on Mt 10,4,

6.26 marres of avfporor (O

Although copyists may have added wévres in order to in-
cremse the force of the pronounecment, it 1s more [J-.i'u-’tmh_le
that the word {which is a favorite of Luke's) was c:-mll:.tlcu_'[ Lt
transeription, perhaps because it was felt to be lrlilﬂlt:-‘-lj‘-:ttlllb
with the other member of the comparison (of waTépes abridy).

6.31 oweiTe {0

The shorter reading, supported by a diversity of early
witnesses, is preferable to the longer readings, which appear
to be, in various waye, seribal assimilations to the wording of
the Matthean parallel (ML 7.12),

6.36 unddr {C]
The veading undéve amehmi{ovres (“despairing of no one’},

which introduces into the context an alien motive, appears to
have arisen in transcription, the resall of dittography.

6.38 jf_LE wip péTpu O]

The reading adopted for the text is supported by rﬂi]rHEE!I'IlLEl:
vives of widely diversified witnesses. The addition of aurg
(Uawilh the sery measure that you measare ...} Seems ’r_{:
refleet a desire [or punetilious refinement more charneteristic
nf copyvists than of the evangelist,

6.42 wag [T}

[ 5y & wid & ] f‘: 2
The abruptness of the text preserved m g™ B =" sy r:
popt™ was relieved in most witnesses by the addition of 7
(ns in the parallel Mt 7.4) or 6¢ (8 892) or xat (1365 al),
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6.48  Gua 70 xadds olkodopfofat advriy |B]

The distinetively Lukan clause sssigning the reason for the
permanence of the house (“because it had been well buill’!),
which corresponds to the earlier statemnent concerning the
builder’s industry ("dug deep, and laid the foundation LTI
roek™), was supplanted by copyists who preferred the reason
given by Matthew (“for it was founded upon the rock”
Mt 7.25). The omission of the clause in several witnesses
(P 700 syr?) is the result of accidental oversight occasioned
by homoeotcleuton (advgy . . . abdrhe).

7.7 tabfrew |C]

The more peremptory tone of the imperative lafhre was
softened by senbal assimilation to the Matthean [effoera
(M1t B.8).

7.10  Sovdov [C]

It 15 difficult to decide whether dofevolivra was added, in
storytelling fashion, to identify the servant, or whether it
was deleted as either superfluous or contrudictory with Uy Ll
vorra. Faced with this balanee of considerations, the Com-
mittee gave primary eonsideration to external evidenece and
adopted the reading supported by p* 8 B L W 1t 700 al,

101 ébfs (O

With & 75 ébs the reader is to supply ﬂ,u.épq. (“‘on the next
day”}; with év 7 éHjs one supplies X povey [“[mnnl aller-
ward"), Elsewhere, however, when Luke writes 5 &8s he
does not prefix &0 (Lk 9.57; Ac 211 25.17: 27.18): on the
other hand, when ypdvw 1= to he uudm stood, Lulke nzes év 7o
safebns (Lk 8.1). On the whole, it is more probable that the
less definite: expression of time would be altered to the more
definite than viee versa. Likewise the external evidence sup-
poriing T é£7s is slightly better than that suppurting 71 €59s,
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7.11 avrot {C}

{onsiderations of transcriptional and intrinsie probabilities
seem Lo suggest the originality of leavol. The word may h;ztve
heen omitted bv copyists either deliberately (the expression
ol pafral alrel ikavol is unusual and oceurs nowhere else
in the New Testament) or accidentally (in view of the iinilc:wmg
karol. Furthermore, the word is a favorite of Luke (i Oeeurs
27 times in Luke-Acts out of a total of 40 OCEUITCRCES 1D i e
New Testument), On the other hand, huw:—wﬁr: sinee the
external evidenee in support of elrou without ir«:rms'm 15 {t:—::tﬁl]_ﬁnl
in respert of age and diversity of te:-:g—type_. with some hesita-
tion n mujority of the Committee decided to adopt the shorter

reading,

7.19  sipeov (0O}

Sinee it is not likely that copvists would have deleted the
name 'Tnooby, and sinee kdpwos is in aceord with Lukan style,
the Committee preferred the reading kipeor.

7.25  OmwdpyovTes

In the intcrest of intensifving the statement, a number of
witnesses (I K IT 28 506 565 1010 aof) have replaced bm
dpyotres (which is a Lukan favorite) with diayorres,

7.28 Aéyew [C]

The reading which seems to explain best the rise of the
others is the asyndelie héyw; the abruptness was softened by
inserting aufy or 6 or yap.

728 pupanaw (O

It iz verv difficull to deeide whether mpodmTns was msert-lnd
by a pedantic copyist who wished thereby to nm:lud_@ rL-hr_J.u.t
from the comparison, or whether it was omitted by assimilation
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to the Muatthean parallel (11,11}, On the whole the external
evidence seems to favor the shorter text.

7.9  wpogrrhs (O}

The insertion of the article before wpogiras {in B =) i
an exegetical allusion to “the Prophet'” predicted in Dt 1815,
compare Jn 1,21 6,14 7.40.

742 mAeiovr ayammoe alrdy {C]

Although eire (which softens the abruptness of the question|
might have been omitted through seribal oversight (of, the
erroncous émi of A), the external evidence in support of the
word 12 not particularly impressive, being chiefly of the Byzan-
tine type of text, followed by the Textus Receptus. Attempts
at stylistic improvement account for the several transpositions
of avror; the abeence of alrdr in A 1546 al appesrs to be
accidental. On the basis of superiority of external attestation
the Commitiee preferred the shorter text read by 2™ R B I,
W Z F 892 1241 syreep al,

8.3 adrois |B!

The plural is supported by mood representatives of the
Alexandrian, Western, and Caesarean text-types; the singular
(eompare Mt 27 55, Mk 15.41) appears to be 1 Christocentric
correetiom, due perhaps to Mareion,

B.5 ol odpavei [B]

The absence of roll obpavel from several witnesses, chiefly
Western (DD W oppe-tediedifiog syre®P) 1 due either to seribal
assimilution to the parallels in Mt 13.4 and Mk 4.4, or to
deliberate exeision beeause the words seemed mappropriate m
an allegorical reference to the devil (compare ver. 12, In any
case, Luke alwayvs adds vob obpavol to 74 werewrda (058
12.18; Ae 10.12; 11.6),
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5.26 ITEPCLU'I}M[W | I}

(M the several varant readings, a majority of the Committee
preferred Depaonprir on the basis of {a) superior externsal
attestution {early representatives of both the Alexandrian and
Western types of text), and (&) the probability that T'e-
dapnrior 18 a seribal assimilation to the prevaling text of
Mutthew (8.28), and that Uepyeonrar iz a correction, perhaps
proposed oviginally by Origen (see the commentz on Mt B.28).

8.27  kal ypove ixavie [Cl

Iz the phrase to be construed with what goes before (*who
had demons for o long time™) or with what follows {“for a
long time he had worn no elothes")? A majority of the Com-

mittee was impressed by the external testimony (pP R8P B L =
33 1241 syrtmeesl pyprabe ath) in support of the lalter alternative.

8.37 lepaonrar (D]

=ee the comments on ver. 26.

8.43  nmis [larpois mpovavaddaaca sdov Tov Biov] [

The clause letpols Tpoocarahwoaoa dher Tov Blor looks
like a digest of Mk 5.26. The guestion is whether nnvone exeept
Luke himself would rewrite Mark in this way—with skillful
condensation and the substitution of Tpocarardoara (o hapax
lepomenon in the New Testament for daravqoacal. (n the
other hand, the carly and diversified evidence for the shorter
text, (p™ B (1)) {it?) syesm™ oopa grm ogeo) I8 well-migh
compelling. As a resolution of these conflicting considerations
a majority of the Committee decided 1o retain the words o
the text but to enclose them within =quare brackets, indieating
doubt whether they have a nght to stand there,

8.44  Smoler rate Tol xpum’réﬁm: R
The words ToU kposwédor constitute one of Lhe so-called
minor apreements of Matthew and Luke agninst Mark. The
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Committee regarded this as aceidental and deecided to follow
the overwhelming weight of the external evidence supporting
the inelugion of the words.

8.45 [lérpos (B}

The addition of “and those with him” mav be due to =eribal
harmonizing with Mark’s xal Eheyor alrg ol walyral abrol,
ar to an attempt o have Peter share the blame of rebuking
Jesus, In any case, the weight of the testimony of ™ B syreoe el
cop** supporfing the shorter reading is too strong to be set aeide.

5.45 wat amofAifovon [C}

Although it mav be held that the omission of the clause
“And you say, “Who touched me? " was due to sty listie pruning
by Alexandrian copyists, the diversity of wording in the several
forms of the addition makes it probable that they represent
seribal efforts at asamilation to the parallel aceount in Mk 5.31.

B.49  pmuént (O

The Committees preferred to follow the preponderant weiglht
of the combination of p™ B B I syr" witk * pop® Thatessaron®
al, which attests the less frequently used word pneére (it
aceurs nowhere else in Luke),

9.1 dedderce [C)

Luke apparently took over from Mark (6.7} the primitive
appellation Tols dwleva, preserved in ecarly representatives of
the Alexandrian and the Western texttypes. Later copyists
either added or substituted pafpras (compare the parallel in
Mt 10.1), or added dmoorohovs, with or without adroel,

9.2 idofar [Tovs defevels] [C)

Impressed by the concurrence of B and svre® in supporting
the shorter text, the Committee was somewhat inclined to
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regard the other forms of text as seribal expansions introduced
in order to relieve the abruptness of the simple verb. At the
same time, however, the evidence of the Old Byvrnac 15 weakened
by its reading “the infirm'' as the object of “heal” at the elose
of ver. 1. Likewise, in Luke (dopad, except when paszive, always
has a direct object. Faced with these conflieting data, the
Commitiee decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was
to include the words rous aoflerets (supported by 8 A I L
= 1 oal in the text, but to enclose them wilhin square
brackets indicating doubst that they have a nght to stand there,

9.3 [ava] dvo [C]

The reading with ara appears to be an elucidation of the
meaning implicit in the context (i e not simply that the
Twelve but that no individual should have two coats); bul was
this an addition made orginally by Luke or by later copyists?
Or did Alexandrian seribes, taking for granted that rewders
wonlld correctly understand the passage, delete ara in accord
with the parallels (Mt 10.10; Mk 6.9)? To reflect these alterna-
tive possibilities, the Committee decided to include the word
in the text bui to enclose it within square brackets, (Among
the versions only 19 syr® and poth express the foree of dra;
but 1=;htjatht—*.r the others simply omit to render the word or
whether they rest upon a Greele text that lacked it it iz difficult
to say, Bvr® reads Yand not even two coats,”)

9.9  TeTpadpyns

See the comments on Ae 13,1,

L & & ! 5 k] £ k] (4 d
9,23 o AOAT TOV FTAUROV auTou wafll THLE DL

The absenee of thiz elause from I 44 is probably due to
seribal oversight, oceasioned by homoeoareton (Kara ., . Kala),
The phrase saf’ quépar, which 15 attested by p* ®* A B
K L MR8 = II: 113 43 69 128 131 wg gyrordwiths
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cop='* goth arm (eth) ancient manuseriptsreordiag o Jeame 1o
lackingin* CDEFGHS UV X T'A A many minusenles
et s B0 g bE Opiren, It is less likely that the words
were introduced by seribes from | Cor 15,31 than that thes
were omitted due to influenee from the parallel passages (Mt
165.24; Mk 5.34).

9.26  Adyous (B}
See the comments on Mk %38

.35 exdedeyudios B}

The onginal Lukan reading is undoubtedly ERAENEY LEVDS,
which oceurs in a quasi-technical sense only heve in the New
Testament. The other readings, involving more usual CxRpres-
slons, are due to seribal assimilation (fxhexrds, 23.35: ayamyTos,
Mk 9.7; Lk 3.22; dvamnrds, & @ elbdinea, Mt 17.5).

9.47  eduws (O}

Although it iz diffieult tn make a confident decision between
eedws (“knowing'’) and (Sdr (Yseeing), a majority of the
Committee preferred the reading attested by both  early
Alexandrian (8 B) and Antiochian (8yr"®)  witnesses. (Seo
alse the eomments on Mt 9.4.)

9.54 adrove |C

The reading as xal 'Hhies émoineer, us well as the longer
readings in verses 53 and 56, had fairly wide cireulation in
parts of the ancient church. The abssnee of the clauses. how-
ever, from such early witnesses as p%% 8 B L = 1241 it! syre
COPE- suppests that they are glosses derived from some

extraneous source, written or oral,

.55  avrors (O}

The additions to this verse (xal elmer, Oix oifare wolov
TreupaTds eoTel and to ver. 56 (6 ydp wids Tob dvfpdmon ok
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Ihber Yruxds arfpamwy amohéoar dhAad gooat) are somewhat,
less well attested than the addition to wver., 54 (see the com-
ments on ver, 54). The wddition to ver. 56 echoes Lk 19.10

(ef. Jn 3.17).

9.59 [wipie] {C]

The omission of kopee from B* D syr® al is pusaling; what
motive would have prompted copylsts to delete 1#Y On the
other hand, the word might well have been added, either from
ver, 61 or from the parallel in Mt 8.21. Binee, however, the
ahsence of kbpee may have been due to a transeriptional hlunder
(€IME Ke emiTpeyon], it was thought safer to retain the w:_:l'd
in the text, bul to enclose 1t within square brackets indicaling
doubt that it has a right to stand there,

9.62 émBalew v yeipa €m dporpov wkal BAémwe eis
Ta omiow |C}

The eurious variation in the order of the participles (els ra
omiow Shémwy xal émiGaihor THr xetpa alTol ér’ aporpov)
in several withesses (p™ D it vededina ofd gs probably due
to scribal inadvertence: in any case, the reading scarcely
makes sense. Although it may be argued that adroli was
deleted by seribes for stylistie reasons (us not needed with
parts of the body), a majority of the Committes was impressed
by the weight of ™ B 0151 /' al attesting 1ts presenee.

962 7§ Baciieig [C]

The adjective ebfléros ean be construed with either t!_lc dative
wlone or with els and the accusative. The reading év 77 Jagihelg
seems to imply a different understanding of the logion (the
man, though in the kingdom, i& not a useful ;umn’r}?r of the
kingdom}. In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, thfc
reading which best accounts for the origin of the others is
T Pagihelg.
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10.1 erepous {C}

Sinee infernal probabilities are indecisive {copyiste may
have omitted xel as superflucus or inserted it as explanalory},
the Committee preferred the reading supported by p% B sy
Ihatessaron al.

10.1  [8do] (1) 1C]

Waz 11 seventy or zeveniv-two whom Jesus appointed and
sent on ahead of him? The external evidence is almast evenly
divided. On the one hand, the chief representatives of the
Alexandrian and the Western groups, with most of the Old
Latin und the Sinaitie Syriac, support the numeral “seventy-
two.” On the other hand, other Alexandrian evidence of rola-
tively great weight (8 L A A E) as well as Caesarean witnesses
(2 lin wver. 17], / and % join in support of the numeral
“seventy,"

The factors that bear on the evaluation of internal evidence
are singulurly elusive, Does the account of the sending of 70
or 72 disciples have a symbolic import, and, i1 so, which
number seems to be better suited to express that symbolism?
T'he answers to this guestion are almost without aumber,
depending upon what one assumes to be the svmbolism in-
tended by Jesus and/or the evangelist and/or those who
transmitted the account.! In order to represent the balance of
external evidence and the indecisiveness of internal considera-
tions, & majority of the Committes decided to include the word
doo in the text, but to enclose il within square brackets fo
indieate a certain doubt that it has a right to stand there,!

* I is often assumed, for cxample, that the symbolism s intended to
allade to the [uture proclamation of the goapel to all of the countries of
the world, But cven in thia case there is uneertaingy, for in the Hebrew
text of Cenesis 11 the several nations of earth total seventy, whersas in
the Greek Septuagint the enumeration comes to seventy-twa.

*For a fuller dizcussion of the external evidence and internal prob-
whilitice, as well az a list of about twenty instanees from sncient Jewish
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|The coneept of 707" iz an established entity in the Septuagmt
and in Christian tradition. The number of examples of "707
in the 1d Testament iz overwhelming: there are always U
soutls in the house of Jacob, 70 elders, zons, priests, and 70 years
that are mentioned in chronological refercnees to unportant
events, The number 72 appears only once, where, amid many
other numbers, 72 cattle are set aside for a sacmficial offering
(Num 31.3%). If 72 occurs in the Letter of Aristeas (as the
number of translators of the Septuagint) as well as in I Fnoch,
these sporadic instances are not to be compared in significance
with the tradition involving 70,

Consequently it is astonizshing that the reading é8dounxorta
dlo oceurs at all in 10,1 and 17, and that it has such strong
support. A reading thut in the Gospels has in its support P“‘
E D, the Old Syriae, the Old Latin, ete., ete. is ordinarily
regarded at once as the original reading. If in additi_cm _t.he
oppoesing reading lies under the suspicion of :—:t:{:lesmf&ct-llmi
“pormalizing, ' the testimony becomes irrefutable. The opposing
witnesses represent entirely an ecelesiastical normalizing. That
Lthev are in the majority i altogether understundable; if they
are ancient, this only proves how early the normalising process
bewan Lo operate. For these reasons éfdounsovra dio should
be printed without square brackets, KA. ]

]
10,16 waTafyon (D]

It is diffieult to decide between the merits of karaBfon
and xerafufacfnep. Did copyists heighten the sense of ’r.}_w.
saving by replacing the former word with the latfer; or did
they replace the more rare verb (karvefifalerfar) with the
much more usual verb (karafaiven), thus also assimilating
the quotation to the text of the Septuagint? A majority of the
Committes, impressed by the superior external testimony of p™

literature involving elther 70 or 72, see the chapter entitled. “Seventy
of Seventy-twa Diseiples?’ in Metzgec's Historioal and Lilerary Studies,
Pagan, Jewish, and Chrisfien {Leiden and Grand Rapids, 143), pp. 67-76.
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B D al, adopted xaraffepn. (Sce also the comments on Mt
11.23.)

10.17  [8do] [C)

See the comments on ver. |

10.21  [év] 7@ mrvedpare 16 dylw |C)

The strangeness of the expression “exulted in the Holy
Spirit” (for which there is no purallel in the Beriptures) mav
have led to the omission of r§ dyle from p* A W A T JI";"
it? goth Clement al. The varying positions of & 'Ingods, as
well as the absence of the words from the ewrlinst witnesses,
condemn themn as secondary. Sinee the Septuagint § recpuent Ly
construes &yadiedefa: with a prepesition (év or émt), the
Committee decided to retain the év but, in view of its absence
from such wilnesses as p™ A B C W A 8 W £ % 28 565 TO0 of,
to enclose 1t within square brackets,

10.22  wdvra B!

The reading xal orpadeis mpos Tobs uafnrds eimer (A O
EWXA®O ¥ 28 566 itf! syreh goth al) is doubtless
secondary, derived from ver, 23 and introduced by copyists
in order to smooth the abrupt transition from Jesus' nraycr
(ver. 21} to his statement to the diseiples (ver. 22). Not only
is such a mechanical repetition foreign to Luke’s style, but one
does not turn to the same persons twice {the presence of xer'
tdtar in ver, 23 makes no significant difference to the meaning
of erpagels, for the prepositional phrase is probably Lo he
taken with elmer),

10,32

The participle yevopervos, read by p* AC D B GHK M
SUVWI A® A and most minuscules, is abgent from Pt M
lowing to homoeoteleuton B* omits the entire verse] BL X =

# & 3
[yevopevos | kara Tor ramor el

I'
||
*
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0190 f1 28 33 700 al. The participle éxfleaw, read hy p* R B C E
CHEMSUVWIA® A E and many minuseules, is absent
from p® I I1 63 68 114 243 253 265 270 452 489 726 990 1200
1219 1375 al, It 15 difficult to decide whether the longer text,
being redundant, was shortened by copyistz, some of whom
deleted vyevoueves and others éhfwr, or whether the longer
text 18 the result of conflation, In view of the collocation
verouerol kata in Ac 27.7, a minority of the Committes
preferred the reading yevdueros kata as a Lukan expression;
aft the same time, in view of the divided attestation for and
against eAfae, they preferred to enclose that word within
square brackets, The majority of the Committee, however,
impressed by what was taken us superor manuseript support,
preferred o retain édfar in the text without brackets: and,
being reluctant to identify yeréofar xara as a special Lukan
collocation, thought it necessary, i view of the weight of the
witnesses that omil vyerdueros, to enclose thizs word within
quare brackets.

10,38  advrdr |O)

No motive i3 apparent [or the deletion of the phrase “lre-
ceived him] sado der house' 1if 1t were present in the text
originally. On the other hand, the bold and bare twedefaro
alror stems to ecall for some appropriste addition, which
eopyists supplied in various forms, some ntroducing olkiay,
others oiwor, and each with or without ablrfs, favrys, or
AUTOLS,

10.41-42  pepyuvis wot Hopufdlyn wept modda, évog 8¢
eorw ypein |C}

The rare verh fopufafecfar (p*¥ % R B C DL W 8 ft al)
seems to havé given trouble to copyists, who replaced it with
the more frequently used verb rwpBafer (A K I A IT W
F% al). Most of the othor variations seem to have arizen from
understanding €vos to refer merely to the provisions which
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Martha was then preparing for the meal: the absoluteness of
evds was softened by replacing b with shiqwr (presorved
today only in 38 and several versions); and finally in some
witnesses (including p* 8 B L 7 33) the two were combined,
though with disustrous results as to sense. The omission of
both clauses (as well as yap after Mapidu) from it2-b-e 850000
syr® (D retains only fopuBaly) probably represents a deliberate
excision of an incomprehensible passage, if 18 i not a sheer
aceident, perhaps occasioned by homoeoarcton (Mépfa . . .
Meapoapn). 3

11.2  Aéyere

After Aévere codex Berae continues with an obwious in-
terpolation, derved from Mt 6.7 pn Sarroroyelre ds ol
hourol, doxolioww vdap Twes rv & 1§ wolvhovia abraw
elrakouctifoortalr, dhha Tporeuybueror Myere,

11.2  warep A

In view of the liturgical usage of the Matihean form of Lhe
Lord’s Prayer, it is remarkable that such a variety of carly
witnesses managed (o resist what must have been an exceedingly
strong temptation to assimilate the Lukan iext to the much
more familiar Matthean form. It is not surprising, therefore,
that the great majority of witnesses read Ilatep Hudv o év
TOUS obparets, as in Mt 6.9

11.2  éAférw 7 Baoidela oov (B

The most interesting variant reading in the Lukan form of
the Lord's Prayer is the petition, "Thy holy Spirit come
upon us and cleanse us,” preserved in substantially the same
wording in two minuseule manuscripts (éAnfére T wrelua cov
To dyiov €’ fuds xal xafepiodre fuds, ms. 700 of the eleventh
ceniury,; ms. 162, dated 4.p. 1133, agrees except for the sequence
gov T¢ wretpa and the omission of &' fuds). That the same
reading was current in copies of Luke’s gospel during the
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fourth and ffth eenturies 15 proved by quotations of the pefi-
tion in the writings of Grepory of Nyssa in Cappadocia and
Maximus of Turin. The former, in one of his homilics on the
Lord’s Prayer, declares expressly that, instead of the petition
concerning the coming of the kingdom, Luke has énférw o
dyor wreliua gov éd’ fuds kal kafopiedrtew fudas. Gregory's
testimony 15 confirmed by Maximus who, in commenting on
Mt 6.10, remarks that what Matthew speaks of az “kingdom,”
another of the evangelists has called “Holy Spirit.” In proof
of such equivalenee Maximus quotes (perhaps from Gregory)
Ehllériy gov 76 Tretua To dyiovr kel keflapaare Huds,

The earliest trace of such u petition is preserved by Ter-
tullian who, in commenting rapidly on five of the petilions of
the Lord's Prayer in Luke {whether according to s own
text, or Marcion's, or both is uncertain), places first after the
invocation to the Father a petition for the Holy Spirit, followed
by a petitlon for God's kingdom. An early Western text
(Marcion's and/or Tertullian’s) must therefore have had the
reading quoted by Gregory (or at least the first part of it), but it
must have stood in place of avieeiirow roé dropd ov. Finally,
codex Bezue has been thought to preserve a remnant of the
petition for the Spirit, for in this manuseript the petition
ayviacyre droua cov (sic) iz followed by é¢' Auds éAférw
Fou 7 ,E::’a.:n?-.ﬁf,a,

How ghall this testimony be evaluated? First, it i3 by no
means certain that ¢’ feas in codex Bezae should be talen as
evidence of an earlier petition for the Holy Spirit; to pray
that God's name may be hallowed upon us is entirely congruent
with Old Testament references to causing the divine “name to
dwell there™ (e, g, Dt 12.11; 14.23; 16.6, 11, where the Septua-
gint renders “for my name to be invoked there'). Furthermaore,
the evidence from Tertullian comes [rom a treatise written
during his Montanist period, when he had a special fondness
fir fexds pertaining to the Holy Spirit; in his earlier exposition
of the Lord's Prayer he betrays no knowledge of the existence of
such a petition.
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Apparently, therefore, the variant reading is s liburgical
adaptation' of the original form of the Lord's Praver, wsed
perhaps when celebrating the rite of baptism or the laying on
of hands. The cleansing deseent of the Holy Spirit iz so definitely
a Christiun, ecclesiastieal concept that one cannot understand
why, If 1t were onginal in the prayer, it should have been
supplanted in the overwhelming majority of the witnesses hy o
concept oripnally much more Jewish in its piety.

11.2  gow (2) {A}

After gov (2} the great majority of witnesses interpolate
yernrw 1o Méhqua gov, ws év olpary kal éml THs Ay from
Mt 6.10, If the Lukan text had originally contained these
words, no good reason can be sugpested that aceounts for their
whsence from such varied witnesses us p™ B L 7 v sy1<% arm al.

11.4  py eloevéyrns fuds

Marcion apparently read un défis fuds eloevexfijrar (“Dao
not allow us to be led into temptation™), a theological ameliora-
tion of the wsual form of the petition.

11.4 mepaoudy (A}

A wvarlety of excellent withesses (p™ B*2 B L 1 700 vg syr
cop®™ ™ arm geo al) resisted the temptation to conform the
text to the prevailing Matthean form of the Lords Praver
(M1t 5.13).

11.10  dvory|relerac [C]

It 15 difficult to decide between drvoryfioerar and drolverac,
(Un the one hand, the former reading may have arisen as the

' Compare the similar prayer in the Greek form of the Acts of Thomas,
27, eABE 1o dywr Treluo xal wafdpuoor Tols vedpole afrdy xal The
wapdiny abriov (Bonnet's ed., p. 143, line 2).
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result of seribal assimilation to the future tense at the end of
ver, 9 on the other hand, the latter reading may be the result
of assimilation to the present fense of ver. 1l In order to
represent the balance of probabilities, a majority of the Com-
mittee decided to print arevy[neleTal.

11.11  iybiv [C]

I1 iz difficult to decide {e) whether, like the Matthean ac-
count (7.9, Luke orginally had two pairs of terms (but
not the same two pairs as Matthew), and a third pair was
incorporated from Matthew (bread and stone); or (&) whether
Luke orginally had three pairs and, through an aecident n
transeription, one of the pairs was omitted. A majority of
the Committee, considering the longer readings to be the
result of seribal assimilation to Matthew, preferred the shorter
reading, which 1z attested by p** (p™) B 1241 and several
early versional and patristic witnesses,

11.11 ot dert Ixﬁ'ﬁng' 1}

The reading with kel (p¥™ B cop® ol) preserves a Semitism
which most copyists replaced with uwm, the usual Greck m-
terrogative particle,

11.12 'émibdioer 1C}

It is easy to see why most copyists would have inserted pn,
thus alerting the reader that the following words are to be
taken as a question,

11.13  [&] €& odpavoid | D]

In view of the Matthean parallel (7.11) 6 warnp dudy o
év Tols olparols dwge, it 15 easy to account for the rise of the
variant readings dudv & €& obparvel and o olpavios. 1t is much
more difficult to decide between éf ovporeu (*'the Father will
pive from heaven the IMoly Spirit 1o those who ask him') and
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0 €& ovparoy, which seems to be a pregnant construction for
0 év olpare €8 odpavet. S0 evenly i: the external evidence
divided and s0 unconvineing are the arguments based on
internal considerations that a majonity of the Committee
finally deeided to include & 1o the text, but to enclose it within
aquare brackets, mdicating doubt that it has a nght to stand
there.

11.13  mvelippe dyor B

Not only 18 the external evidence that supporis mrelipa
dvior excellent. but assimilation with the first half of the
verse as well as with Matthew's avefa (7.11) accounts
for the origin of the other readings.

11.14 [, kat avre dv] (1]

On the one hand, the expression kal alvo v kwddy appears
to be a Bemitism in the Lukan style, On the other hand, the
external evidence in support of the shorter reading is exceed-
ingly weighty, In order to refleet these conflicting considera-
tions, the Committee decided to include the words in the text,
but to enclose them within square brackets.

11.23  owxopmifer (A

The addition of we after exopmifer, which is so difficult as
to be almost meaningless, must be a seribal blunder.

11.24  [7o7e] Aeper [T}

Un the basiz of external evidence, a majonty of the Com-
mittee preferred to include Tore, but, in view of the possibility
that il may be a seribal assimilation to the parallel in Mt 1244,
decided Lo enclose the word within sguare brackets.

11.25 t:re'{mpc.upfmu 1B

The orginal Lukan form of the account 15 clearly that
preserved in p™ ®* D & 700 most of the Old Latin, the Gld

—,
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Syrac, ol Copyists could not resist introducing from the
Matthean parallel {12.44) the word oyohalovra before or
after cecapepévor, with or without kot

11.33 [oude vmo Tov ,f_-!.ﬁﬁml-r'l | L}

Sinee Luke preferred not to use uobwor in 816, a word which
15 present in the parallel in Mark (and Matthew), 1t may well
be that the word, with its clause, was absent from the onginal
form of the present passapge also. On the other hand, sinee the
clause 15 attested by welghty and diversified external evidence,
a majority of the Committee was unwilling to drop 1t altogether
and compromised by enclosing the words within square brackets,

11.42  rtafira 8¢ eder morfoar xaxelve pn wapeivae (B

Marcion, nding these words entirely unaccepiable, omitted
them from his edition of Luke's gospel; their absence from
codex Bezae may be due to serbal oversight, or, more probably,
to influence from the Marewomte form of text.

11.458 :}EF{'GSG}LEI‘TE 13

Rince oikodopeiy 15 usually transitive, most seribes added
a suitable ohject, drawn from ver, 47,

12.1  97is éariv dmoxpunis, Tov Popigaier | O}

Although it is just possible that deft Alexandran seribes
transferred the clause fiTes éoriv Umoxpeors between {iuns
and 7&r Papiraiwr so as to produce Lhe coneise and tersely-
phrased, “Beware of the leaven (that is, the hypoensy) of the
Pharsees," a majority of the Committes considered it some-
whatl more probable that Luke himself was responsible for this
order, which others allered to an “easier’’ sequence,

12.11 #@s 1 i (C]
Although 7 7¢ may be an interpolation derived from the
parallel im Mi 1019, in view of strong external support a
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majorily of the Committee preferred to inelude the words and
explained their absence from several Western witnesses as a
seribal refinement.

12.14  kperiy 5 peporny (B

The multiplieity of variant read ngs has arisen from the
rarity of peptoThs (which oceurs nowhere else in the Greek
Bikle), from the recollection of Ex 2.14 ric ge xaTéoTnoer
dpyorTa kol ducaarir; (quoted in Aets 7.27 and 85), and from
the possibility that the second of the terms was omitted acel-
dentally  (through homoeoteleuton) or deliberately  (as n-
appropriate to describe Christ), The reading that best accounrs
for the rise of the others is preserved in p™ ¥ B L F 9 al

12.20 79w Yuysiv cov drmroliow awd gol (D

Il is almost impossible to make a confident chelce between
amaiTolior and alvoiewy in this passage. The former oceurs
elsewhere in the New Testament only in Lk 6.30 and as a vanant
reading in 1 Pt 3.15. Since dwd oot oceurs in the context,
copyists may have favored the simple rather than the com-
pound verh, On the other hand, the compound verb may have
besn preferred by those who saw in it implications CONCETTINE
the origin of the soul (c¢f. “he is required to return the soul
that was lent him,” Wsd Sol 15.8). A majority of the Commities
decided to follow what was regarded as the strongest combina-
tion of evidenee (including 8 A D W 6 £  almost all minus-
cules Marcion Clement Origen).

12.21  snelude verse [B

The omission of ver, 21 from D it*®4 must be aceidental,
for the weight of external evidence attesting its inclusion is
overwhelming. Furthermore, a careful author such as Luke
would not be likely to pass directly from elmer of ver, 20 to
etwer of ver. 22 (cdifferent speaker).

TIL (rOSPEL ACCORDING TO LIUTKK K

Al the close of the verse several of the later manuscripts
have mdded (perhaps from B8 or Mt 11.15) the stereotyped
expression Tabra Méywr édaver 0 Exwy AT AKODELY AKOVETW,

12,22 yaflpras |avroi ] [C)

In accordance with Lukan usage, a majorty of the Com-
mittee preferred to adopt adrov, supported as it is by the
overwhelming  preponderance of external evidenee, but to
enclose it within square brackets in view of its absence from

x § ] bd
several important early witnesses (pit" " B).

12.27 adfaver ob xomd ovde wifler |D}

After much hesitation a majority of the Committee rejected
the reading of T} it? syr=® al, olire vallel obre palver (Vthey
neither spin nor weave™), as a stylistic refinement introduced
by copyistz o view of the following reference to Solomon's
clothing, (Hee also the comments on M1 6.28.)

12.31 avvon O

It is more likely that efrol was replaced by vou feoli (ns
has in fact happencd in codex Bezae) than wviee versa. The
reading To? feoll kol Thy dwologieyny alrol 18 a0 inlrusion
from thy parallel in Mt 633, One of the idiosynerasies of the
scribe of p™ 1= his tendency 1o omil personal pronouns.

12.89  ovk |B}

The original Lukan text seems to have lacked éypnyoonoer
gr gaio Scribes would have been almost certain Lo assimilate
the shorter reading {preserved in p™ 8* al) to the longer reading
found m the parallel passape (Mt 24.43), whereas there 15 no

VAo Ernest C, Colwell, “Seribal Hebits in Early Papyri: A Stady in
the Corruption of the Text,” in The Oible in Modern Scholavabip, ol by
I. Philip Flvatt (Nashville, 1965}, p. 335, who states that the seribe of g%
“drops maore than a dozen |personal pronouns], and adds one™
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good reason that would account for the deletion of the words
nad they been present originally.

12.66 wig otk oldare doxpaler [C

Although it is possible that copyists inserted oifare in con-
formity with the preceding clause, it is more probable that
they omitted the word in order to mve Jesus' eondempation
more point (“Why do you not know how to interpret ., 2
implies a lack of knowledge; “Why do vou not interpret . 27
implics an unwillingness 1o use sne’s knowledge),

13.7  éwxwoibov [odv] {C)

In order to reflect the balance of external evidence for and
against the inclusion of oliv, as well as the ahsence of any
compelling consideralion reluting to transeriptional and in-
trinsie probabilities, the Committee felt obliged to retain the
wold in the text, but to ecnelose it within square brackets,
indicating a measure of doubt that 1t has a right to stand there.

13.9  ely vo péddor — et de un ve (G}

The: more difficult reading (attested by p™® 8 B L al), which
involves aposiopesis (a sudden breaking oft i the middle of a
sentencel, was ameliorated in most witnesses by transposing
a0 as to read €l € un e, els 7o uéhhov,

13.19  els dévdpor {C|

Although copyists may have deleted wéya to harmonize
Luke with the prevailing text of Matthew {13.32), it is much
maore probable that, in the interests of heightening the con-
trast between a mustard seed and a tree, péya was added —
as il was added also in a few witnesses in the Matthean parallel
isyrEth 2= pon ath gen®),
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13.27  €pel Aéyaww dutv |C}

The reading adepted by the Committes, though narrowly
attested, seems Lo account best for the orgin of the other read-
ings. The awkwardness of the participle Aéywy (which prob-
ably represents the construction of the Hebrew infinitive
ahsolute: “he will tndeed say to vou') would have prompted
copyists cither to alter 1t to the indicative (Aéyw) or to omit
it as superiucus.

13.27 otk olfa |duds | mofler éoré [

The multiplicity of varnant readings of these words i ver, 27
conlrasts with the Hdelity with which they have been trans-
mitted in ver, 25 (where only Marcion seems to have omitted
Duds). The reading obférore eidor dpas of D arose hecause of
influence from the Matthean parallel (oddémore Eypwr Duds.
7.23). The absenee of wéfler éoré in several minuscules (56 61
71 291 692) appears to be the result of senbal oversight ansing
from homosoteleuton with the following awoornre. Since hoth
external evidence and internal probalilbities concerning the
presence or absence of ouds are =0 evenly baluneed, the Com-
mittee decided to retan the word in the text, but to enclose
1t within square brackets.

13.35 ' €ws [nfer ote] simyre D)

The rarity of construing o7e with the subjunctive [Blass-
Diebrunner-Funk, § 382 (2)), as well as the temptation to
uemimilate to the Matthean paeallel (25.3%), seems to have
prompted many copyists to omil ffe ore, and, in some cases
(& 1241 al), to prefix ar’ apre (A conflates the Matthean and
Lukan readings), Apart from the subsidiary problem involving
varigtion in the presence or whsence of dv after &ws (with the
corresponding change of #fer to f&p in W f1 565 70 al), the
manuseript hasis for the reading “until the time |or, the dav]
comes when yvou will say ., "7 neludes A DWW 2 7 28 g0
b.ich.d AL, vir BYTSHP FE s Mareion ol
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14.5 wids % Hotis (B

The oldest reading preserved in the manuseripts' scems to
be vies § SoUs. Because the collocation of the two words
appeared to be somewhat ncongruous, copvists altered vios
either to dwos (ef. 13.15) or to wpdSarer (of Mt 1211
Several witnesses (8 2174 svre) conflate all three words.

14.17  €rowud éorur |}

In view of the expression warre Erotua in the Malihean
parallel (Mt 22.4), it is natural that many copyists should
have added warra, either after éorly or belore Erowpa. As
between égrir and eleir, the preponderant weight of wii-
nesges supports the former,

14.27

Through homoeoteleuton the entire verse has been acci-
dentally omitted in M* B I' 29 47 57 60 69 71 213 245 482
44 658 692 1279 1574 ayr® copb™ ",

16.16  yoproctirar ex {C}

On the basis of age and diversity of text-type of witnesses,
the Committee preferred the rending yopTacfnvac éx,

16.21 wios oov |B]

While recognizing that several good manuseripts (R B D
7 al} combine to support the reading moingdr uye ws éva
Ty uofiwr oov, the Committee thought it more probable
that the words were added (from ver, 19 by punetilious seribes
than omitted, either accidentally or deliberately,

"It has been conjectured that véds is a corruption of the old Greek

s

word 8ty ("m sheep'); see John Mill, Nosum Testomenium {froccum,
Zod ed, (Leipeig, 1723), p. 44, § 425
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16.12  dpérepor |Bj

The reading quérepov (B L al) has the appearance of boing
a later theological refinement {=*belonging to the Futher
and the =mon™), expressmg the divine origin of the true riches
(wer. 11)—us 18 alse expressed by the Marcionite reading éubr,
It may be, however, that, owing to the constant seribal con-
fusion between v and 5 (On later Greek the two vowels came
to be pronounced alike), copyvists who wrote fuérepor intended
berepor—Ior in the context Lhe correct antithesis to “an-
other's" 13 “yours”

16.14 Tavra wavra [C}

sinee the Pharisecs have not been mentioned since 15,2
(the discourse in 16.1-13 iz addressed to the diseiples), copyists
inserted xel Lo ameliorate the abrupt introduction of ot
Papraator here (“And the Pharisees also, who were covetous,
heard all these things, and . . "), The difficulty of finding a
suitable antecedent {o which warra and, still more, Tavre
ravra eould be referred, prompted their omission in syre,

16.19 srAodcios

It was probably Aorrer pecut that prompted more than one
copylst to provide o name for the anonymous Rieh Man.
In Egypt the tradition ihat his name was Nineveh is ineor-
porated in the Sahidie version, and seems to be reflected also
h g™, which reads whoboeos dréparTe Nevns (probably a seribal
error for Neverns), During the third and fourth centurics a
tradition was current in the West that the Rich Muan's name
was Phineas. The pseado-Cyprianie treatise De pascha computus,
which was writlen n the vewr 242/3% in Africa or in Rome,
declares (oh, 17 Omutbus peccatoribus o deo dgnis est praes-
paratug, tn cuins fomma wei ille Frooews dives ab tpso de filio
et demonsiraluz (“Fire has been preparcd by God Tor all
sinners, in the flame of which, as was indicated by the Son of
God himself, that riech man Phineas 1s burned'). The same
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tradition is repeated toward the close of the fourth century
in the last of the eleven anonymous treatises that are cus.
tomarily assigned to Priseillian, a rich, highly educated laymnan
who became the founder of a gnosticizing seet in southern
Spain, Here the name is spelled Finees {in the only munuseript
extant of Tract 1x the name is spelled Fineel with the ¢ stroked
out and surmounted by g}, The reason that the name Phineas
was given to the Rich Man may be because in the Old Testa-
ment (Num 25.7, 11) Eleazar [compare Lazarus! and Phinehas
are associated, A note in the margin of a thirteenth century
manuseript of the poem “Aurora,” a versified Bible written in
the twelfth century by Peter of Riga, states Amonofs diesfur
ex8e nommen divtfis ("The name of the Rich Man 1s =a1d to be
Amonohis 1. e. Amenophis)™).!

16.21 s merrovror (Bl

The more picturesque expression ey Yeyior was introduced
by eopyists from Mt 15,27,

17.9  dwarayléra [C)

There is no adeqguate reason which could aceount for the
omission of alry or ob doxe, if either had been present origi-
nally : whereas the retort of doxdd has the appearance of being a
marginal comment that found its way into the Western text,
and more than one seribe would have been likely to attach
alre to ra ScatayPévra, which seems to cry out for such &
complement.

17.23 (80D éxet [7,] idov aibe |D]

The great variety of readings has arisen partly from the
clreumstance that in later Greek e, %, and  eame to be pro-
nounced alike, thus facilitating alteration of the text, and

'S0 M. R James, Journal of Theslogioal Studies, v (1002-03), p. 243,
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partly from confusion arising from inattention on the part of
copyists. Furthermore, recollection of the Markan sequence
(dode , . . éxel, 13.21) may also have exerted an influence
on copyists. The Committee preferred the reading attested
by p™ and B as the earliest reading preserved in the extant
witnesses, but in view of the absence of 4 from such varied
witnesses as Der W X TT 28 33 700 892 igh 8 rha yg gyres.ph
with « 1t was though* appropriate to enclose the word within
gquare brackets,

17.23 pn ameAbnre j.wli-rﬁé Scc:f}&]l'rf 1 C]

The omission of dréhnre undé from p™ B 2 al was judged
by the Committee to be the result of pruning the text (by
Alexandrian  editors?) of superfluous details. The reading
mwoTebanre (1) comes from the parallels in Mt 2423 and
Mk 13.21.

17.84 & wvios Toi avflpdmov [év 17 Muépa adrov] {C}

iﬁlthcrugh copyista may have inudvertently omitted the
phrase év 7§ fuépa alrob because of homoeoteleuton {-mov . .
-rov), the Committee was impressed by the combination of
evidenee for the shorter text in the best representatives of
the Alewandrian and the Western tvpes of text (™ B D
it bdedy The readings with wapoveia, a word which occurs
nowhere else in the Gospel of Luke, are the result of seribal
asgimilation to the parallel passage in Mt 24.27.

17.33  éav Iyrijop v duymy alrod mepimorioacta
1C

The verh wepumoweiofar, which occurs only here in the
Gospels, was altered by some copyists to the much more familiar
word gwder (compare 9.24), and by other copyists {in the
Western tradition) to (weyovely, which ocours elsewhere in
the Gospels only In the second half of this verse.
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17.86  omil verse (B

Although 1t is possible that ver. 36, 8lo év dvpd els rapa-
Audfhoeral kai 6 Evepos ddefhoerar, was accidentally
omitlted through homoeoteleuton (an accident which happenced
to ver. 35 in B* and a few other witnesses), in view of the
welghty  manuseript authority supporting the shorter toxt
(p" N ABL WA ¥ M 28 33 565) it is more prohable that
copvists assimilated the passage to Mt 24.40.

18.11  mpos eovrow Tabdra {10

External evidence (% B 8 ¥ f' 802 Origen) favors the
reading Tavra wpds favrdr, but internally the more diffioult
sequence seems to he wpds favtor Tavta. The latter wus
ameliorated to read xaf’ éavrov rabra (D 019 geo®), “Istanding)
by himself. . .7 Beeause of the difficulty of construing rpds
eavror (especially when the words stood next to orafels))!
several withesses (M* (89 jgbethidast popsack obh oopl Thiates-
auron™t omit the phrase entirely.

18,24 advor & ‘Inootis [wmepilvmor yevduevor| elmer
{1

Cn the one hand, the excellent attestation for the shorter
text (3 I3 L M 1241 al) and the variety of positions of wepiAvmor
yeroueroy suggest that the words were introduced by copyists,
perhaps from ver, 23 (mepthumos éyernfin), On the other hand,
since Luke's penchunt of repeating o word or phrase in adja-
eent passagest may have operated here, 8 mujority of the Com-

PAceording to O, CL Toreey, Ouwr Trarslaled Gospels, p. 79, gnd
M. Dlack, dramate Approach, 3rd ed., p. 103, the words wpos éavrde
imrediately after sraffels are to be underatood as the Arsmaie ethic
dative, meaning, “The Pharisse, taking his stand, prayed ., . "

*Bee H. J. Cadbury, “Four Features of Tucan Style,' Studies in
Lake-Aets, ed. by Leander B, Keek and 1. Lonis Martyn (New York,
1066]. oo 87-102,
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miittes did not feel at liberty to omit the phrase entirely, buf
enclosed it within square brackets.

18.25  xaundor

In an attempt to soften the rigor of the statement, the
word gépehor (o rope’ or Ya ship’s hawser™) was substituted
for kaunhor in several of the later witnesses (5 13 59 124 130
437 472 543 arm peo). The change was facihtated by the
circumstanee that ¢ and 7 ecame to be proncunced alike in
later Greek (both words were pronounced kah’'mee-lon),

19.15 i SiempaypoTetoarte [C]

The reading 7is ri deerpaypareirare (A K 8 I 083 £
most minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus [AV “how
rmuch every man had gained by trading’’]) seems to be the
result of seribal efforts to make the narrative more precise
The reading of W A al, involving the simple form of the verb
(empayuaTerraro), comes from ver, 13,

19.25  dnclide verse (O}

It 18 dificult to decide whether ver. 25 was a marginal
comment subsequently inserted by copyists into the text
(although in that case the subject of efwar would probably
not have been left ambiguous—are they the bystanders of
ver. 24, or those to whom Jesus was telling the parable?), or
whether several witnesses ([0 W 565 fb4-20F gyres popbe al)
omitted the words either (a) by assimilation to the Matthean
parallel (25 28-29) or (b) for stylistic reasons, thereby providing
a closer connection between verses 24 and 26, A majority of
the Committee considered that, on balanece, hoth external
nttestation and transeriptional probabilities favor the reten-
tion of the words in the text.

19.38 o épydpevos o Baodevs |C}
The transmission of the Lukan form of sulutation is complex.
The majority of witnesses (8¢ A K L A ¥ 1 /™ al) read &
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épxouevos Sagihets (“Blessed be he who comes as king in the

name of the Lord”), Others (W 1216 al) omit & Sacchels,
thus bringing the guotation into harmony with its Old Testa-
ment original (Ps 118.26) as well as with the Synoptic parallels
(Mt 21.9; Mk 11.10). The omission of ¢ épxduevos (8* Origen
al) 18 probably to be aceounted for as a transcriptional owver-
sight, oceasioned by homoeoteleuton (-pevos | |, | -ieros), The
Western text (D iteed ™) perhaps under the influence
of Mk 11.10 and Jn 1213, repeats ebhoynuévos and transposes
6 Jagihebs so as to read quite smoathly ebhoyquéros & doxbicros
& orouaTe kuplou, ebhoynuévos & Famuhels. The reading &
epxouevos o PBageheds (B syreer), being the most diffienlt,
aceounts best for the origin of the others.

1942 ev 77 Npdpa Tadry kal od (O}

The msertion of kel ye before & 1§ Huépa gives the phrase
a special foree, which the Committre regurded as nriha bly
a secotdary development (clsewhere in the New Testament
xal ye oceurs only at Ae 218 in g quotation). The reqding
kat ol €v Tf Nuépg Tabrp (D 8 af) seems to be 4 colloguial
adaptation of év v fuépg Talry cal o (% B 1, 802 (Origen).

19.42  elprpmy |C]

It is more likely that copwists would have inserted oou
tor got) than deleted it

20.%  dvBlpwmos [1is] dvrevoer dumeddva [C]

OF the four variant resdings, these of O (Apreldve artpwmros
épireveer) and D (duwerdva édirevoer drfpwmos) agree in
placing first the noun that deseribes the setting of the parable
(agreemng in this respeey with the chicf rewdings of the Markan
parallel, 12.1), The only difference between the other two
Lukan readings, which are supported by the overwhelming
welght of the external testimony, is the presence or absenee
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of Tis. On the one hand, Luke commonly writes arfowmos Tis
(10.30; 12.16; 14.16; 15.11; 16.1, 19; 19.12); on the other
hand, many of the same witnesses that inlsr::rt Tis here als:::
insert Tis in the clearly secondary reading in Mark (W & j1
syr® arm geo?), In order to reflect the L_-.{mﬂmt- between these
two considerntions, the Committee decided to print Tes en-
olosed within sguare brackets.

20.20 moparnpnoarres [C)

The readings aroxwphoavres (D © al) and UTOXWETERITES
(W), suggested perhaps by amhibor i]_:: Mk 12.12, appear to
be corrections made by copyists who evidently were dlSE!iT:lﬁﬁEd
with the sbsolute use of Taparneioarves, & use that 1z ex-
ceadingly rare.

20.26 émAaféofo avroil prpatos {C]

A minority of the Committee regarded the rtru,.di_ng é*.rrar?-.a:
Bégfar ot papartos (R B L 882 1241) to be original, alroel
having been inserted by copyists who recalled emehaFuwrTal

b jiard rever, i d by
abrot Adyou of ver. 20, The majority, however, impressed
the diversity of evidence (A C K P W ATl "l" It f”J 33 565 :{}EI'
ite syreet goth al), preferred the reading émiraBeofla alrot

pnuarosl

20.27 ot [arw]Aéyorres [C]

On the one hand, the external a’r.tes.tatlicm for the reading
ol Aévyorres is very strong, including, as it does, ;z:::-?rl repre-
sentatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, a,udl the f.-:_teaarfan
types of text, On the other hand_, however, this reading may
have arisen from seribal assimilation to the _MaLLhcm? pura]_l&]
(22.23) it i, furthermore, the easier reading, for Il.t- avoids
the du.u’c}lt- negative involved in armihéyorTes . . . un. Unl the
basis, thercfore, of transeriptional probabilities the Committee
preferved AvrihéyorTes, but out of deferenee to the very muech




172 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

superior external  attestation supporting  héverres, it was
thought best to enclose qere within square brackets. The
reading ofTores Aéyovew 15 an obvious seribal correction for
the pendant nominative participle.

20045 7ois pabyrais [adref] ()

The general lendency seems to have been to drop abrob
after readers had come to rezard of paffpral as needing no
identifying possessive pronoun; in the present instance, how-
ever, what on thiz basis appears to he the later reading 1S
supported by the weighty combination of B and T3, In order
to refleet these conflicting considerations the Committee
decided to include afrol in the text, but to enclose it within
suare brackets,

21.4 ddipa B

The words Toll feoll seem to be a seribal explanation appended
to ddpa for the henefit of Gentile readers who had never seen
the yafoduiduior (ver, 1) in the Temple at Jernsalem.

21.6  Adbos émi Alflw ()

The reading that best explains the origin of the others is
Afos éme AMifw (A K A 8 al). The reading Aiffos émi Alfor,
as well as those that insert dde at various places, seems to reflect
the influence of parallels in Matthew (24.2) and Mark (13.2).
The reading Aiflos éxrt hifhw év roiyw &e (D jta-cd 20 Lara)
iz 2 typical Western expunsion, but one which would be more
appropriate were the context coneorned with the city wall,

Z1.11 kai dm’ ofpavol onuela pevdda dora {D|

Amud the vanety of readings that have very little internal
probability to commend one above another, the Commitice
was content to follow the text of B ) the order of which may
have provoked copyists to rearrunge the words in olher
BCCLEICes,
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21.19  krnoaate (D]

The aorist imperative, which is attested by ® D .I{ LWX
AW gl seems to he slightly preferable, for copyists would
have perhaps been likely to conform it to the future tense,
used several times in the preceding context.

21,356 s waypls émedevoerar yap (O}

Dioes ws wavyis belong at the close of the prul*.cmiing clause,
or at the beginning of the following clavse? The former alml'n.'a-
tive appears to be preferable in view of (a) |.hf_‘ strong i‘nmhu.]u,—
tion of Alexandrian and Western evidence (8 B 1) Old Latin)
in suppori of the sequence of yap following 1]:}9 w*rbl: anil
(hy the greater likelihood that ecopyists, recolleeting Ir-‘:r H"l?'
would have transposed vdp so as Lo attach ©s wayls with
what follows, than viee versa.

21,38 atroD |A]

After abrob eight manuseripts that belong to family 13
(namelv, 13, 69, 124, 346, 543, TS5, B2, '{?Ei:"r] adid Lher ?!r:-
count of the woman taken in adultery {Jn 7.53-8.11). The
insertion was no doubt suggested by the pﬂmllﬁ_l between
1.11;3 situation implicd in Jo 8.1-2 and that described here.

(Bee also the eomments on Jn 7.53-8.11.)
r

2216 o of puy dayver {0

It appears that copyists inserted olwére in nrder_t{u sl,lhwi:i_Lﬂ
an otherwise abrupt saying (cf. the preferred lext of Mk 14.25).
I the word were prosent originally, there iﬁ._zm satisfactory
explanation to account for its absence from p™ = ® ABLBA

1t* cop-t al,

22.17-20 [C]

The Lukan account of the Last Supper has been transmitied
in Lwo principsl forms: (1) the longer, or 1.}‘ﬂclininmﬂ, va:ﬂ, of
cup-bread-cup i read by all Greel manuseripts except 1) and
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by most of the ancient versions and Fathers; (2) the shorter,
or Western, text (read by D it=d.#%i.1) gmits verses 19b and
20 (7o Umép udv . . . éxxuvrouevov), thereby presenting the
sequence of cup-bread.! Four intermediate forms cf text, wkich
appear to be compromises between the two prineipal forms, are
the following: (a) two Old Latin manuseripts (itb-©) modify
the shorter text by placing ver. 19a before ver. 17, thus securing
the customary order of bread-cup; (b) the Curetcnian Syriac
reads the same, but is enlarged with the wording of 1 Cor 11.24
added to ver. 19a; (¢) the Sinaitic Syriac is still further ex-
panded, chiefly by the insertion of “after they had supped”’
at the beginning of ver. 17 and “this i1s my blood, the new
covenant” (ver. 20b) between verses 17 and 18: and (d) the
Peshitta Syriac lacks (perhaps due to homoeoteleuton) verses
17 and 18, as do also [®, two Sahidic manuscripts, and one
Bohairic manuscript. For convenience of comparison the six
forms of the text are set forth in parallel columns on p. 175.

[t 12 obvious that the chief problem is concerned with the
merits of the two principal forms of text, since each of the
others can be accounted for more or less satisfactorily as
modifications of either the shorter or the longer form. t

Considerations in favor of the originality of the longer text
include the following: (@) The external evidence supporting
the shorter reading represents onlv part of the Western type
of text, whereas the other representatives of the Western text
jon with witnesses belonging to all other ancient text-types
(proto-Alexandrian, Alexandrian, proto-Caesarean, Caesarean,
Syrian or Anticchian) in support of the longer reading. (b) It is
casier to suppose that the Bezan editor, puzzled by the sequence
of cup-bread-cup, eliminated the second mention of the cup
without being concerned about the inverted order of institution
thus produced, than that the editor of the longer version, to

rectify the inverted order, brought in from Paul the second

' The same sequence also occurs in the Didache, ix. 2-3; of. also

1 Cor 10.16,

i —

The Text of Luke 22.17-20
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mentlon of the cup, while lefting the first mention stand.
{e) The rise of the shorter version ean he aceounted for in
terms of the theory of disegpling arcana, 1. ¢, in order to protect
the Eucharist from profanation, one or more copies of the
sospel of Luke, prepared for circulation among non-Christian
readers, omitted the sacramental formula alter the beginning
words,

Considerations in favor of the originality of the shorter
text include the following: {a) Generallvy in MNew Testament
textual eritivism the shorter reading is to be preferred. (B) Sinee
the words i verses 19b and 20 are suspiciously similar to
Paul's words in 1 Cor 11.24b-25, it appears that the latter
passagre was the source of their interpolation into the longer
text. (e} Verses 19b—20 contain several linguistic features that
are non-Lukan,

The weight of these considerations was estimated differently
by different members of the Committee, A minority preferred
the shorter text as a Western non-interpolation {see the Note
following 24.53), The majority, on the other hand, impressed
by the overwhelming preponderance of external evidence =up-
porting the longer form, explained the oripin of the shorter
form as due to some seribal aceident or misunderstanding?
The similanty between verses 19620 and 1 Cor 11.24b-25
arises from the familiarity of the evangelist with the liturgieal

*Benyon and Lege, who prefer the longor form of toxt, explain the
arigin of the other readings aa follows: “The whole diffieulty arose, in our
opinion, from a misunderstanding of the longer varsion. The first cup given
to the disciples to divide among themselves should be taken in connection
with the previous verse {ver. 16) as reflerring to the epting of the Paasover
with them at the reunion in Heaven. This 18 followed by the institution
of the Sacrament, to be repeated continually on earth in memory of Him,
Thia gives an intelligible meaning to the whole, while al the same time
it 18 epay to aee that it would oceasion difficulties of intepretation, which
would give rise to the attempts at revision thoat appear in various forms
of the shorter version'' (Sir Frederlck G, Kenyon and =2, €, E. Lege in T'he
Ministry ond the Smeramenis, ed. by Roderle Dunkerley [London, 1937]
pp- 285 0.).
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practiee among Pauline churches, a cireumstance that accounts
alsn for the presence of non-Lukan expressions in verses 19b-20,

20 43-44  [include verses]] {C}

The sbsenee of these verses in such ancient and widely di-
versilied witnesses as p®n i e 4 BT W syr? cop=-™ arm™*
geo Marcion Clement Origen al, as well ag their being marked
with asterisks or obeli (signifying spuricusness) in other wit-
nesses (A Il 892¢inmz 1079 1195 1216 cop™"*) and their
transferral to Matthew's pospel (after 26.39) by family 13 and
epvernl leotionaries (the latter also transfer ver. 45a), strongly
suggests that they are no part of the original text of Luke, Their
presence in many manuscripts, some aneient, as well az their
citation by Justin, Irenaeus, Hippolytue, Eusebius and many
other Fathers, is proof of the antiguity of the account. On
grounds of transcriptional probability 1t 1s lees likely that
the verses were deleted in several differcnt areas of the church
bv those who felt that the account of Jesuz overwhelmed with
hurnan weakness was incompatible with his sharing the divine
ommnipotence of the Father, than that they were added from
an early source, oral or written, of extra-canonical traditions
coneerning the life and passion of Jesus. Nevertheless, while
acknowledging that the passape iz a later addition to the text,
in view &f its evident antiquity and its importance in the textual
{radition, a majority of the Committes decided to retain the
words in the text but to enclose them within double square

brackets.

29 52 T’rlrﬂ'ﬂﬂs;‘ [

The Committes reparded the presence of 'Ineobs in ver. 52
(compare ver. 51 where the name also appears) as dehberate
on the part of the evangelist—for the repetition makes a alighit
break. o nuanee which was unappreciated by some copyists
who omitied the name (I f*itbdeedl gypes grm). The article
was perhaps more hkely to be added than dropped.



175 A TEXNTUAL COMMENTARY

22,62  nclude verge (0}

Although it is possible that the verse has come into {he
Lukan text from the parallel passage in Mt 26,75, o majority
of the Committee regarded it as more probuble that the words
were accidentally omitted from several witnesses (01719
iga-bee LIS than added without substantial variation {only
o ITérpos 13 added in several witnesses after £fa) in all ofher
wilnesses.

22.68 amosxplfiTe |C]

While it might be argued that the words woe 4 dmohlonTe
have fallen out accidentally owing to homeeoteleuton (-nre . .,
-n7e) in the ancestor(s) of p* & B L T 1241 al, such an expla-
nation cannot account for the absence of tle words 4§ dword
anre from & 1 1365 al. The Committee therefore was inelined
to regard both poc and § érorbonre as varly glosses,

23.2 *rip,-f&v

According to Epiphanius (e. Mare. 316) alter Scaorpédorra
7o eflvos fuiw Marcien added kel kerediovre vor vbuor kol
Tous wpognTes {“and abolishing the law and the prophets,”
compare Mt 517), an interpolation thal has survived in
seven Old Latin manuseripts (ith-co.®%00a) a0 wall us in
several manunseripts of the Vulgate. (See also the comments
on ver. b))

23.5 dde

Aveording to Epiphanius {e. Marc. 316) after &de Marcion
added kat arerTpédovra Tas yovalvas val Td Téxva, a reading
that is preserved in expanded form in two Old Latin manu-
seripts: eodex Colbertinus (it<) reads ef filios nostros el weores
averli! a nobig, von envm baptizatur siewd nos (‘and he alienafes
onr sons and wives from us, for be 15 not baptized as we are')
codex Palatinus (it} has the same dewn te nobis, and con-
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finues non engm baptizaniur sicud et nos, nec se mundond (“for
they are not baptized as also we are, nor do they purnfy them-
solves'). (See also the comments on ver. 2.)

23.11 [wai] 6 Hpgons [C}

On the basis of the age of p* and the difficulty of under-
standing the foree of xal in the context, the reading xal 6
‘Hpddns appears to be preferred. At the same fime, becalse
of the combination of B I & and most of the Old Latin in
support of the reading & "Hpwdns, a majority of the Com-
mittee thought it right to place ral within square brackets.

23 12  adTovs

[espite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con-
cluding comment on Php 3.21), & minority of the Commtiee
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on auTous.
23,156  avémeuler yap adrér mpos puds 10}

In the transmission of this clause copyizts became hopelessly
confused, producing statements either utterly banal, as dre-
remfa yap tuds meds abrér (A D W X AW 7 followed by the
Textus Reeeptus), of totally nonsensical, as dvéreufa yap
alrér [ £ Herod!] wpds Duds (71 248 788 al). The best attested
reading (pF8# B K L T € al) is also the most appropriate n
the context,

23.17  omat verse (B}

The secondary character of the verse is diselosed not only
by its omnission from such early witnesses as p™ A B at® cop* al,
but also by its insertion, in slightly different forms, either here
or after ver.” 189 (where codex Besae agrees in wording with
the rending of 8 ¥ Although homoecarcion (ANATKHN .
ANEKPATON) might account for the vinissisn in one family of
witnesses, such a theory is unable to explain its widesprewl
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[.}miﬁ:inn and 1ts presence at two different places. The verse
15 & gloss, apparently based on Mt 27.15 and Mk 15.6.

23.23 airav [C}

The Committes judged that the omission of the words ral
Téty apytepéwy by homoeoteleuton was less likely than their
addition by copyists who wished to specify more particularly
the wdentity of those who called for the erueifixion of Jesus.

23,32 ouv adTd

Codex Kehdigeranus (i6!) gives the names of the two robbers
as feathas e Maggetras (“Joathas and Mapggatras™), The
fragmentary ecodex Usserianus (it™) rends .. .ef Copnatas
(... und Capnatas”), (See also the comments on Mt 27.38
and Mk 15.27.}

24,44 |_[-r§ e "fﬁ'}ﬂ‘uﬂg— EMener, ﬂ{{’rep, afes avrois, ob
paLo oloeau T rﬂnaﬁmv,]] [C]

The absence of these words from such early and diverse
witnieszes as p* B D* W 8 10 syr® cop™ ™= i most impressive
anid van zearcely be explained as o deliberate exeision by
copyists who, considering the fall of Jerusalem to be proof that
God Load net forgiven the Jews, could not allow it to appear
that the praver of Jesus had remained unanswersd, At the
s time, the lopien, though probably not o part of the
ortginal Gospel ol Luke, bears self-evident tokens of 1is dominical
origing, and was eetained, within double square brackets, in its
tralitional plaee where it had been ineorporated by unknown
ropyists relatively early in the transmisgion of the Third Gospel,

23.38 e adrg (B}

The mention here of the three languages in which the in-
seripiion cn the cross was written i@ almost eertainly o ploss,
prrohably faken Mom the text of Jo 1920, Every consideration
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weighs against it: (a) it is absent from several of the earliest
and best witnesses (p® B C* it* syrs" cop®™¥ al); (b) the
authorities that insert the words differ among themselves (as
{o the order of the lanpuages, as to the introductory word,
yerpappubry or émvyeypauuérn, and as to the order of par-
ticiple and éx' alT@); and (¢) there is no satisfactory explana-
tion for the omission of the statement, if it were originally
present in the texi,

23.42  ely v Boodeiav [C]

Although the reading of p* B L al has, from one point of
view, the appearance of being a scribal correction (els being
considered more appropriate than év with €ifps), o majority
of the Commitiee preferred it as more consonant with Lukan
theology (compare 24.26) than either of the other readings.
The reading of most witnesses, drav e\lips év 17 Beotheiq
gov (“when vou come in your kingly power”}, and still more
the reading of codex Bezae, ér 77 fuépq 7is €hevgews gov
(“in the day of your [second] coming™), reflect a developed
interest in the eschatological kingdom,

24,43 airtd

Pioug fancy was especially active concerning the story of Lhe
penitent robber, In order to make certain that the reader
may know to which of the two robbers the words of Jesus were
addressed, codex Bezae inserts after abr@ the words 7
emhnoorTe [which i3 to be corrected to smerhnooorte] (Msaid
to him who reproved’’), The same manuscript continues by
substituting Baperer (“Have couragel!”) for "Apnr ool héviw.
Codex Colbertinus (it7) has the homiletic insertion of credis
hefore amen (probably to be understood as a guestion, “Do
you belteve? Truly I say to you,,."”). Instead of év 7 Tapa-
Selow the Curelonian Syriac and the Arabie Diatessaron have
din the Garden of Tden” The Curetonian Syriac rearranges
the order of words, joining efiuepor, not with uer’ éuob Eop.
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but with "Ausir oo héyew (*Truly T say to you todav. that
with me you will be . | "),

23.45  Tof nAlov éxMimdrTos [B]

The words kai éororiafy & fhwos (“the sun was darkened™)
appear to be the easier reading, substituted by copyistz for
Tol fhiov éxhvrdrros [or dxhelmovros|, which may mean sither
“the sun’s light failed” or “the sun was eclipsed.”

23.48  dwéoTpedov

In order to heighten the aceount, several witnesses ineclude
various interpolations, After vd e7dfly codex Bezae adds xal
T uérwra (“heating their breasts and their foreheads™). The
Old Syriae (syre*) reads, “All they that happened fo be there and
saw that which came to pass were bealing on their breasts
and saying, ‘Woe lo us! What has befalien ws? Woe o us Jor
our sinsl' 7 One manuseript of the Old Latin (it9) adds at
the close of the verse, dicentes pae vobis (b be corrected to
nobits) quae facta sunt hodie propter peccata nostra, adpropin-
guavil entm desolalio Hierusalem (“saying, “Woe to us on
weeount of our sins whish we have committed this day! For
the desolation of Jerusalem has drawn near’ 7).

Similar references to grief expressed at the death of Jesus
are quoted in Ephraem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron
(xx,28 of the Armenian version, ed. Leloir), “Woe was it,
woe wis 1E to us) thizs was the Son of God” . .. “Behold, they
have come, the judgments of the desolation of Jerusalem have
arvived " Cf, also the apocryphal Gospel of Peter, 57 (23),
fApfavre rémTeclar kal Myew, Olal Tals duaprims fudv:
TYYvioer § kpigis xal 7o Téhos 'Tepovoaddu (“They began
to lament and to say, “Woe unto our sins; the judpment and
the end of Jerusalem has drawn near’ ™).

23.58  weiuevos

several witneesses (neluding U 13 69 124 348 1043 1194
1355 16887 add from the parallels in Mt 2760 and Mk 15 46
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the stalement kai Tpocexbhiaer Mbor péyar éml v fipar
700 urguelov. Furthermore, codex Bezae expands t-hf text
with a characteristic interpolation: kai févres Flll."]"m.' ETTé-
Byker 76 uvnuely Aoy 8y poyis elkogt éxbiﬁmy (““and after
he had been laid [there] he [Joseph of Arimathea] placed
over the tomb wn stone which twenty men could searcely
roll’), The same or a similar expansion is found in it I::I*J
cum postlus essel in monuments, posuerwnd lapidem guem v
vigirdi volvehand) and in the Sahidie version (“and when they
had put him, they set a stone against the mouth of the sepulehre:
thiz which hardly will twenty men be able to roll”).

924.1-2  dpidunTa. efpov 8é

Between verses 1 and 2 codex Bezae, joined by 0124 7 wnd
cop™, expands the narrative with an interpolation [inrﬂj'g.-' de:
rived [rom the parallel aceount in Mark (16.3): éhoyi{ovro be
&y davrats, Tis fpa dmoxuiloe Tov Aifloy. enboliorar dé etpov . .,
(“And they [the women] were pondering m themselves, “Who
will roll away the stone’ And when they had come they

found . . 7).

243 Tob xuptov Inood (D}

A minority of the Committee preferred the shortest reading,
suppofted by DI jabdet®irt Tpeebius'™ (see the I‘.\ ote on
Western non-interpolations following 24.53). The majority, on
the other hand, impressed by the weighi of p™ B A E CWwWe
U 33 565 TN al, regarded the 1"0&{11'1:_q: of I aﬁlmﬂu:-mrwi
by ver, 23, and the omission of suplov in a few witnesses as
assimilation to Mt 27.5% or Mk 15.43. The expression “the
Lord Jesus' iz used of the rizen Lord in Ae 1.21; 4.33; 5.16.

24,6 ot foTir woe, dAAd Myepln (D]

A minority of the Committee preferred to follow the Pvitle:me

; = 1 w
of 13 iteebdefiied moe® and to omit the words ol Errwy Goe,
dahd Hyépfn as an interpolation (see the Note following
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24.53), derived from Mt 28.6 and/or Mk 6.6, and cast
into antithetie form (... ahka...}). The majority of the
Committee, on the other hand, interpreted the antithesis as
evidenee of independence of the Lukan formulation from that
of Matthew and Mark (which lack d4ird). In any case, the
reqding of OF al is obviously a seribal assimilation to the
Synoptic parallels.

24.9 omo ol pwmpeiov (D)

A majority of the Committes, considering the absence of
the words éwd 7ol pempetov from [ igebededilel gem rag
bo be due to wn aeeident in transeription, was impressed by
the overwheliming external attestation, beginning with p™,
that supports the inelusion of the words in the text.

2410 Hjoor 8 [T}

The orission of foar e (A D W 1t9s gypesh with * g8y cpoms
b be an attempt to improve the syntax. The reading v 8¢,
preserved m WO IT W # gl singles oul Mary Magdalene for
special mention,

24.12  nclude verse {1}

Although wer. 12 is sometimes thought to be an interpola-
tion (sec the Note following 24.53) derived from Jn 20.3,
a. G, o majority of the Committee regarded the passage
as i natursl antecedent to ver, 24, and was inelined to explain
the similarity with the verses i John as due to the hikelihood
that both evangelists had drawn upon a common tradition.

2413 efnwovra [B)

The variant reading écaror éfgrorra (8 K* & I svr™ arm)
seems to have arisen in eonnection with patristic identifieation
nf Ilmmans with "Amwis (mod. Nicopolis), about twentv-two
Roman miles (176 stadia) from Jerusalem {thus Fusehios,

E
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Jerome, Sozomen, though they do not mention the distance).
"I'his, however, i too far for the travellers to have re-truversed
that same evening (ver. 33). The “77 of 1t* 13 undoubtedly

due to a seribal blunder,

24 18  KAcowds

A gloss in the margin of codex 8 (which dates f:-:nn A-D.
049) states o uera Tob Khewma wﬂpeu&mmsl E!I.lu-l'.d-'l-' A, ouy O
Ilérpos, &hh' & ¢repos (“The one Journeying with "I:Jlﬁnrlms
was Simon, not Peter but the other [Simon]'"). Codex Y wl:mE:l
Jutes from the ninth century) has the marginal note: O LeT
Kheora Nafavanh fiv, w5 ér Lavaplos o peyas -Eq'h-:} "B
pavios, Kheowds dvéfuos fv Tob FLITTPOE, 5EI:_-":I"E]DDE ETLOKOTOS
‘leporonripwy (“The one with Cleopas was Nathanael, as the
great Tpiphanius says in his Panarion [xxuiG). Cleopas was a
cousin of the Saviour, the second bishop of Jerusalom'').

24.19  Nalapmrol {C)

It is probable that seribes replaced the less ﬁ‘rcquuzt}tly u;mi
word Natapneds (six times in the New Testament, including
one other time in Luke [nowhere in Acts]} by the more fre-
quently nsed Nafwpatos (thirteen fimes in the New Testa-
ment, dncluding eight times in Luke and Acts).

24,82 v Kaloper) M

The word xawuérn seems to have given troubls to copyista,
The reading of D fiy fudy wexahvuuern (Was not our heart
yeiled P seeme to be derived from 2 Cor 3.14-16. The ea.rlly
versions offer a wide variety of readings: among the Old ;I'H'tm
manuseripts excascativm {147) and oplusum (1i1) scem 10 EI.Ilell_":.-‘
TETnpeedT) O Temp nérn (“Blinded’ or "hza,nlenr:d”l}; lpss
abvious as to ite origin iz the reading of #® extermanatim
(“destroved'’y, though this may he a seribal  blunder for
pterritum (“terrified’).
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£ I;-: Bld &yrmlc (Sinuitic and Curetonian) manuseripts and
lm ezhitta version read ““Was not our heart heasy . . 77 as do
f, S{? the _-"erf:‘.ﬂlfll.tl version, the Arabie and Persian Harmonies
and one manuseript of the Sahidie version; this reading seems r:{::
%mpévnﬁ,ﬂuﬂﬁﬁm in Greek, probubly from ver. 25, & événrow kal
adeie = 4 i ¥ [ &)

Jlor Ty ﬁi:::uﬁng Tou megTevetr. . ., The other Sahidic manu-
s:,r:pts read, “Is not then our heart being covered for us 2"
d X i) = * : T

Burning, w_hu:h is altested by the overwhelming pre-
ponderance of withesses, best suits the context '

24.32  [ev puiv] ds dAdAe Auiv [C)

; h : - =
= :kiiltimuf_i;!ﬁ P .:_‘H L} geo Origen unite in support of ihe shorter
ading, y. AT It ' 1t '
g Efl flc | ”‘}"“""E“"E WS rclm.t._.mt to ommt the words
ik pty entircly, in view of the possibility that copyists may
: ave deleted them as superuous in the context. It was thought
sest, therefore, to retain themn in the text, but enclosed within

sguare brackets indicating doubt that :
' . the
stand there. ey have a right to

24.34  Aéyovras

Who are those that report, “The Lord has risen indeed. and
has appeared to SBimon!"? According to the reading lé Jr::w
at t-[f-!—iiit.'if by all witnesses except codex Beszae, it is thn:Tel{J::*?
and those who wers with them (Tope col e
avTols, Aéyovtas . . .. But, by a 1;;:1;‘;1_3‘“_55"*"7’- 3 -ng i

; _ ) plicnal error, I} reads
A€yorres, which agrees with the subject of ebpor, i, o, the t i
travellers who had just returned from Fmmaus. T

24.36  wai Adyer avrels, Fipnm duiv |D]

. ".l]_ae w:r:-;'c_ié; &yw elue, pn doPeiatde, either belore elphyn Y
(as in W ATH or after {as W G P its vE sypi-heead papbemss
:aEuT_] eth geo Dintessaron® ™) are undoubtedly a gloss, perhaps
terived from Jn 6.20. The Committee was less sure COTICEring

i L .
_ Iln YTl i_;h_e differenee between the words for “heavy” and “burning’”
s anly the position of a dot; the former is spelled fuoe and the latter tun
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the origin of the words kel Aéye atrots, Eipnun tutr, which,
as the repular form of Semitie greeting, might well be expected
on this oceagion. When the passage is compared with Jn 20.18 fi.
the question ariges: have the two evangelists depended upon a
comimon tradition, or have copyists expanded Luke's account
bv adding the salutation from John's account? A majority of
the Committee, impressed by the presence of numerous pointe
of contact botween Luke and John in their Passion and Faster
accounts, preferred to follow the preponderance of external
attestafion and to retain the words in the text. (Bee also the
Note on Western non-interpolations, following 24.53.)

24.37  weeljin

Instead of wretpa, which is read by the overwhelming
mapjority of witnesses, Codex Bezae reads darracune (Vihey
thought they saw a ghost”), a reading which, according to
Tertullian, was in Marcion's New Testament.

24 40 fnetude verse (1|

Was ver, 40 omitted by certain Western witnesses (1) it
d Ll gypes WMarcion) beeause it seemed superfiuous after
ver. 307 O is it a gless introduced by eopyists in all ather
witnesses from Jn 20,20, with a neeessary adaptation (the
passafre in John refers to Christ’s hands and side; this passage
refers o his hands and feet)? A mmorty of the Committer
preferred to omit the verse as an interpolation (see the Note
[ollowing 24.53); the majonity, however, was of the opinion
that, had the passage been interpolated from the Johannine
aceount, copyists would probably have left. some trace of its
origin by retaining tHy wheupar in place of rous wodas (either
here only, or in ver. 38 also).

24 42  pépos |Bj
- 5 ] 5 r r i iL
The words kol amd pedgaiov siplov (or knpuor) and
(rom a honevesnb’) in many of the later manuscripts (followed
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by the Textus Receptus) arve an obvious interpolation, for it is
not likely that they would have fallen out of so many of the
best representatives of the earlior text-types. Since 111 pft.!'t::;
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 ﬁ-::l:iptumj sanction
for hturgical practice. g

24,47 e (1) {D]

.'_}1:1 internal grounds it is difficult to decide between the two
readings, for both are in accord with Lukan usage (e, ¢, Lk
3.3 J_ﬂfl?:l"i"f.ﬂ'j.iﬂ petarolas el dgeoir, and Ac 5.31 dolra
peravoear Tw lopanh kal Gdesw duepridr). On the basie
f.".f (a} what was taken to be slightly superior external Fl.t.Tr‘Sl'EL—-
L]I-::-n, anid (b the probalility that, in view of the f:ﬂh:li-.-'inﬂ:
els, copyists would have been more hikely to alter the first
€ls bo kat, rather than viee versa, a majority of the Com-
mittee preferred the reading eds. |

24.47  dpfapevor [}

The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others
seems to be the nominalivus pendens, dpfapevor, supported by
B .("* L X 33 al. In attempting to improve the syntax, some
{:i}py_ls-:m preferred the necusative absolute, dpfdueror {p-';[' ACH
K W A* ' i al), and others the genitive absolute, dpfauévar
[IWH-!] E‘Hﬁr’_un_flftmtnmi; D A! al). The nmninu.t.ilve? singular
a;:-%camﬂm‘ (6 565 1071 al), probably arose through carmﬁec:usi
assimilation to elmer (ver. 46).

24.49  wac [dov] éyed (O}

On the one hand, the agreement of p™ and 1, along with
BOL 33 itebede fRLl go gupse poptebe provides :-:tr‘ﬂnﬁ SLL[3-
port for the shorter text. Likewise there is no reason why
tl_’m solemn emphatic wording xat (fot éyd, which scems 4.1'-1]]{:-
cially suitable for the last words of Jesus, should have EII:;I:'!E!JIEL
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altered by copyists. On the other hand, however, the Com-
mittes, being impressed by the weight of the at testation sup-
porting the reading xat (fol ey, preferred Lo retain the word
{fod, hut to enclose it within square brackets, indicating dobt

that it belongs in the text,

94,51 kol dvedépero eis Tov odpavar [D]

Here ®* and geo' join D and ita-b4=%208 in supporting the
shorter text. (The Sinaitic Syriac condenses ver. 51 by omitting
Siéory and els Tov olpawby, reading . oar’ wis a0

L oma= maihed “And while he blessed them, he was

lifted up from them®; thus, though shortened, syr® still alludes
to the ascension.) A minority of the Committee preferried the
shorter reading, regarvding the lonper az a Western non-
interpolation (see the Note following 24 Hal,

The majority of Lhe Committes, howewver, favored the
longer reading for the following reasons, (13 The rhythm ot
ihe sentenee seems to require the presence of aueh o clause
{vompare the two coordinate clauses joined with kal in ver, 50
arcd in verses 52-53). (2) Luke's opening statement in Acts
(“In the first book, U Theophilus, I have dealt with all that
Jesus began 1o do and teach, until the day when he was taken
up |arehnudtn]l implies that he considered that he had
made some reference, however brief, to the aseension ab the
close of hizs first book. (3) If the shorter texi were original,
4 is difficult to account for the presence of xai avepépero &ls
row obpavby in so many and sich diversified witnesses, beginning
with % about anp. 200, (4) If the clange were a copyist's
addition, prompted by his noticing the impheations of Ae 1.1-2
(see point (2) above), one would have expected him to adopt
some form of the verb drahaufaver, used in Ae 1.2 and other
passages referring to the ascension, rather than the less appro-
printe dvadépecy, which in the New Testament ardinarily has
Lhe specialized meaning “to offer up.” Finally, (5} the OISR
of the clause in a few witnesses can be accounted [or either
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(ex) 11111:11_gh accidendal seribal oversight cceasioned by homoes-
AICEON (KALA .. KAIA .. Joor (b)) by deliberate excision,
either (i) in order to relieve the apparent eontradiction -
tween this account (which seemingly places the ascension late
F‘.‘ustr-r_ might) and the account in Ae 1.3-11 {which dates the
ascension forty days after Easter), or {ii) in order to introduce
a subtle theologieal differentiation hetween the Gospel am{-i
Lher .-"E:ttsl (i, ., the Western redactor, not approving of Luke's
mentioning the ascension twiee, first to conelude the earthly
munistry of Jesus, and again, in Acts, to inaugurate the church
ame, rfl'nfr'r':'t_*d to push all doxological representations of Jesus
to @ tune after the ascension in Acts, and therefore deleted the
clanse in gquestion as well as the words Tporxnoarres alrdy
from wer, 52-—for when the account of the ascension has been

eliminated, the mention of Jesus being worshipped seems less
appropriate) ”

24.52  mwpogkueiaarres avrar (D]

Although o minority of the Committee preferred the shorter
reading, regarding the others as interpolations (see the Note
following 24.53), the majority considered it more probable
Hm? the words wpogxvirarTes abrér had been omitted either
aveidentally (the eye of the copyist passing from ayTor .. _to
ayTon) or, perhaps, deliberately (so as to accord better with
the shorter reading in ver, 51; see the concluding comments on
the previous variant reading),

24,563 evdoyoivres ||

The readings airotvres kal eddovyoivres (A O K W X A
8 & 7% 33) and ebhoyolvres kal alvoberes (cth) are un-

* For other inatances of what appear to be doctrinal alterations intro-
duced by the Western reviser, see the comments on Ac 1.2 and 9 as well
ag the references mentioned in Group D in footnote 12, p. 263 below,
Cf. alao Eldon J, Epp, The Theological Tendency of Coder Bezae Conte-
brigrensis tn Aol (Cambridge, 1068).

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE 1591

doubtedly conflations, arising {rom combinations of ebAo-
voirres (p® 8 B CF L syr=rul oop™® geo) and alvolyTes
(D atebdetfiol Ageustine), It is more difficult to decide
hetween the two earlier readings, On the one hand, sinee
edhoryery iz a favorite word with Luke (it ocours Lwelve other
times in the Third Gospel, whereas afvely oceurs in only three
other passages), one can argue that it was probably original
here. (in the other hand, sinee in patristic Greek ebhoyetw
comes to be a distinetively Christian term used in praising
God (in contrast with the pagan usage of alveir), copyists
would have tended to replace instances of the latter verb
with the former. Considerations relating to the context are
similarly indecisive. It can be argued that the presence of
eihoyely in verses 50 and 51 prompted copyists to mkroduce
the same verh in ver. 53; or, thinking it more appropriate that
the activity of the disciples should be differentiated from that
of their risen Lord, out of reverence copyists may have altered
ebhoyolvres to alvoivres. Faced with these conflicting con-
siderations, a majority of the Committes preferred to make
a decision on the basis of external attestalion, and therefore
chose ebhoyeiwrres, supported as it is by early and diversified

wilhesses.

24 53 feov. {B}
I

The word dufv, which is ahsent from the earliest and best
representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western Lypes
of text, is a lturgical addition introduced by copyists.

NoTE o8 WesTERN NoN-INTERPOLATIONS

One of the [eatures of the Western text is the oceasional
omission of ‘words and passages that are present in other
types of text, including the Alexandrian, How should one
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evaluate such omissions from a form of text which is generally
much fuller than other text-types? According to one 111:*::11-;I
populanzed at the close of the last century H}- “‘rﬂ-ﬁtﬂﬂﬂfaliii
Haort,! such readings, despite their bEinEEELLp[]UItEt] by the
wenerally inferior Western witnesses, nug-ht to he pre}{*lwcl
rather than the longer readings, t!l-::ugh the lutter are H,.I:tl,'j‘;ﬂll.?jd
by l.he: generally superior manuseripts, B oand #. Nine H.'Iil[*.h
r:as:c[mj-:::: were designated by Westeott and Hort as “Weslern
nen-mterpolations,”™ on the assumption that all extant -.=.:i1,—
I]{:EE{'E EH:E‘-]H the Western {or, in some cases, some of the
Western witnesses) have in these passages suffered interpolation

In recent decades this theory has been coming under mm'[;
ﬂﬂdﬂl‘l’:ﬁﬂ' eriticism, With the acquisition of the Bodmer Papyri
testimony for the Alexandrian type of text has been carried
back from the fourth to the second century, nnd one can now
observe how faithfully that text was EDpiErj and recopied he-
tween the stage represented by ™ and the stage represented
by codex Vaticanus, Furthermore, scholars have been cl'iticﬁl
f’f the appurently arbitrary way in which Westcott and Hort
mfmluf;ed nine passages for special treatment (enclosing them
"Frl'lt-}_ilﬂ double square brackets), whereas they did not ﬁifv-e
Slirlnlar treatment to other readings which also are absent from
Westorn witnesses,? ;

Today wi_th the rise of what 15 called Redaktionsgesehichte
(the analysis of the theological and literary pmauﬁpmitinnrz
and tendencies that controlled the formation and 'r.r.'mm-li*-:'ﬂ:::-n
of Gospel materials), scholars have begun to give a'en;a:..--ml

S B i S e naie Ot
lgil-;]_-ﬁﬂd :m_, 1898), pp. 175—.‘1?']’-; ppendic (Cambridge and London,
51, d""‘ 5:';_““‘- passages are Mt 27.40: Lk 22.190-20: 24.3, 6, 12, 36, 40,
E'i.:!;E.-I:. ﬂ;‘ ?f‘fju?ﬁﬁz;ﬂ: 10.2; 14.3%; Lk 5.39; 10.41-42; 12.21; 22.462;
g thﬁlt.lc.[ Lok mﬁﬁ? ::3}':1 rli-,?;.];imws'uf bextual upiult‘:u (in
texct, though shorter, is secondary. unapimous that the Western
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attention to the possibility that special theologieal interests
on the part of scribes may acceount for the deletion of certain
passages in Western witnesses, In any case, the Bible Societies'
Commmittee did not consider it wise to make, as it were, a
mechanical or doctrinaire judgment concerning the group of
Hine Western non-interpolations, but sought to evaluate each
one separately on its own merits and in the light of fuller
attestation und newer methodologies.

During the discussions a sharp difference of opinion emerged.
According to the view of a minority of the Clommittes, apart
from other arguments there is discernible in these passages
@ Christologieal-theological motivation that accounts for their
having been added, while there is no clear reason that ascounts
far their having been omitted. Aecordingly, i the passages
are retained in the text at all, it was held that they should be
enclosed  within sguare brackets. On the other hand, the
majority of the Commitlee, having svaluated the weight of
the evidenee differently, regarded the longer readings as part
of the original text. For an account of the reasons thut the
majority felt to be cogent, see the comments on the several

PSSR,
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1.3-4  oddé év. & yeyover ev [C}

Should the words 6 véyover be joined with what goes before
or with what follows? The oldest manuscripts (p¥ %" R* A B)
have no punctuation here, and in any case the presence of
punciuation in Greek manuseripts, as well as in versional and
patristic sources, cannot be regarded as more than the reflection
of current exegetieal understancding of the meaning of the
[ASSAEE,

A majority of the Committee was impressed by the consensus
of ante-Niecene writers {orthodox and heretical alike) who
took & ~yéyorer with what follows. When, however, in the
fourth century Arians and the Macedonian heretics began
to appeal to the passage to prove that the Holy spint s
to be regarded as one of the created things, orthodox writers
preferred to take & vyéyower with the preceding sentence,
thus removing the possibility of heretical use of the passage.

The punctuation adopted for the text is in aceord with
what a majority regarded as the rhythmical balanee of the
opening verses of the Prologue, where the elimactic or “stair-
case’ parallelism seems to demand that the end of one line
should ‘mateh the beginning of the next)!

[On the other hand, however, none of these arguments is
comclusive and other considerations favor taking & yévover
with the preceding sentence, Thus, against the consideration

' For & recent study in support of taking & yéyorer with what follows,
see I Aland, “Uber die Bedeutung eines Punctes. (Hine Untersuchung
g Joh. 1, 340" in Studies in the Hislory and Tezl of he New Teslamend
in Honor of Kenneth Willis Clark, cd. by Boyd L. Daniels and bl Jack
Sugps ( =Studies and Documends, xx1x; Salt Lake City, 1067, pp. 161-187;
an cxpanded form o the study appeared in Zeclsehrifl fir die fewlesto-
mentiiehe Wissenachafl, tix (19681, pp. 1742040,
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of the so-called rhythmiecal balance (which after all is present
in only a portion of the Prologue, and may not necessarily
involve & yeyorer) must be set John's fondness for beginning
a sentence or clause with év and a demonstrative pronoun
(ef. 13.35; 15.8; 16.26; 1 Jn 2.3, 4, 5; 3.10, 16, 19, 24: 4.2, ete.),
It was natural for Gnosties, who sought support from the
Fourth Gospel for their doctrine of the origin of the Qgdoad,
to take & yéyover with the following sentence (“That which
has been made in him was life"—whatever that may be sup-
posed to mean).? It is more consistent with the Johannine
repetitive style, as well as with Johannine doectrine (of. 5.26,
39, 6.53), to say nothing eoncerning the sense of the pasaage,
to punctuate with a full stop after & yéyorer. B M M.

1.4 v {A]

In order to relieve the difficulty of meaning when & yéyover
(ver. 3) 18 taken as the subject of 9 (“that-which-has-come-
into-being in him was life’), the tense of the verl was changed
from imperfect to present (dere) In 8 D Old Latin syr
cop®™ ¥ and many early ecclesiastical writers. The presence,

however, of the sccond fr (in the clause 9 {wy fv 76 Hids)
seems to require the first,

1.13 ol otk . . . evenifigoar [A)

Several ancient witnesses, chiefly Latin [(it" Irenaecus's
Tertullinn Crigen'™t Ambrose Augustine Ps-Alhanasius), read

the singular number, “[He| who was born, not of blood nor of
the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of Ged” (ithe

* Despite wvalinnt attempts of commentators to bring sense oul of
raking & yeyorer with what follows, the passage remains intoleraliy
clumey and opagque, One of the difficulties that stands in the wav of
ranging the elause with & alerd Fwn e i that the perfeot tense of yevorer
wanlkd require g inatead of A (see also the comments on 1.4),
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{Curetonian Syriae and six manuscripts of the Peshitta H:.’iri““
read the plural “those who” and the singular wverb “was
born''). _

All Greck manuseripts, as well as the other versional ‘anci
patristic witnesses, attesl the plural num_hm'. [Seireml minor
variant readings occur within the verse _D"‘ and it® omit of,
thus leaving the verse wi’r_l}t}ut gra:mmatu;_al ennnm:tm{l ww:t.hl
the preceding sentence; IL* ‘and several m!nuw.:ul.ea ot cruﬁ_e
ik BehfuaTos gapkos, and B* and a few other “,’”*‘_“"”““_* mmlt
obbé &k Gehuaros avdpbs—in cach case the omission is accl-
dental, occasioned by homoeotelenton, T%\n:-. E'[}t?“l]_:lﬂ gvernline ay
‘0 several manuseripts was no doubt intended to represent
the verb &yemvafnoar.) . A2

Although a number of modern scholars "I:mn;:lud]n;g_ Zahn,
Resch, Blass, Loisy, R, Seeburg, Burney, I’:u-::h:snl, Ec_ngma?'cl,
Dupont, and F. M, Brauny have argued for the .urigmn.ht}r
of the singular number, it appeared to the Emn_r‘mttnn that,
on the basis of the overwhelming consensus ﬂf_ all L:r:_*.r:k mEAn-
seripts, the plural must be adopted, a r_eau:lmg 1.frhu.-h, IOTE-
over, is in accord with the {11’L"’I,'5‘EII.£$J[.I!FEEI1}]_¢ teaching of ._Jnhn.
The singular number may have ﬂnsﬁ.nlmthcar from a d.i.!';-'.!rel to
make the Fourth Gospel allude explicitly to the wvirgin birth
or from the influence of the singular number of the 1mme-
diu'r.eljrrpremding abrol.

1.15  Adyewr, Ofros v 8v elmov, "0 omiow pou dpyopevos
LA

The awkwardness of the reading obros fv v elmoy (p7

AT K LA TV al), as well as the absence of a previous

;-n:-:-nt,ifm of John's testimony, prompted more than one copyist

io make adjustments in the text. Thus, 8* rewrote the passage,

¢ For literature, see Josef Schmid in Riblische Hea'jr.-auln*if.f, N.OR,
{10571, pp. 1NEL The singular number is adopted in the Jerusalem

Hible {10601
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omitting the relative clause and adding 85 after épydueros
(“John bore witness to him, and eried, ‘This was he who eomes
after me, who ranks before me, for he was before me' it
Several other witnesses (®*"' B* O* Orngen), less suceessful
in their adjustment of the text, changed dv elmor to & elmay
(*...and cried, saying—this was he who said [it—'He who
comes after me ranks before me ... ™). The insertion of ULy
after elmor (D Weorr X o) is a natural addition which COpV-
ists were prone to malke.

1.18  povoyerns fleos |B}

With the aequisition of p® and ™, both of which resd feds;
the external support of this reading has been notably strength-
ened. A majority of the Committee regarded the reading
uovoyerns vios, which undoubtedly is easier than poroyers
Peos, to be the result of seribal assimilation to Jn 4.16, 18;
1.Jn 4.9. The anarthrous use of feds (of. 1.1) appears to be more
primitive. There i no reason why the article should have been
deleted, and when vids supplanted febs it would certainly have
been added, The shortest reading, 6 uovoyerss, while atiractive
because of internal considerations, is too poorly attested for
acceptance as the text,

Some modern commentators' take goroverds as a noun and
punctuate so as to make three distinet designations of him
who makes God known {povoyerhs, febs, & dv els v xdhror
Tol Tarpds . . ).

[It is doubtful that the author would have written govoyerss
Beds, which may be a primitive, transeriptional error in the
Alexandrian tradition (yc/Bc). At least a D decision would
be preferable. A W |

“E.p E A Abbott, Johannine Grammar (London, 1906), p, 42; 1. H.
Bernard, A Critical and Ezegetical Commentary on the (Foapel A ecordivig
to St Johm, 1 (New York, 1929}, p. 31; John Marsh, The Gospel af St Jakn
(Penguin Books, 19691, p. 112; and (in effect) Raymond E. Brown, The
froxpel According o Jobn, 1 (New York, 196G), p. 17.

T L
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121 T ofe; 20 "Hidas el; | D]

Confronted with a multiplicity of cormnpeting j.rarj?nt readl:-l
ings, the Committee made its choice on the basis of age an

diversity of supporting evidence.

1.26 éornrer {B}

The perfect tense, so frﬂquent,ly_ employed with thr_:-::ln:rp:m.t?,l
avertones by the Fourth Evangelist, conveys a prﬁ:r:m,l f:;rf.e
here (something like, #“there is Une who has t-%l-k-[—t!.'i his stu,u. 11;
your midst"”), a force which was _mmppremated by :sm-rla::ra
Creck witnesses (B L 7t Origen Cynil) as wnlait Eﬁ hﬁ; Ie;qvﬁ:1 ui'r.ze
of Latin, Syriae, and Coptic witnesses [(f*2eemn r_grl“--r
phpal popeste) all of which preferred thlca BeTA) L s}rn.’r.zwt-m?, ?.t
appropriate  present  tense. ‘Ut}z:u' rcﬂ.dm}g:s (f.hg imper :;;_
éorheer and the pluperfect emm.a{sft}, besides being ii;;ippth
priate in the context, are ingufhiciently EuIL{"JGI‘[-Ed. (O the
forms of oTikw see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 73.)

1.28 év Byflavia éyevero {C]

The carliest and most widely attested reading 1s Ewﬁav;qa:
Origen, who in his travels was unable to. 1{}E:&1.:-E 1 Bethfmy ;:
the Jordan, adopted the reading B.nﬂn,tl?apg, which he a,p}.*rd,reni:,‘_t
found in & few copies current in his day (he dr:.rf.iu.,u?:a t: a:j
Bafavig is the reading of “nearly all the manuscripis Jl_, Al
to which he was attracted because of what he regarded as an
edifving ctvmeology: “The ET.-}fmulD‘{.';}’ of the name 1BE‘:T-*}HbE|.T;:]
r:nrrres.pmuls with the baptism of him “'1.“] nr_mde ready for 1; &
Lord a people prepared for him; for 1t yields t-ht:, mt:s.l.mni
‘House of preparation,” while ]f_’rﬁth:my menns ‘House Ei
ohedience.! Where else was it fitting that he should “m?,ptlz:.,
who was sent as a messenger before the face of Chnst, to

s Chigen i misinformed; actually the meaning of Bethabara appears
to be “Houss lor Place] of passing over,''
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prejuee his way befors him, but at the ‘House of preparation’#
kam Chlirysostom, perhaps following Origen, also declares that
instead of Bethany the “more acourate of the copies” mﬂﬂ
Bethabarn; fm‘, he explains, “Bethany iz neither bevond the
Jordan nor i the desert, but is somewhere near Jeruzsalem. ™
A majority of the Commitiee favored Byfawrig on the basis
u_i' (a) age and distribution of evidence, as well as {b) the con-
sideration that, if ByfaSapd were original, there &0k ade-
quate reason why it should have been altered Lo Bnfavia.

1.34 o viés [B]

Instead of “the Son of God" several witnesses, chiefly Western
[4:(:_1._1{:*.;-: Bezne 15 defective here), read “the chosen one of God”
(p™7" W¥ Qb ey Ambrose) and a few read “the chosen
Bon of Ged” (ifaF gypeaimss cop®l, On the basis of age and
diversity of witnesses a majority of the Committee preferred
the reading & vios, whicl is also in harmony with the theological

terminology of the Fourth Evangelist.

1.41 wrpédror |B}

‘T]_w reading wpdTes, attested by 8* and the later Greek
tradition, means that Andrew was the first follower of Jesus
who made a convert, The reading wpdror, which means thai
the first thing that Andrew did after having been called was
te find his brother, was preferred by a majority of the Com-
mittee because of its early and diversified support (pf7 e
B & J 17 cop arm geo al). The reading mpwi (“in the morning”)
implied by the word mane in two or three Old Latin m ELII:uEL'I'iptEI
avolds the arabiguities of wpdros/wpiTor and carres on tiwI
narrative from ver, 39, .

: ® Commentary on John, bk vi, § 24 (400, In the manuscripts of Origan’s
Commentary the spelling of Bethabara varies, reading Bafapd, Bofapd
or Bpfapad@ The last mentioned form, found also in wb -:::}-rlh'"“ s q{:-:
orthographical variant {by metothesis) of Brnflafapq. ; Pl
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1.42  “Jewmvou (B

A majority of the Committee regarded lwwva (read by A B?
A 2 and most of the later Greek witnesses) as o scribal
assimilation to Bar-Jona of Mt 16.17. The reading "lwar{y)a
refleets further seribal confusion with the name of a woman
mentioned only by Luke (ef. Lk 8.3; 24.10).

1.45 wiow

There would have been a strong tendency for copyists o
pxpand the anarthrous construction ('Ineoliv vioy Tou lwond
ror &rd Nalapér), which is decisively supported by po-it B
B 0141 33 5709 Origen Epiphanmius Cyril; all other witnesses

read vér bhefore viow,

1.51 55&595

The reading of %7 # B L W 0141 579 850 1241 1820 >
L o popbe arm eth ol was expanded by copylsts who
prefixed dr’ dpre (A X T A& AL most minuscules 12
gy1e-" al); the gloss was apparently derived from Mt 26.64.

2.3 dbTepnoavros olvou

Several witnesses (8% itnbfRir gurh™ ath) paraphrase by
reading oivor ol elxor, 67t ourereréolly & olves Toll yauou
elra {“They had no wine, because the wine of the wedding
feast had been used up; then .. ."). Two Old Latin witnesses
(ite-ty desgeribe the situation as follows: ef faclum esf per macliam
turbom pocilorwm vinwm consummard (It happencd that, be-
cause of the great crowd of those who had been invited, the
wine was finished'), The shorter reading, adopted for the
text, iz attested by p%7 84 and all known uncial and minus-
cule manuseripts, as well as all versional witnesses not cibed

ahowve,
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8.6 foar de éxel Aiffwar Udpiar € wara Tov kalapiouoy
v Jovdaiwy kedpevar

The text adopted by the Committee is supported by pte
e B L X (W odpiar Aifad) 0141 33 213 1071 eth, Other
witnesses elther omit ketperar (B* 13 346 I it2* arm), or place
it ufter €& (A I A 8 A IL it=9 vg syrebrsd gy or hefore €8 (69
124 it") or before Aiffwar (it™ and il®, which also omits €5,
Although it might be argued that the shorter text is original
and that xeiperer was added at various places by various
copylsts, the question would then arise why no synonym of
xebperar was ever added. The reading adopted by the Com-
mittes seems to explain most satisfactorily the origin of the
others; for copyists, disturbed that selperar was separated
so far from fiear, would seek in various ways to remedy the
awkward reading,

2.10 #Eﬁmﬂtﬁmv

The Textus Receplus (following 8¢ A X T' A 6 A II and
many other witnesses) makes a smoother reading by adding
rore. The shorter reading adopted for the text is decisively
supported by p® 7 ®R* B L 083 0141 57 248 573 579 1010 1270
[ jgn-e.BLla gupeal popeabe aph,

212 exel épewar |Bj

The sinpular number éuewrer, attested by A 1 565 1241 al,
appedrs to he a secondary modifieation, introduced in order
to avoid the implication that after a few days Jesus' mother
and brothers accompanied him to Jernsalem {ver. 13).

2,15 gpayvértlior (B

several witnesses, including the two oldest (p%75 I, Weere
X 0162 ' 33 565 al), prefix @, If this word had been prosent in
the original text, there iz no good reason that would wecount
for its having been omitted from the other witnesses. On the

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHKN 205

other hand, it is probable that copyists introduced the word
in order to soften somewhat the bald statement that Jesus
made a whip of cords; “he made a kind of whip of cords.”

224 avrov (1)

Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the eon-
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abrdy (1),

3.6 TobU feol [A]

A few Greek manuscripts (R* 245 201 472 1000 *) and a
wide range of carly patristic writers replace Tob fleol with T
obpavdy. Although it may be argued that the latter reading
is original and that 7oi feol was introduced in order to make
the passage harmonize with ver, 3, the Committee was im-
pressed by (a) the age and diversity of the witness:las tblmt
support Tov feol, and (b) the probability that copyists in-
iroduced Ty ofpardy in imitation of the frequently recurring
expression in Maithew (eloépxeafar [eloerdeiv] els T Gaot-
hetay Tav obpapEy oceurs in Mt 5.20; T.21; 183 18.23),
whereas eloenfely eis 7oy Sacihelar Tou Heotl occurs only onee
clecwhere (Mt 19.24), while the combination of (OeLy with_*r*.r‘;y
Baoihelay Tév obpaviy ovcurs nowhere (and thercfore it i
not surprising that copyists refrained from introducing Taw

oUpavay into ver. 3).

3.13 dullpddmov [C]

On the one hand, a minority of the Committes preferrved
the reading avfpomov 6 &v & 7§ obparg, arguing that (1) if
the short reading, supported almest exclusively by Egyptian
witnesses, were original, there is no discernible motive which
would have prompted copyists to add the words & dv & nﬁ
obpard, resulling in a most difficult saving (the staternent n
118, nol being parallel, would scarcely have prompted the
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udditinp}: and {2) the diversity of readings implies that the
expression o vios ToU arfpdmou & &v év 73 obpard, having been
Er_:-und objectionable or superfluous in the GE!J.‘[T.E:{'[.: was modified
either h}r_ oroitting the participial clause, or by allering 1t so
as to avoid suggesting that the Son of man was at that moment
in heaven, f

On the other hand, the majority of the Commities, im-
pressed by the guality of the external attestation H{:ppn\.rtiﬂg
thie :;hr?l'tca‘ reading, regarded the words 6 dv & 74 obpard
as an interpretative gloss, reflecting later {'H:riﬂtn]l:;ﬁiml de-
velopment,

3.15 &v 111.’?1'.:,3 B!

Exegetical as well as textual problems are involved in deciding
among the variant readings. Except for this passawse, the
fourth evangelist always uses els after morebey (34 ti;nfr:.n-}
never év, On the other hand, if ér alre is original here, ﬂIE':
meaning may well be, “that every ome who believes shall
in him [i e resting upon him as the cause] have cternal
life.”” In support of such an interpretation is John’s manner of
placing an adverbial phrase with ev before its verb when the
phrase is emphatic or metaphorical (ef. 539, 16.33; and 1 Jn
pusa-i':'wr}. O balanee, therefore, the reading of p* B al, heing
;untyg'un;ms, seems to account best for the rise of the other
readings.

3.20 Ta épya adrob {C]

If 7o épye alTod éTi wovnpa éoTer were the original reading,
no good reason can be found why seribes should have deleted
!’hﬂ. d7e-clauge. On the other hand, the addition of the clause
derived from the preceding verse or from 7.7, appears Lo be z:
natural expansicn which was introduced early (p%). The se-
quence T epya alrol has slightly better support ¥ 8 B A &
() Q63 086 7 28 23 al) than alroel ra €pya (p® A I Werr ]
1564 ROZ¥ 1070 1546},
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3.26 perd lovdaiov [C|

Boih 'TovSalou and ‘lovdalwr are sncient readings, and
external support is rather evenly divided. Un the whole, how-
ever, it is more likely that the singular (which l2 unigue in
Juhm would have been changed to the more customary plural

than vice versa,

3.8 pou (C)

External attestation supporting pot is most impressive; its
omission from p™® ® 28 ol may be accidental, arising perhaps
from the suceession of syllables beginning with the same letter.

i ] » [ * £ noof 4
3.31-32 prnlu-fmg [E':IT{:I.I-"{!J- TAVTWY €0TLY | O EWpOKEV
wal Tecouser TolTo paprupet {C}

Qeveral variations are involved here. The word gt 15 omitted
by overwhelming authority, and may be set aside at onoe,
(n the other hand, the omission of Telro in 8 several witnesses
is sufficiently explained as arising from a certaln unnecessary
plecnasm, The ehief problemn—the prosence or ahsence of
Erdine mavTewr éoriv—ig less ensy to solve, Good reasons may
he adduced to account for scribal deletion of the words (as
redundant after the opening part of ver. 31) or for their
mechanieal addition after the second instanee of Epyoueros
by an inatfentive seribe. In view of the balanes of hoth external
evidence and transeriptional probabilities, the Committee de-
cided to retain the words but to enclese them within square

brackeots.

4.1 Iyootis {C}

As between Iqﬂ'{m; and kipeos the Committee preferved the
former, Hud sipos been present in the ongmal text, it 18
unlikely that a seribe would have displaced it with 'Inootis,
which oeenrs twice in the following clauses. On the other hand,
i sccord with the increasing use of kipeos in reference to Jesus,
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and in order to relieve the elumsy style, more than one 0Ly st
may have smoothed the passage by changing the first instance
of 'Ineols to kipios.

It has been conjectured that originally the verb &yvw was
without an expressed subject, and that subsequently some
copyists inserted 'Tnools and others xipios.

4.3 walw

The omission of wéher from A B* T' A IT W 28 249 579 700
11594 1424 syr" al, if not aceidental, may have been occasionesd
by a desire to eclarify the evangelist's meaning-—for (a) Jesus
does not actually arrive in Galiles until two days later (ver. 431,
after an interlude in Bamaria; and (8) an overly punctilious
reader could take maiov to mean that Jesus returned g second
teme to Galilee after having left Judea. IléAw is attested by
PR BT C D LM W 6 053 083 0141 7 1 33 565 j{sb.ec.o
vig syredesl pppen.be arm eth gl

4.9  od yap ovyypdvrar Tovdaiow Tapapiras (C)

"This explanatory comment is omitted in several witnesses
(#* I itabdeed pope). Although some have thought (Blass-
Debrunner-Funk, § 193, 5) that the words are an early marginal
ploss that eventually got into the text of most witnesses, such
comments are typieal of the evangelist. The omission, if not
accidentul, may reflect seribal opinion that the stalement
is not literally exact and therefore should he deleted,

4.11 {Lf"."c;:": [*.riu J'||,.-'1'_.I1.-",|j:] 1

1t 15 difficult to decide whether 4 vuved is a natural addition
introduced by copyists in order to elarify the subject of Aéver
(as éxeivy was added in 8*), or whether the ahsence of the
words in two Alexandrian witnesses (p™ B), joined by two
versional witnesses (syr* cop™ ™) is the result of a prunimg of
the text of unnecessury words, In order to reflect the balinee
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of possibilities, the words were retained in the text but enclosed
within square brackets.

4,25 olda {A}

In view of the following fulv it is more likely that eopyists
would alter ©I know" to “we know” than vice versa—as
indeed is shown by the alterations made in $* and ¥. (See also

the commentz on 5.32.)

4,51 wais avrov [B]

There are two sets of variation: rats § vids and abrotl § cov.
In the former case it must be observed that, though Muatihew
and Luke use wels freely, this word appears nowhere else n
John, who prefers vibs. Apparently the reading vids is due to
seribal assimilation (which began at least as early as g™ to the
usage of the context {verses 46, 47, 50, and 53). The reading
sou nroge when 8¢ was teken by some copyists to be b7t
recttafivum, introducing the actual words of the servants {eomm-
pare also Jesus' words to the father, 6 vios gov {7, ver. 50y,

5.1 coprn {A]

Strong external evidence favors the anarthrous E0pTH Ifl:lﬁ""-“
AR DA 28 syrer); likewise, the natural tendency af sm:ﬂ_ms
would have been to identify an otherwise indeterminate feast
by inserting % (with a reference probably to Passover), a
tt;ndcmr;f that accounts alse for such supplements in isolated
manuseripts as afiuwy before 'Tovdalow (in A) and 9 gxnve-
wyyia after 'Tovdatwr (in 131).

5.2 émi 5 mpofarikfj kodupfrtipa B
A difficully arises because a word must be supplied .:111r:5I
beciuse koAYmBHBpa can be taken as nominative, cqualified

by % émiheyouédrn (“In Jerusalem, near the sheep [_- 2 thcarf
iz a poel which is called .. %), or as dative, gqualified by 77
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wpofarikii (“In Jerusalem, mear the sheep pool, there is
| ... ] which is called . . ."").! In view of the reference to 7 T
1 wpoffarcy in Ne 3.1 and 12,39, a majority of the Committee
was inclined to take koAymBHOpa as nominative with the
word wdAn to be supplied. The other variant readings appewr
to have arisen when seribes attempted to alleviate the diffieulty
of the erginal text. As between érf and & the former 13
preferable on the basis of external evidence (3% B C A TI ¥
JU % 28 33 al) and of sense. The omission of &xi (or ev) T
(WF Neomm jte gl removes the diffieulty of the svotax and is
therefore suspect as a secondary development.

5.2 Bnlabd |D]

Of the several variant readings, Brfloaidd has strong nttesta-
flon but is suspect a5 an assimilation to the town of Bethsaids
on the Sea of Galilee, mentioned in 1,44, Bytfteoda, though
widely supported, is also suspect as a seribal alteration ariginally
introduced  because of its edifying etymology (K700 ng,
“House of [Divine] Mercy"). In the opitiion of 8 majority of
the Committee the least unsatisfactory reading appears to be
Bnfifafa (& 33 Fusebius), of whieh Bn{afte (L it*) and per-
haps BeAlefla (D jgiatdorly may be variant spellings, The
Copper Seroll discoversd at Qumran contains a reference to
A pool at Betheshdathavim,? which the minority of the Com-
mittes interpreted as corroborating the reading Bnfleada.

‘It e poseible that the original text read KﬂhTMBHEF.& twine,
firet as dative and second as nominative, and that by an early over-
sight in Llranscription one of the twao dropped out {i. e, “In Jerusalem,
near the sheep pool, there is o pos! which ia called | g

* The word, the termination of which signifies the Iebrew dual number,
appears to e conneetod with the Arpraice TeR, Yo pour oul” {perhaps
therelore “Place of poured-ont water]"); ef. J. T, Milik in: M. Baillet,
J. L. Mlik, and R. de Vaux, Les 'Petiles frratles’ de Qumedn (= Dia-
eoveries in the Judsean Desert of dordan, 1113, Textes {Oxfard, 106,
p. 2715 and J. Jereming, The Rediscovery af Hethesda (Louiavillo, 10667,
P 12 g 35,
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5.3 Empav [A]

Because the man whom Jesus heals appears to have }}Eﬂnﬁﬂ
paralytic (a word that oceurs nowhere i_n Johnj, after E*r;pl:uu
the Woestern text (1) igedd bt wran?) ipnserts wepaiuriaiy,
which, however, was not taken up in any known lﬂ,{m: text.
A wvarety of witnesses add, perhaps in order to ['-:-r]:rl.-u:rul th
reference in ver. 7 to the treubling of the water, .E'EEEIGFLEJ‘{JI.'IE-"
v Tou DéaTes xivgow. The reading, hﬂw:-:::f_*l'_. 18 .I:u:hmg in
the oldest and best witnesses (p%™ B A* B C* L al) and con-
tains two non-Johannine words (éxdéyeafar and kirnoes).

5.4 omilverse 1A}

Ver. 4 is a ploss, whose secondary E‘-hamctf'r_iﬁ clear from
{1} its absence from the earliest and best "i'r'l.t-i'l:E'.SEE'EI {ptH 70
w B C* D Weeer 33 j1809 the true text of the Latin ‘l-'u]g_t:n.tv
sy eopre-bm=ach gon Nonnus), (2) the presence of asterisks
::1- obeli to mark the words as spurious in more than twenty
Greck witnesses (including 8 A IT 047 1079 21?4}’. (3) the
presence of non-Johanmine words or l:';}'.'.]]'['[‘.FJF-'uEﬂT_IH (haTa ffmpé:f:
éufalvw |of going into the water], éxdéyouat, KoTexouue,
sbimeoes, Tapayyn, and pdenyua—the lasl three Iwcn'd_s nr_lly
here in the New Testament), and (4) the rather wide diversity
of variant formg in which the verse was transmitted (zee ﬂrmt—
notee § to 10 on po 338 of the text-volume for variant nf_:su!mgﬁ.
within ver. 4), Sinee the passape 1s lacking in t-}]f:_ garlier and
hetier witnesszes, which normally assist in wdentifying types of
text, it 15 sometimes difficult to make decisions among alterna-
tive readines. On the whole, however, the Committes gave
preferenes to the readings that are sui::pt:-rtf:d h‘}r what was
reparded as the preponderant weight of atlestation, or thut
seemed best to account for the origin of the other reading(s).

5.9 ol Eaﬂéws 1B}

Although the word elfféws may have heen added by lﬁcl‘jl}t‘s
in order to heighten the aceount of the healing (such a heighten-
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ing has occurred 1n some witnesses abt Mk 1.31 and 7.35), a
majority of the Commitiee was not mmpressed by the nature
of the witnesses which omit the word, and interpreted the
shorter reading as o Western aberration (the omission of xat
ebféws from #* 15 an accidental blunder, leaving the sentence
without a connective with the preceding sentence; xal edféws
ig restored by Re)

5.17 8¢ [Iyoois] {C}

It iz difficult to decide whether "Ingotis was added by seribes
in order to provide a subject for dmexptrato, or whether the
absence of the name from p™ 8 B W of 13 an Alexandran
deletion prompted by stylistic considerations. As a compromize
a majority of the Committee decided to retain the word en-
closed within square brackets. The readings with kipios are
clearly secondary,

5.32 offa [B]

The Western reading otdare (&* D [® it*4-=% syr® arm
geo) reflects the desire of copyists to heighten the argument
by foreing the Jews to admit that they know the evidence of
Jesug' paprrpie to be true (the textual alteration, however, is
contracicted by the impheation of ver. 37h). Other copyists,
prompted perhaps by the recollection of instances of oidaper
in John (3.2; 4.42; 7.27; 9,20, 24, 29, 31; 16.30; 21.24}, changed
otda Lo otdauer (56 58 61), (Bee alzo the comments on 4.25.)

5.36  peilw

Instead of pelfew (accusative case), read by the majority of
witnesses (R H K LB UV I' A 8 II and most minuseules;
ID reads the alternative accusative form wellora), the variant
reacding wpellfwy (properly the nominative case) is found in p®
ABEGMNW A M 33 307 472 570 713 1071 2430 ol
The latter reading, however, gives an antithesis ("1 who am
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greater than John have the testimony ™} which 13 out of accord
with the context, (It is possible, however, that pecfowv is a
solecistic form of the accusative [see Moulten, Frolegomend,
p. 49]; the meaning would be the same as that given by pei{w.)

644 Peod |B

Although early and important witnesses (p*™ B W al)
omit feol, it seems to be required in the context. The absence
of the word can be accounted for through transeriptional
oversight; the letters 8y (the customary contraction for feob)
were aceidentally omitted from ToymonoyByoy.

6.1 705 aMAcias {Bj

The clumsiness of the two suceessive genitives, hoth identify-
ing the same sea, prompted some copyists to omit rHs Iahe-
Aadas (0210 1242% 1344 2174 ') and others to add after
Nadchatas either xal (V ogoth) or els va pépy (D 8 502
1009 1230 1253 itb4= gen), The meaning of the last, which
i5 the smoothest: reading, 18 “across the sea of Galilee to the
regions of Tiberias.' If this reading were original, it would be
difficult to aceount for the rise of the others.

6.14 & émoinoer anueiov {Bj

Although the combination of p™ B 1t* in support of & . . .
onueta is impressive, the plural seems to be the result of
seribal assimilation to 2.22 and 6 2. The addition of & 'Ineots
was made by eopyigts in the interest of elanty.

6.15 &wexaﬁp'r]rtrflf iB|

While il is possible that avexwpneer (a8 word frequently
used by Matthew but which cecurs nowhere else i Johno
may have been substituted by copyists for gevyer (beeause
Qight weuld seem to be unbecoming for Jesus), o majority of
the Committee was impressed by the ancient and widesprel
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testimony supporting aveywpnoer, I regarded oetryer as a
typical Western reading introduced 1n several wiinesses Lo
enliven the narrative, (Syr® conflates both readings, “he left
them and fled again .. . )

6.22 €r [A}

In order to clanfy the evangelist’s statement about the
boat, copyisis added, in one form or another, the explanation
that 1t was the one *“into which his (Jesus') disoiples had
entered."” The variety of wording of the addition condemns 1t
a5 secondary, just az the age and variety of witnesses which
support the shorter reading confirm that as onginal.

6.23 dAda HAler mAowa[pea ] ex Tuflepuddos [C]

Amid the multiplicity of variants, the text of p™ supported
by several other widely seattered representative witnesses, was
regarded by a majority of the Committee as the reading that
best explains the ongin of the others. As for the vanation
involving whote and wAocapea, 1n order Lo represent the
halanee of evidence and transeriptional probabilities 1t was
decided to print rhocalpeal.

6.23 edyapmoTnoavros Tobl kupiov [C)

O the one hand, the rarity of kbpwes In referring to Jesus
in Johannine narrative and the absenee of the clause from
certain Western witnesses (1 086 it%%® gyr®® wrm geo® Dhates-
saron’") may suggest that the words ave a gloss that erept
into the other texts, On the other hand, however, i view
of the widespread currency of the word: m most text-types,
& majortty of the Commitiee was reluctant to omit them.

6.27  duly dcdoe [B)

Severnl witnesses (8 D ithe 0 gypesl Chrysostom) read
the present tense. which may have been assimilated to Slbwey
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uiv in ver. 32. The reading Outv dwoe, supported by p™ A B
WOB 28 33 365 700 al, is clearly to be preferred.

6.36 [pe] 10

A fow withesses (2 A it*Pe9 syred) lack ue It s possible
that this is the original reading and that pe has crept into
the other witnesses from the context. In this case Jesus' state-
ment. T said to vou that you saw and yet do not behieve ™
clearly refers to the signs which the people had witnessed
(ver. 26). On the other hand, a majority of the Committee,
iapressed by the age and diversity of the external attestation
supporting ge, preferred to retain the word in the text, but to
enclose it within square brackets.

6.42  kal T pyrépa | B |

The omission of the words xal Twr unrépa from several
witnesses (M¥ W Oith syre#® arm geo') may be accidental, ovea-
sioned by homosoteleuton {warépa . . . unrépa), or deliberate,
ta correspored more exactly with the preceding elause (“son of
Jozeph'').

6.42 v (O}

The! word viw, which superficially seems to be somewhat
clumsy in the context, is attested by representative WItnesses
(some of them early] of a variely of text-types. In order lo
ameliorate the reading, it appears that several copyists omilted
viw, while many others replaced it with olw, which oceurs =o
frequently throughout the Fourth Gospel A few witnesses
conflate the two readings.

6.47 mworevwy (Al

The addition of efs éué ns the object of the verb “believe”
was hoth natural and inevitable; the surprising thing is that
relatively many copyists resisted the temptation. If the words
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had been present in the original text, no good resson can be
suggested to account for their omission. The reading of the
Old Bynac has been assunilated to 14.1.

6.62 [adrot] {C]

Since the external evidence for and against the presence of
airrol is so evenly balaneed, and since considerations of internal
probabilities are not decisive, the Commitiee decided to retain
the word enclosed within square brackets,

6.56 dAnfng . . . dAnfns {C}

wuperficially the adjective dAnffs appears to be inappro-
priate, and therefore several witnesses sobstitute the adwverb
ainfios. On the whole, the external evidence supporting
ainfys is of preponderant weight.

B.66  aUTE

After adrd codex Bezae adds what appears to be a homiletic
expansicn, kafws v Euol ¢ waTyg KaYw £ TE TaTpi. auny
aumy Aéyw bDute, éar un Adfnte Té clua Tol viel rob aw-
Hpwmoy ws Tor Gorer 745 {wils, olx Exere fwiy & alrd (“As
the Futher is in me, T also am in the Father. Truly, truly, 1 say
to vou, if you do not receive the body of the Son of man as
the bread of hfe, you have no life in him"; the sentenee “if
you ... in him™ is also read by it~®), For the thought, com-
pare 1035 and 6.53.

B.58 ol marépes JA |

Sinee the evidenee for of warépes is predominantly Epyptian,
one might argue that the absenee of duéw iz the result of
Alexandrian pruning. On the whole, howewver, it is more probable
that, owing to the statement oi Tarépes dudv Edayor év TH
Eompw TO pavva kal daméfaver in ver. 40, a variety of copyists
introduced Opddr (or, by itacism, Huér) into the present
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passage. In any case, the reading ro gavra in the later wit-
nesses is clearly secondary.

h | £
6.64 Tives elotv ol 1) moTelortes wai {Bi

The omission of these words from several witnesses (p*’
1344* it= syr=®) iz no doubt the result of oversight in tran-
seription, oceasioned by homoevarcton (vives . . . 7is). The
omission of g by ® Xeoo® ol iz less easy to account for, but
it muy be the result of a desire to indicate that Jesus knew his
own, rather than those who were not his own, The parallelism,
however, with the first part of the verse seems to require the

presence of the negative,

6.6 o dywog Tol feod {A]

The reading adopted for the text, decisively supported by
P B C* DLW ¥ al, was expanded in various ways by
copyists, perhaps in imitation of expressions in 1.4%; 11.27;
and Mt 16.16.

6.71 foweparow {C)

Sevoral witnesses (B* @ 2 syrd™ ) interpret “lscariot”
as amo Kapubrou, that is, n¥Ip R (ish Qeriyyoi(h]} “man
of Kerioth” [a town in southern Judea]. On the basis of pre-
ponderant external evidence (p™ B C L W W 33 al) the
penitive case 'lexapudrov, agreeing with Ziwevos, 18 to be
preferred to the accusative case “lexapdrye, agrecing with
Totdar., {The omission of “Simon' from sv1® and one ms. of
the Vulgate iz undoubtedly accidental) For the speling
Trapunf (D it and s variants, see the comments

on ML 10,4

7.1 ¥feker B}

Although it ecan be argued that, in view of John's usage
olsewhere of #xew éfoveiay, meaning “to be able™ (10.15
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twice, compare 19100, the reading of W ita 280000 gy
Chrysostom (etyer éfoveiar) should be regarded as original,
particularly because it also appears to be the more diffieult
reading. SBince, however, the idiom is not peculisr to John
bul oceurs elsewhere as well, the Committee judged thal the
overwhelming weight of external evidenee supporting ffeher
more than counterbalances any considerations bearing on the
more difficult versus the less difficult reading.

7.4  aiTos v mappnoia [C)

The suggestion made by several commentators that the
original text lacked the pronoun, which copyists added, as
nominative or accusative, either before or after év wappyeia,
15 attractive, but the Commiltee was reluctant to adopt it
on the basis of the meager external atiestation (ithe) gype
cop™™® ethj—all of which msy reflect only translational
inaceuracy. Among the variations of ease of the pronoun,
the nominative seems to be preferable on the hasis of both
external evidence (p 7™ 8 Do K L X A 6 11 ¥ 1 / 28 33
565 700 el) and internal considerations (as more approprinte
with ér wappyeia). The neuter may have been sugpested hy
Mt 10.26; Lk 12.2; the construction, however, of Fyrele with
accusative and infinitive is found nowhere else in the New
Teztament.

7.8 ok [C]

The reading eiiwew was inlroduced at an early date (it is
attested by p™) in order to alleviate the nconsistency be-
tween ver. B and ver, 10,

7.9  advis Bl

The reading atrés, supported by p® 8 D* W ! 565 al, is Lo
be preferred as congruent with Johannine stvle, Copyvists,
however, apparently regarded it as superfluous nnd altered
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it to alrois (p™ B D & al), or replaced it with & 'lyools as
being more speeific (1t°). or omitted it altogether (1365
1= syreP gen! al).

7.10  aAda [ec] [}

Un the one hand, external evidence strongly supports the
reading with s (p#7™ B L W & 1 /2 28 33 565 700 al).
On the other hand, transeriptional probability seems to favor
the originality of the reading without ws (R DD jtabdeert gyyes
gops etk gog Diatessaron™Y Cyril), since a copyist may
have ingerted the word in order to soften the force of the
expression er gpuwtd, In ovder to represent the halance, a
majority of the Commuittes preferred to retain the word in
the text but to enclose 1 within square brackeis to mdicate
doubl that it has a right to stand chere

7.12  rols oydows (D}

Although the singular number dyhos is in accord with the
author's usage (the plural occurs nowhere else in the Fourth
Grospel), the Committee was impressed by the superior externsl
attestation supporting oy Aocs.

7.31 }'E’TTUE:I‘J']ICFE'I-" B |

The acrist has the stronger and earher support (p*™ B L
T W A TI 28 33 565 T 8492 al); furthermore, the present
mowet appears to be a natural correction (Jesus s still per-
[orming signs, whereas the acrist might seem to mmply that
they had ceased),

7.36

Ak the close of ver. 30 manuseript 225 (comed 1n an. 1192)
imserts the pericope of the adulteress, uswally found ai Jn

{84811,
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7.37 wpos pe {B}

A majority of the Committee judged that the absence of
rpds pe from several witnesses (p%° 8* D itb9* al) was prob-
ably due to seribal oversight.

7.39  moTevoarres (C]

A majority of the Committee judged that the tendency
among copyists would have been to replace the aorist par-
ticiple (read by p¥%™ B L T W % syr* goo' al) with the
present participle (read by # D K X A & IT W f1 fi# 28 33
265 TO0 al).

7.39  mveduo (A}

The reading that best explains the origin of the others is
rrevua, supported by 7 8 K T & I1 ¥ 1079 af. The tendency
to add dveor was both natural and widespread among Chris-
tian scribes, whereas if the word had been present in the
original, its deletion would be inexplicable. Furthermore, lest
an uninformed reader imagine that John meant that the
Spirit was not in existence prior to Jesus' glorification, copyists
introduced a variety of modifieations: (1) “the (Holy) Spirit
was not vet given (fefouévor),” read by B 1250 it be=iarl
v syrosreloaent gls (21 Y“the Holy Spirit was not yet upon
!'.ﬁ-ﬁm," read by D¥* it? goth; and (3) “not vet ceme the Holy
Spirit,” eth.

7.40  Tdv .:'I.:::}n:.uu TOUTWY

Diespite the simple, straightforward nature of the account,
a cunous multiplicity of variant readings developed during
the transmission of the text. They include the fellowing:

(1} Tér Moyay Tolvwy phe M= B L T U ithdea gyptTseul
aop e goth arm

(2} rior hdvywy atroll I W II syrs-pht

(3) alrol 7& Mywr TolTwr §° WY D B
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(4} réor hoverr B H M I' A*

(B} Tor Advor B A? A

(6} Tdr hoyor Tabror X many minuscules cop* eth
(7} Tolrwy Tdr Aywr G

(B) alrot Tow Adyor 124

(9] ot 106G M ayrs

Although John prefers to use the singular number of Aovos
(the plural ogeurs elsewhere only in 10,19 14.24: and 19.13),
an analysls of the external evidence sugrests that the singular
number (yvarants 3, 6, and 8) iz a secondary development from
the plural. Likewise, the omission (%) must be accounted acel-
dental. Heading (3) has the appearance of bemne 4 conflation.
Of the other readings & majority of the Committee preferred
(1} on the basis of age and diversity of external attestation.

746 ldAncer olirws drfipwmos [B)

The crsp brevity of the reading supported by g™ B L
T W cop™ al was expanded for the sake of greater explicitness
in various waye, none of which, 1f onginal, would account for
the rize of the others,

1.b2 ‘?TPD*_;IEW’}T']‘]I ~

Instead of wpodnrns p®° and p™" read & wpodnrns, which
happens to agree with the eighteenth century conjeeture pro-
posed by Dr. Owen, that the text read originally &7c & mpo-
drns éx rhs Dalhatas otk éveiperar (“that the prophet
12 not to arize out of Galilea™) !

7.53-8.11  Perwope of the Adulleress

The evidence for the non-Johannine orgin of the pericope
of the adulteress iz overwhelming, It 15 absent from such early

{hven's conjecture is repocted by William Rowyer, Crtieal Congeciures
ang CObseradions wn the New Teslaomend Collecled from Variows Awlhors,
drd ed, (London, 1782), p. 157.
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and diverse manuseripts as p% T R B LN T W X Y 4 O
053 0141 0211 22 33 124 157 200 565 V88 528 1230 1241 1242
125% 2193 al. Codiees A and C are defective in this part of
John, but it 15 highly probable that neither contained the
pericope, for eareful measurement discloses that there would
not have been space enough on the missing leaves to inelude
the section along with the rest of the text. In the Hast the
passage is absent from the oldest form of the Syriac version
(syr®® and the best manuscripts of syrt), as well as from the
Sahidic and the sub-Achmimie version: and the older Bohaine
manuzeripts. Some Armenian manuseripts® and the Old Georgian
vargion? omit it. In the West the passage 1= absent from the
Giothie version and from several O1d Latin manuscripts (igs.!%1),
N o Greek Chureh Father prior to Euthymius Zigabenus (twelfth
contury) eomments on the paasage and Futhymioe declires
that the aceurate copies of the Gospel do not contain it.

When one adds to this impressive and diversihied hist of
external evidenee the consideration that the stvle and vocabu-
lnry of the pencope differ noticeably from the rest of the
Fourth Gospel (see any eritical commentary), and that it
interrupts the sequence of 7.52 und B12ff., the case apainst
its being of Johanmine authorship appears to e conelusive,

At the same time the account has all the carmarks of his-
torieal veracity. It is obviously a piece of oral tradition wlhieh
cirenlated in eertain parts of the Western chureh and which

 Avcarding to o note in Dohrab's edition of the Armenian version,
“Only five of the thivty manuseripts we nsel preserve here Uhe addition
i, e, the pericope of the adulteress] found in Latin manuseripts, The
rematmiler nanally meree wilth our exemplar o placing it as o separate
section at the end of the Gospel, as we have done. Bat in six of the alder
maniseripls the passage is completely omitted in both places” (translated
by Iorrall B, Bloales, who comments a2z followa inoa nete fo the prosent
writers “When the pericope i2 foued i manmsenpts after 752, o = fre-
quently aeeompanted with an paterisk or other synebael 7

T The pericope 8 laeking i the Advsbe nes (an, BBV, Che Opiga me.
cacin TS A the Thet” ms (ap. W)L
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was subsequently incorporated into various manuseripts st
varions places. Most copwists apparently thought that it would
interrupt John's narrative least if It were mserted after 7,52
(I K (B GH KM U I IT 28 700 802 af). Others placed 1t
after 7.36 (ms, 225) or after 7.44 (several Georglan mess. )7 or
after 21.25 (1 365 1076 1570 1582 arm™*) or afier Lk 21.38
(1, Significantly enough, in many of the witnesses which con-
tain The passage 1 s marked with asterisks or obell, mdieating
that, though the seribes included Lhe account, they were aware
that it weked salisfactory credentials,

Sometimes 1t 12 stated that the pericope was deliberately
expunged [rom the Fourth Gospel hecanse it was lable to be
understood In & sense too indulgent to adultery. But, apart
from the absence of any instance elsowhere of seribal exeision
of an extensive passage because of moral prudence, this theory
fails “to explain why the three preliminary wverses (vil 5d;
viil 1-2), so important as apparently deseriptive of the time
and place at which all the discourses of c. viii were spoken,
should have been omitted with the rest” (Hort, “Notes on
Beleet Readings,” pp. 86 £,

Although the Committee was unanimous that the pericope
was originally no part of the Fourth Gospel, in deference to
the evident antiquity of the passage a majority decided fo
print it, enclosed within double square brackets, at its tradi-
tional place following Jn 7.52.

Inasmuch as the passage is ahsent from the earlier and
better manuscripts which normally serve to identify types of
text, it 15 not always easy to make a decision among allernative
readings. In any case 14 will he understood that the

t %0 Fherhard Nestle, who, however, identifies no specific menuscripts
(Binfiithrung in das Griechische Newe Testomend, Ste Aufl. [Gottingen,
1909]. p. 1573, According to information kindly provided by Dr. oI,
Birdsall, the pericope [ollows 7,44 in Sinal ms. georg, 16

In the editio princeps of the Georgian Bible (Moseow, 1743}, as well s
the editions of the New Testament of 1816, 1818, 1878 (Gospels), and 1874,
the pericope stands in s traditional place after 7,52
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levels of eertainty ({Af, |B]) are within the framework of
the imtial decision relating to the passage a= a whole,

b o] T h] bt L] k] ! 1 4
8.2 wkat wds ¢ Aaos Tpyero wpos avTov, kel kalicas
edidacker avTots (B

The Committee preferred the reading that 1z attested by a
relatively wide varety of witnesses.

8.3  jwaixa et povyela [C)

A few witnesses (D 1071) replace uoiyelg with the less
specific auaprig, perhaps in anticipation of the close of ver. 11.

8.4 adred [Al

The comment concerming the motive for putting Jesus to
the test oeccurs in a few witnesses in ver. 4, 1n most others in
ver, 6, and 1n still others 1n either ver. 8 or ver, 11.

8.8 v [A]

In order fo satisfy pous curiosity concerning what it was
that Jesuz wrote upon the ground, after yav several witnesses
(0 II 73 331 364 700 782 1592 arm™=) add the words évos
éxdoroy abriy vas auaprias (“the sins of every one of them'').

8.9 ol & akodoavres éfnpyorro els xall els (A}

The basie text of the pericope continued to be amphfied
by the addition of explanatory plosses. The Textus Receptus
adds the statement that the woman's accusers were them-
selves “‘reproved by their conscience” (Umd 1Hs gureldfioews
Ehemy vouevat),

8.9 mpeofurépwy A

The reading wperSurépwr was enhanced by adding a clause
(in one form or another) indicating that all of the woman's
acousers went away.
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8.10 Inooiiy [A]

The text was elaborated by adding (in one form or another)
a clause referring to Jesus' looking at the woman.

B.10 ol elow [A)

The Textus Receplus, following E Fe¢ (3 K 1079 af, adds
£xelvot ol karnyopol oov (“those accusers of vours"),

816 pfur (B)

The external evidence in support of ddgfuy (" B D LT
W X 28 33 802 1241 goth) 15 slightly better and more diversified
than that supporting ainfins (p% ¥ K A & & 0250 ' f 565
T00 al). The reading éhnffss appears to have arisen by assimila-
tion to verses 13, 14, and 17, The reading dicada, attested by
a limited range of witnesses (1242 ayr'™® Diatessaron® Cyril),
is ohvipusly a secondary developrent, for, as the most appro-
priate of the various adjectives qualifying kptous, if it were
original thers would be no reason why the other readings would
hawve arisen.

8.16  margp [C]

Although a minority of the Committee argued that marng,
which 1 absent from 8% D it4 ayr=®, crept into all other wit-
nesses by assimilation to ver. 18, the majority of the Com-
mittee was impressed by the age, range, and diversity of
evidence which attests the word, and judged that its omission
from four or five manuseripts was due to transcripilonal
oversight,

8.2 o v {B}

Since the older Greek manuseripts lack punctuation and are
written without division between words, it is possible to in-
terpret Tar dpxhy . . . Gy in several ways:

1. As a question, with é7e=why? (“"Why do I gpeak to you

at allT").
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2, As an exclamation, with & 7t in the sense of the Hebrew
e (““That 1 speak to you at alll'’).

3. As an affirmation, with & 7t and supplying éye el
(/1 am| from the beginning what I am telling you™ or
‘Primarily [1 am] what I am telling you™ or “[I am] what
1 have told you from the beginning').

Several Latin witnesses {and the Gothic), msunderstanding
the Greek, translate Principiwm, qui el loguor vebis (V{1 um]
the Beginning, even 1 who speak to you™). The Ethdopic omits
e (911 am) the Beginning, and 1 told you s0’"). The Bodmer
Papyrus LI (p*) reads, according to a marginal correction
which may be by the original scribe, Elrer abrols ¢ 'Ineobs,
Elmoy uiy 7Hv apxny & 1o xal hahrd vutv (“Jesus said to
them, 1 told you in the beginning that which also 1 am
telling vou').!

8.34 s apaprios (O}

A majority of the Committee explained the absence of
rHs dpaprias from several witnesses of the Western texi
(D itkd gyre cop™™® Clement al) as a stylistic unprovement
introduced by copvists either (a) beecause Tr auapriar oceurs
just a few words earlier or (b) in order to make a closer con-
nection with the following general expression o 8¢ dotAos.

8.38 wopa 7@ maTpl |Bj

The addition of gou after warpl and/or the addition of
ralre as correlative to & appear to be natural explications that
copwiste would have been inclined to make in the interest of
greater claviiy; whereas, if either or both had been present
originally, it is difficult to explain their omission in the oldest
witnesses. (See also the comments on the last variant reading
in this verse.)

U Far full diseussions of the diffieultios of the paseage, see T8 W, Funk,

Harvard Theological Review, 11 (1958), pp. 95-100, and E. K. Smothers, 8.0,
ik, ppe 111-122, who independently prefer the regding of g%,
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8,38 wkovoare [C]

Although éepdrare is carly and widespread (% R* D A W
the Old Latin vg syroeb pop=bem@aed® Digtessaron® " af),
a majority of the Committee judged that it was introduced
by copvists in order to balance évpare in the preceding elauss,
on the other hand, if éwpaxare were original, there is no
reason why seribes should have substituted froboare.

8.38 0@ warpos {C}

A majority of the Committee regarded Uudy after Tob
warpds (or 7 warpt, the dative having been introduced for
the sale of uniformity with the preceding) and ratra as
seribal refinements, the former having been inserted In an
attempt to clarify whal was taken to be a contrast between
God and the devil. (This contrast, however, secms to be
introduced at ver. 41.) Without the possessive pronouns, both
instances of the word “father” in ver, 38 zeem to refer to God,
and worelTe is probably imperative mood. (See also the ecom-
ments on the first variant rending in this verse)

8.39 émoreite {C}

Tt appears that the original text of this verse invelved a
mixed conditional sentence, with € . . . éore In the protasis,
and émotetTe in the apodosis (“If you are really Abraham’s
children, you would be doing the works of Abraham'). The
variant readings arcse in an effort to make o more grammatically
Yeorrect!’ condition; thus, instead of éore (p*®" R B D L T W
070 1321 9 it vg eyre), the later text reads g7e (C N W X
I' A6 AT itebeele oopebe gy which, with émoteite,
makes o eondition contrary to faet, Other witnesses add av,
even though in koine Greek “the addition of &a» to the apodosis
s no longer obligatory” (Blass-Debrunmer-Funk, Grammar,
§ 360, 1),
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B.44 ovw cormrer |}

The form Errncer (mperfect of erhew), supported by p*
M B* DLWXA® I 33 82 al, follows more naturally
after i than does the perfect tense Eornrer (p' B C K II /*
28 boh TOU al).

8.63 marpos mudv {C}

The words wrarpés Hudy are omitted by D W itabedent)
syre cop®@™, probably because they seem to cootradict the
statement in ver, 44, “You are of your father the dewvil.”

8.564 mudr [C

The reading dud (% B* DD X ¥ 700 al) makes the words
following &7t mdirect discourse, whereas fuoer (p™0 A B?
CKLWA®ILf M 28 33 665 892 al) involves direct dis-
course. The Committee, noting that both readings have good
manuseript support, judged that the change was more likely
to go from direct to indirect discourse than vice versa.

=
5.07 'rrEI«'TﬁrmwTa €T

In an attempt to harmonize the statement more clozely with
Lk 3.23, a few witnesses (A 230 262 1355 1555 Chrysostom
Ps-Athansius] read regoepdsorra (“You are not wvet forty
vewrs old').

8.67 <dpaxns (B}

A few witnesses (p' B* (0124 gyt copr-bv™ad) read dbparéy
oe (... has Abraham seen you?"), This is doubtless a scribal
assimilation of the Jews' question to Jesus' previous statement
(“Abraham . . . [saw] my day,” wver. 56), The reading chosen
for the text, besides having much stronger manuseript attesta-
tion (p¥ Nc A B (B* W © 28 éopakes) CD K L X ATl ¥
1712 28 33 565 T0O 392 many others), is more [iting on the
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part of the Jews, who, assuming the superionty of Abraham
(ver. 53), would naturally represent Jesus as seeing Abraham
rather than Abraham as seeing Jesus.

8.69 lepol [A]

The true text almost certainly closes with tepoti, which 18
attested by p7 #* B D W B* jtabedet®l o gupt poptt
bomstach? gy pen! Diatessaron”i® gl In order to give the
impression that Jesus eseaped by miraculous power, copyists
expanded the text by borrowing Stehfaw dea péoov abriy
from Lk 4.30, and then continuing with xat wapfiver olrws
in preparation for the statement in 9.1, If any of these longer
texts were original, there is no reason why the best representa-
tives of the earliest text-types should have omitted it.

9.4 nuds det [D]

Although it is diffieult to choose among the readings, a
majority of the Committee preferred fuds der, {(a) because
of its somewhat superior external support, and () because it
iz slightly more probable that copyists would have altered
fuas to éué than viee versa.

9.4 méubavrés pe [Di

The Irﬁading wéupavrros Huds, which iz a non-Johannine
expression, appears to have been introduced into several
witnesses (p™7 8* L. W cop® ael) as correlative with fuds del
at the beginning of the sentence. (See also the previous variant
reading. )

9.6 emeypioer [B]

Perhaps because the verh “anoint’ seemed Inappropriate to
deseribe the application of elay, a few copyists substituted a
more general term, either éméfinrer (B Diatessaron’) or “he
touched his eyes with the clay™ (eop®™). The reading in Ephracm’s
Commentary on  the [hatessaron is noteworthy: a=s o
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s,

clay™).

ey 2w ("He made eves from the [hit., his

9,11  amerpiltly exetivos, "0 dvfipwmos & Aeyopervos Inoois
[C)

The words kati elmer are a natural expansion intraduced by
copyists (A K W X A 11 o /2 28 700 5892 al). Among the other
readings, that supported by p* 8 B 0124 /1 33 al was preferred
on the basiz of age and diversity of attestation,

9.11 Tov Erﬂmtip

The reading vor Zehewau, which is decisively supported by
PR B DLW X 8 0124 1 118 213 565 ifs-bedhl gypnal
cop®™ ™ arm al, was clanfied with an expansion from wver. 7
g0 as to read Ty rohvpPnfpar Tot Ziheap (A A AT W
13 28 33 579 700 892 it*9 vg poth syr' cop*t® geo al),

9.21 alrov é’pmﬁrfcrm'c

In the mterest of making a smoother sequence of clauses
{ef. the sequence in wver. 24}, the Textus Reeeptus, following
AT A A most minuseules it'9 poth syr*? al, fransposes the
words avror épwTioaTe to follow Nhwiar Eye. The omission
of the clause in a few witnesses (8% it" eop™ Chrysostom) is
probably accidental (p™ replaces the elause with alros).

9.28  kat érowdapnaar [C|

The most primifive reading appears to be fthat attested
by ¢ 8% B W 0124 al. The gai fell out after yevéofar (p®
AKX A2 T00 al) or was replaced with a less commonplaee
connective (Ehowddpnoar oly % I8 §=f math, or ol 86 éhoe-
dopnoar 8 I L & ¥ 0250 f* 33 565 al),

9.35 avfpdimov {A}

The external support for evfpaomor (p#% B B D W svrs
cop= befacktiay ol 3e go weighty, and the improbakility of
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Beati heing altered o darfpirmou 15 so great, that the Com-
mittes regarded the reading adopled for the toxt as virtually

certain,

9.36 amexpiln éxeivos wkal elmev, Kut 75 éorwe, xiple
104

Among the several readings enrrent in the manuseripis, that
adopted for the text iz typleally Johannine and is the most

widely attosted.

4. 35-30%a

Several witnesses lock the words o 8¢ &by, LlioTebw xipee
kol TooTeRuIaer abTd. kal eimer & Inools (pT BY W gt
cop*t; Diatessaron” lacks verses 38 and 39 enfirely'). Sinee
Ed is rure in John (only at 1.23 and in some witnesses af
0.36) and sinee wpogkvréa oceurs nowhere else in the Fourth
Gospel, Brown suggests that the words may be “an addition
stermming from the associntion of John ix with the baptismal
lituwrgy and eatechesis.”™ Apart from the question whether such
hturgical influence would have been likely as early as p™,
in view of the overwhelming preponderance of external attestia-
tion in favor of the longer text, it appears that the omission,
if not,aceidental, is to be regarded as editorial, made in the
interest of unifying Jesus' teaching in verses 37 and 34

10.7 1 dvpa

The reading & wowedy (p* cop™ iz an early alleviation of
the text, introdueed by eopyists who found the expression “the
door of the sheep” too diffieult.

LT editor, Alberto Vacearl, suggests that the two verses have dropped
ol secidentally because verses 37 and 39 begin in the same way (D!
el Tozue),

* Baymond T Brown, The Gospel Aecording Lo Jehn {i-xza) (Now
York, 1966), p. 375,
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10.8  HAbor [wpo épod] (G}

It is diffieult to decide whether copyists added mpo uol,
before or after AAor, in order to make more sense from a
highly compressed statement, or whether they omitted the
words 1o order to lessen the possibility of taking the passage
ag a blanket condemnation of all Old Testament worthies,
Although the external evidence for the shorter text is im-
pressive (p P H* EFGMB U T A 28 892 and most minus-
ﬂules, o e e 2 gk v EFrn.p.h.paa mpnn-hnmﬁ.a:hﬂ- gﬂth IHates-
saron®= 60 of) and although the divided testimony regarding
the position of wpo éuol would normally suggest the secondary
character of the words, a majority of the Committee, observing
that several witnesses (Db ithd wgp™) omit wéarres in order
to lessen the scope and drastic nature of the statement, judged
that the least unsatisfactory dession was to retain the words
w0 tuol after fiAfor but to enclose them within sguare
brackets.

10.11  7eftpow [B]

Instead of the expression “lo lay down one’s life,” which
is charneteristically Johannine (10,15, 17; 13.37, 38; 15.13;
1 Jn 3.16 bis), several witnesses (p M* D al} substitute the
expression “to give one’s life,” which ocours im the Synoptie
Gospels (Mt 20.28; Mk 10.45).

10.15  7iffpue (O}

=ee the comments on ver. 11,

10.16 yemjoovrar {C}

Although hoth readings are well attested, the Committes
judged that the plural yernoorrae has shightly stronger support
¥ RB DL WX O 33 565 al) than the singular
verpoerar (pF ®R* A K A II f* 28 700 af), Furthermore, the
singular number appears to be a stylistic correction,
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10.16  pte moipm

All known witnesses except the Latin Vulgate read “one
flock.” Jerome's erroneous rendering unum owile (Mone fold™)
was followed by Wyeliff and the translators of Cromwell’s
Gireat Bible, the Geneva Bible, the Bishops® Bible, the Rheims-
Douay Bible, and the Authorized or King James Bible.

10,18 aipee (O}

Although the sorist fper (“No one has taken [my life] from
me”) has early and good support (p* 8% B), and although it
may seem to be preferred as the more difficult reading, & majority
of the Committee judged that its external attestation was too
limited in extent, representing, as it does, only a single textual
type (the Egyptian).

1092 Tére [C}

Of the four variant readings, 8¢ Tore (1321 copts™ bosc?)
can be dismizssed as a conflation, and the absence of any particle
(fL 565 1010 1344 2" syr* geo! o) is due either to an accident
in transmission or to deliberate omission at the beginning of a
lection. Both rére and 8é are well attested. In view of the
preceding éyévero the origin of either reading (eyeverorore
or eyeveTose) is susceptible of explanation on transeriptional
groundls (dittography or haplography), followed by confusion
(not infrequent in some Greek manuseripts) of deé and 7e
After considerable debate a majority of the Committee pre-
ferred Téhre as L7 appropriate not to have been included
originally "

10.26  udv {B)

The (wo readings, which are almost equally well attested,
can be evaluated in different ways, On the one hand, 8 minority
of the Committes explained the absence of the clause xaflis
eimor tutr to be the result of deliberate deletion by copyists
who could find in the previous account no saying of Jesus that
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the Jews were not of his sheep, On the other hand, the majority
of the Committee regarded the clausze sz an obvions seribal
aceretion to the text.

10.28 & Sébewndy pow mavraw peilov eorwe D}

In sorting out this nest of variant readings whieh present
all possible combinations of the maseuline or neuter relative
pronoun and the masculine or neuter comparative adjective
only those readings need be seriously considered which mmvolve
the sequence ¢ wargg pov 4., .. (for the sequence o warTnp
pov oe, if orngnal, would almost certainly nol have been
altered). The reading of B L W ¥ is impossible Greek, and
cannot be construed. This leaves the reading of B*, which is
supported by the CHd Latin, Valgate, Dohairie, Gothie, Ambrose,
und Augustine (the difference of sequence of uetor warrwy
in the versions may be accounted for as translational varie-
tiom}, It thus appears that the reading & warnp pov & Géduwwéy
wor warrar wetlor éorir, becanse of the unexpected scquenec
of neuter relative pronoun after & wargpe pov (Y“"my Father”
by hyperbaton, functions us subject of dédwwer within the
relative clouse), best explaing the origin of the other readings.

10,29  warpis (O}

The shorter reading has early, If somewhal limited, support
(pm B L oayree! copt™ Origen), A majority of the Com-
mittee regarded wow to he a natural addition which not a few
copvists might make independently of one another.

10.32  warpos (O}

The Committes preferred the shorfer reading, which has
diversified supporl, and regarded pov as a natural addition
made by copyists,

10,34 vpah B
In view of 817 (ér 74 vouw 6 T URETEDL YEYQATTOL,
the reading with gudwr appears to be Johannine, and i6s omission
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in severnl witnesses (p* 8% D 8 svr® peo? o) may reflect an
attempl by scribes to soften what seemed to be an unnecessary
dichotomy between Jesus and the Old Testament.

10.38  wat ywwrdorngre (0}

Clopyists seem Lo have regarded the reading xal ~yireorknre,
which has early and diversified support (g4 B L (W X
verwokere) B fL 33 565 al), to be pleonastic after yrere, and
therefore either replaced the werbh with miorelonre (as in
(B moreimre) A K A TT A /2 28 700 al) or omitted it en-
tirely (s in T itaBedom 8l gyps o)

[1.1% Tfu'::rapcns' ﬁﬁw} ?}ILLEPELS

There are four variant readings:

(1} Téorapas Nay quépas = B C* 6 12 4]

(2) Téooapas nuepas R R AC LW X T AATILS By:

(3) fion Teroepas Nuépas p* it P goth

(4) réroapas Auépas AY I 237 ite syrer copsbeach grm

eth meo

Among the several readings, that chosen for the text is the
hest supported and also aceounts best for the rise of the others
Copyists were either dissatisfied with fdy separating réooapas
fuépas and so moved it before or after the phrase, or, in a few
cases, they omitted the word by an aeadent o lranscription,
sither when *four' was writfen as a word (TECCAPACHAH-
HMepac) or, more likely, when it was represented as a

numeral (AHAHHMEPAC).

11.19  79» Mapflar [B)

The reading adopted for the text, which iz supported by
carly and weighty evidence (%7 ® B C* L W X 33 al),
accounts hest for the origin of the other readings. The use of
the single defimte article before the two names 15 unusoal;
one would have expected it either to be repeated before
Meapian or omitted before Mapfar. [D and perhaps some of
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the Greek manuscripts lying behind several early wersions
omit Thv before Mapfar. Other withesses (p%™™ A % K A
B I W f1 % al) read rds Tepl Méapfar, a elassical Greek con-
struction foreign to John (ef. Ac 13.13). This reading, which
means Martha and Mary and their household (servants and /or
[riends), may have been introduced by copyists who, taking
the unexpected expression “the Martha-and-Mary” to mean
the houschald of the two sisters, substituted the more elegant
Greek construction, Such an alteration may also have been
suggested by [ab]ras mept in the next line.

11.25  xai % Lo {B)

The omission of xai % fwg from several witnesses (pt*" it!

syr® Origen Cyprian Titus of Bostra) is puzzling. Was it added
i the great mass of witneasses in anticipation of the thought
expressed by the following (moerar and 6 Fdr, or was it
omitted, perhaps by accident in transcription or because
ver. 24 makes mention of the resurrection alone? On the basis
of considerations of the ape, welght, and diversification of
witnesses that inelude the words, a majority of the Commitiee
preferred to retain them in the text,

11.31 dofavres [B]

The manuseript support for ddfavres is early (the non-
sensical reading dofaforres of p™ is tantamount to testimony
supporting dékarres) and widely diversified (8 B O* D L
W X 1'% 33 700 syr=P"™ cop® arm eth geo). The reading
Aéyorres may have arisen when it was asked how the fwangclisf
could have known the thoughts of the Jews (as also in 11.13,
where ms, X substitutes Eveyor for &ofav).

11.32 ﬂpﬁs‘

The reading wpos vols wédas (in the deseription of Marv's
falling at Jesus' feet) is supported by carly and diverse attesta-
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tion (p2 % B C* D L W X ¥ 33 al); other witnesses (In-
cluding p*% A C* T" A 8 A IT /@ al} read els vols wodas.
Although the latter expression is admittedly strange, and
therefore likely to be altered, a majority of the Committee
was impressed by the superior external evidence supporting
wpos Tovs whdas,

P 13 & L3 #
11.33  eveBpprjoaro 76 mvelpart kai érapaler éavrdy

Instead of the reading adopted as the text, several witnesses
(p* (p™) D @ 22 131 660 1582 2193 itP cop™ " arm) read
drapayfn 14 wrebuare ds éufpipoipevos. Bince the latter is
the easier reading (for it softens the statement by inserting
ds), o majority of the Committee regarded il as a sr:qnnflzirg..r
improvement, introduced from o sense of reverence for the
person of Jesus.

11.46 & emoinoer |B}

The external evidence for the plural & is slightly better
than that supporting the singpular 8. Although it 18 possible
that the plural may have been introdueed from wver. 46, a
majority of the Committee thought it more likely that copyists
replaced & with the singular because the context speaks of
.Lﬂ:E:us’J having performed one onueiov.

11.50 dpiv {B)

The second person pronoun, which is strongly supported
(p# B D L X al), is in accord with the tone of contempt
represented by the elosing words of ver. 48, The omission of
the pronoun from & and a few other witnesses may be accidental
or under the influence of 18.14,

11.51  7oi énavroll exeivou

Through carelessness the seribes of % and D omil éxelvow,
doubtless beeause of confusion arising from the ending of the
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previous word, The whole expression “of that year” is omitted
by p it* syr®, perhaps as redundant after ver. 49,

12.1 Aalaepos |B}

Although the absenee of 6 vefeneds from 8 B L W X
igFeert gyppoal pupsba™ ethoof can be explained as o de-
liberate deletion because il seemed entirely superfluous in view
of the [ollowing clause, a majority of the Committee, im-
pregsed by the external attestation supporting the shorter
reading, judged the words o be o seribal ploss that was added
at an early date (it is read hy pb).

124 “fovbos ¢ "Toxapudrns els [éx] Tow paltyrar adroi

1CH

The wdentification of Judas as Bluwros (A K X A8 11 W
O3 4 28 Byz) or as Sluwy (1195 1242% 1344 2148 af) is a
reribal accretion deriyed from 6.71. These same witnesses also
smooth the sequence by placing the name after the indefinite
ety éx Tov pafgrdr abrol and before & wéhiwr adrdr Tapa-
deddrac. It was thoughi besi to retain the words els éx, an
expression that occurs in eleven other passapes in the Fourth
Gospel, but in view of the absence of & in such early and
noteworthy witnesses ns %7 B L W 32, to enclose it within
siquare brackets. (I'or the reading of 1), see Lhe comments
on 6.71 and Mt 10.4.)

12.8  include verse [

The omission of pefl’ favréw éué 6¢ ol marrore Exere hy
p® and A% iz clearly the resull of parablepsis, the eve of the
sevibe passing from #yere to €yere, The omission of verses
7 oand 8 from 0250 seems also to be due to a transeriptional
aceldent, the seribe's eve passing from €1ITENOYN 10 EFNWOYN.
Lt 15 much more diffienlt to aceount for the absenece of ver, §
from 1D it syrs, On the one hand, it can be argued that the

e
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words were added at an early date by a copyist who recalled
the similar statement in Mt 26.11 and Mk 14.7. On the other
hand, the overwhelming manuseript support for the wverse
seemed to a majority of the Committes to Justify retaining it
in the text.

129 "Fyve ofy [6] dxlos wodus éx rtav lovdaiwr

O}

It is naturul to regard dxhos wohis (T AB KX A ©
IT I ' 33 Byz) and & fxhos & wohls (p%° W 0230 1010) as
seribal ameliorations of the diffieult reading £ywe ol & dxhos
worts (N B* L 28 802 al), But the expression & dxhos woils
serving as the subject of a verb is such unusual Greek (wilh
wohls in the predicate position) that serious doubts anse
whether the evangelist could have writlen il thus, A majority
of the Committee therefors thought it appropriate to enclose
& within square braclkets. See also 12,12,

12.12 6 dylos modus o {C]

As in ver, O (see the comments there) the diffieult word order
has resulted in the omission of the {(hrst) article from many
witnesses, According to Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 270, 1, and
Turner, Syntaz, p. 186, the predicate position of wolils is
probably by analogy to was and dhos,

12.17  ore {C]

The reading ére iz preferable to &7 because it s supported
by generally superior external testimony, and because &r
appears to be an attempt to elarify the account, which other-
wize pould be taken to refer to two crowds (ef. ver. 18).

12.28 16 drope (B

Instead of the reading “elorifv thy name,"” [ound o all the
carlv anid in most of the later witnesses, several of the later
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witnesses (L X f' 7% 33 1071 1241 al), influenced by the recollae-
tion of the opening of Jesus' high-priestly prayer (17.1), read
“glorify thy Son' In codex Bezae the assimilation takes a
different form: while retaining v6 frvoua, the seribe of 1D con-
tinues with words that reeall 17.5, which in thal manuseript
reads . .. 1§ Sbfp § elxor mapd ool wpd Tob THr wbouov
vevéotat,

12.32  wdrTos éAxdowm D!

Since the reading warre, supported by p® ®* D it vp
gyrseeral gopeabesh? goth eth peol gl, is ambiguous {“ﬁver}rﬂne.’;
“all things,” “all}, it is possible that copyists, desiring to
remove the ambiguity, added & sigma. A majority of the
Committee, however, favored the reading wérras because of
the weight of its exiernal attestation and because it appears
to be more congruent with Johannine theology. The reading
ravra, which suggests ideas of a vosmic redemption, may
have arisen under the influence of Col 1.16-17 and/or Cnostic
apeculution. :

12.40  emchpger (O]

£he reading érfjpwaer (p%7F 8 K W II al) appeared to a
majority of the Committes to have arisen in an attempt to
S.u;::p]}' a somewhat more suitable verb with v kepdiar than
erwpwaer or memwpwker. The form memdpwrer (B A 1 565
700 Byz al) has doubtless been assimilated to the tense of the
preceding verb (rerighwrer).

12.41 o7 |B}

A majority of the Committee preferred 8¢ to dre, chiefly
becanse of the age and weight of the supporiing evidenere
(p*R ABLX @Y 33 al), but also because &7t ApPears
on the surface, to be somewhat less appropriate in the l’!-IZIIl1.+!.‘-:;
than either dve or émel (W), and so would be likely to provoke
zeribal alteration, % .
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12,43 Hjmep

The comparative particle #mep, which occurs only here in
the New Testament, is attested by p® A B D I' AL al. 1t wasg
altered to the much more usual fmép by p*° R L W X f1 33 60
a65 al In koine and Bwvzantine Greek the two words were

pronounced alike,

18.2  suwvopevou [C}

This verse contains two serious textual problems. The first
involves but a single letter: fetwvov -yevopévov is generally
taken to mean “supper being ended” (AV), whereas detmrou
ivopéroy means “during supper” (RBV). The former reading
is by far the more difficult, for it stands in opposition to the
folwing context, which indicates that the supper was still
in progress (verses 4 and 26), On the basis of what was felt
to be superior manuscript evidence (M* B L W X ¥ al), a
majority of the Committee preferred the present tense. On the
other hand, the minority, while preferring the aorist, in-
terpreted it as an ingressive aorist, “supper having been
served.”

13.2  lovdas Zipwrvos oxapuwrou (O}

Theye are several wvariations: the nominative or genitive
case of “Judas,” the position of the name in the sentence, and
the case of “Tseariot.’”” The genitive case "lobba, with the
transposition of the name so as to follow kapéley (4 D K
A @ T ft 28 33 700 892 Byz), is obviously the easier reading,
which, if original would not have been altered 1o a more difficult
construction ('Toddas following tva mepadol abréw, p B B L
W X ¥ 0124 1241 of). Since, according to the hest witnesses,
John elsewhere (6,71 and 13.26) construes [scariot with Simon,
the father of Judas, a majority of the Committee thought it
wige to adopt "loxapidroy with L W 0124 1241 al (the reading
Totba Zlupwvos 'Toxapiwrev, found in most witnesses, may,
of eourse, also be translated “[the heart] of Judas, the son of
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i e : .
Simon Iseariot”). On the reading . . . dré Kapvdrov (D
: od . '|'
itie} see the comments on 6.71,

18.10 ol Exer ypelay el piy Tods wébas vibacba |B|

The rearrangement of olx Exer xpelav to off xpelar ive
(D EFKLI'A© ™ 892 al) seems to have been made in
the interest of cuphony. Instead of & ufi the Textus Recepius
(following C* E* A f1 28 700 af) substitutes #, which is to he
construed ag though the evangelist had written sumething I[l-;ca
olk eddov Twvds ypelar #xyer. The inscrtion of pbroy in twe c:-l:
r;l_m readings shows the influence of the preceding verse. Moro
dleF:iJIt to assess 13 the reading ofw &yer ypelar Pia,.br.l-u'ﬁ'm;
#® att vg Tertullian Origen), for whose originality more or
less plausible arguments ean be advaneed. Elﬂ:'.z-ill.‘;:l:t. haorw-
ever, the words & uf Tols mofas may have heen omitted acci-
dnntal!}r {or even deliberately because of the difficulty of
reconciling them with the following declaration. a\X' fore
kaflapds dhos), a majority of the Committee ﬁmmiclcrcrf it
safer 1o retain them on the basis of the preponderant widghi
of external attestation.

1318 pov {1

Alﬂmugh MeT' Euotl (PR A DK WAGTII W 1 928 33
TO0 U v syrtebael goth arm pen al) iz much more widely
attested than pou (B €' 1. 802 1071 1230 cop™ eth al), which
15:_;1,[5{1 the reading of the Septuapint, a majority of th:: ("!m;u-
mitlee preferred the latter reading because per' &uod mu:u he
an assimilation to Mk 14,18 I

13.24  sulléofur 7is dv ein wepl off Adyer (B}

.Thv reading adopted by a majority of the Committee con-
tains Lhe only instance of the optative mood in John, and
therefore might be considered non-Johannine: nc-ver'r.t;ﬁ]vm
on E-}n_- basis of age and diversity of textual witnesses the um
struction with ely (5% A D K W A I f* 7% 28 565 700 Eys"l
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was regarded as superior to the simpler construction attested
by several Alexandrinn wilnesses (B C L X 068 33 892 1071 o).
The reading of 8 is conflate, showing the antiquity of both
readings,

13.26 Pdfer 70 hwpior xai dwgw avtd (]

It is more likely that seribal alteration went from the simple
(fwow) to the compound verb (émdoow), which John uses
nowhere else. Furthermore, the Semitie, paratactie style of
two fnite verbs connected by kal is typically Johannine,
whereas the omission of the conjunction and the hypotactic
construction involving a participle (Sdyfag) has the appearance
of being a stylistic modification introduced by copyists in
the interest of clegance. Likewise, the redundant alr@ after
Bérrea, so characteristic of a primitive, Semitic style, would
almost certainly be deleted by copyists. See also the comments
on the following varlant reading.

13.26  Pdias ofvy 7o Paplor [Aapfdver kal] Sidwaw
LCl

It is exceedingly difficult to decide whether houSarel xai
was added by copyists to recall Jesus' deliberate action at the
Last Supper in foking bread (Mt 26.26; Mk 14.22; Lk 2519,
1 Clor 11.23), or whether the words were omitted as irrelevant
and unnecessary. In order to reflect the balanee of hoth ex-
ternal attestation and transeriptional probabilities, & majorily
of the Committee decided to retain the words enclosed withm
aquare brackets.

18.26 loxopidrov [C}

Both the weight of manuseript evidence and transcriptional
probability, along with what seems to be Johannine usage
elsowhere (6.71; 13.2, 26), appeared to the Committee to
favor the genitive "Tekgpuerov. On the reading of codex
Bezaec. see the comments on 6.71.




. ———

242 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

13.32  [et 6 feos édotdobin év adrd] {C)

Normally the age and range of the witnesses that support the
shorter text (p* 8* B C* D L W X II f* 33 892 al) would seem
to create the presumption that the clause el ¢ feos édofachn
€V abT® 18 a secondary intrusion into such witnesses as Ne
A C*K A B W 1528 565 700, followed by the Textus Receptus.
On the other hand, however, the absence of the words can be
accounted for either as the result of (a) transcriptional over-
sight because of homoeoteleuton (& adrd ... é& adrd) or
(b) deliberate deletion because of supposed redundancy of
thought (yet there is a logical connection rightly expressed
between the earlier and subsequent glorification, and the
step-parallelism is characteristically Johannine). Faced with
this dilemma a majority of the Committee preferred to retain
the words in the text but to enclose them within square
brackets.

13.32 ev ad7®d {B}

In view of the parallelism in the successive clauses of verses
31 and 32, a majority of the Committee preferred to adopt
the reading of p% N*> B 2148 gyreh.paimss copse-bo.ach? fay g7y
to use the smooth breathing on adrd. Despite what appears
to be Hellenistic usage (see the concluding comment on Php
3.21), a minority of the Committee strongly preferred to use
the rough breathing on alrd.

13.37 Kvpie {C]

Kipie, which is absent from N* 33 565 Vg Syrs cops™
o™=, may be regarded as an accretion in the other witnesses
by assimilation to ver. 36. On the other hand, however, in
view of early and widespread manuscript support for the
jﬁrﬂrd} a majority of the Committee voted to retain it, explaining
Its omussion as either accidental (xipte was often contracted

to ke) or deliberate (because it seemed redundant so soon after
Kipte in ver. 36).
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14.2 o7 {C}

In this passage, where dé7¢ may mean either “that” or
“because,”’ its absence from some witnesses (p®’ C A ©
28 700 Byz Lect, followed by the Textus Receptus) 1s probably
to be explained as a simplification introduced by copyists who
took it as 87 recitativum, which is often omitted as superfluous.

14.4 v odov {C}

The syntactical harshness of the shorter reading dmov éyw
bréyw otdate Ty 066 (p° R B C* L W X 33 1071 e
cop® eth) seems to invite amelioration. Since Thomas In
ver. 5 distinguishes between “where” and ‘“‘the way,” copyists
improved ver. 4 by expanding so as to read dmwov éyw vTaYW
oidaTe kal TNy 6dov oldaTe.

14.7 éyvixare pe {C]

The reading adopted by a majority of the Committee here
and in the following set of variants involves a promise: “Ii
you have come to know me [as in fact they do], you shall know
my Father also.” Despite the harmony between this statement
and the rest of ver. 7, another interpretation of Jesus’ words
gained wide currency, this one a reproach: “If you had come
to know me [which, alas, they do not], you would have knowl-
edge of my Father also.” The latter construction (a condition
contrary to fact) seems to have arisen either because copyists
recalled Jesus’ reproach against unbelieving Jews in 8.19 or
because Philip’s question (ver. 8) and Jesus’ reply (ver. 9)
suggested to them that the disciples knew neither Jesus nor

the Father.

[The purpose of the Evangelist as well as the laws of textual
development have been misunderstood. If a negative and a
positive statement about the Apostles stand side by side
the textual tradition. the positive one is usually the later. K.A.]
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14.7 yvaoecle {C}

See the comments on the preceding set of variants.

14.11 morevere {B)

A variety of witnesses, including several of the earliest
(% X D L W 33 1071* ite.d.e.rl Vg syrep.pal Enpﬁu,hn”m.aﬂh?']r
have resisted the temptation to assimilate the construction
to the preceding mioTeberé uot.

14.14  include verse {B)

Ver. 14 is omitted by a scattering of witnesses, including
several 1mportant ancient versions (X f! 565 1009 1010 1365
{728 1tb ygms gyyes.pal arm peo Diatessaront !t Nonnus). Fur-
thermore, A* omits ver, 14 and the last seven words of ver. 19
the eye of the scribe having passed from TOLNOW to ToLhHow.
The omission of ver. 14 can be variously explained: (@) it was
due to an aceident in transeription, the eye of the scribe having
passed from €an to €aN; (b) similarity in sentiment and even in
expression with the first part of ver, 13 prompted parsimonious

seribes to delete; (¢) it was deliberately omitted in order to
avold contradiction with 16,23,

14.14 e (B}

Eather the unusual collocation, “ask me in my name’’ (yet it
1s not without parallel, f, Ps 20.11; 31.3; 79.9, where the
Psalmist prays to God for his name’s sake), or a desire to avoid
contradiction with 16.23, seems to have prompted (a) the
omigsion of ue in a variety of witnesses (ADKLIIW Byz al)
or (b) its replacement with 7oy warépa (249 397), The word
pe 1s adequately supported (p** N B W A © ¥ 28 33 700 al)

and seems 1o be appropriate in view of its correlation with
éyw later 111 the verse.

ST L Sl
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14.15

A majority of the Committee preferred the future fense
rnpnoere, read by B L W 1010 1071 1195 2148 al (and perhaps

mpnoere {C}

" gupported indirectly by witnesses that read the aorst sub-

junctive tnpnonte, p* R 060 33 al), instead of the imperative
rnpnoate, which, though rather well supported (A D K W .X
A O IT /4 /8 28 565 700 892 Byz), accords less well with
épwtnow in the following verse.

14.17 . éorar {D}

A majority of the Committee interpreted the sense of the

passage as requiring the future €orat, which 1s adequately
supported by p®5" 8 A O ¥ 18 28 33+ 700 syrs" al

ILEVEL . .

14.22 ’lovdas, oty o lokapudtys [A]

The singular and sub-singular readings in several versim‘.rml
witnesses are interesting from the standpoint of later hagio-
sraphical tradition. On the reading of codex Bezae, see the
comments on 6.71 and Mt 10.4.

14.22

The external evidence for the omission of xaf (oA B
DEL X 0 33 249 397 544 700 1241 1355 1819 itewertd Vg
syre:sppal ggpsaboach ogth arm eth geo) 15 somewhat supermf
to the evidence for its inclusion (p X G H KM QS U W
I' A AII f* /8 28 565 al syr®). On the other ha.nd_, hr::-wm-'m:,
the word may have been omitted by copyists E‘lt-hIEl‘ accl-
dentally (since € and at came to be pronounced ahkelxthe
contraction ke [for kUpte] may have been taken for Kai) or
deliberately, as unnecessary. See 9.36 for a similar t:ﬂ{lst-rllﬂt-lﬁn,
where some witnesses omit xat (in talmudic discussions, llt.:uw-
ever, questions are normally in{’.rudumf:d.h}r “and’”). In view
of the balance of considerations, a majority of the Committee

[kat ]




246 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

decided to retain the word in the text, but to enclose it within
square brackets,

14.26  [éyd]

The emphaiic pronoun éyw, read by B L 060 0141 (33 £y
elmov butw, of. ver. 28) 127 1819, is omitted (perhaps as un-
necessary) by p*"* 8 A D I' A © /' % Byz. In the absence of
any compelling internal considerations, and in order to reflect
the somewhat unusual division of external attestation, the
Committee thought it necessary to retain the word in the
fext, but to enclose it within square brackets,

It 15 possible to punctuate by taking éye with the following
sentence, but tlus obseures the prominence otherwise given to
elpnrny,

w ’
15.6 avra

The plural abré, attested by A B I' @ A al, appears to have
been altered by copyists 1o the singular adré 8 DL X A TI

0141 7 74 33 565 1071 af) in order o agree eramimatically with
TO kAR,

16.8 veryalbe (D}

The Committee found it exceedingly diffieult to decide
between <yérnafle, which depends upon {ve and iz coordinate
with @épnre, and yerfoesfe, which probably! must he con-
strued as an independent clause or sentence. The former was
finally chosen, chiefly on the basis of the age and diversity of
the external support (p*"“ B D L X 8 II 0250 f* 565 1079 al).

16.3 wovgovow {C}

The addition of duiv or els duds appears to have been made
by copyists who reealled 15.21,

“Yet on rare occasions the future indicative oceurs with va: soe
Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 369 (23,
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16.4 dpa adrdv pwuovernre ovtay (U

Thé double abr@v is to be preferred both becmlse of the
strength of the external evidence (p* A B & II* 33) and

| because airdv after dpe was more likely to be removed aa

superfluous than added by copyists.

16.13 odnyroe Suds év 1§ alyleig waopy (B}

The eonstruction of eis and the amusa.j;ive seems 10 haw.:e
been introduced by copyists who regarded it as more 1dmmaltm
after ddnyhoe than the construction of év and the dafive
® DLW 7 33565 1071 al).

L] 3 id
16.13 ooa dKoOUVCEL

The reading doa axoboer, supported by B L) E*H W Y_‘l"
1 213 307 579 1071 1689 al, is to be preferred as best accounting
for the origin of the other readings: doa drover (8 L 33 1819 al)
is a dogmatic improvement, introduced to suggest the L‘tﬁl‘l’ljil
relationship of the Holy Spirit with the F&i:-hﬂ‘l'j. and doa ar
drobon (AGEKMBUT Allal)isa grammatical improvement.

16.16 51,&-5[1'5-{ 1%

Wishihg to prepare for the diseiples’ qua.s.atiﬂn in ‘W;-‘.I'. 17 about
Jesus' going to the Father (and overlooking Lllesua _ﬂta,tcme._nt.
in ver. 10}, after tyeaflé ue copyists added, with nrunm: mafm;
tions, 670 Drayw wpds oV TaTépa (A I' A & 054 068 /1 1
ite:9 vg syreen el cop® arm geo).

16.22 eyere (O]

In the opinion of a majority of the Committee the f_uturf
étere (p® B A D W* 8 ¥ 33 al) appears to hliwe been intro-
duced by copyists to bring the statﬁ;rn&nt in acceord with
huwﬂﬁr;r:mﬁe in ver. 20. The present EXeTe Lﬂ strongly sup-
ported by p= 8* B C K 'W* A TI ft 2 28 565 700 892 al.
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16.22  aiper [C}

Although the Tuture dpel is rather well supported (p* B D*
33 all, a majority of the Committes was inclined to think
that ecopyists would have been more likely to change the
present temse to the future than viee versa. The external
attestation for aiper is both ancient and widely diversified.

16.23 e 7@ dvopari pov dwoer duiv |C]

A majority of the Committee preferred the reading which
places ev 7¢ dvbuart pov between the verbs airdonrte and
dwoer, hecauze (a) the external support for this reading s
more diversified, whereas the witnesses that support the order
dwoe Uuiy év 7@ drdpari uov are chiefly Fgyptian, and (b) the
context has to do with prayer, which the evangelist elsewhere
links with the name of Jesus (14.13, 14; 16.15, 24, 26),

16.25 pram

The abruptness of the shorter reading, supported by early
and good withesses (P " R B C* D* L W X Y 1 13 33 60
213 1582 bty gyrel gop® grm), was alleviated by
copyists who inserted aAX' or aAAa before Epyerar. -

16.279  [rof] feoi {C]

The reading rob warpods, though strongly supported hy
B C* D L X 4 is probably secondary, having arisen by
assimilation to effjMlor wapa 7ol warpds of the followine
verse. The balanee of evidence for and againzt the definite
article 1s so close that a majority of the Committee thought
it necessary to enclose the word within sguare brackets.

16.28  é&jAlor mapa Toi marpds (O]

Most members of the Committee regarded the omission in D
W it 4% gyt popach? g5 aoeidental, and, on the basis of shghtly
stronger external evidence (p™2 8 A (% K A @ 11 2 /15 28 FB5
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700 892 Byz Lect), preferred the reading with mapa. The
reading with éx (B C* L X ¥ 33 al) seems to have arisen
through asgimilation to the compound verbs in the context.

17.1 o wios {C}

It is difficult to decide whether oov was omitted because
copyists thought it superfluous, or whether It was u.df_le_l:l in
order to enhance the solemnity of the style. On the basis of
the weight of p5"*" 8 B C* W 0109 et gl the shorter text
was preferred.

17.7  éyvorav

Although there is impressive support for the first person
singular (Eyror, ¥ jga-bee fha gupe p e pal agpeniach goth pers;
Pypaka, W 7 115 138% 579 1188 2145% 0% a majonty
of the Committes regarded it either as a mistaken correc-
tion of a copyist influenced by the first persom in wver. _f‘r,
or (in the case of Eyrwka) as an accidental error in transcrip-
tion (loss 'of horizontal line over a, representing final ¥). Thu
reading éyvakar (A BCD LY O al) accords with the .Iu}{annme
use of the perfect tense; the aorist &yvwaar (C U X A g
23 al) appears to be a seribal assimilation to ver. 8.

§ oy o
17.8 kai €yraoay

Tt is curious that several witnesses (M* A D W a few minus-
enles it»c¢ goth) lack the words xal &ywwoar. Lagrange
suggests (ad loc.) that the phrase may have been deleted
hepause it seemed to contradiet 6.69,

17.11 & 8&8wrds pov {C}

The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others
has also the strongest attestation: the difficulty of ¢ (which
g read by p U N ABCKLW A G IL W 054 2 f© 28
565 700 Jé’yz Leet) prompted some copyists to replace the dative
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(which i1s attracted to the case of the antecedent) with the
accusative & (D* X 2148 al) or with the plural oiis (Db K 2vis
1009 vg goth eth geo® al). The latter correction could also have
jt}een prompted by the recollection of ver. 6 or the statement
in IlEi.E-]. Tlle omizsion of one or more clauses from sevm'all
ancient witnesses (p%* pabeedhe g gonace®) ey he dye
to the difficulty of the original reading, or may be Jﬂﬂidﬁnba.}.

17.12 & dedewas pot, wai ()

See the comments on ver, 11,

17.21  dow (2) {C}

~ The better attested reading is Qow (" B C* D W
1t“-2-'?-f'-?- syre cops - Pemach? arm peo gl), The pedantic addition
of & before o M A CGC K LX A B I ¥ 28 33 565
700 892 Byz Lect), which comes from & $ow ecarlier in the
verse, clouds the thought more than illumines it.

17.24 06 dédwwds o B

The difficult &, read by good representatives of several
t-ext-t.}rpe:-:: (p* & B D W it? syrerel gop® goth geol), was
replaced in most witnesses by the easier olls, which prepares
for the following xdxelro.

18.1 roi Kedpaw
There are three prineipal readings:

(@) Twv kebpwr {(“of the cedars” ) W BCLNXYTAB Y
fl J']E ﬂ-E_I

(b) 7ot keBpov (“of the cedar™) BF D W ita-b:r! gopss.bomss.ach

(c) 7ob Kedpor (“of Kidron) A 8 A 123 iteea vp
gyr=F-5sl goth,

szspite wegfknﬁss of external evidence a majority of the Com-
mittee considered that reading (c) accounis best for the origin
of the other two readings (that is, what appears to be a lack of
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eoncord between article and noun was “corrected” by copyists
who took the indeclinable proper noun Kedpdv (=T71R)
to be the common word xédpos). Indeed, the converse change,
from (@) or (b} to (), is scarcely concelvable, the tendency
being to assimilate terminations.

18.56 éyved eipe {C}

In considering the variant readings of this verse it must be
recalled that normally scribes contracted the name “Inoobs
to Tc. On the one hand, it is possible that, if o Tnootis stood
originally after alrots, the words may have been acecidentally
emnitted through an oversight in transeription (AYTOICOIC);
or, if Inoots stood originally before etoThxe (which 1n many
manuseripts is written ioThket), it may also have been Al
dentally omitted in transcription (icicTurer), On the othel!
hand, if éyé el were the original reading, it 13 probable that
copyists would have identified the speaker by inserting the
proper name. The variation of position of (8) "Ineols before
or after év® el is further indication of the secondary char-
acter of the longer readings.

18.13-27  order of verses |A]

Beecsuse the usual sequence of these verses involves dith-
culties (in ver. 13 Jesus is brought beforc Annas firat and
what follows iz apparently before him, whereas the Synoptisis
say nothing of the part played by Annas; ver. 24, in its presend
position, leaves the reader wondering what happened at the
trial before Caiaphas), several witnesses seek to case the sense
by rearranging the order. Thus 935 {copied a.p. 1192) inter-
polates ver. 24 into the middle of ver. 13 (after wpidTor), and
1195 (copied a.p. 1123)—joined by the marginal reading of
the Harclean Syriae, by codex a of the Palestinian Syriac [.er-
tionary, and by Cyril of Alexandra- interpolates ver. 24 after
ver. 13. In spite of the interpolation, however, these witnesses
have ver. 24 also in its proper position. A more elaborate
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rearrangement of the text is given by the Sinaitic Syriar
(probably following Tatian's Ihatessaron), namely verses 13,
24, 1415, 19-23, 16-18, 25-27. (Luther, quite independenily,
proposed a similar order,)

18.16 o pabyras 6 dAhos 6 yvewords Tob Apyiepews
HC
The reading with éketvos (K*™° W 0 1241 gl) arose by as-
similation to ver. 15, and the construction with #», though
very widely supported (p@™™" 8 A C2 Deeir Ke W X A 6 IT T
FL S 33 B85 00 892 ol), appears to be a seribal derivation
arising also from the previous verse,

18.27

See the comments on ver, 13,

18.30 karov moudv (B}

In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the peri-
phrastic construction #v . . . kewér wordy (8¢ B L W i
syrrt al: kakowordy C* W 33 al) was modified by copyists
who introduced, perhaps from 1 Pe 2.12: 4,15, the substantive
kaxemowos (A C® D K XA 6 IT 054 7 £ 98 565 700 892
Byz Lect).

14.14 EKT”??

Instead of “about the sixth hour” several wilhesses (e
Dyeapr T, Kt A A (053 72 88 123%"¢ 151 Fusebius MNonnus)
read “about the third hour” (&pa .. . ds 7piTy), an obvious
attempt to harmonize the chronoloey with that of Mk 1525
(see the comments there on the converse corruption). Although
one may conjecture that the disagréeement originally arose
(as Ammoning Saceas! followed by Busebing? and Jerome,

* Migne, Palrologia (Froeco, 1Xx3xv, eal. 15128,
* Migne, Patrologia Graeca, xx11, col. 1008s,
# Migne, Patrologin Lating, xxvin, col. 1108c.

4
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suggested) when copyists confused the Gr_eek numerﬂ,lf:'-_r (=§]l
and £ (=6)," the mamuscript evidence 1s ﬂverji-;hclmmgly in
support of &y (pP*N* BEHIK MB U W NI @_.-’1 11
£ {12 gl minuscules (except those cited above) Old Latin vg
gyreshipal gops e urm eth geo pers al).

19.20 “Efpaiort, ‘Pwpaior, "EAAgrore

The sequence “Hebrew, Latin, Greek” (i.e. the natinnf}l
language, the officia]l language, the common lﬂ,rrlgua;ge}, 15
strongly supported by 8* B L N X 33 74 89 00 234 248 317
453 484 713 945 1321 1346 it=0® syreel cops®® arm eth. The
sequence “Hebrew, CGreek, Latin,” which 18 read ‘b}f A Deuep
IY I' 8 A II most minuseules most of the Old Latin vg syre-®,
appears to be a secondary development, with It.he Iangu::_llgus
arranged in accord with a geographical order going from liast
to West. The seribes of W oand 1194 belf:*mne confused and
produced 'Efpaiort, Pwpaiori, 'Efpatori. See also the
comments on Lk 23.38, where the several forms of the
Johannine reading have intruded into the Lukan text.

19.29 dogwme (A}

Two minugenle manuseripts (476% 1242) read doow {‘_‘a
javelin’; compare perticae (ift-820.7) g _]:mlc or long staff’”),
a madﬁug which, though more appropriate in the context,
seems to huve arisen accidentally through haplography (yccw-
mepiBentec being written for yecwmwimepBeENTEC).® In-

| Far a full diseussion see Sebastidn Bartina, S.J., “Tgnotum episémon
gabex,” Verbum Demind, xxxvr (1958), pp. 16 :Ili’. who rr;_z.prr:fhmn.a & POT-
tion of Papyrus Berolinensia 8279 of an. 42 {(edited by Wilhelm E-:Inhuha.rt
in Papyrt Groscas Berolingnses [Bonn, 19115 p. xv, ur. 16a) atm{wmg} I?rs..t
century specimens of the Greek numerals for 3 and _E1. -G’r:l.h—:m (yaFeE) 2
the name given by Ammonius fo the sign denoting six (ane above,
footnote 1), 4 o s

& Among modern translations that adept “javelin (::I]‘. Hfrmﬂ’f-hl_l:tg sl N.“J
are those of Moffatt, Goodspeed, Phillips, C. K. Willlams, mfm{'hﬁh.l’
and the NEB. (. D, Kilpatrick points out, howewver, that doeas (Latmn
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Huenced by Mt 27V.34 several witnesses (8 8092 1195 2174 al)
read pera xohfs kal bogwmov “with gall and hyssop.” One
Old Latin witness (it?) omits “hvssop”’ and reads merely eum
felle permixtum “mixed with gall” X

19.35 mored [D‘]‘?}‘TE

See the comments (with footnote 1) on 20.31.

19.39  uiyua {C}

Although E\iypa (8* B W cop®™), being the more diffeult
reading (the word normally means “a fnld,' a wrapping,” and
not “a roll, & package”” which would be required herr:}l-might
seem to be preferable as explaining the rise of the other read-
ings:. a majority of the Committee was impressed by the
EELl'lliT' and more diversified testimony supporting plyupa
(P 8 A Do K L X A @ T1 054 f* £ 28 33 565 700 Byz
Lect). Whether ouiyua (¥ 832 2174 I¥) and aufiyua (1242
% syreal) developed from €Edvypa or from plyue is uncertain.

20.10  avrovs

Dgspite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con-
cluding comment, on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on afrois.

20,11 &fw xAaiovoa [C)

The divided testimony concerning the position of £w, as

well as its absence from several early witnesses (N* A ita.

I:.E,EE,I'I','? - ¥
syr#® Diatessaron®*t), would normally suggest that

pitum) was not wsed by Roman auxiliary troops, but only by legionary
troops, and that the latter were first sent to Judes a.p. ﬂﬁvahe: Hible
Translofor, x [1958), pp. 133 £.); of. R. ¢ Bratcher's remarks, Tt may
b gmntmli that a 'javelin’ and not a stallk of ‘hyssop’ would be the meanva
of conveying the sponge to the lips of Jesus; this does not mean, however,
that the author of the Gospel necessarily wrote Vol on he contrary

the evidence is that he wrote ... doodww” (Babel: Revue internationals
de la fraduction, vir [1961], p. 61).
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copyists added the word in the interest of providing descriptive
detail. On the other hand, however, since ® reads év 7
prnuele, its testimony for the omission of €w 1s weakened.
In view of the possibility that €fw may have fallen ouf by an
oversight in transcription (MNHMeIweZwrAaioyca), a
majority of the Committee preferred to follow the testimony
of Bt B W X A 0560 /1 33 565 al and to read &w whaiovaa.

20.16 &iddoxade (B

In order to prepare the reader for the following statement
(ver. 17), & variety of witnesses (R* € ¥ f18 1195% 1230 2145
syret-#l geo? al) add an interpretative gloss, xkai wpogédpo ey
dpacfac abrot (“and she ran forward to touch him™).

20.17 warépa {C]

The reading warépa is supported by exeellent witnesses
representative of early text-types (8 B D W it»4= ai). In
view of the latter part of the verse, the addition of pov in a
variety of witnesses (p% A K L X A & I1 ¥ 050 2 f** 28 33
565 700 %92 al) is both natural and in accord with the ten-

dencies of copyists.

20.23 adewvtar (B}

Althdugh the perfect tense dgéwrrat could be regarded as a
secondary sassimilation to xekpdrnrrar at the end of the
sentence, a majority of the Comunittee interpreted the present
tense dpierrae and the future dgefioerar as seribal simplifica-
tions which weaken the senge. To the external evidence sup-
porting dgéwrrar (8¢ A D (L} X 050 f1 f* 33+ 565 ai) should
perhaps be added B*, which reads ageiovrar (1o being written
for w).

20.30 pafnrav [adroii] {C

In order to represent the cloge balance of external attestation
for (p 8 CD LW X 0¥ 1 1533 565 700 892 al} and against
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(A B K AII 0250 al) the inclusion of afrob, the Committes
retained the word enclosed within square brackets.

20.31 mored[o|nre {C]

Both mwreimre and mioretonre have notable early sup-
port. The aorist tense, strictly interpreted, sugeests that the
Fourth Gospel was addressed to non-Christians so that they
might come to believe that Jesus is the Messiah; the present
tense siuggests that the aim of the writer was to strengthen
the faith of those who already believe (*that you may con-
tinue to believe™).! In view of the difficulty of choosing between
the readings by assessing the supposed purpose of the Evangelist
tassuming that he used the tenses of the subjunctive strictly),
the Committee considered it preferable to represent both resd-
ings by enclosing ¢ within square brackets. '

21.4  «ig

Copyists have substituted the more “eovect” érl (8 A D L
MUX & 33 700 1071 1188 1575 al) for the more difficult
eis BCEGHEKPSWT AAILal); the latter prepogition
with £ory in accounts of appearances of the risen Christ oceurs
elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel (20.19 and 26),

21.18 dAdos ge {doer kat oioer |C)

The plural number appesars to have been intraduced by
copyists who thought it more suitable to say that several
pergons should bind and carry Peter rather than only one. For
olger codex Bezae substitutes the more picturesque drd~yoveiy
ge (“they [will] lead you away" [like & criminal]),

21.92 23

The Latin Vulgate manuseripts of these verses present an
interesting variant reading which plaved a considerable part

' Tn 19035 muorelgre is read by ¥* B ¥ Origen; apparently all other
witnesses read wiorretonTe,
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in later medipeval discussions of the preeminence of the Greek
text over the Latin Vulgate when they differ, and in the ques-
tion of possible dominieal sanction of celibacy. The official
Clementine edition of the Latin Vulgate reads Sie ewm volo
manere donee ventam (1 wish him |[Pefer] to remain thus until
I come™). In the fifteenth eentury Cardinal Bessarion wrote
a pamphlet? pointing out, among other errors n ‘thu v ulgatu._
that by a copyist’s oversight the text reads sic instead of &
( =é&ap). According to modern critical editions of the 1i|r':lil|gﬂtuﬁ
(those of Wordsworth and White? and of Robert Weber},
Jerome's text originally contained both words, st s, jus;t 0%
codex DBezae in ver. 22 {not however wver. 23} adds ouvrws
alter pever®

21,98 [ wpoc a€;] {D}

Several witnesses, including 8% C? /! 565 2 syr® arm, lack
the words 78 mpds oé! Although Tischendorf (8th ed.) and
von Soden regarded the shorter text as onginal (the ﬂvzmp;ellist
often varies the wording in a repeated phrase), 1t is also possible
that copyists omitted the clause in order to draw attention to
what was taken as the primary element in Jesus' reply (codex
Bezae aceomplishes the same effect by omitting 7). In view of
the close balance of probabilities, s majority of the Committes
preferréd to refain the clause, but to enclose 1t within square
hrackets to indicate doubt that it belongs in the text.

* Reprinted in Migne, Patrologie Graeca, vol. cLx, :::nls. B23—640 {cj‘.
an opposing position, set forth by George of Trebizond, ik, cols. RET—TE.EE;,
For a briel aceount of the altercation, see L. DL Heypolds and N. Go
Wilson, Scribes and Scholors; o Guide fo the Transmission of Greer and
Lalane Liferature (Oxford, 1968), pp. 127 §.

* Hpe their note in loo. .

' According to J. 13, Hareds, the variant reading of c'c_-de:-: BE“Z-':.I_:'I.E in
Ju 21.22 was appealed to in private discussions of Lhn_ guestion of celibacy
during the earlier vears of the Couneil of Trent (A Study of Coder Bezae
HWoambridpe, 1881], pp. 365381

8 The test of the same please in ver, 22 s firm,
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21.25

After ver. 25 several Greek minuseules (1 365 1076 1570
1582) and many Armenian manuscripts' coneclude the Gozpel
with the pericope of the adulteress (7.53-8.11).

¢ Boe footnote 2 on p. 220,

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES

Introduction

The text of the book of the Acts of the Apostles circulated
in the early ehurch in two guite distinet forms, commonly
called the Alexandrian and the Western. The fcrmer, which
has been traditicnally regarded as the authentic text of Acts,
is represented by p® p* 8 A B C W 33 £1 104 326 and 1175.
The other form is represented chiefly by D and the frag-
mentary papyri ¥, p®, and p*, by the readings marked with
an astorisk or standing in the margin of the Harclean Syriac
version (syr® *ith ¢ syr"™E) by the African Old Latin ms. b
(a fifth or sixth century fragmentary palimpsest that pre-
serves about 203 of the 1007 verses of Acts), and by the citations
of Acts made by Cyprian and Augustine, These, which are
the primary witnesses to the Western text in Acts, are some-
times joined by others that present mixed texts with a rela-
tively high proportion of Western elements. Among sich are
the Armenian version of the commentary on Acts by Ephraem
Syrus, the Old Georgian version of Acts, several mixed Old
Latin and Vulgate manuscripts, and a fesw Greek minuscule
manuseripts that were included by von Soden in hig I-group.
More recent discoveries of witnesses with decided Western
affiliations include a Palestinian Syriac fragment (syr™¥)
from the Kastellion Monastery at Khirbet Mird, dating from
the sixth century,! and a Coptic manuseript (eopi®), written
in the Middle Egyptian dialect and dated by its editor in the
late fourth or early fifth century.®

1 The fragment, which preserves the text of Acts 10.25-20, 32-41,
was edited by Charles Perrot in an arbicle, “Un fragroent christo-palestinien
découvert 4 Khirbet Mird,” Revue Bibligue, 1xx (1963}, pp. 506555,

¢ The manusctipt, which contains the text of Acts 1.1-15.3 and iz now
in the Glazier Colleetion in the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York,
was deseribed and edited in o preliminary fashion by the late Fr. T, C.
Petersen in an article, “An Early Coptie Manuseript of Aects: An Un-

249
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) The two forms of text differ in character as well as length.
[he I-'ir]ir'r{‘..‘:‘-TE.‘l‘Il text 15 nearly one-lenth longer than the Alex-
andrian fext,® and iz generally more picturesque and cireum-
staniial, whereas the shorter text is generally more colorless
and 1 places more obseure (see also pp, xvii I, above).

The relationship between the two forms of Acts has been
the subject of much discussion;® the chief theories that have
been proposed are the following,

(1) Both forms of text proceed from the author, who -
dluf:ed two editions of his work. The first to muke this sugges.
tion appears to have been Jean Leclere, who, however, laler
rejected his own hypothesis® In more modern times I.ii&:hup

revised Version of the Ancient so-called Western Text,” Catholic Biblical
Qi-.:,nlriﬂrfj',r, XXV (1964), pp. 225-241. It iz tJm[ergt.rJ-cﬂ that a definitive
edition of the manuscripl is being undertaken by Fr. Paul Beliet of Lh-r;
Clatholic Tniversity of Amertea. For a eritigue of Petersen's evaluation of
the Coptic manuscript, see Ernst Haenchen and Peter Weigandt, “The
Orriginal Text of Acts?” Neto Testoment Studies, x1v {1967-58), hlp. -1E5:9--1E::1
who date the mannseript in the fifth or sixth contury. I

* More prectzely, it appears that in the text edited by Westeott and
Hort {which is a typically Alexandrian tvpe of text) the hook af Aets lass
18401 words, whereas in the lext established by A, O, Clark (which iz a
typically Western type of text) Acts has 19,988 words; that is, the iat’r..nt*
text 1z about B'4% longer (the figures are thoze of F. G. Kenvon, The
Weslern Text n the Gozpels and Acls | = Proceedings of the British _;1.;41.;&7::3;.
vol, xx1v; London, 1939], . 26), |

o For a summary of the principal stages of this discussion, see A, F, I,
Klijn, 4 Survey af the Researches inla the Western Tex! af the Crospels and
Acte (Uteechl, 1949); this was supplemented by Klijn to cover the re-
search of 1949-1050 in an article in Novwm Testomentum, 1 (10507,
pp- 127, 161-172; the latter material has been incorpora ted in i vu]um.e
Lhat covers the research of the period 1949 to 1969 and is entitled A Sieriey
uf the Hesenrches into the Western Text of the Gospels and Aets, Part T
(Leiden, 1969). Sec also Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of
Codexr Hezne Cantobrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1956],9131:- b2,

: Sm_!iments de guelgues théologieny de Hollande, 1685, Ep, xvil (p. 451,
dlated I‘T-:w 2, 1634 [quoted by A O Clark (zee footnote 23 helow), p- xxil.
E'_Ur an instructive monograph on second editions in antiguity, see ke
Lmoncls, Zwedte Auflage tm Allertun. .FL'I.c.i'.['r:j-';__'.lcs.:."-;-*.:'.eﬁh!h'.g:_i_-sl- Sludien zur
Uberlieferung der antiken Literatir (Leipaig, 1941),

-
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J. B. Liphtfooi® took a rather favorable view of this theory,
and it was subsequently adopted and developed with much
learning by the German professor of classies, Friedrich Blass’
According to Blass, Luke, having made o rough draft of his
history of the primitive church, perhaps on the back of some
previous manuscripl, desired to preseni a handsome copy of
his work to his distingmshed friend Theophilus. Not being
rich enough to employ a professional seribe to make the copy,
Luke had to make it himself: naturally, instead of slavishly
following his first draft, he evercised the freedom which an
author can lawiully take with a work of his own, in altering
phraseology and deleting superfluities. From both forms of
Acts, mecording to Blass, copies were made; the text currenmt
in most manuscripts represents the polished, second edifion
prepared for Theophilus, while copies were also made from
the original {longer} draft, which Blass supposed was treasured
and preserved in the Roman church.

Nothing in this theory is inherently unreasonable, and it
attracted the support of a number of other scholurs, including
Theodor Zahn? Eberhard Nestle? J. M. Wilson/® and A. J.
Wensinck.!! Other scholars, however, found 1t difficult to
understand the motives of the author in choosing to omit

6 Oneq Fresh Remston of the English New Testament (London, E871),
p. 29; 3rd ed. (1891), p. 32,

7 See his Aca apostolorum, sive Lucae ad Theophilum liber alter, editio
philologica (Géltingen, 1845), and the more abbreviated edition, Aefa
apostoloriont . . . securdum formam quas wdelur Romanam {Leipsig, 1896G).

3 [ntroduction to the New Testament, Eng. trans. from the third German
ed., 1 (Edinburgh, 1909, pp. 8 fi.; and Dhe Urausgabe der A postelgeschichle
des Luens, being vol. 1x of his Forschungen zur Geschichle des neutesta-
mentlichen Kanons und der alikirchlicken Laleratur {Leipzig, 1916).

9 Philologica sucra {Berlin, 1886},

w Phe Aefs of the Apostles, transioted from the Codex Beza, with arn
Introduction-on tts Lucan Ovigin and Tmportance (London, 1924).

0 The Sermitterms of Codex Bezas and their Relation to the Non-
Western Text of the Gospel of 8t Luke,” Bulletin of the Bezan Club, xn
(1937, pp. 1143,



202 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

certain details found in the presumed earlier aceount: the gain
in space is small and the loss in information and deseriptiveness
15 sometimes great. Is it plausible that the author would have
omitted a elause from the deerces of the Jerusalem enuneil
(1520, 29), or have altered the language of the letter of
Clandius Lysias (23.26-30) or Festus's specch to Agrippa con-
cerning Paul’s culpability (25.24-25)7 Furthermore, sometimes
the shorter form contradiets the longer form. For example,
having described (in the first person plural) a break in the
journey from Caesarea to Jerusalem at the house of Mnason
(20 the Western text of 21,16}, the author would not be hkely
to aller it so as to suggest that Mnason lived in Jerusalem
(as 15 mnplied 1o the shorter text).

It has also been pointed out that in many cases the text
that Blass regarded as the earlier, unrevised form of Acts
exhibits the clear characteristics of later additions, Thus, for
example, in a devastating review of Blass's edition, another
classical scholar, T. E. Page' assembled numerous examples

1 See Clossical Review, xi (1897), pp. 317-320. The Western variants
lidentified by 8} are listed Ly Page in four groups, which he desoribes as
follows: “The churacteristic of variants in group 4 is to cxaggerate the
ermphasis, in & to bring in religions formuly, in 8 and € to substitute for
the simpler and natural names of Jesus a later and more theological title,
and in L to emphasize words and actions as ivspired. . ., The whole
of them bear traces of being subsequent corrections of the text by a
second-rale hand; that they were Luke's original version is ineredible.”

Group A 532 riv fqpbdrer vodrow] 9. adds méerer, | 610 drre-
orijral Ti wreduert ¢ Ehake; 5. adds fud T Ehéyyeofal ir' alrob perd
Tions wappnoias. [ 05 0 &€ (elwer); A, gives & 8¢ tpéuwr Te xal
BapBan drl 7@ yeyordt alrd elmer. [ 920 ikpprooer; §. adds perd
Taons wapgencies. [ L33 wepevyesduevos: 2. fv Thxe woapaverdue-
vog, [/ L041l ouveriouer abTE peta T dveorivar; 3. cvverloper altd
Kai TuveTTpadmuer per alToll fupas TeogepdrorTa M. T. @, /1923
orwhnkolpuros ebefufer: 8. adds Err COw before 5. 149 Fxover
roi IT.; &, giews frover. | 1410 xai fhato; B ral elféws Tapeyofua
fAate. | 198 frappnoalero; 5. adds & Juvwdpe pevahy | 2001
TopakeAiras; 3, moAAd Topakehedas

Group B: 6.8 émoler . . . onpéla peyada év 18 Aad: 3. adds &d rob
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where the Western text heightens or exaggerates the emphasis
of the passape, where it introduces religlous formulae and
substitutes for the simpler and natural names of Jesus [uller

ardparos kupiov ('lgeoll xpeoroi ). / 917 émﬁfif e ul'.'T:'}a* I I-E?r,ﬁi:ﬂ_:
8. twélinrer abTd Ty yelpe & 7@ dropaTt ’1r;rml:uv xproTol. ﬁEI'.JG, I'a-
Fifd deaoryte § 8¢ fvodder ... G Tefda u:-n:zcr'.r'i-]'l?urep T EII-'JEI,L-LEE."."(I.
‘Inoon xpuerels 4 8¢ mapeypiue frocler. ;'H 1,=L.J1H a;:-cn-:r*.!_-qm..; 8. @ol
Aiye, £ T dwbuaTl TOU Kpplol 'Inooy ypioTou I.'L.I:'ﬂ!il"l"ﬂlf']l.. / Eu.-l Tope
Bifomay abrols duhicoew T Sdyuara; G has eknpuaooy alrols perd
Thons wappyeins Tov kipor Inosoty ;-{pu:rrfp, fifbl.ﬂ. ,wupmlﬁraﬁnrres e
154 feehiyera; G, adds eerifels 7o Gropa Tou KupLov F';-j'ﬂ'au- B i
grevoy kab EamTitorte; H. has tfawriforTo TLITEUDVTES TQ Hec ;ﬁl.ﬂ
rob owbpaTos Tobl kuplou 'lnood xproTol. | BT s inserted Im[.” . eime
G whTe 6 Mihewwos' el weoTeiers e Bhms THE Kapbias cov awokofels
§¢ efwe wuoThuw Tov vide Tob Beobl elval Tov “Inooly, . 3

Group 0 7.55 'Iyoote; 3. 'Inooly Tow HE'.',L'I[{I-I-'.I bi llﬁ--"liii HIJ‘JIJ_'D-'.-'J-", nﬁ..
rév kipwy lysoly xpworow. | 2021 elp Tow xlplop Uy [yoatse;
g, fid 7ol kuplov Hudy Ineol xpLeTou. : , TR

Group D 15,7 Ilérpos elmer; 0. Ilerpos ev mrelpaTt iy eimey.
15,20 e wphtere; 5. b wpabere, @epouerce & TG @yiw mrebpati.
15.82 wpognrac brres; §. wpodnTar GrTes TATOELS I'.'m:-uiuumsl ayeou. |
19.1 éyévero . ., Halhor drehfidvra; 2. l!'i"ﬂ.hwmls ?& ToU I]ﬁu:u.-hnu ﬁ:?ﬁ
Ty iblay Souvhmr wopedestor eis lep. efureln abrd 7O Treipa. | 20,4
Evivero yriuns Dmoorpigen; B, elwer d¢ To wrelin avri e T pEdELD,

Sinee the Classcal Rewew rmay nob be readily available to the readers
of the present volume, perhaps it will be useful to quote also the con-
aludings paragraph of Professor Page’s review: “Un th 1.-1-'t.m]u the ‘-.rah]{:
of the 3 variants seems very small. The question of their ongin may oceups
the abtention of scholars with ample leisure and does not seem W0 adinil
of any solution, but they add practically nothing to our real i;a}-:rw!.'e:cigt
of the Aeta, while they froquently mar and spoil what they seek 1o improve,
The final verses of our present text are o model of puwrrrfull uu:!n;:-nmt.mu.
while the rhythmin beauty of their elosing cadence— pera wagys TOP-
pirias dkwhlrws—might strike even an unprw:'ﬁl,'amd_ gar, baat, ‘.'.-'].'IEI!.
there i3 o desire to drag in theologieal lormulae, nothing is sacred, and
the @ text tacks on to it the words Aéyww o7t pUToS i:n:rT_Lr_ £ _‘,iI;'j:ILl:FTU'E“:
4 uids o Peoh, BU oi wehher wads § socpos xpuresfar Non lnepte,
save Dr. Blass, ‘hoe in fue libri ponitur.’ AMost people will not LETRE _"‘-'1’[-]'
him, and, even on his own theory, the opinion of Luke must have i
cIiET+:re;|Ll .fm', after writing the words e deliberately struck Lhem ot

. a2y,
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and more elaborate theological litles, and where it emplasizes
words and actions as inspived by the Spirit,

For these and other reasons most scholars today are reluctant
to adopt Blass's theory of two editions of Acts,

(2) Soon after Biass popularized the theory of two cditions
of Acts, an Irish scholar, George Salmon, offered an alternative
explanation to sceount for the textusl phenomena of Acts.
He suggested that “Luke may have continued to reside at
Rome after the expiration of Paul's two years [of Roman
imprisonment|, and may there have given readings of his work
and explanstory statements which he then made were pre-
served in the West."® Although it is possible to point io
examples of authors in antiquity who gave public readings of
their literary works' it is difficult to imagine the historieal
cireumstances which would account for the preservation in
written form of the oral comments made by Luke.

(3) Other scholars explain the distineiive form of the
Western text as due to interpolation. It is maintained that in
the early ages of the church the text of the New Testament
was not looked upon as sacred, and therefore seribes felt ad
liberty to modify the form as well as (o incorporate from oral
tradition all kinds of additional details. Thus the Wesiern
text, according to this explanation, represents a wild and
uncontrolled growth of the text during the first and second
con ures,

This view has been widely held by scholars of various hack-

'* Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticism of the New Teslament (Faondon,
158970, p. 140,

Y Salmon supports his argnment with the following eomments: “It
need burdly he mentioned that public recitation was a form of prelslication
which prevailed in the dayvs when Juvenal counted it 4s one of the plagnes
ol Bome that even the month of Agust put o stop to the recitation of
Hielr works by pocts. We may give no eredence to the account that
Heranlotns rewd his history st the Chlvmpian gumes; bul at the time when
Litedan tall the story that must have scemed 8 natureal mode af pithlira-
™ (fhid. 1.

-
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grounds, such as Westcott and Hort,® W. H. P. Hatch,"™
1;'. (3. Renvon, and Martin Dibelius,'® . |

atill others have held that one of the rival texts is r:if:rlved
from the other, not merely by a haphasard a,f:-cumulutmn of
glosses added over the years by numerous scribes, but by a
deliberate revizion made early in the second century by some-
one who was not satizsfied with the existing form of the book.
The problem iz to determine which form was Primzlmr}r a,'f'rd
which was secondary. The following two theories give dia-
metrically opposing answers to the prnbiaml:

(4) The view that in general the Alexandrian text preserves
more accurately the work of the oripinal author and that tjhﬂ
Western text reflects the work of a reviser was set _fnrth with
preat learning by James Hardy Ropes in his edition of the
text of Acts,” and has been championed more recently by

% Phe New Testoment in the Original Greek, [vol. 11,] Matroduchion |and]
Appendiz (London, 1881; 2nd ed. 1886}, pp. 120-136, m
v T he Western” Texd of the Gazpels (Evanston, 193:]_. "
17 The Weslern Text tr the Gospels and Acts, in Proceedings of the Brilish
grey, w0y (1930 pp. 287-315. —
dﬂ::h'"j::;u Text of .-’Hj't:&:l an Urgent Critical Task,” .._-f-:nf-r-rmﬁ of Religion,
xxr (1941, pp. 421-31; reprinted in Dihﬂ.iuq’ﬂ Studies 1n ke .-E.::iﬁr af the
Aposiles, ed. by Heinrich Groeven (New York, l'f}:"zf.’r},. qy 54--1931.. 5 il
3 The Text of Acls, heing wol. 1r of The Heginnangs of {-F:--i-:wl'mr-:ft?,
edited 1t F. J. Fonkes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (London, 1926), Ii.::upes
deserilios the character of the Western text -:rtl' Acta as Fu!l_-:rwr:: .F.rhﬂ
purpose of the ‘Western” reviser, as shown }fff' hnla work, was ]lt.era.uy irn-
provement and elaboration in aceordanee with his owi taste, wh:_th wid
soipewhat different [rom that of the author. He m_meu;l :}t bettering the
connexion, removing superficial incunsiaLurmyl. ﬁilmrg; sllghi. Eaps, ?nr.i
piving o more eomplete and continuous nz-l,rratlvf:. Where it was possible
e liked to introduce points [rom parallel or similar passages, or to com-
plete an (0d Testament quotation. FEspeeially ::UI!gL*_nI.:aI to hiz style were
heightened emphasiz and more abundant use of rfe,h.gmuf: mmml::-r_;}'.n]as::es-
This effort after smoothness, fulness, and emphasis in hig expansion 1}35
nzually resulted in a weaker style, sometimes showing a sorl of naive
s.u[wrzihumta:wu in expreszly staling what every reader Fﬂtl]d tuefwe. m_ulm'-
stood without the reviser’z diluting supplement. U::uaﬁlnnlﬂli_‘r it relieves
a geonvine difficulty and 15 a real improvement. . .. I his language he
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L. P. €. Hanson, who, however, mstead of referring to =
Western reviser., prefers to speak of a Western interpola-
tor®

Iﬁ'm inferesting hypothesis which Ropes threw out for further
discussion 1s the suggestion that “the preparation of the
*Western' text, which took place early in the second century,
perhaps at Antioch, was incidental to the work of fnrminguu-
collection of Christian writings for general Church use which
ultimately, somewhat enlarged, became the New Testament:
im a word, the ‘Western’ text was the text of the primit-ivé
‘canon’ (if the term may be pardoned in referring to so early
a date), and was expressly created for that purpose. 2

(8] The opposite point of view, namely that the Western
text of Acts s primary and the Alexandrian is a deliberate
modification of it, was championed by Albert C. Clark, Corpus
Professor of Latin in the University of Oxford. In his earlier
publications Clark explained the shortencd form as being the
result of a seribe’s accidentally missing here and there one or
more lines of his exemplar.® Binee, however, sccidental omissions

\ges 8 vocabulary notably the same as that of the originul author, but
lwlt.h a cerfain number of new words—ahout fifty. One trick of hiz stvle
18 the frequent introduction of vére as a particle of transition .
ippr eoexxxi ).

T he Provenance of the Tnterpolator in the 'Western' Text of Acts,”
New Testament Studies, xn (1965-66), pp. 211-230. Hunson seske to ﬂhnlw
t-%mt it 1z likely that an interpolator was at work on the text of Acts some
time between a.p. 120 and 150 approximately, in the city of Rome. He
was o Christian of some wealth and education with no ﬁ[-rlung CONnexXIons
_With Judaizm. His additions to and alterations of the text somehow became
incorporated in the MS tradition which we call the "Western® text and
which originated gomewhere aboul the middle of the seeond century’”
(p- 223},

2 fbd., p.oix; compsre pp. coxlv and ocexe §.

# The Primalive Texi of the Gospels and Aets (Oxford, 1914). Clark had
pr}wiiﬁua]y applied the theory of accidential omission of lines to the trans-
misston of the manuseripts of Cicero’s letlers.

In the preceding century Clark's view of the Western text was antici-
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would not sccount for the regular correspondence of the omis-
sions with breaks in the sense, nor does the theory explain
the numerous differences in wording where no omission is
involved, in a subsequent publication Clark practically aban-
doned the theory of accidental omission and revived the theory
of o deliberate editorial shortening of the Western text. The
Alexandrian abbreviator, he thinks, excised passages through-
oul the bock for a variety of reasons; In some cascs we can
deduce that he eliminasted what he econsidered to be otiose,
but in other cases the exeisions, Clark adrmits, show a singular
want of taste®

Siill other theories of a linguistic sort have been proposed
over the years to account for the unusual phenomena of codex
Bezac.

(6) J. Rendel Harris revived the theory of Mill, Wetistein,
Middleton, and other eighteenth century scholars thut *Lhe
whole of the Greek text of Codex Bezae from the beginning of
Matthew to the end of Acts is a re-adjustment of an earlier
text to the Latin version,”® The theory finds litfle or no sup-
port among preseni-day scholars.

(7) The view that codex Bezae embodies an appreciable
amount of Semitic coloring has been examined and adopted 1n

pated Hy F. A, Bornemann, who regarded eodex Derae as priserving the
original tex! of Aets and explained the shorter, common text as having
arisen from the negligenee or ignorance of copyists, who passed over many
passages due to homoeoteleuton {Aete A postelorum ab Sanclo Luea con-
seripla ad Codicts Canlobrigiensis fidem recensuil iGrossenhain and London,
18481 Clark, howewver, pointed out later (p. xxiv of his work cited in the
following footnote! that geveral of Bornemann's examples are somewha
Foresd. and that in the majority of omitted passages homoeoteleuton does
not exist.

B Phe Ads of the Aposiles, a Critienl Edition wilh Inireduchon il
Notes om Seldeted Passages (Oxford, 1933; reprinted, 19705, pp. «dv

9 Oodex Bezae, A Study of the So-Called Westerne Text af the New Testa-
miend { =Terts and Studies, vol. 1, no. 1; Cambridge, 18813 p, 415 eompare
Harris's Four Lectures on the Western Text of the New Testoment (London.

15484}, pp. G5~
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various forms by several scholars. Frederic Henry Chase
s::mlgl{t to prove that the Bezan text of Acts is the result of
assimilation of a Greek text to a Syriac text that antedated
the Peshitta version® In the case of the Gospels, Juline
"r"r"ﬁfi_hausun frequently argued for the primitive natur; of T-hﬂ:
readings in codex D% This point of view was diseussed furhoey
by A. J. Wensinek in a study entitled, “The Semitisms of
Codex Bezae and their Relation to the Non-Western Toxt of
Lhe Gn:.:s.pel of Saint Luke,"? and particularly by Matthew
Black in hig volume Awn Aramate Approach io the :'.'}'mprﬂ.':s @il
Aets** in which he pathers, classifies, and carcfully evaluates
i,‘lurgc amount, .Uf relevant material. According to Blacl,
The BE:-EE..I‘] text in all the Synoptic Gospels, if less so in some
respects in Mark, is more frequently stained with Aramaie
c:_n:mfstruutiuns and 1diem than the B 8 text.”™ A somewhal
similar conclusion concerning the Western text of Acts was
also reached by Max Wileox in his monograph  (originally
a doctoral dissertaticn wrillen under the guﬂlanae of Ela-:*l-:]l
entitled The Semitisms of Acts® I
Another hypothesis that seeks to account for Semilisms in
eodex Bezae was proposed by a specialist in the Semitic lan-
guages, C, C. Torrey. After having published several mono-
graphs on details of Aramaic coloring in the Gospels and the
first half of the book of Acts, Torrey advanced the theory thal
the Gospels and Acts were translated from Creek ix{[.m 41
Aramaic “Targum” towards the end of the first eenturv, and
that this “Targum,” being mistaken for the ovigingl éelmitir.

“ T?.fe-f: ﬂ'ﬁd Sg,ﬁ_-*.iﬂ{: _E!&mmi in the Text of Coder Bezae (London, 1893)
| ¢ Bindettung 1o die dred ersten Evangelien {Borlin, 1905 2nd e 10111

jl\""'fﬂﬂuu.m‘:nJ however, regarded the Bezan text of Acis to JIm t.]w. I-q o 1
inferior text., e

H Bulletin of the Bezan Club, x11 (1537), pp. 11-48,

¥ (Uxford, 1946; 2nd ed., 1954; 3rd ed , 1967).

A find., (Ist and 2nd edition), p. 212; (Grd edition), p. 277

MAOxford, 1963): aee eepecialy po 184 | I
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text of these books, was very soon afterwards retranslated
into Creek with constant reference to the existing Greek text.
This retranslation, Torrey held, was the basis of the Western
text in the Gospels and Acts®

Although F. ¥, Bruce described Torrey's hypothesis as
tivery plausible . ., [for] it seems to satisfy many of the Ifn-
guistic phenomena betler than any other,”® most other scholars
have rejected it as too complicated to be probable. Maoreover,
though such an hypothesis may account for certain linguistic
phenomena, it offers no help in explaining how the Bezan
text of Acts beeame nearly one-tenth longer than the Alex-
ancdrian text.

Dissatizhied with the methodology of those who adduce
sporadic examples of Semitismz without controlling their re-
sults by a systematic examination of opposing linguistic phe-
nomena, the present writer suggested to a student of his that
he make a comprehensive study of all the distinetive features
of the Greck of codex Bezae. James D. Yoder, having us-
sembled o Concordance fo the Digtinclive Greek Text of Codex
Bezae ® collecied and analyzed not only instances of Senuntisms
in Bezae, but also instances where that manuseript lacks
Sernitisms that are preserved in other Greek witnesses. Yoder's
conclugions are: (1) When one takes Into aeccount not only
the instances of Semitic phenomena in codex Bezae, but also
the Bogzan variantz which abandon Semitisms found n other
MSS the net inerease of Semitisms [in Bezae compared with
other Greek witnesses] 1s sometimes ineonsequential, while in
other respects this MS actually reveals fewer Semitisms than
[the number] found in the B 8 fext; and {2) ofttimes the data

1 4 The Origin of the ‘Western® Text,” 1n Dpeuments of the Primfive
Chureh (New:York, 1941}, pp. 112-148.
= The Actz of the Aposiles, the Greek Text with Introduction and Con-

mendary (London, 1951), p. 43,
1% The concordance is published in the series, New Teslament Tools and

Studies, vol. 11 {Leiden and Grand Mapids, 1961),
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?re concentrated in limited areas of the text, thus detracting
rom the supposed homogeneity of the Bezan text. s .

. After _suwe:,ring the chief theories that have been offered
to e:-:yzr]mn rthe origin of the Western text, one is im1‘.|11=~'=-$=:=LTI]‘E :
the wide diversity of hypotheses and the lack of ALY ".E::n{‘l"ﬂf::r'
?,eue;}tud explanation. A failing common to many of thrjﬁ fht—':i':r" 1:
18 the attempt to account for the Western text by ﬂum*mlll r".‘i.ti]“:
upon only one aspect of the problem. The complex ;}héﬁu::{ilenljh
h:}wevﬂr,lthﬂ.t characterize the Western text in relation to ;r:tdii
ﬁlex_an-{lr.mn text include, as Haenchen points out in a br.i;-?
but neisive diseussion,® at least three kinds or levels of ;'u,riqnfl
readings. There are, fivst, not only for Acts but for the Gos Lelu
:mdr the Pauline corpus as well, a great number of :h'” :
variants that seek to clarify and e:-:plzﬁn the text and [11.53:11{']?
srnooth, Ql’:ﬂﬂﬁiﬂﬂ&ﬂ}’ pious phrases are jnt,r{rducedL This f x:i‘l[
of th:xt: widely current in the early church and used b ?"r'I;lI‘ g S
TiLtlEL'ﬂ, [renaecus, and others, cannot be r[zgar{ir;ﬂ ag .ﬁ: & .
sion,” for it 18 not and never was a unitv. ikl
Sec?ndly, there are variants of another kind, peculiar t

the Western text of Acts. These include many u.cidit.i-u;;xls .lr:u :
zmr! short, of a substantive nature that reveal the héLIlfi fnIH
Teviser. Working upon & copy of the “Wustﬂml"‘ #tsrr-:t, b D#h“:
first sense, the reviser, who was obviously a mc:’r-im:dm " .;1
".’i-'_EH-I]’_J.fUI‘HlE-l’J scholar, eliminated seams and gaps. ;md idzn-d
hlatumagll biographical, and geographical cler':a,il:s. A Hm'mn’rtif
the revizer did his work at an early date bvfnn;- LhILI TF'- j;”
Acts had come to be generally rega;derl -1::: 4 A ’-d 5w

must be preserved inviolate. | el i

84 JEI.-H'I.F:S _L:' -E[.-I:lfj!'-']' |¢E{= Tl a .
- : i mitisme in Codex Bezse' Jouwrn s
1 : ; = ool T il X e Ll m{ A E . '
:.Era -LE:‘EMT&- R (1939, p. 317; ef. also idem, “The Imnguaiu ;?Ti-i”
Fs:;.i,: hfn;ﬂnm of Codex Bezae,” Novum Testamentum, 11 (1059), 241 zai*-;n
1 artieles rest upon Yoder's un iiblizhad ? ; Sulel oy S e
Language of the Greek Vari npublished doctoral disseration, “The
' cek Yariants of Codex Hezan O v

o : y : » Cantabri gz™ [1¢

ol S{Eiognml. in the library of Princeton Theological Semina Eemﬁ (1958),
arnst Haenchen, Die Apost SRR ey e o)

np. 4753, ' postelgeschichie, Ale Aufl (Gottingen, 1965),
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Thirdly, there are still other variants which are not to be
ascociated with the Western text as such, nor with itz reviser,
put which belong to a particular manuscript, namely codex
Bezac, This witness, copied, according to Haenchen, about
A, 500.* exhibits a variety of seribal idiosynerasies, some of
which, though suggesting Aramaisms, are nothing more than
errors of a seribe, or possibly two successive scribes. It follows,
in the words of Haenchen's conclusion, that in none of the
three cases does the “Weslern® text of Acts preserve for us the
‘original’ text of that book; this iz the lesson that we are

gradually beginning to learn.”¥
Sinee no hypothesis thus far proposed to explain the relation

of the Western and the Alexandrian texts of Acts has sained
anything like general assent, in its work on that book the
Bible Societies’ Committee proceeded in an eclectic fashion,

# [derm, p. 0.
Srholars have proposed s wide tange of dates for eodex Bozae; e B.
fourth eentury {H. 1, Frede, A Wiateinische Powhs-Handsehriften [Freiburg,
1964), p. 18, nole 4); beginning of the fifth century (John Chapmarn,
Feitschrift fir die neutestumentiiche Wissenschafl, v 11905], pp. 348 1.;
4 little before the middle of the fifth centary (Cuglielms Cavallo, ffieerche
wullic maiuscole biblice [Florence, 19671 p. 73); the fifth century (I A.
Lowe, (odices Loating antiquiores, 10 (Oxford, 1936), item 140; J. H. lepes,
The Text of Acts, p. Wvii; A C. Clark, The Acts of the Aposiles, p. xv]
Kirsopp Lake, The Text of the New Testament, fith od, |London, 1933}
e 16; Fo C. Burkitt, Jowrnal of Thealogical Studies, 11 [1901-021, pp. 01~
513: and W. I P. llateh, Principal Uneial Manuscripts of the New
Testarent [Chicage, 19381 pl xxm); probably the fifth century '
Kenvon, The Texl of the (ireek Rible [London, 1937], p. BY); late fifth
century (Eldon J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Rezqe Cando-
brigienzis in Aels [Cambridge, 1966], p. 71; the sixth century (Burt Aland,
Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Newen Testoments, &
[Berlin, 1963, p. 37; Erst von Dobschiitz, Eherhard Nesile's Einfiihrurng
i das gricchische Neuwe Testament, Ate Aufl. [Cottingen, 1923) p. 893
. . Gregory, Tecthritih des Newen Tesinmentes, 1 [Leipzig, 1900, p. 43;
and Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Codicum Now Testamenti speciming [Bonn,
1920), p. 7); snd seventh century lor later] (k. Soncyders de Vogel,
Hulletin of the Bezan Club, m [1926], pp. W-13}.
7 [dem, p. H3.
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hﬂldi:ﬂg that neither the Alexandrian nor the Western ErOp
of wilnesses always preserves the original text, but that in
n{'dﬁr to attain the carliest texi one must compare the two
::fwu}"gent traditions point by point and in each ease seleot the
rending which commends itself in the light of transeriptional
and intrinsie probabilities. -

In reviewing the work of the Committee on the ook of
Acts as a whole, one observes that more ofien than not the
ﬂhurte#, Alexandrian text was preferred. At the same time the
!f.',‘-mmmt‘tee Judged that some of the information INeOrpornted
m certain Western expansions may well be factually acearaie.
though not deriving from the original author of Jrfflr-.htrg."”it In the
following comments the present writer has attempted (o set
before the reader a more or less full report (with an Fnghisl
translation} of the several additione und aotlier modifications
t-haj; are attested by Western witnesses, whether Greek, Latin,
Syriac, or Coptie. Sinee many of these have no corresponding
apparatus n the text-volume, care was taken to supply an
adequate conspeetus of the evidence that supports i he {Eiwrl-gr-m
reacdings.

1.1 ¢ Inoois

Agamst all other witnesses B and D omit & before Inaots,
a readmg adopted by Tregelles, Westeott-Horl. and A
Clark. These scholars wore probably impressed by the nature
of the external evidence as well as by the eircumstance { hat

* Who it was that was responsible for the addilional information
coneerning the apostolie age or where it came from 17 entirely unknown.
According to . . Kenven, “What one would like to .n-uupf..a.az- thut For
which ffh{*hn ig ne external evidenee), is that ene of 8t. Pagl's COMpEITHONE
I:.ran?r:rlhm Luke’s book (perhaps after the author's death). and inserred
detalls of which he had personal knowledge, and made other alterations in
accordaner with his own tasle in a matter on which he was entitlod. to
regard hirmseli ae having authority equal to (hat of Take” (7he Fext r.'-
he Greek Bible (Londen, 1937), pp. 2351, |
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this iz the first instance of 'Ingolis in the book of Acts, and
therefore, acccrding to Attie Greek standards, would not call
for the use of the article,

On the other hand, Luke mav well have wished, by the
presence of the article, to bring to the reader's mind the
content of the Gospel narrative i his first volume.! The
ahsence of the article In two manuscripts may be accounted
for by assuming either that by inadvertence in {ranscription
o was, 30 to speak, swallowed up by the preceding o-sound of
fpfaro.? or that the scribes of B and D, observing that this
i5 the first oceurrence of "Ineols in Acts, dectded to omit o.

1.2

The text of the opening sentence of Acta circulated in several
different forms 1o the early church. The ordinary text, wit-
nessed by all extant ancient Greek manuseripts with the
exception of codex Beszae, can be rendered, with the R3Y,
as follows:

In the first hook, O Theophilus, 1 have dealt with all that
Jezsus began to do and teach, until the day when he was
taken up, after he had piven commandment through the
Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chozen (. . . dxpt
N5 HUEPAs EVTELNAUEVOS TolS GTOTTOMS Ol TYEUMATOS
dyiov obis éfehéfarto drerfugln).

The text of codex Bezae, on the other hand, differs in two
respects: (1) arednuetyn is moved forward so that 1t follows
dxpt s Nuépas, and (2) alter éferéforo il adds a further
clause so us to read as follows: . . . dxpt s Nuépas avehnudin
EVTELAOUEVDS TOLS GmogTo oLs Gtd wrebparos aylov ols éfelé.
tato kol éxéhevre knyplocery To ebayyehwr, A lext like that

1Ha I3 Weiss, “"Der Gebrauch des Artikelz bel den Higennamen,"
Theologische Studien wnd Krifdher, wxvin (1913), p. 355, and Dlass-
Debranner-Funk, § 260 (1.

tmo B Weiss, Der Codex D) p. 107; compare H. von Soden, Ihe
Schriften des Newen Teslaments, [, 0 (Berlin, 1907), p. 1408
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of codex Bezae 1z attested by Thomas of Harkel for the Greck
munuseript which he collated at the Monastery of the Antonlans,
except that in this manuseripl dta Teeduaros ayiov probably
followed éfedéfaro. The Sahidic version also agrees with I in
moving areAnudfn earlier in the sentence, bul after a<iov it
seems to have rendered a Greek text that read snpvoger 7o
ellayyehior ols ételélarto.

Before proceeding further an attempt must be made to
understand how this form of the Western text should he
construed. Is kel éxéhevoe to be coordinated with dvehnugin?
In this case the sequence 15 very awkward, particularly in
view of the statement that the ascension terminates the third
cospel. On the other hand, to coordinate the finite werb
éxérevge with the participle érrechapevos, while satisfactory
from the standpoint of sense, is grammatically intolerable,
The only remaining possibility is to take the added clanse as
paralle] with eferéfaro and to render “whom he had chosen
and commanded to proelaim the gospel” It must be ac-
kncwledged, however, that this destroys the balance of the
sentence, which has already expressed the idea of Jesus® miving
ceimnmandment to the apostles (érrechaueros).

Another form of the Western text, which does not involve
the difieultics exhibited by the Beszan text, iz preserved
several Old Latin witnesses, particularly in eodex Gigas and
in the quotations of Augustine and Vigilius. On the basis of
what 1s assumed to be the common text lying behind these
Latin witnesses, which differ shghtly from one another, Blass,
follewed by Clark and, 1n most respects, by Ropes, recon-
structed the following Greek text: év 9 nuépn Tols drogréhous
efehéfato dia mreblpatos aylov kal éxéhevoer xmplocer TO
etoyyerror, This text (and what goes before) may be rendered
as follows:

(In the first book, (0 Theophilus, I have dealt with all
that Jesus began to do and teach,) on the day when he
chose the apostles through the Holy Spirit and commanded
them to proclaim the gospel.
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This form of text differs in two particulars from the text of ull
pther witnesses: (1) no mention is made of the asecension, and
(2} the “day" which iz specified is the occasion during Jesus’
public ministry when he chose the apostles. According to the
opinion of Ropes and Clark, whose text-critical views usually
differ from each other, this form of the Western text must be
regarded s original and the Alexandrian as corrupt, while
the text preserved in D syrf™ cop® 1z a conflation of the
twi.

The following considerations, however, geem 1o the present
writer to lead to the conclusion that the Old Latin form of
Weslern text, though stylistically smoother than the DBezan
form, iz equally diffieult to accept as original,

First, it is incredible that Luke should have said that Jesus’
public ministry began when he chose his apostles; the third
CGospel records many details of what Jesus began to do and to
teach prior to Lk 6.13 fI. { = choosing the Twelve).

Becond, as Lake points out in a note in which he expresses
dissent to Ropes’s reconstruction of the text, “in a preface to
the second book the important point to be noticed 15 that
which was reached at the end of the first, so that ayper 15 essen-
tial to the sense.™?

Although Lake reparded the greater part of the Alexandrian
text ofy ver. 2 as original, he agreed with Ropes in rejecting
avernudty, and accepted Ropes’s view that the omission of
arerhudfn in the Old Latin is to be connected with the omis-
sion {in &% D Old Latin) of kal drepépero els Tov obpardy in
Lk 24 51,

It can be agreed that the two omissions belong together,
and that (as Lake pointed out) “it iz surely illogical to do as
Wesieolt and Hort did, namely, seleet o text of the gospel
which does nol mention the ascension, and a text of Acts which

# Kirsopp Lake, The Beginnings of Cheistianity, Part 1, The Acls of
the Apoatles, vol. v {Loondon, 1933), p. 2 (hereafter referrid to mercly as
The Beginnangs of {rrstionily)
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says that the gospel did mention 1. Lake's attempt, however,
to reconstruct the Greek text of verses 1—4 without areAnudiy
can hardly be pronounced sucecssful, The main verly in the
clause that beging with aypt must bhe wrapnpyyeche of ver. 4,
and this, as Lake candidly admitz, “makes a very bad sen-
Lenee. S There are, az Creed pointed out, at least three objec-
tions to Luke's having written such a prefatory zentence:
(1} the exceptionally long parenthesis, extending from ofs at the
beginning of ver. 3 Lo gvral{operos avrors in ver. 4, though
crammatically possible, 15 stylistically imtolerable: (2] evrer-
Adueros . . . magnyyelher is badly redundant;: (3) whereas on
the usual punctuation gvvadi{oueros runs happily with Toapggy-
veeher, it makes a weak third to érrardueros almols and
hywr Ta wepl Ths Sacihelas ot feot

If it be assumed that the origmal text was that which i=
testified by all known Greek manuseripts excepl 1), simple
explanations lie near at hand to account for the several forms
of the Weslern fext. Codex Bezae moved drednudily eariicr
in the sentence n order to make 1ts construeiion with dype
clearly apparent, and added xal éxérevoe xmpiooer 76 ebay-
yeérwor in order to make explicit what iz implied in évre-
Aaueros, The Old Latin translator(s), who were often exceed-
ingly free 1n their rendering, were perfectly capable of modifving
Lhe text on which they were working =0 as to omit the reference
to the ascension,

If, however, for the sake of the argument it be assumed that

VI, Lake, “The Proctical Value of Textual Variation, Iosieaied Trom
the Book of Acts” Biblical Werld, x5, xax (1802), p. 36d; compure alse
F. Graete, "Der =ehluss des Lukasevangelivms und  der Anfang der
Apostelgeschichte,” Theologische Sfudien und Kriltken, 1x1 (1888), pn
522-041; and thid., nxxr (1895, pp. 136137,

“For the Greek text see The Beginnings of Chelstranity, vol. v, po 2,
and for an Lnglish translation sce ibid., vol. 1v, pp. 24

& The Beminnings of Chrslianily, vall v, p. 2.

Pl AL Creed, ““The Text and Interpretation of Aces 1 1-2,"" Jowreead of
Thenlogiend Shudies, ooy (18348, p, 180
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q Greek text once existed which lacked referemce to the ascen-
sion, its origin can be explained on the basis of either doctrinal
or stylistic reasons. Plooi] argued that the alteration in ver. 2
is only part of a deliberate attempt made by the Western
reviser (whose work 1s seen also in 1.9 and 11 as well as n
Lk 24.51) to excize as much az possible of what might imply
the bodily ascension of Jesus into heaven® Without referring
to doctrinal considerations Creed made a strong case that the
real difficulty is stylistic and iz inherent in the narrative itself,
He writes:

“Here as so often in the Lucan writings, a smooth surface
covers real ineongruity. The author of Acts begine with
part of a Preface, composed in the accepted manner,
which resumes the contents of the preceding volume.
Thiz leads us to expect that he will take up the thread
whoere he has dropped it. But insiead of this, what he does
ig to give us & new version of the last scene between Jesus
and the diseiples. ... This overlapping of Gospel and
Acts nevitably disloeates a preface which presupposes
continuity of narrative. Luke covers up the seam by
introducing a relative clause after avehnudtn which en-
ables him to return to the last appearance. Ropes’ defense
of the (d Latin text on the grounds that 1t avowds a pre-
msdiure reference to the avainufies before the narrative
of the lasl appearance s baszed upon a true perception
of the difficulty, but he does not recognize that the diffi-
culty is inherent in Gospel and Aets, apart from the
particular word aveAnueiy. ... Since the slenderly sup-
ported omission of aveknugty creates a number of other
difficulties to which no zatisfactory snswer 13 fortheoming,
the word should be retained with all the Greek Mss®

s 12 Plooij, The Agcenzion in the *Weslern' Textual Tradifion (= Mede-
deelingen der boninklijbe Akademic ron Welenschoppen, Aldecling letter-
kuwde, Deel 67, Berie A, no. 23 Amsterdam, 1929), p. 15 [=p. 33].

*{ip,.cil., p. 181
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1.4 owvaleldpevos

The textual problems involving cvrahiloueros and s
varants are less perplexing than the lexical considerations
coneerning the meaning of the word. All knowno unecial manu-
seripts, with the possible exception of I), and the overwhelming
majority of the minuscule manuseripts read euradiduevos.
The first hand of codex Besae reads suvahgxdueros per’
avriwr, which has been corrected by a subsequent hand to
guraiioyouevos per avtTdv. Since, however, the meaning of
gurailokeatior is infolerable in the context (the verh means
to be taken captive together), and since -gx- (as well as -gy-) iz
not far phonetically from -{-, Ropes is justified in correcting
tie spelling to ovraiefoperos in his transeription of the manu-
seript, About thirty-five minuseule manuseripts, including 614
(which is a relatively important witness to the Western text)
and several of the Caesarean family (e, g 1, 69), as well as
many patristic witnesses, read ovravhi{duevos, o verh tiaf
means literally to spend the night with, and then also generally
to he with, lo stay with.

The Committee agreed {hat the manuseript evidenee ro-
quires the adoplion of the reading ouvreliidueros. This verh,
spelled with a long a, 18 common in elassical and Hellenisiie
Greek and means colleef or assemble, The same verb, spellad
with a short a, means sat with (literally, eal sall with ancther),
This meaning 1s extremely rare in Greek Literature; il does not
appear before the end of the second century after Christ, and
no example has turned up in the papyr® Many of the early
versions took the word in this sense; it 1s found in the Old
Lutin, the Vulgate, the Coptic (both Sahidic and Bohairie),
the Peshitta and the Harelean Syriac, the Armenian, and the
Ethiopie.

" The statement is based on information kindly supplicd by Prof
Herbert ©. Youtie of the University of Michigan, who, at the request of
the present writer, conzulted his comnprebensive inder verborum of the
Lareek papvrl.
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Since {he use of guvraritesfat in ite regular sense fo assenibie,
gather 15 awkward when only one person 12 mentloned, and
particularly awkward in its use in ver, 4 whurﬂﬁthe present
tense is joined with the aorist Tapnyyelher abrols, and since,
45 was mentioned above, gurradilecfar n the sense fo el
with is unknown in the first Christian century, it has been
proposed to regard guvehifoperos as an orthographic variant
for guravii{ouevos. This theory, which Cadbury supporied
with many examples of similar exchange of -a- and -au-!
was adopted by the RSV (“while staying with r.hﬂm""jl._

The conjectursl emendation proposed by 1. Al Hmkf‘:l”.m
read gurahdouévos, supgested previously by T, Hemsterhusius
(whom Heikel does not mention], is only superficially attrac-
tive. for if Luke had originally written the dative plural he
would not have been likely to follow it two words later with
abrots. {The passage in Lk 8.4 which Heikel addu{:ﬁ% as &
parallel is not pertinent, for it has nothing corresponding to

alToLs.)

’
1.4 7nxovoaTé pov

The phrase ¢naiv St 7ot groparos pov of I} 1P veg eth
Hilary Augustine, which replaces the simple uwou of all _thE'
ol her witnesses, s, a2 Hopes points oul, probably “an expansion,
ameliofating the transition to direct dizcourse and avording
the awkward pov.”® (For a similar example of the vivid and
homely style of the Western paraphrast, see the final com-
ment on Mt 6,8.)

i H, J. Cadbury, “Lexical Notes on Luke-Aets; 111, Luke's l1LLe~.1-n.::a-’r
in Lodging,” Journal af Fiblical Lateralure, X1 (1926, PR 131[1--314'”. I'or
a dizeyssion of varous possible Semitic words lying behind the Greek,
see Max Wileox, T'he Semilisms of Aefs (Oxford, 1965 , pp. Lll]fEn fi. :

© SRonjelturen zu cinigen Stellen des nentestamentlichen Textes,
Thealogisehe Studien wnd Kriliken, ovr (1934330, p. 14, : -

13 James Hardy Ropes, The Texd of Aefs, being vol, 111 nf.f{ he EF‘:!‘;'J.'?E?H:?-!:EI'-'-J
aof (Thristiandy, ed. by I8 Lake and ¥, J. Foakes Jackson (London, 1826),

[ 2
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- a A
1.5 e mvevpar Barmiotiocofe dayiw

The great majority of witnesses read "lwdvins pév 86mrioer
?-'5{1-?'{-, vpets ¢ Bamriobioeafe & mrebpari dviw. Sever)
lraportant witnesses have a different order of words, mvoelving
chiasmus: thus 8* B 81 915 Didymus read ., . . . év TVEULRLT
Barrotieeste dviw, and D Hilary Augustine read év TPELLTL
ayiw Parrietioesfe. The chiastic order of worde does not
seem to be merely an Alexandrian refinement, for it is not
confined to the Alexandrian text,

The less elegant order in the preat bulk of witnesses can
jr;u: explained as a harmonization with the sequence of words
in the parallel reported in the mynoptic gospels, all of which
place év mrebpare aylw after the verb baplize (Mt 3.11 Mk
1.8; Lk 3.16),

The envelope construction of the Alexandrian text (placing
the verb between the noun and the adjective) may be an
editorial refinement, or it may reproduce an emphasis I]lTEi‘JdP:i
by the auther. A majority of the Committee preferved Sthe
:TLIEK-‘_'I.]‘]"[!F-I&H fext, considering the weight of 8% B 81 415
Didymus to be superior to that of I {the evidenee of Latin
Fathers does not count for much on a point concerned with the
presence or absence of the envelope construction in Greek),

1.5  7uepas

At the end of the verse several Western witnesses (D cop™ G
iphraem Avgustine Cassiodorus) add #ws 7#@s Terrnrootis,
thus explaining more precisely the dute of the coming of Lhe
Holy Spirit. It is overly subtle to suggest, as Ropes does
tin loc.), that the addition takes ver. & (81t ... fuépas) as a
parent hesis,

1.7 Ody dudw dorw yrdva

Lake and Cadbury render the verse, “And he [Jesus| said to
them, ‘No one ean know times or scasons which the Father
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fixed by his own authority,” ” and comment on No one con
krnow: “This is the Western reading; the Neutral and later
text iz ‘it is not yours to know.” The Western reading is prefer-
able because the paraphrast iz unlikely to have aseribed ignor-
ance to Jesus.™ The expression “the Western reading’ s
nsed here in a rather deceptive manner. No New Testament
manuscript in any language contains this reading; only Cyprian
(Fesi. iil, 89) and Aupustine (Fp. 197) quote the form, “Nema
potest eognoscere tempus.” Moreover, in a reply to Augustine,
Hesyehius, Bishop of Salona in Dalmatia (fp. 195, 2}, corrects
Augustine’s quotation, pointing out that “in the most ancient
books of the churches it is not written, ‘No one can,” but it 18
written, ‘It is not yours to know times and seasons, which the
Father put in his own power.” 79

In support of the reading involving the second person plural,
Hesychius appropriately draws Augustine’s attention to the
continuation of the passape in Acts, which reads, “But you
will he witnesses. . .."" In his subsequent reply to Hesychius
(Hp. 199, 1ff), the Bishop of Hippo tacitly accepts the cor-
rection and heneeforth quotes the passage, It is not for you

pa

to know. , ..
In view of such slender evidence it is better, with Haenchen,

to regard the text quoted by Cyprian and Augustine as simply
a reproguction of Mk 13.32, and not as testimony for the
exisience of a similar reading in Acts,

1.8 [ev| maoy

The preposition év is read before warp by YR B CEET
most minuscules Lecl vg syr®" arm, whereas it is absent from
A CF D81 181 206 322 323 328 420% 945 1611 1704 ol. Because
the repetition of the same preposition before successive co-
ordinate phrases is more typical of Semitic style than Greek,

14 The Reginnings af Chrstianaty, vol. v, p. 8.
5 Coppus Seriplorwm  Eeelesiasticorum  Lofinorum, vol. wvir, p. 234,

[brees 65-11.
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it can be argued that the word i probably original and was
deleted subseguently by Greek seribes who felt the repetition
to he umdiomatic, On the other hand, it 15 also possible thai
copyiata, noticing that Jerusalem is a city whereas Judes and
Samaria are countries, inserted the second év in order (o
balanve the two entities. Unable to determine which con-
sideration 18 more probable, and 1n view of more or less equally
welghty external evidence, a majority of the Committes voted
to inelude év in the text, but to enclose it within square hrackets.

1.9  etmeor BAemovTwr adrdy emnplh, kal vedéAn vméinfey
avTov (B

According to one form of the Western text, preserved in
Augustine and the Sahidie version, a cloud enveloped Jesus on
earth before his ascension, and then he was lifted up (nothing
15 satd of the diseiples” watching his aseension). The only Greek
witness to this form of text 1= codex Besae, with xaira
elmbdrrTos albrob vedéhn DméhaBer ailmdy, xal amnpln, but it
goes on, by conflation from the ordinary text, with the fh-
CONEruous amo ogpfadudior alrov.

According to Flooij, 1t appears that “the "Western’ Reviser
did not want to make an explicit statement as to how and in
which form of existence Jesus ascended (o heaven, After the
resurrection Jesuz had a body somehow, of whatever kind 1t
might be. But he did not want to say that the aposiles saw
him ascending {0 heaven in that body: before he was taken
away from them he was enveloped by the cloud. @

1.11  [éulfAémovres

The external evidence is rather evenly divided between
GMérorTes (8* B Eer 33 51 180 218 440 522 614 630 642 945
1245 1642 1704 1739 1831 1875 1884 1891 2298 2495 al) and
euhemrortes (p* R° A C (D évfhémrorres) ¥ and most minus-

W g b, (zee footnote B oo po 2970, po 17 [=p. 6O
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eules). It is difficult to decide whether copyists heightened the
aceount by introducing the compound form {which seems to

imply & degree of intensity not suggested by the simple form),

or whether the initial syllable was accidentally dropped in
copying. In order to represent the even balance of textual
evidence and of transeriptional probabilities, a majority of the
(‘ommittee preferred to print the compound form, but fo
enclose the initial svllable within square brackets to indicate
that i1t may be a seribal aceretion.

1.11  eis Tov otpavor {C}

The third of the four occurrences of the phrase eis Tow
olparvdy in verses 10 and 11 is omitted by D 337 242 326% and
several Old Latin witnesses, including i1#% Augustine Vigilius.
Ropes judges that it iz correcily omitted, but Haenchen thinks
that Luke wished to lay emphasie upon the idea by a fourfold
repetition. A majority of the Commitiee preferred to retain
the phrase, considering it more likely that the words were
accidentally omitted than deliberately inserted in a context
which was already liberally supphed with instances of the
same phrase.

1.13 '/

The omisgion in Codex Bemae of xel hoth before the first
pecurrence of 'lakwBos and before Ziuwy is to be accounted
for (as Ropes points out) by the arrangement of the apostles
names in two columns in that manuscript; as it happens both
narnes appear in the first column, where none of the names 15
preceded by kel

The later manuzeripts (E and most minuscules), followed
by the Textis Reteptus, alter the sequence to the rore accus-
tomed order of “James and Jobn,” Furthermore, in [5 the
name of Andrew is moved forward to follow that of Peter
(his brother).
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1.14 7§ wpooevyd

The addition of kel 4 denoe after v Tpogeuyd in the later
witnesses (C* and most minuscules), followed by the Textus
Receptus (“in prayer and supplication,” AV), iz due to the
influence of Php 4.6.

1.14  ywvarliv

Ingtead of the colorless atv yvracfiy codex Bezae reads
guy Tais yuraiEly kai Téxrors (Ywith their wives and chil-
dren'’); compare 21.5, where the Tyrian Christians accompany
Paul to his ship oivr yoracfiv kal Técvows," and the Dura frag-
ment of Taflan’s IMatessaron, which apparently'® refers to the
wives of those who accompanied Jesus from Galilee,

1.14  7Tois adeAdols

The Textus Receptug, following B G E 33 81 326 and most
minuscules, reads oir before rtots adehdols, whereas the
preposition is absent from 8 A CF D 88 104 134 241 464¢ 468
247 876 915 1175 1311 1758 1765 1838 al. Bince gor seems fo
separate Jesus from his ddehgol, and iz therefore suspect as

7 Craorge Salmon Gods here “'an lusteation of the tendeney of soribes
Lo reluse to allow two words to part company which usually go togeiher
(such as eating and drinking, fasting and praving, wives and children),
and when one gecurs to add the other, with or without authority”
{Hermathena, mx [1885], p. 235; compare Meteger, The Texl of the New
Teslament, p. T98),

W Unfortunately the text is fragmentary, but Krasling is ne doubi
correct in restoring it to read al yeralces [rdv oulvarehoulfnrarroav
alir]d dwd ths [Tahrai|as (Lk 23.49); seq Carl H. Kracling, 4 Gresk
Fragment of Tulion’s Dialessaron from Dura (London, 1935); il was
re-edited by O Bradford Welles, ef al., T'he Parchmenils and Dapyed (The
Exeavafions af Dura-Furopos, Final Report ¥V, Part 1; New Hawven, 1958,
. T4 {the latter makes slight modifeations in Kracling’s {ranseription,
mamely | L |rer  gsvlrakoiownpoartar  alttle v oama s [DaAdadas.
where v | =mcad] signmibes a blank space great enough for one letter),
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q seribal addition made in the interest of supporting the per-
petual virginity of Mary, a majority of the Commitice preferred
the shorter text,

1.15 &Efﬂ{ﬁri{w

The Western text (I ite#&r Cyprian Augustine) has sub-
atituted pefnrir for adergdy of & A B € gl. The reason 1s
obvious: to prevent the reader from confusing these “brethren”
with the brothers of Jesus (ver. 14). (The word pafmris is
used nowhere else in the first five chapters of Actls) For the
same reason the seribe of the Bodmer Papyrus of Acls seems
to have substituted drooréhey (™).

- [ x
1.156  enrer

The Textus Receptus, following B I E and most minuscules,
reads ws, whereas B A C T 851 85 104 181 326 468 915 917
1175 1642 183% 1875 1891 gl read deel. Of the 20 other oc-
currences of dael in the New Testamment, 14 ovcur in Luke’s
writings (nine times in the Third Gospel; five times in Acts)
most of these are in contexts that involve numerals. All New
Testament anthors use s, which oceurs more than 500 times;
it is sometimes used by Luke with numerals. (O the basis of
what appears to be predominant Lukan usage, a majority of the
Committee preferred orel.

1.16 €det

The change of &e to fet (D* itsls vg Irenaeus'st) shows that
the Western reviser failed to understand that two things are
spoken of in verses 16-21. The first of the two propheeies
quoted in ver. 20 refers to the death of Judas, which has
already been fulfilled (#8er). The election of a new member of
the Twelve must therefore (Sl otr, ver. 21) take place as a
consequence of his death and in fulfillment of the zecond
prophecy guoted in ver. 20,



————

E——
. - .._.-

—

280 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

1.18  wpmms yevoueros {Al

The enigmatic monrgs yerdueros (literally “having become
prone’’; AY, ASY, and RSV “falling headlong, ™ NEB ‘el
forward on the ground”) is imterpreted variously in the early
VETSIONS.

(1) The Latin versions attempt to harmonize the account
i Acts with the statement 1n Matthew that Judas “went ot
and hanged himself” (Mt 27.5). The Old Latin version eurrent
in North Afriea, according to s quotation by Augustine in Lis
condra. Felicem, 1.4, seems to have read collm wibi alligo
et detectus in faciem diruptus est meding, el effusa sunt omnin
vigeera etug (“he bound hemsell around the neck and, having
[allen on s face, burst asunder in the midst, and all his bowels
pushed out'), On the basis of this sole patristie witness Blass
introduced kel karédnger abroli Tdr Tpaxynhor into hiz edition
of the Roman lorm of the Acts, and Clark imserted the line
K@l TOV Tpaxnior kaTednoer alTot info his stichometric edition
of Acts. Jerome, who may have known this rendering, reads
in the Vulgate suspensus creputt mediue of diffusa suni omnia
viscera etus (“bemng hanged, he bursl asunder in the midst,
and all his howels gushed out).

(2) A different, tradition 1s represented in the Armenian
version and the Old Georgian version; these deseribe Judas's
end thus: “Being swollen wp he burst asunder and all hig bowels
gushed out.,” What the Greck may have been from which this
rendering was made 18 problematical. Papias, who according to
tradition was a disciple of the apostle John, deseribed Judag's
death with the word wpnofleis (from Fpic wpnfewr, to swell
owt by blowing) B

4 Papina's work, Exegeses af the Lord's Ovacles, ia extant only in frag-
mentz; the text of this fragment ia quoted in two forms by Apollinarius of
Laodicen {see K. Lake in The Beginnings of Christranaty, vol. v, pp. 23 £.),
According to Bihlmeyer'a reconstruction of the text, Papias's commentary
read as follows: “Tidas’s earthly career waz a striking example of impiety,
His body bloated to sueh an extent that, even where a wagon passes with
eaze, he was not able to pass; no, not even his bloaied head by itself eould
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Aceording to a comjecturs of Eberhard Nestle, who com-
pares Nu 5.21-27, the word which stood originally in Ac 1.18
was cither wpnoflels or Tempnoueros.™

[+ has also been argued? that wpwrns, besides ifs common
meaning “prone,” had a medical meaning “swollen”; but the
evidence for this specialized significance 1s disputed.

1.19 7 idig SiadékTo avTdv

A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the reading
ldiq, which is supported by almost all witnesses and is in
geeord with Luke's expression in 2.6 and 8, The absence of
i6tg from p™""" 8 B* D was explained as due to haplography
(THIAIA A ANERTW],

1.19  "Axeddapay

The great majority of Greek manuscripts read "Axehdoua,

which represents ®97 9pn (Aramaie for “field of blood™).

The earlier Greek uncials, however, spell the word with a final
consonant, -y (8 A B D), or -« (E); the Old Latin, Vulgate,
Sahidic, and Bohairic also read & final consonant.

The usual explanation is that the consonant represents
nothing in the Aramaic pronunciation, but is an orthographical
device tp transhterate the final ®, just as Zapay represents
Bira (R'0) in the name of the author of Keclesiasticus. Dalman

do so. His evelids, for example, swelled to such dimenaions, they say,

‘that peither could he himself see the light at all, nor eould hiz eves be

detected by a physician's optical instrument: to such depths had they
aunk below the outer surface” (transiated by Jamea A, Kleist in Aneient
Christione Writers, vol. vi [Westminster, Md., 1948] p. 119; the passage
pontinues with other revolting details).

w Brpositery Temes, xx1m (1911-12), pp. 331 L

n Gee F, H. Chase, “On wpnens yewopesos in Acta i 18," Journal
of Thealogical Studies, xiu (1911-12), pp. 278-285, and 415; J. K. Harris,
vt Luke’s Version of the Death of Judas,” American Journal of Theology,
tvin (1914), pp. 127-131; and Alexander Bouter, 4 Pockel Lexicon to
ihe Greek New Testoment (Oxford. 1916), s
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compares lweny of Lk 3.26, which represents *ov, and savs
that the fingl ¥ marks the word as indeclinable ®

1.21 ’fﬁaﬂﬂs

After "Inoots several Western witnesses (D syr® cop® eth
Augustine) add Xpworrds, On this kind of secondary aceretion,
see the examples listed in Groups £ and € in footnote 12 on
pp. 262 1. above.

1.23 Eﬂrf*r}m:r.v

The Western reading Eornoer (D 1t¥2 Aupustine) emphasizes
the role of Peter, Here and elzewhere In the Western text, one
recognizes clearly the later point of view, according to which
Peter rules the chureh with the authornty of the monarchieal
eplscopate. ™

1.26  tamov (1) {B]

Under the influcnce of ror kAfipov s darovias TaiTns
(ver. 17), the Textus Receptus, following B C* E and the
overwhelming bulk of the minuscules, replaces rbémor (1) with
gAfipor; the former reading, however, iz strongly supported
by p* A B CF D W itds% v syr®™® cop=-P° Augustine.

1.26 avrois |B]

Instead of adrots, which is well attested by ® A B C 33 81
1739 vg cop®® gl the Textus Receptus, following D* E ¥
most minusceules, reads atr@r. In the opinion of a majority of

% Gustav Dalman, Grommatik dez fildegoh-paldgslindzchen Aramiisch,
2te Aufl. (Leipeig, 1905), p. 202, oote 3. Compare Moulton-Iloward,
Grramaear, 11, pp. 108 1

# 00 Carlo M. Mariini, 8.1, “La fimura di Pietro serondo le variant
del eodice D negli Atti degli Aposioli,” Son Petro (=Ally delle XX
Seftrmana Biblica: Brecia, [19671), pp. 2709-289,
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the Committee, the ambiguity of alrets (is it intended as in-
direct ohject, “they pave lots fo them,” or as ethical dative,
“they eust lots for them"?) prompted copyists to replace 1t
with the easier abréw,

1.26  ovyrarefmploln pera Tav évdera dmoorodwy Al

The scribe of codex Bezae replaced the rare verhb ovyka-
rayneilesfar with the more common ecuudmifear. Then,
tuking pera in the sense of “among” he substituted “the
twelve (1) apostles” for “the eleven apostlez’’ Not satisfied
with thiz, other pedantically-minded | seribes produced the
conflate reading, “he was counted among the eleven apostles
as the twelith' (so the Armenian catena, the Georglan version,
and Augustine),

The Committee preferred the reading évdexa, supported as
it is by all known Greek witnesses except D and Kusebius.

2.1-2 Kai ev Tr.u vaﬂﬁf;pnucrﬁm T’i]ll-" ’.n;lpspav T'r,rg TTIE:‘I-'”T??-
KDU’T‘T}S‘ noay TAVTES Opal émt 0 avro. (2) kat
E}-’EU«ETD

The Bezan text, preferred by Ropes, reads wal eyévero v
rals Duépars éxelvaws Tob cvemhnpolcfer THr fuépar THs
rerTnROeTHs SvTwr alTér wevrwy émi 7O alvd, Kal edov
tvivero, which means, he says, “And it came to pass in those
days of the arrival of the day of pentecost that while they were
all together behold there came,” ete)! He explains the unusual
Cireek as the result of translation from Aramaice (eompare
Torrey’s suggestion that the original read #7139 pPEaM “and
when the Weeks were fulfilled™) ?

VT he Tert af Acts, p. 10.

2 O Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts (= Harvard Theologi col
Studies, 1; Cambridge, 1916), p. 28. For a full discussion of the exegetical
problems of the passage, see . H, Ropes, Harsard Theologieal Review, xv1
(1923), pp. 168-173,




201) A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

a b 1 ] - -
2.5 foav 6¢ eis lepovoariy wraroucotvres lovdaion,

avdpes evAafels |B]

Behind ihe familiar words, “Now there wers dwelling in
Jerusalem Jews, devout men from every nation under heaven,”
lie several interesting and provoeative texiual problems, Mosat
manuseripts, 1o harmony with “good” Greek ETAmMmar, read
év 'lepovgadqu, bul a few, including B and A, read eis
Tepovorariu. The construction of els with verbs of rest (like
floay in this verse) is a hellenistic construction that occurs in
all New Testament authors except Matthew, and in Acts most
frequently of all (so Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 205; see, e, T
Ac7.12; 840: 9.21; 12.19; 19.22; 21,13 23.11 bes). The question
here 1s whether Luke wrote els which was later replaced in
almost all manuseripts with év, in aceord with clussical usage,
or whether he wrote é which seribes altered to els, in accord
with inereasingly popular usage. On the basis of what is
obviously Lukan usage (see Lk 4.23, 44; 21.37 as well as the
passages 1n Acts already mentioned), o majority of the Com-
mitfee preferred the reading efs.

Another problem arises in connection with *TovSaTor. Why
should Luke think it necessary to mention that Jews were
dwelling in Jerusalem? Likewise, why should il be said that
they were devout men; would not this be taken for granted
from the fact that they were Jews? Most amaszing of all is the
statement that these Jews were persons from every nation
under heaven. Out of all lands under heaven could be under-
stood—but since Jews were already an &vos, to say that
these were from another #ves is tantamount o a contradie-
tion of terms,

Now it is certainly significant that the word Touvbalor,
which ereates 30 many exegetical problems in the verse, is
nbsent from 8, and is variously placed in two other uneial
manuscripts: C reads drvdpes Tovdaior and E reads lovéaio
kaTowkotrTes, whereas in the rest of the Creek witnesses
Tovéator follows karowkotvres and precedes dvépes. Does not
this mesn, as Blass, followed by Ropes, sugpested, that the
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word 15 an early, perhaps pre-Western, vanant that found
lodgment al various places in the sentence?

(O the other hand, one must ask what would have motivated
several different seribes to insert a word which raises so many
questions in the reader's mind?™ It 15 easier to understand that,
being present in the original text and witnessed by the over-
whelming mass of manuseripts, 'Tovdator was either dropped
as seemingly contradictory to amo warros éfvovs, or moved
to 2 position considered less objectionable from a stylistie
point of view,

2.6 7wovov

The variations are between the imperfect and the aorist tense
and the singular and the plural number. A majority of the Com-
mittee regarded frover (O 81 467 547 1311 1339 vg syr®® cop™
geo) as a correetion of frovor (A 1D I2 I most minuscules
Chrysostom) under the influence of the following eis ékaoros.
The readings fwoveer (B B 181 241 307 327 614 917 1874)

+ and Auovear (181 460) seem to have arisen from harmonization

with adjacent verbs in the aorist tense.

2.6 17 ibte dwadéxTw AadotuTwv aiTdy

Ropes supgests that the sequence of the Western reading,
harotvTas Tals yYAmooas abror (D syret™ Augustine), “is

1

18¢e F. Blass, '"Zur Textkritik wvon Apostelgeschichte 2.5, Newe
ktrehliche Zeitsehrift, 11 (1892), pp. 326-830, and Ropes, The Text of Ads,
pp. 12-14.

A C Clark sugpests that “the eonfusion was caused b a very ancient
note Tovdator placed in the margin, to show that the Grdpes edhaSeis
in e 5 were Jows by religion, though hy race or residence they were
Parthians, Medes, &e'' (The Acts of the Apostles, pp. 338100 But this
explanation assumes that all three forms of text were direct descendants
from the one manuscript that had the marginal note, and that three
zeribes independently thought it pecessary to Incorporate the note mto
the text at different places —which is a rather improbable assumption.
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pErhfupa intended to make it clear that the speaking, not the
hearing only, took place in these languages.’’s

2.7 efioravro 5¢

The insertion of wavres (or amavres) after éfloravro §é
®* A C II 8 most minuscules, including 33 81 181, followed
by the Textus Receptus) was probably made under the influence
of ver, 12, It is lacking not only in B but in the Western text as
well (I it# Augustine), and is the kind of heightening of the
narrative that would occur independently to more than one
saribe.

2.7 Aeyovres {B]

The addition of wpos darrghovs before (F =) or after
Ayorres (CF D) E most minugceules) is a typical geribal addi-
tion of circumstantial detail. Had it been present originally
there is no diseernible reason why it should have been deleted,
On the other hand, in view of the narrative style {similar to
that in Lk 2.15) there would have been great temptation [or
seribes to insert the phrase,

A majority of the Committee preferred the shorter text,
v.;hich 15 strongly supported by p™ 8 A B C* 81 it¥ ve copste
al.,

2.7 ouvy

Although the 1ota of olxl (attested only by B) may have
fallen out before idol, vesulting in the reading oy 8 D E
B1 98 794 915 1175 1827), it may have been added in order to
produce a more cmphatic expression. The reading odw (A C
most minuscules), which entered the Textus Receptus, is the
orthographically correet form. A majority of the Committes
was of the opinion that oly best explaing the rise of hoth
other readings.

“The T'ext af Acts, p. 13,

oy
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a4 lovdolor

Although solidly supported by external evidence (by all
Greek witnesses, and almost all versional and patristic wit-
nesses, except those mentioned below), the word Tovheter
has Trequently been suspected because (1) it stands in an
unusual sequence in the list (between Mesopotamia and
Cappadocia); {2) it i1s properly an adjective and therefore
when used as o substantive {as here) 1t ought to be preceded
by the definite article;® (3) it iz absent from the astrological
zeography of Paulus Alexandrinus” with which Luke'’s list 15
otherwise in partial agreement; und (4} it involves the eurious
anomaly that the inhabitants of Judes should be amazed to
hear the apostles speak in their own language (ver. §).°

For these reazons some ancient and many modern writers
have proposcd the names of other countries, Thus, Tertullian
and Augnstine (onee) zubstitule Armendam, Jerome substitutes
(habitanies in) Syria, and Chrysostom "Tediar. Modern schol-
ars have propozed a wide variety of conjectures, including
[dumaea {Caspar, Spitta, Lagereranz), Ionia (Cheyne), Bithynia
(Hemsterhuiz, Valekenaer), Cilicia (Mangey), Lydia (Bentley,
Bryant), India ([following Chrysostom] Frasmus, Schmad),
Gordvaea {(Greve, Burkitt), Yaudi (Gunkel), Adiabene {Eber-
hard Nestle), and Aramaea (Hatch)? Others, including

=Ll le Mol L
¢ According to Blass-Debrunner-Funk, “anarthrous levdoior is cer-
tatnly corrupt,™ § 261 {(4).

" On Paulns Alexandrinus and his geopraphical list, see Stefan Wein-
stock, “The Geographical Catalogue in Aects i1.9-11," Jowrnal of Roeman
Studies, Txxvimn (1948), pp. 43-46, and the article by the present wnter
i the Festschrift o honor of Fo F. Bruce {(Aposfolie Hiztory and the
Guspel, edited by W, Ward Gasque and Ralph P, Martin [Exeter and
Grand Bapids, 1970, pp. 123-133})

5 1t is nob sufficient to turn the foree of this argument to say, as Denk
does, that the dialeet of Galileans differed from the dialect nsed 1n Judes
(Joz. Denl, Feilschrift fir katholische Theologie, xxocv [1810], p. 606,

' Far discussions of the last two proposals mentioned above, see Kherhard
Nestle, Zeilsehrift fir die neuwtesfomentliche Wissenschafl, 1x (1808}, pp.
253-254, and W. H. P. Hatch, dbid., pp. 255256 (the latter listz most ol
the conjectures which are menfioned abowved
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Eusebius, Harnack, and C. 8. C, Willinms, omit the word
altogether, eonsidering it o seribal gloss.

Despite internal difficulties, the Committee was impressed
by the overwhelming preponderance of external evidenc
supporting Tovdaiar, and therefore retained it in the text,

2,12 Simmopory

The middle voice of dramopety (8 A B 076) is 20 appropriate
hn;‘n that, if # were original, it is diffieult to account for its
being altered to the active voice in the preat mass of witnesses
_':":- D E I and apparently all minuscules). On the other hand
if Luke wrote dipmopovr it is easy to see why Egyptian wit-,
nesses adopted an Alexandrian refinement. |

2.12  dAMov

The addition in 1D syr*™ Augustine of éml 73 yeyordre
concerning what had taken place™) after &M\\or is a typical
cxpanston so characteristic of the Western text,

|:-l'-|'

2.14  oralfleis 6¢ o [Iérpos atw Tois évdexa

Instead of orafeis §¢ 6 [lérpos odr Tols évdexa codex Bezae
reads ToTe orofleis §¢ o Ilérpos ot Tols déka AmosrTdiois.
slfggrming that the source from which this account came either
disregarded or was ignorant of the election of Matthias,

i’fude:-: Bezae enhances the prominence of Peter by inserting
mpiros after émyper (gsee also the comments on 1.23).

2.16  mpodyrov "TwnA [D}

A majority of the Committee judged that the name "Twdh
had fallen out aceidentally from the Western text (D itd-hs
Irenacus Rebaptism Ephraem Hilary Gregory of Elvira Au-
gustine) -
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2.17-21

The gquotation from J1 2.28-32 (=LXX 3.1-5) I8 preserved in
two forms, represented by codex Vaticanus and by codex Bezae.
The former agrees almost exactly with the text of the Beptuaging,
whereas the latter embodies a series of changes from the
SBeptuagint, most of which make the quotation more =uitable
for the oceasion. This adaptation may be the work of the
original suthor, and the agreement of the B-text with the
Septuagint may have been produced by an editor, On the other
hand, however, it is equally pessible that the author copied
exactly, or nearly so, from his Septuagint, and that the maodi-
ficatione were introduced by the Western reviser, In favor ol
the latter view is the fact that in other formal guotations the
suthor of Acts displays a remarkable degree of faithfulness
to the text of the Septuagint. Moreover, several of the Western
modifications appear to reflect an emphasis on Gentile interests, ™
sometimes approaching what has been called the anti-Jewish
hias of the Western reviger. The problem iz a complex one,
however, and the possibility must be left open that occasionally
the text of B represenis a secondary development.

9.17 év rals éoydTais NEpaLs

It wus probably the author himsell who substituted €¥ TALS
érxarius fuépars (8 A D I 1 P 8 462 vg syr Irenaeus Hilary
Macarius Chrysostom Augustine al) for werd Tatra of the
Septuagint (J12.28 [ = LXX 3.1]}, which is inappropriate for the
context of the narrative in Acts. The presence of the words uera
rabra in B 076 cop® Cyril of Jerusalem, therefore, should be
regarded us the work of an Alexandrian corrector who brought
the quotation in Acts into strict conformily with the prevailing
text of the Beptuagint. '

1 See Blden J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Canda-
brigiensis in Aets (Cambridge, 1966},

0 For a diseussion of the textual merits of cach reading, sce L,
Haenchen, “Sehriftzitate und Textiberlivlferung In der Apostelgeschichic.”
Zeitachrift ftir Theologie und Kirche, 11 (1954), p. 162 fand hiz A poesisl-
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2.17 r}té}rﬂ o Heds

Instead of Aéyer o Beds, which is read by most of the many-
seripts, the Western text reads Méyer xipos (D E 242 447
1845 Old Latin Vulgate Irenacus). The Boptuagint lacks the
clause. Kilpatrick thinks that “in general the tendency may
have been to change xupwoo to feor as xupior is arnbigiions
and may mean God or Christ, but feoa like Ineove or Xpugroo
18 not, 1

There is, however, no evidence that such a tendency as
Kilpatrick suggests operated in the ease of codex Bezae, A
glance at Yoder's Concordance to the Distinclive (rieek Text
of Coder Bezae reveals that ten times D reads kbpios for feds
i other manuseripts, and eleven times D reads fede for RUpLOS
in other manuseripte,

In the present passage the texiual decision musi be made
on the basis of external evidence, und when the geographical
distribution of witnesses is taken into aecount, 1t seems (o he
obvious that Aéye o Beds should be preferred to AEVeEL KUpLOS.

2.17

The substitution of adr&r (In 1D ite's Rebaptism Hilury) for
the first two instances of Du@vy, as well as the omission of the
next two instances of vudv (in the former case by D Rebaptisim |
in the latter by D E it Rebaptizm), may have been motivated
by the Western reviser's wish to make the prophetic oraele
apply to Gentiles and not exclusively to the Jews to whem
Peter wus speaking:

geschichle, in loe.) who argues for the originality of werd Taire on the
ground that it aprees better with Luke's theology; and F. Musaner,
“n o den letzten Tagen” (Apg. 2, 17a)," Biblische Zeitschrifi, NF. v
961 pp. 263-265, who disputes Haenchen's interpretation on both
rextual and theologieal grounds.

# G, D, Kilpatrick, “An Eelectic Study of the Text of Aels," Biblical
areed Patrislie Studies in Memory of Robert Pivree Cazey, edited by J. Neville
Birdzall and Robert W, Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 65-66.
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“T will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh,?® and their sons
and their daughters shall prophesy, and the young men
zhall =ee visions, and the old men shall dream dreams.”’

That such was in fact his inteniion seems to be evident by
what follows in ver. 39, where the Western text alters the
second person pronouns to the first person, thus 1implying that
the promises belong to the spiritual Israel, the new people Lt_mf
God, and not to the Israel rard gapke, to which Peter is

speaking,

2.18 €y rais npépmus exetvars {C}

(im the basis of the testimony of the overwhelming mass 511
witnesses, o majority of the Committee preferred to refain
év Tals Nuépars exelvaws, explaining the absence of the *.-.;mrds
in [} atdsies Rebaptism Priscillian as due either to an aceident
in tranpsmission or to a fecling that they were otiose after
érr Tals XY ATALS Nuépals in ver. 17,

218 kol wpogmrevgovay B

The omission of xal TpodnTevoovowr 1n the Western text
(T} it#5 Tertullian Rebaptism Priseillian) brings the passage
into harmony with the Septuagmnt (and HEF‘JI:E‘E’.’} text. rR{]}]EE-
prefers fhe shorter text and explains the mtldltmn a2 a Western
non-interpolation, made before the formation of the tﬂ:aEt _|:;|E B.

Ropes's pronouncement that, “if [the ‘n".'l.']'l‘-l’l_ﬁ] were originally
present, the only resson for omitting them in D would have
heen the desire to conform to the LXX, but, as has been
shown, this motive is the opposite of that which, under any
hvpothesis, governed the formation of .thn:: I]-tnﬂ-,”_“ [ails
to take into aceount the possibility of accidental omossion.

U Cadex . Beeac aliers rasor capre Lo wodes rTIl;:Irfﬂ?_- ];.".'El‘hmasllln
arder to emphasize still further the upiversality of the gift of the Spirit
{vet the change may be merely stylisiic; of, Lk 2439 where 12 alters
Thpka to gapRes).

4 The Tert of Acts, p. 17.




e e ——————————————— e

L —

|

=
ey

—

e —

295 A TEXTTUAL COMMENTARY

: A ma,ljurif;}' of the Committee preferred the non-parallel read-
ing, whieh 1s supported by the preponderant attestation,

2.19  aiua kai wip kol drpide kanved [Bi

The omission of the words alua kal rip kal aruldo Kamwyrol
from  the Western text (D ifeiz.n.s Priseillian), which Bruee
suggua:.f-s was made deliberately “as not heing applicahble t:g
the ecireumstances of Pentecost,”1 My also have resulted
from pamblcpﬂis when the eye of the seribe passed from the
preceding word kare to the final word xervod A IEATRIRY
of the Committee preferred the longer text supported as it is
by P4 8% A B C al. : o

2.200  pad ém.;&apﬁ

A majority of 1ttee :

. yority _t.E?r: _Cun_lmllt.}u, regavded the absence of xal
E_n'u,fmrm R I itE'E Prigeillian as the result of seribal over-
rs}gh.t, oecasioned either by the presence of two groups of
similar _let-’raem_. pey aAHN and emipann, or by the homoeo-
arcton mvolved in what follows, Kalewigary KaleoTar. The
text adr_rptlr:d i EUPPGH{J{’! hy the preponderant weight of
E:F.tteﬂrnd-i evidence (p" A B C E P, apparently all ather Greek
witnesses, vg al).

2.23  éxdorov

The addition of AaBérres after éxdoror in B¢ (I D 1 P 14
al, ff.rllm-;lud by the Textus Receptus, is u twpical scribal ex-
pansion, introdueed n order to fill out the construction.

2.24  Havarov {B|

Phe Western substitution of ddov (D jtd e VE sVt eoph
Yefar ' i . ; ik o % I
Polyearp Irenaeus' Ephraem Augustine) for fevdron ApperE
to be an assimifation to the use of &8 in verses 27 and 31

B F. F. Brace, The Acts of the A postles (London, 1951), 1. 1ML
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2.26 ) wapdia pov

The sequence of gov %4 xepdia, attested by B* B Clement,
iz a more artifieial order which may have been introduced by
Alexandrian scribes in order to provide a chiastie contrast
with the following % ~yA&oea mpov. Therefore, despitc the
aereement of § kapdla wov with the Septuagini (Ps 169 [ =
LXX 15.9]), a majority of the Committee preferred the latter
order, supported as it is by all other witnesses (p™ ¢ A C D

E P al).

2.30  ocoduos

The substitution of xepdias in I¥* for éodios has been ex-
plained in terms of an Aramaic source' or as a false retransla-
tion from the Latin text it? (praecordis, which means both
“helly” and “heart”)." The reading xochies (1311 itsixr
vt m gure Irenaeus'®t) is a seribal assimilation to the text of

the Septuagint (Ps 13211 [=LXX 131.11]}.

2.30 kabioar [B]

The Hebraie use of the phrase é xepwol as a noun, the
object of xafigac, is extremely harsh in Greek and has given
rise to various explanatory expansions {(derived perhaps from
2 Sm #7.12). Thus, before xafloar D¥° inserts xard oapka
dvagrioar 7o Xpiorér kel, and the Textus Recepius, fol-
lowing 1P 040 056 0142 most minuzeules Lect 119 syr" cop® al,
reads 76 kaTd Fapke aracThoey Tor XplaTov.

2.31

Through an accidental oversight on the part of the seribe’
codex Bezae (D* it9) lacks wpoidav éNarnoer repl THS.

W8 O O Torrey, Documenis of the Premitive Church (New York,

1041), p. 145,
7 o B, laenchen, Zeilschrift fir Theologie und Kirche, 11 (1954},

po. 1641
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2.31  dony

I'he construction els {&bov (standing for els ddov olkor L
) 18 nsual in eclassical Greek (where Hades is the god| of

Gbuow
the nether world). In the Septuagint text of Ps 16.10 (=LXX
15.10) @dov is read by A and @nr by B B and the DDV
designated U by Swete. The Committes saw 1o resson Lo
depart from ddnr (8 B %1 1739 all, which occurs also in
ver. 27 (8 A B C D 81 al).

2.33

Fhe msertion of duty after ébéyeer in codex Bezae and the
tnsertion of 7o dipor before buels in I8 ite syr cop™ lrenaenste
are obwviously scribal embellishments,

2.37

The replacement of éxoloavres & with tdre Tdrres ol
gurerorTes xoi axoboavres in D syr™ and the insertion in
L of 7wves €& alrdw before elrov (becuuse the entire crowd
could not speak to Peter and the apostles) and of Drodelfare
nuer (“Bhow us') alter ddeddol in D E Old Latin sy ™
cop™® are typical Western expansions, s ;

2.87  Aowrovs B}

The omission of Aowwols from 1D 241 jtele gapbes M Hin-
palytus*™ Augustine seems to have been accidental. oecasioned

perhaps because of homoeoteleuton (KaiToycAoimoycamo—
cToAoyc).

238 ﬂ’fi:"?’{ll-’ﬁ’l'i:UELTE, {:;‘rqcrfu,]

The witnesses offer a wide variety of readings: {a) Ilérpos
d¢ mpos alTovs' Meravonoare, Bt 218 606 630 1835 al; (8 T1¢-

' For an intercsting attempl (o show that Luke himsell was respongble

lor the colloquial dwedeifare Huir, see O, A, Fhillips, Bulletin of the
fezan Club, vir (1930%, pp. 21-24.
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rpos 6¢ abTobs' Meravofoate, ¢noiy, R A C 81 630
1642% 1704 1739 1891 vg ai; (¢) Tlérpos be wpos alrous ¢notr
Meravohoare, 1) itd» Irenaeus; (d) Ilévpos &é £ WPOS
airois’ Meravojeare, E P W Byz itele vgpo=: (g) [erpos
5¢ wpos abrobs épm. Meravonoare, 2147, (f) elme §¢ IléTpos
rpds abroiss Meravopoare, 42 51 07 223 A82 fli]:[]ﬁ aji;
() as () followed by émety, 206; (4) [lérpos d€ Epn wpos
atrois' Meravonoare, ¢naty, 36 180 453 1642 and (3) I1é-
rpos 8¢ wpos abrobs” Meravonoare Edm, 945 al. A majority
of the Committee was impressed by the diversity of early
estimony supporting reading (&), but preferred to enclose
ol within square brackels because of the weight of codex
B. which lacks the word.

[Only reading {a) adeguately accounts for the rise of 1.:hr:
other readings, for the absence of an explicit verh of saying
prompted copyists to add, at various places, ¢meiy or :I-Qfl-j-",l
or eirep: there is no good reason why any of these verbs, if
original, should have been omitted or altered to a Lll_i"!?ﬁrﬁnt
verb. 1t ought to be noted also that elsewhere Lulke oeeasionally
dispenses with a verh of saying (25.22a; 26.28). B.M M ]

2.38 emi

A majority of the Committee preferred émi (i :’5} It _ﬂlmus.l,
all minuseules), which is the more unusual preposition in such
a context. and explained & (B C 1 429 522 1734 2298 el ) a5 8
srribal aecomnmodation to the more accustomed expression
(cf. 10.48 where & ocrurs with no variang reading).

2.38 duov (2)

The omission of budy after els ddegwr 7oV &pulczﬂ:ﬁrf by
[} itgiz gyreb Trenaens Augustine al 1s, az Ropes points out,
“ponformation to the solemn formuls of the Gospels, not an
original shorter reading,” for there is u “‘complete fa_,!".-ss:?me of
tendency to expand in Matt. xxvi 28, Mk. 1.4, |1 o My

15 The T'ext of Acts, p. 22
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2.39

For the second person pronouns in the Western text
!

. S0a
the final comment on ver. 17 ahove.

2.41

The substitution in D of meorelonvres for amodeldueror
was doubtless motivated by theological concern that faith in
and not merely reception of, the word preached by P I
prerequisite to receiving baptism. The addition of QO LEres
]:Jefﬂ]‘f‘: amodelaueror (“they thai gladly received his word™)
in E P 614 cop®F Augustine al, followed by the Textus Reneptus.
15 an obvious accretion, deriving either from 2117 or from ,;
fecling that such a deseription would be erminently appropriste
for Peter's hearors,

eter s

2.42 7OV amooTddwy

Alter Tév amooréhwr codex Bezae adds & Tepovaainu.
'.I‘.he Latin text of eodex Bezae reads, with VZ syrP gopi Lo
“in the fellowship of 1he breaking of bread " |

243 Sia T@v dmooTédawy dyvivero 1O

. .It 15 exceedingly difficult to ascertain the original text of
E-th- passage. It can be argued, as Ropes does, that the words
£V _’prm;crahﬁrp} ¢oos Te fv péyas érl whrras xal were
omutted because they seem to repeat ver, 432, On the other
hand, I_-I.amnnhf:n supposes that the words are an CXPAnsIon
smoothing the way for ver, 44 A majority of the Committee
preferred to follow B (D) 614 1739 jtd-ele.p s syrt cop' gl
2.44  moTevorTes

In the hook of Acts the absolute use of the I

; . . articiple of
TLTEVELY Ooours as a designation of Christians® The present

® Bee H. J. Cadbury in The Beginnings of Christionity, vol. v, p. 382
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participle mioretortes (A C D E P most minuscules) indicates
the eontinuance of the state of believing, whereas the aorist
moTeboartes (K B 0142 28 42 88 104 431 al) specifies merely
that the adoption of the faith had taken place sometime m the
past, near or remote. The aorist oceurs also in 4.32, where the
texi is firm. In the present passage a majority of the Com-
mittes understood the context to refer not to converts but to
helievers, and therefore preferred the present tense.

2.44 Yoav émt 70 AUTO weai 1]

The reading ért 76 ebro (B 234 itr Origen Speculum
Salvian) gives the impression of being a styhstic improvement,
paring away every superfluity of expression. {For the expression
éri 70 alro, which eceurs three times in the Western text of
verses 4447, and twice in the B text, see the comments on
ver. 47.)

2.46-47

The Bezan text of these verses differs in numerous details
from that of the other witnesses; sometimes a reason for the
alteration is apparent, but in other eages it is not clear what
molivated the Western reviser,

In ver. 45 the reading “and as many as had possessions or
goods sold them” (kal door krquara elxov §i Umaples émt-
mpackor, D (syrf)} may have been introduced in order to
avold giving the impression that all Christians were property-
OWTIETS,

Codex Bezae has moved kaf’ #uépnr from ver, 46, where it
described the attendance in the temple, to ver. 45 and attached
it to the verb Sreuépelor, thus suggesting a daily distribution
of the profits from the sale of property (compare EI»I' T
Sraxovie Tf ‘wafnuepry in 6.1). The same manuseript hEIH}:ﬂ—
ens the account of the early community of believers by n-
serting wavres before wpogkapTepobyTes in ver. 46, and by
declaring in the following verse that the believers had favor
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‘i_-:'ith all the “world” (not merely with the Jewish “people’) 2
{Jn the mf;hﬁr hand, it is not clear (a) why the seribe ﬁf mdéx
Er:zae fc{ected opofluuaddy from one clause and inserted Emri
TO H.EJTE:F n the following elause (which then constitutes the
second in o series of three instances of the same phrase within
I.rl?jrﬂe verses); EE'.I:II why ‘he moved kar' ofkor from the phrase

rt‘ea.kmg bread in their homes” ta the previous clause, pro-
ducing the curious description, “All were regular in attendance
al the lemple and in their homes [were] together” [mixrre.s TE
TpogerapTEpOUY €V TG Lepd kel war oikovs dr mi T abrd
where the word & is an obvious corruption); or (c) why 1}1&:
phrase év 77 éxchnela was introduced in ver. 47 %= }:Sinee t:l'm
!ast reading passed into the Textus Receptus it happens tlmi.
in the AV the earliest mention of the waord “church” in the
book of Acts is at this verse: in the other witnegses the word
first appears at 5.11,)

247—3.1 €mt 16 adrd. Hlérpos 8¢ |B]

Th? djbﬂ"i?uit}' arises chiefly from the ebscurity of the phrase
ért 70 adrd. Torvey explains it as a mistranslation of a Judean
Aramaic word meaning “greatly,” and translates the recon-
structed Greek text, “And the Lord added greatly dayv by dav
f:.l the ‘savﬂd.”“ Ig‘Ll’r.:h:}ugh de Zwaan characterized this 3

splendid observation,”™ 1t has been rejected on linguistic

f' It is possible, however, that this last variant does not represent s
deliberate heightening. Several scholars have conjectured that the reading
?:i' codex Bezae is due to a confusion between #27Y “the world” .amlL loRt

t'hf: people.” . O Torrey, who was disposed Lo look favorsbly on this
r!l{m;e':ture., pointed out also that “in papular Aramaic specch :5y 12 -i:_er'*—.
times used mn g looser way, exactly like the French fowd 1o mt:-:ra.-:e'-:” 4',.i’Jume.-
ments of the Primitive Church, p. 145), . .
~ ® Moulton and Howard suggest that & 17 exkAnoig may have cropt
into the text from being originally a marginal gloss written by a scribe
who recognized that this was the meaning of vl o6 albTe ll.’.f;:iﬂ:'.l.l-.l.l.lnr.
i1, p. 473}, i 1

: 'i:]- . 'Tn;_tm:?.r, TJ:!:E rl'f'm.-:-j[rc:-m'.fir:'n and Dele of Acts, pp. 10-14.
The Beginnings of Christinnity, vol, 1, p. 5a.
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and exegetieal grounds by F. C. Burkitt,®* M. Black®™ and
H. F. D Sparks*

The phrase éri 70 adrd, which is common enough in classionl
Greel and in the Beptuagint, acquired a quasi-technical mean-
ing in the early church. Thig meaning, which 1= required in
L.15; 2.1, 47; 1 Cor 11.20; 14.23, signifies the union of the
(Christian body, and perhaps eould be rendered “in church
fellowship,'"® Not perceiving this sgpecial usage of the word
in ver, 47, seribes attempted to rearrange the text, either by
moving the phrase to the following sentence (3.1} or by
plossing it with an equivalent phrase, &v 79 éxxAnoig.

The Committee preferred to adoplt the reading of p™ 8 A
B C G 81 1175 1t8' v eop™™ arm eth al,

3.1 [lerpos de

Haenchen observes (in {oc.) that the senbe of codex Bezae
regarded the absence of a connection as a deficiency and there-
fore introduced ér dé Tats nuépows Talraws al the beginning
of chap, 3 (the same phraze also appears i 1t? and cop®).
But there 15 also another (or a further) explanation of the
origin of the words., Bengel, in the apparatus of hiz 1734 edition
of the Greek Testament, sugeests that the phrase may have
heen I*:;}rrx:-wnrl from Greek lectionaries, which normally in-
troduce a lection with ér rats fuépacs éxelrais. Fherhard
Nestle, who charactenzes Bengel’s observation as “not un-
sound,” qualifies 1t, however, by pointing out that the phrasze
conld not have been borrowed from a separate Greek lee-
tionary {for lectionary manuseripts are more recent than the

® Jowrral of Theological Shudies, xx (1919, pp. 321 £.

# An Aramate Approach fo the Gospels and Aets, pp. 94

2 e Sermbisms of Acte, " Jowrnal of Theological Sfedies, NOS2. 1 (195607,
pp- 17-15 .

# For a collection of passages illustrating the mesning of the phrase in
Thueydides, the Septungint, and the Apostolic Fathers, see A, A, Vazakas,
Jowrral of Biblieal Lileraltwre, xo000vin {1918), pp. 106-108,
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age of codex Besae), but may have been written in the margn
of the codex from which DD was copied.!

3.1 iepov

Not satisfied with the account that “Peter and John were
going up to the temple at the hour of prayer, the ninth hour, ™
codex Bezae adds (alter {epdr) wvet another cireumstantial
detail: it was “toward cvening” (1o detherov, ad vesperum).
The word dechirds appears nine times in the Septuagint but
nowhere else in the New Testament.

3.2  Tig

Ropes argues (tn loc.) that the addition of (ol (before res)
in I 1t vg™® syrP “may be original, since it is more Semitie.”
(On the other hand, however, in this instance as well az in the
bwo others in Acts where codex Bezae intraduces [dot (2.2
13.47) the explanation may well be that 1t was a Jewish Chris-
tian who prepared the Western text of Acts.

3.3 AaPety

The presence of Aafety (p* 8 A B C 1 G 33 81 614 1730 al)
seems to overload the expression (., . fnpore éhenuodivny
AaFetr) and so was omitted by Western and Byzantine wil-
nesges (1D P omost minuscules). For other examples of the
imfinitive after épwray, see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 302, 1 (g}

3.3-5

The usual text reads, “Seeing (6s idwr) Peter and John
aboul to go into the temple, he [the lame man] asked. ...
And Peter directed his gaze {drevtgas) at him, with John,
and said, "Look at us' (BAé&for). And he fixed his atlention

* Ezpository Times, xov (1902-03), p. 190
* The “ninth hour” of the day was 304 pon.
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(o & émetxer) upon them....” Codex Bezae rewntes the
passage, using the wverb dreviferr of the lame man: olros
arevicas Tols dobalucls abrol kal lbaw. . . . euBiélas 8¢ &
Iérpos els abror obv Twary kal elrer "Arévacor els Huds,
0 0€ ATEVElTAS QUTOLS. . . .

These changes are especially curious in view of the fact
that in stories of miracles it is nsual to employ drevifew of
the person who effects the cure, Lake and Cadbury comment
on this passage: “If 1t were not for general considerations it
would by tempting here to accept the Western text as original
and regard the B-text as an accommodation to the typical
vocabulary of a mirsculous story.”®

3.6 [Everpe xai TTEPL?T&TEL EEN

It 15 difficult to decide whether the words &yeipe xal are a
glozs, introduced by eopyists who were influenced by such
well-known passages as MU 9.5; Mk 2.9; Lk 5.23; Jn 538, or
were omitted in several witnesses as superfluous, sinee 1t s
Peter himself who raises up the lame man (ver. 7). A majority
of the Commitiee considered it more probable that the words
were present originally; in deference, however, to the sirong
combination of witnesses that support the shorter reading
(® B 1D eop=), il was decided to enclose them within square

brackets.

i
3.8  mepiemarTe:

In periphrastic fashion the Bezan text adds after mepreraret
the participle yeatpoueros (which Ropes, on the basiz of the
testimony of ith, thinks may be for yatpw(rkal dyaiiew) -
wevos) and omits wemmarir ket arddueros xat. Lake and
Cadbury, however, are inclined to regard the omission as
original, “for the Neutral text with its ‘walking and jumping’
seems intended to magnifly the miracle.'™

Y he Degimmings of Chrisliondly, vol. v, p. 33,
1 ibid., p. 34.
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3.11

The two forms of text of this verse involve a particularly
difficult set of problems, some textual, some archacological,
Instead of the ususl text eodex Bezae reads éxmopevoucvor oe
rou Iérpov kel 'lwavov curebemopeleto wpatior ebrols, ol
¢ Bauflnfévres Egrnoay év T oTog, N Kahovuéry Zokoulvos,
exfagfor, which may be rendered as follows (the material in
square brackets is not in D but is added here from the Alex-
andrign text in order to make sense of the phrascology of 1D}
“And as Peter and John went out, he went out with them,
holding on to themn: and [all the people ran together to them
and] stood wondering in the portico that is called Solomon’s,
astounded.”

The differences beiween the Alexandrian and Western texts
involve the loeation of Solomon’s portico. According to the
Alexandrian text (a) Peter and John healed the lame man an
the Beautiful gate: (8) they went into the temple {ver, 8); and
(¢) they became the cenier of a crowd thal ran together to
them in Holomon’s portico, From this account the reader would
conclude that Solomon's portico was inside the tepor. OUn the
other hand, according to the Western text the apostles () heal
the lame man at the Beautiful gate, (B) they go into the temple,
and then (¢) the apostles and the healed man go out Lo
Solomoen’s portico. This envisapges the location of Solomon’s
portico outside the lepdr (see however the Western texl and
the comments at 5.12),

Commentators try in various ways to resolve the difficulty.
Dibelius regards the Western text as an editorial altempt to
cover up the seamn left by Luke beiween his own work and the
preceding narrative which he incorporated from an older
source.’ According to I, I Bruee, this i1s another instanec
where the Western text makes explicit what is implicit in the

» M. Dibeling, “The Text of Acts,” in his Studies in the Adets of The
Apostles (New Yorl, 1958), p. 80
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Alexandrian text, as if the rveaders could not be trusted to
draw the correet inference for themselves® On the other hand,
after a painstaking analysis of the topographical evidence of
the temple area, Kirsopp Lake concludes that the Western
text must be accepted as the original?

It may be conceded that Luke was less well acquamted
with the topography of the temple than was the person who
was responsible for the tradition embodied in codex DBezae.
At the same time, however, even the most ardent proponent
of the Western text would scarcely be prepared to accept the
wording of the text of I, as it stands, as the work of so careful
an sulhor as Luke. For, in addition to the need for identilying
the “they” in ver, 11 in some such way as is done in the Alex-
andrisn texi (enclosed in sgquare brackets in the translation
given above), the atrocious grammar of év T4 oTod, N kKahou-
pévn Zohoudivos, reminds one of the solecisms perpetrated by
the author of the Apocalypse.

The least unsatisfactory text, therefore, seems to be that
preserved in # 4 B C 81 al. The reading KpaToOUPToS O6 TOU
laflévTos ywhot (P 8 most minuscules, followed hy the Textus
Receptus), which identifies the colorless abrot of the earlicr
witnesses, is obviously a secondary development, probably
connected with the fact that an ecclesiastical lection began at

this point.

i [
3.12 evaefei

The word eboedelg, which is, as Lake and Cadbury declare,
“eertainly the right reading'™ was taken as éfovaiq in some

s The Book of Acts, p. 106,

! The Beginmangs of Christiondty, vol. v, p. 484 Un somewhat different
grounds Jean Duplaey comes Lo the sarne conclusion: see his coniribution
to Mémoriol Guastave Bardy, entitled, "A propoes dune variante ‘ocvidental
des Actes der Apdtres (tin, 11} Revue des dludes awngustinienies, 11 (14956),
pp. 231-242,

s The Beginmings of Christianily, vol, 19, p. 35.



310 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

early versions (it"* some manuseripts of the Vulgate, the
Peshitta, and the Armenian). Irenaeus omits § eboeSela. he
word éfovoig seemed to seribes to be a more natural comple-
ment after dvrauer in deseribing a miracle (of. Lk 4.36: 0.1%

3.13 |0 Peos] foadx kai | Beos] ’fﬂﬂé,ﬁ' [CH

In the Hebrew of Ex 3.6, as well as in most of the manu-
seripts of the Beptuagnt, the word “God" is repeated before
Isaac and Jacoh. This fuller form of the text appears in Mt
2232=Mk 12.26=1Lk 2037 and in cerlain witnesses of the
prisent passage and of Ae 7.32,

Ordiparily that form of Old Testament quotation which
differs from the Beptuagint is to be preferred. On the other
hand, simee 1t 18 conceivable that the shorter text may be the
result of stylistic pruning, a majority of the Committes decided
Lo represent the balance of probabilities by retaining the words
& feos in the texi, enclosed within square brackets,

3.14  yoroactle

In order to avoid the repetition of fprneasfe In two sucees
sive clauses (cf. ver. 13), eodex Bezac substitutes é8apivare.
Thiz word, which appears in 8% at 2827 and in I H al at
Lk 21.34, but nowhere else in Luke-Acts, is so manifestly
inappropriate in the coniext (i means “weighed down, bur-
dened, oppressed’) that many scholars have suspected some-
thing other than an ordinary corruption. Among proposzals
thal postulate a Syriac or Hebrew original, Chaze? fol-
lowed by Nestle™ and Blass, ! suggested that the error arose
in Hyriac where _ akisa s was corrupted into (or misread

I 0L Chase, The Old Syriae Elemend in the Text of Coder Bezae, p. 35,

* Eherhard Nestle, Theologische Studien wnd Krifiken, 1xpc (1806),
pp. 102 f.; and Philologica Sacre (Berlin, 1896), pp. 40 1.

O F. Blass, Philology of the Gospels (London, 1598), pp. 194 £,
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as) _ okxans, the former meaning fernoacfe, and the

latter E&ﬁ,pﬁ:rﬂ,ﬁ. Harris,’* on the other hand, was inclined
to deseribe the variant reading as o Latinizing error, related to
Irenaens's quotation of 2.14 aggravasiis el pefistis virum homi-
cidam. Rapes, without mentioning Harris, also took efapivare
as “y retranslation of the Latin gravastis [in 1t4]. But why the
Latin trunslation took this turn is not explained. @ Yet an-
other conjecture was offered by Torrey; rejecting Nestle's
sugestion that the confusion arose in Hebrew ‘F:’hi—:n annoa,
“wou denied,” was copied as D073, “y::}u Wi:':lghed down,
oppressed,” he proposed that “the Aramaie editor rendered
forhoacfe by TRITD, ‘you denied, declared false’. ... It was
wrongly copied as 30732, which could only be translated
(regarded as a 4 Hehraism) by the Greek é8aptrare”’™

4.16

The text of the first part of ver, 16 is exceedingly awkward;
literally it runs, “And by faith in his name has his name macde
thig man strong, whom vou behold and know.” The proposal
of Burkitt® to place a colon before rotiror, thus taking the
|}1{~wdmg, words with ver. 15, only partly relieves the diffienuliy,
For it is still awlkward, as Bruee points out, 1o have the Lvmnw
ob and the dative 7 migTer together dependent on papTupes
égpep. e _

Torrey argned that the original Aramaic, in an lll':'lI}UIIl!'l'.‘i.t
text, was ambiguous, and that what was “originally mtcmlmi
was not TG PR, éoTepéwoe TO droua atrol, but ART ARD.

1 Mpder Bezee (Cambridge, 1881), pp. 162 1

13 The Text of Acls, p. 28

W Dgeements af the Primitive Chureh, p. 145, 11 is however, as F. T,
Bruce points mﬁ;, “hy no means cectain that kebbedidn c.mlh.j mean
tlapivare. One might think rather of the Aphel “akhbedtin” (The Acls
af the Apostles, p. 109},

5 Journal of Theological Studies, xx {1919), pp. 324 {,

w The Aets of the A posiles, po LI
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vy émolnoer (or katéeTnoer) avror.”V The meaning, there-
fore, 1s “and by faith in his name he [either "lnoots or & feds)
has made whole this man whom you see and know."” The
difficulty with this suggestion, however, as with so many
explanaiions that postulate o misunderstanding of an Aramaic
original, 15 how one can explain psychologieally that such
misunderstanding could ever have arisen,

These proposals do not relieve the redundaney that remuains
when one continues with the second part of ver. 16; “and the
failth which s through him [Jesus| has given him [the eripple]
this perfect health in the presence of you all” TFollowing a
suggestion made by his father, C. F. D). Moule refers to several
passages 1N Acts which scem to preserve alternative drafts of
bhe same sentence. He writes: “If it is concelvable thal the
writer of the Acts really did leave his work unrevised, and that
each of these passages represents several different attempts o
say the same thing, which were eventually copied collectively,
instead of the aliernatives being struek ont, it would offer a
more plausible explanation of these passapes (1 suepest) than
either the hypothesis of intolerably bad mistranslation, or that
of an unaceountable conflation of simpler fexls; and it might
throw an extremely interesting light on the writer’s styvle and
sensttiveness to alternative possibilities i idiom '8

In the preseni passage Moule, using Westcolt and Hort's
text, suggests that the three drafls of the sentence which were
combined were:

(@) 74 wiorTer ol drouaTos abrobl [obiros éowln—or equiva-
lent, thiz alternative being defective].

() TovToV . . . éaTepéwrer To bropa alTol,

(¢) § wigTis ¢ 6 abrob |or 7ol évduaros abrol| Edwwer
auTiE TRr dhokAnplay TabTne. | .,

W The Composition and Dale of Acts, po 16, For -objections againet
Taorrey’s proposal, see Max Wileox, The Semitisms of Aotz (Oxford, 19657,
pp. 144 7.

' Krposilory Times, wov (1954, p. 220,

i i
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Interesting though this suggestion is, W leaves the modern
editor in a quandry: shall he assume that the last of the three
rival drafts best represents the intention of the author, or—
since apparently the author could not make up his mimd—must
he not reproduee the several clauses, redundant though they
arc? In the latter case, much can he said in favor of punctuating
(with Lachmann, followed by Blass) by placing a colon after
éorepéwoer {omitting, of course, the comma after 7o fropa
aiTou),

- T

3.16 et

Despite Ropes's opinion that ‘“‘the shorter of the two ancient
readings is to be preferred to the common phrase with éme”
ithe Committee was unanimous in considering the absence of
et (8* I3 81 385 463) to be an instance of Alexandrian pruning

of prepositions.

1 & “ b »
3.16 Ov fewpeite kat oidaTe

The Greek (but not the Latin) text of eodex Bezuwe omits
dr before fewpetre and adds dre after oldare, 30 as to read,
“And by faith in his name you behold this (man) and know
that his name has made him strong. . . .Y

F

3.17

The Western text (I3 I8 itP® cop®T) imtroduces several
changes; it (a) expands adehdot into the more usual expression
Grépes Gbendot, (h) accommodates the verb to the plural
(émiorapefa for olda) in harmony with the preceding fueis
(ver, 158), and (¢) adds wownpdy after émpasare in order fo
express the idea that, though the Jews' part in bringing about
Jesue’ deathwas done in ignorance, it was nevertheless a erime.
By inserting uév in ver. 17 a sharper contrast s afforded
between the act of the Jews over againsi the purpose of God,
expreased in ver. 15 The heighiened emphasis in the D-text
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is apparent: “We know that yow, on the one hand, did o wicked
thing 1n ignorance ..., but, on the other hand, God ... ful-
filled [hizs purpose].'™®

3.1%  eis

Diespite Hopes's declaration that “the only ground of decision
(hetween wpos (B B) and es (all other witnesses)] is the rela-
tive wvalue ascribed to the opposing groups [of witnesses),''™
a majority of the Committes was impressed by the fact that,
except for Lk 181, the construction of wpos 76 with infinitive
iz not found elsewhere in Luke-Acts.

3.20 rov...Xporiv, Inooiv

{mn the basig of the combination of Alexandrian and Western
witnessez (8 B D E sy cop®), the Commuittee preferred the
seqquence Xpuoror Ineobr. The alternative sequence, 'Inoote
Xpeoror (p™* A C F most minuscules ve syre coph cth, fol-
lowed by the Textus Receptus), seems to have arisen as an
adaptaticn to the somewhat more usual appellation {(in the
New Testament Iyoovs Xpiorés oceurs 152 times, and Xpe-
gros Ineots 107 times). In any case, the copyists who in-
troduced the sequence "Ineolr Xpuoror failed to perceive thal
here rov . . . Xpwrror means “the Messiah

3.21 dr’ aldvos adrol mpodmrdv {C]

Varation m wording scems to have been occasioned by the
possibility of taking rév aylwr as a poun followed by an
appositive. The omission of aw’ aidwros In the Western text
may be ather acadental or the resull of asking whether

* For anti-Tudaistic tendencies in codex [, zee P, H. Menoud in the
Bulletin of the Studiorum MNowi Testamenti Societas, 1 (1951), p. 24,
and Eldon Jay Fpp, The Theological Tendency of Coder Bezae Conto-
origiensis in Aoty (Cambridge, 1966}, pp. 41 fi.

™ The Text of Acts, p. 30.
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prophets actually existed from the beginning. A majority of
the Commiltee preferred, az the least unsatisfactory reading,
that attested by ™ ®* A B* C 81 1739 it=,

3.22 elmev B}

The Committee regarded the several additions before or
after elmwer as natural expansions to the text, made by seribes
who may have recollected the phrase 6 fleos 7ov TaTépwy
in ver. 13.

3.22  Heos tuav {C}

The quotation is from Dt 18.15{. (where the Septuagint
resicls o Beds ov) and Lv 23,29, It appears thal the Alexandrian
text, with its usual tendency toward parsimoniousness, has
eliminated the pronoun alter feds. In view of the interchange
of Huwr and Dpdy through itacism it 15 difficull to deeide
hetween the two chief readings; o majority of the Commitiee,
however, judged that external evidence seems to support vudr.

3.22 s eue

By altering as éué to s éuol codex Beszae construes the
phrase, not with édrasrfoe, but with droleeafe (“to him
as to me you shall hearken .. "),

3.25 ovudv {C]
A majority of the Committee considered it probable that the

second person pronoun bude has been conformed to the general
usage of Acts in referring to “our fathers.”

3.26  dpdv
The more diffieult reading iz the plural pronoun, which B

omils, probably for siylistic reasons. The singular abrol (5 88
941 257 322 323 915} 15 a scribal conformation to the preceding
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tcagror. Both external evidence and internal considerations
strongly favor tuaw.

4.1-4

In these verses codex Bezae makes a number of modifications
for reasons that are not always clear. The addition of 7a
pnpara Talra in ver. 1 was probably made in the interest
of fullmess of expression in accord with the Semitic love for
cognate acvusatives, The absence of kal 0 eTparnyyds 1ol le-
pot must be due to scribal idiosynerasy, for other Western
witnesses have the words. In ver. 2 the modification of xaTasy-
véNRewr €y Tio Imoot Ty dracTacw THr €k vexpdw into
arayyeriery Tor Inooty év T dracTaoe ék vekpaw s eurious,
to say the least. In ver. 3, after altering éréfaior inlo émeSa-
Mvres the seribe of 1D, as Haenchen remarks, overlooked the
need of omitting ket before erro (o subsequent corrector has
deleted the superfiuous word). In ver. 4 the addition of “also”
in the sentence “and the number also of the men came to he
about five thousand” (kai apluos Te evernfly ardpdy s
xearades £€) was probably intended to heighten the point of
the stalement, theugh it dees so al Lhe expense of good
literary style.

4.1 iepeis {C}

The word lepets oeeurs 31 times in the New Testament; the
word apytepeis ocenurs 122 fimes, It is more likely that seribes
would have substituted the more frequently used word for the
other than viee wversa, espeelally sinee in thiz instance the
maodification was also in the interest of heightening the serious-
ness of the persecution.!

" The reszon given in the Appendix of the NEB Greek text for pre-
ferring apyeepery (namely, that “action by sweperior officlals seems Lo be
tndiented’) is exactly why copyists wonld bhave been likely to alter fepels
Lr oy eepels!

5
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4.4 [es]

It iz difficult to decide whether the passage onginally stated
{hat the number of the believers was five thousand (p™ B A
81 vg cop=* cth] and copyists added ws (B D 0165 1611}
or woel (E P most minuscules), on the patiern of 2.41; or
whether the gualifving word (which seems to be a favorite
of Luke when referring to numbers) was dropped by seribes
for whom the mumber 5000 had become a firmly fixed tradition.

To reflect Lhe dubiety in the interpretation of the evidence
the Committes preferred to retain s, which is supported by
B and T, but to enclose the word within square brackets.

4.5

J!u:rmding to Chase the addition in codex Bezae of nuépar
after Thr adpioy seems to reflect Semitic usage: “Lhe Syriad
Vulgate has rf_'- i = oat @, where the word ‘day’
iz necessary.’'? According to Harns th (ireek side of Dezae
was assimilated to the Besan Lating erastinum  diem?®  (bul
compare gnpepor Huépe in Ac 20.26; Ro 11.8; 2 Cor 3.14).

4.6 Twwnvgs {C]

Both ,John and Alexander are unknown. Codex Bezae, in
nuhﬁtltu‘[mﬂ Jonathan for John, aprees with information given
v Josephus, who says that Jonathan, son of Annas, was
appumled high priest in a.p. 36 in succession to Caiaphas
(Anilquilies XVIILIV.3).

Fither the reading of Bezae is a correction of Luke, in aceord
with what may be historical fact, or seribes substituted the
familiar name lwdeengs for the less familiar "lwrafas. A
majority of the Committee was impressed by the former

: . H. Chaze The (Nd Syriae Flement in the Texl of Coder Beeae

(London, 1853}, p. 43,
3 T, Tendel Harvis, Coder Bezee, p, 91,
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possibility, when considered in the light of the preponderance
of external evidence.

4.8 mpecfirepor {C}

. The addition of the words vot "lepafh was probably made
in the interest of symmetry and balance with the preceding
Tou Aaoi. The shorter text is supported by a diversified group
of witnesses (p™ 8 A B 0165 629 1175 (it™) vg cop= aih
Cyril Fulgentius), -

4.10 e [A)

After tryops several Western witnesses, including E itk
syr®™* Cyprian Bede, add xat év &My olferl. The words are
obviously an intrugion from ver. 12, (See also the comments
on ver, 12.)

g i ] a L) L ¥
412  kat ovk eoTie ev dAAw ovdert 1 cwTypla [A]

The opeming clanse xal . . . swrppie i3 lacking in certain
Old Latin witnesses (it® Irenaeus Rebaptism Cyprian Priscillian
Augustine). Several witnesses (D itP) omit 9§ ewrapla,
probably because the word scemed pleonastic before &v ¢ et
cwiijrar quds. Kilpatrick {following &, C. Clark) argues that
the words kat év @Ahw olderi were original in ver. 10, but that
after they had been accidentally omitted from that verse they
were later inserled erroneously into ver, 12, with the m‘lditi[}%
of olw Eorev 1n order to make the imsertion construe: but it
construed with so little sense that 9 swryple was subzequently
added, producing the current printed text? Although each of
these steps is possible, the combination of all of them appeared
to the Committee to be highly improbable.

L - i II{i]pa.trick_. “An Eeleetle Study of the Text of Acts," in Biblical
l:?'?:f-i FPalristic Studies in Memery of Rober! Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville
Birdsall and Hobert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963, pp. 68 £, i
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4.13-16

The Western text, preserved most fully in ith and eop®™, re-
writes the account, emphasizing the perplexity of the SBanhednin:

“Now when they all heard the firmness of Peter and John,
convineed that they wers uneducated and common men,
they were amuzed; (14) but seeing the lame man standing
with them, cured, they could make no opposition in deed
or word (eopSs omits: in deed or word). But some of them
recognized that they had been with Jesus. (Then they
talked with each other |eop®¥])."

(Cadex Bezae stands between the full-blown Western form
of text and the text of most of the old uncials. The scribe of
) omits xai Gedrac (ver. 13), perbaps because the double
expression ayphuuarol elow xal BudTae seemed to depreciate
the apostles tou mueh. In order to heighten the Sanhedrin’s
inability to cope with the situation, 1) inserts woufjoat i after
eiyor, “they had nothing to do or say in opposition” (ver. 14..
For the more neutral, “When they [the Sanhedrin] commanded
them to wo aside (awer@ety) out of the councill” Bezace sub-
stitutes o more pieturesque word, ©, .. commanded that they
showld be led (amaxfivar) out of the council” (ver. 15). In-
stend of saving simply that it is eclear” (gavepov) that a
notablessign had been performed through the apostles, 1D en-
hances the account by using the comparative @avepoTepor
(for carepirepor) in the elative sense, it is all too clear’
(ver. 16,

118 kot koddoarTes atTovs

Several Western witnesses (D igied syrt™® cop®¥ Lucifer]
expand the text by replacing xal kaMéocarres adrovs with the
circumstantial clause ovykerarTeudvaoy &6 alrdv warTwy
(om. wéwTewr 1) ith syrt™) Tf yrdup (om. TH yropy 1t
Lucifer) gavfoarres abrols (“And when they all had agreed
to the decision, having called them . . .7},
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1.18% 70 rafdrov

The Alexandrian omission (only 8* B) of 7o in the expression
wapnyyehar 1o kafdhov un dléyyerlar was perhaps a pre-
cautionary measure, lest the reader suppose that the article
was 10 be taken with the infinitive (compare Blass-Debrunner-

Funk, § 399, 3).

4.19 o 8¢ Iérpos kat "lwdinms dioxpbévres elmov

The reading of 1D itsie syre Lueiler, dmokpllels 8¢ Ilérpos
ket “Iwarns elmor, which Kilpatrieck® prefers to the ordinary
text, i1z rather to be regarded as an alteratioh made n the
mtercst of enhancing the posilion of Peter as chief speaker®

4. 22 ‘}-’E'}-"t":"ll-’EL

Manuseripts B and 1) unite in altesting yeyover, whereas
all other witnesses read évyeyorer. According to Moulion-
Howard, in the New Testament the aupment of the pluperfect
1@ usually dropped {Grasmmar, p, 190), They go on o comient
that “in Attic writers the temporal supment g omitbed, bt
not the syllabie, M35 and edd. notwithstanding (sce e g
Tischendorf] on Ae 42, 1" In the light of the evidence that
they produce to substantiate their dietum, it appears Chat
eveyorer 15 Lhe result of the Atticistic revival im the early
Christian centuries.?

4.24 axoloavTes

After dxovaartes DY and cop®™ add kai emeyvorres Tov Tou
Beotl évépyecar (““And when they heard it, and recognized the
working of God ...}, a clause which Harns was inclined at

* Thid., p. 69,

8 CE Joseph Crehan, 2.0, “Peter According to the D-Texo of Acts,”
Theologionl Studies, xvinn (L957), pp. S%5-605.

? For further information on Lhe ploperfect see Blass-Debrunner=Fank.
3 66 (1), and P, Chantraine, Hisleire de poarfoil grec (Paris, 1WET)
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first to explain as a Montanist gloss,® but Rlvhiuh he subsequently
deseribed as “either a part of the i}l'imitWEE Greal-ﬂ: text of the
Acts or an extremely early Greek expansiomn, with a strong
balance of probability in favour of the fr_\vrm.er.h”g The use_ﬂf
évépyera here, as Blass had earlier observed, is in a,u::mrd with
the secount of the interposition of divine prnwdujance in 3 Pl.:_f ace
4,21, with which Harris compares a simnilar usage in 3 Mace 5.12,
9% and 2 Mace 3.29. Against Harrs's strong preference for
regarding the clause as original is the fact Luke nowhere else
uses évépyera (in the New Testament the word appears only

in Paul).

4.24 od |B)

The shortest form of text appears to be the ulfl_lest; 1I:he
additions were doubtless made in the interest of heightening
the apostles' reverence in prayer. If one of th:e 1nng:e.r EXTCSSI0NS
were original, no scribe would have abbreviated it.

- -, L] ¢ I
425 & Tob mATPGS MOV Sid mreUuaTos Ayiov OTOMATOS
’ e s
Aavid mabds oov ermaw [D

The text of this verse is in a very confused state. The rumim‘g
of the old uncials is anomalous both gramnmticfﬂl}* (how 1s
the phrase ol waTpos ﬁgﬁw to be construed?) and ThL;_:I-
logieally (where else does God speak through the Holy Epmfj_r.
M'zmy attempts have been made to auuﬂu_nt for the r:_unfusmn
in the manuseripts, On his theory of a wrnlten Aramaic SOUTce
Torrey reconstructed the text as follows: mg,l? RNIX 7T X7
THH ITY TMT RTTR T R which means, “That which ml:
father. thy servant David, said by (or, b:.r‘thc: commeand of}
the H.'Dl}f Spirit.” According to Torrey, this clear statement

became chaotic when “the » of ¥ was lengthened mto 1

s . [tendel Harris, Codez Bezae, p. 152, S _ “
s 5Ty Tmportant (ilosses in the Codex Besue, Expaszifor, Sixth

Series, 11 (LB00), p. 9%
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(perhaps the most common of all aecidents in Hebrew-Aramaic

manuscripts, and here made especially easy

our Greek text followed inevitably; there is no other way in
which u faithful translator would have heen likely to render jt,**10

Objeetions to this superficially attractive proposal can be
made on psychological and grammatical grounds. According
to Lake and Cadbury, “It is hard to believe that a writer of
Il.ul-m’,*s general ability would have produeed what Torrey
r_:ght.lg,r calls ‘an incoherent jumble of words,” and . , . K1 DR
(for ‘said it") iz regarded as harsh by some authorities on
Aramale 1idiom, ™M

Aceording to an interesting theory first proposed by H, W
Moule, ]

“the words as we have them contain traces of three or
more _altern&t-wﬁ ways of writing the sentence, any one
of which could introduce the quotation fva i x5\, Thus:

1. o & mreluaros dviov elmdp

2. & Gea ordparos Aaveld [Tol] Tawdbs Gou elrdw
L] 1 ™ 1 =

3, 0 dwa oTouaTos 7ol warpds Auldy Aaueld elrdy.

[Luke] knew his own marks for deletion or addition, but
one of the earliest copyists misunderstood them. com-
bined words which were really altertiative, and therehy
sowed the seed of confusion for all time. Some such them*;-'

as this 18 perhaps both simpler and less unlikelv than
those generally put forward, s

However the variant readings arose, it s widely agreed
T.hlnf la} the more complicated readings could scrar{;eiy' have
arisen through additions to the simpler text of 049 056 (142
and most minuscules, followed by the Textus Reeeptus (for

g 1 3-8 'L‘grm}', The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 17 1,
" The Beginnings of Christionity, vol, v, pp. 46 [,
¥ Expostiorny Times, 1t (1935940, D 306,

by the preceding
context) [and| the whole passage was ruined. RNER 7 8y

was Of necessity 6 7ol warpos Hudv, and every other part of
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no adequate reason can be assigned why it should have been
elossed so ineptly), and (b) the earliest attainable text appears
to be that attested by p* & A B E 33 al. What the author
wrote originally and what kind of textual ecorruption was
responsible for the multiplieation of wvariant readings are
questions that have hbeen answered variously. Luchmann®
tpaced all the trouble to the addition of the word wrebuatos
{though surely dvlov is involved too, for to leave it in the
text, us Lachmann does, results in the utterly unlikely ex-
pression dig dylov oTOMATOS Aaveld). Westeott and Hort,
who marked the passage with an obelus indicating the presence
of a primitive ervor, made two different sugpestions  con-
ceyning the origin of the error® According to Westeold, “H
confusion of lines ending successively with Ara AsA Ara may
have brought mrebparos dvylov too high up, and caused the
loss of ane Sud.” According to Hort, “if 7ol marpos is taken
az g corruption of Tols warpdow, the order of words in [the
W-H| text presentz no difficulty, David (or the mouth of
David) being represented as the mouth of the Holy SBpirit."

Recognizing that the reading of p* 8 A B E of s unsalisfac-
tory, the Committee nevertheless considered it 1o be closer to
what the author wrote originally than any of the other extant
forms of text,

F

4.27 e 7] OAEL TELU’*T:{} . .. Aaols

Because it iz noi represented in the passage from Ps 2,
which the author just quoted, the phrase év 3 TONEL TOUTY
iz omitted by P 8 1 69 462 of and the Textus Receptus.

Not noticing that haois Topafh is plural because of pural-
lelism with Ps 2.1 f., some witnesses (including F 3 326 Hilary
Augustine Theophylact) read hads TopanA. The Peshitta has
“synagogue {or, assembly [Las3]) of Israel.”

15 Bpe pp. viif of the Prefsce 1o vol, 11 of his second edition (Berlin,
1850,
W N ates on Seloet Headings,” p, 82
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4.28 BovAn [oov |

lﬂl he wc:rfl _,ﬁﬂu?u’} withoul gov is read by A* B E*" 045
- ;-iuij’ﬁfg; ;ﬂ'ﬁ Vg™ al, whereas Sovdn Fou is read by B Al
) Byz al. In order to represent the balance of ex-

i ; i vk :
ternal cvu:[_enm? 11_. was decided to include eov in the text but
to enclose it within square brackets.

4.30 Ty yeipd | érre
THY yeipd [oou | exteiver o

hinm-f:iidr of Ty xetpa aov, read by p® (éxrelverr before
Etn ;:J:c: m?.u} B D I*i ¥ ‘I’ and most minuseules, a feta-.
Wi L;-Li;ﬂ‘at. lI:'lffI‘ﬁi}:fthlPﬂ (p™ A (but e éxTelvew) ?H 1175
8 Luciter). 1t 13 difficult to determine whether
which suits the character TR S
! 1 of the dietion of :
i : prayer, was deleted
Attielzing copyists as superfluons with
' , : h parts of the hody
i ‘ ? T : ¥
hﬂ: S_SL 1dfded f;i'nm verses 27 and 20, In order 1o represent the
: ¢ of evidence and of probabiliti :
A es, the Commiliee re-
tained the word but enclosed it within square brackets J

4.31

At t]’lt?! end of the verse codex Bezae and some other wi
DBT,:TES {Tuludingﬂ I, certain Greek manuﬁm'ipts. kn{t{:nmlfg
r mes !
tm._ :3::11 1.51 cop=* Irenaeus Ephraem Augustine) add, a little
tvely but conformably to the spirit of the recital, warrl 7

dehovr i
s L TLOTEDELY (“to every one who wished to helieve)
ceording to Rendel Harris, 6

ad o eyt : A
Flltf:;] origin 15 evidently an attempt to assimilate the
ulfilment of the prayer to the prayer itself which is in v ‘E{i

METL  Taoms  wappnolas  Aahely Tov Adyor gou
eum  fiducia  omng logui verbum Lo
IIL‘H(}LE ﬁ-‘{:{expcct naturally the addition of wédeons, and a
number of M53. show it. (For example, the G‘igals reads

loquebantur wverbum del eum omni fiducia.) Thiz is the
ranse of the emnd at the beginning of the .ﬁl{rs.‘s: hu’E this
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omni separated from fiducta by the line division has been
read as a dative, and turned back into Greek as wavT
with the result that it has ifsell become the subject of
pxpansion, In order to limit the extravagance of the state-
ment and to round off the sentence.™

Although one may have reservations about the validity of
the several steps in Harris's ingenious theory, the words never-
theless are obvieously an aceretion 10 the text,

4.32  pia

After pio severa]l Western witnesses (D B Cyprian Zeno
Ambrose) add kal obx 7 Srarpiots (xwpiouds E) év alTots
obbepta (75 1) (fand thers was no quarrel among them at
all” [“and there was not any division among them,” EJ}L
According to A. C. Clark, the shorter text wag formed by
the accidental omission of a stichos, facilitated by the oceurrence
of wie at the end of syecessive stichoi® On the other hand,
sinee such an explanation fails to account for the reading of K,
+ i more likely that the Western reading iz an expansion of the
original text, made in the intercet of emphasizing the unity

of the primitive church.

1.33 =ijs dvaordoews Tob Kupiov *Inoot {C}

(f the four major variant readings, that supported bv g

(fourth century) P (49 056 0142 it syrt cop® eth al best

accounts for the origin of the others. In B the order of the

lagt two phrases is reversed, perhaps in order fo connect TOU
kuplov “Ingov with ol ambororot (so Ropes); it should he
noted. moreover, that Luke newver joing “the apostles”™ as a

fixed title with a genitive (Haenchen). The other two variani

]

6 Four Lectures on the Western Texst af the New Testamen! (London,

1594), pp. 89 1.
15 The Acls of the Apoatles, p. XXV .
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readings y
iuthi}x:]gqhﬁre {the}ra{:t.enzed by the natural addition of Xaworos
i g{ aﬁreemg that the sequence of 'Ineot Xpurrob :
u i 4 Tou
'l’ischumizrp A al} is unusual, the Committee disagreed witl
s R ifv;;: Tjﬂ loc.) that this reading could account
: other variant readings (w i
have eliminated Xpioro5?). adings (what seribe would

4.36 fwand

5 ?1 LE}Z{FFETHE Sl{ef:eptus, following P ¥ 1 33 69 326 440 522
g 31 1827 al, reads 'lwes : il ;
T : 18, a spelling that 9

tre-.udmf.}- lo replace a non-Greek -l;ﬂdirr;.: {-{I',g*. jthmﬂm'tb kG
congenial to Byzantine seribes, 5 ) with one more

4.37  wpos Tovs mwadas

T :
. he ’[;extus Beceptus, following p¥™ A B ID P W and i
minusen]e i i
s Tr;*gr?;dﬂ wapd Tous wodas, whereas B 36 04 180
e ;h 84 al read mwpos Tobs wbdas. Bince wapd Tovs
i & more urbaulc expression, and sinee there js no
ﬂ-‘a. on of witnesses in 4.35 and 5.2 where m-ap;:‘: o1
N ; : : iy ] TOous
el ppears, It 15 altogether probable that in 4.37 1)
iginal reading wus mwpos Tobls wHdas, which scril .T] d
S iy _ : seribes altercd
ks I:In];mig 1t mto harmony with the adjacent passages 4.33
; e . - i - I
R jﬁmuld also be observed that the same tendeney to
7 ,_.1 .E;LDE:I;:t elegant expression appears in 5.10, whe I‘:_" o
; - ; ; ik, r S 'n' G
+ ) 18 replaced in various witnesses hv, F‘ 5
Cany s by wapa or éri

e 1 ¥ ;
8.3 o Heérpos, "Avavia

Instead i : .
Tpos ﬂmfqu %EPGE,J Avavie codex Bezae reads ITér pos
Hirnon oo B lt,h ' TEO0S COmE fxrr:-m partial dittography of
m:n:ir[enjtnlﬂmhits' : qummﬂnl}' F-EH':.TEHLvmi regading the resull of
i g ffm £ t.E]_ﬂ preposition and of the final » (perhaps

: A8 & horizontal line over the final &) of "Aravia z !

n view of the tendency of the Western f-:::xt ti: EJe::-:rr‘aumj
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that the seribe of D filled out the

deliberately (compare the
ve oth al of wpés avToV

readings, it is probable
expression either accidentally or
{nsertion by E 321 syre-® ¥t * cop™
before or after Ilérpos).

5.3 emAjpwoey {C]

Qince the expression &rApuwoey & Tararas Tiv kapdlay oov
spems somehow to involve an inappropriate use of the verb
4o fill" it has been argued that the origingl text read either
Erfpwaert or Emelpager.t

[t is more probable, however, that the reading émnpweey
(“disabled, maimed’”) arose through gecidental omission of A
from émMjpwoer. In codex Sinmiticus (fol. 102, col. a, of the
New Testament) the lines are arranged as follows (spaces are

left between the words here):

ANANIA AIATI ETTH
PWCEN O CATANAC

THN KAPAIAN COY

yeycacBal CE TO

THA TO A[ION KAl

by itacism and correction
b that above all others
(“tempted” ).
lly overlooked, as
“to fill the

1

From érfpweaey it was an easy step,
ad sensum, to the production of the ver
seems 16 be admirably suited, ETELPOLTEY

But what seems to have heen genera
Ciirard has pointed out? 1s that the expression
heart” iz & Hebraism that means tto dare (to do something)
Thus, in E¢ 8.11: ¥ n"'riﬂg‘? ana RTRRTId ab #9n the Sep-

tuagint translates literally : trhnpogopndn kapdia vicy Tou

1 8o, e, ., Adbémar d'Ales, ““Actes, V. 3, Eecherches de science religieunse,
xxrv (1934), pp. 199200,
: 8o, e. g, Paul Jouon,
3. Saint-Paul CGirard,
in Mélanges Maspérs, vol. 1, being
héologie orientale du Clatre, vol. LXVIT {19

“Actes, b, 3," ihid., pp- 474 L
i hotes des apbtres B, 4 ewAmpuger oU
ernowoer ! M émptres de Pinstabi

34-37), pp- 308-312.

frangaes d'are




328 A TEXTUAL COMMENTALRY

a.uﬂp-:b?mu € aiTols Toll woifjoar 76 wornpdy. In place of érp

podopntly kepdia. . . ., Aquila employs eroAunaar, and the "ir-’i?i_
gate translates . . . absgue timore wilo filii hominum perpetr Ji_f
mﬂiﬂ;_ ﬂgai_n, in Est 7.5 the Hebrew reads i®9m=-ux ﬁH‘mG:;::
12 nw:_.:_j'_? jah :vhich the Septuagint renduraT:J‘i:-‘: f;fJTL'rE Eic.rnf
é*r:fr}fuunnf TOUfgaL TO wpdypa ToiTo: and the ’ir"u!ga,t.; (hn
est wle ..l haee audeal facere? The combination, f-h-E"!‘Efii}l‘F ::S
superior e:fterna,l attestation and the possibility of L‘.‘i:j.}]'liT:- E
the idiom in terms of Semitizing Greek led the Etum;nh:r, . u;g
prefer the reading érAgpwoer, (e

- b -1 &
b. 4= To TRAYA ToUTo . . . TETHV

In order to m:a;ke the account in ver. 4 more vivid, codex
Bezas .Iruu.cls T AL wornpeor TouTo, and to height&n [-};ﬂ.‘
dramatic effect in ver, § it inserts before TeFwy the E;{Iv"b
Tagaxpfua (from ver. 109, f :

a.8-10

Codex Bezae alters ver, 8 by replacing amexptly with elmrer
and be rephrasing Peter’s inquiry, émepwriow oe e dpa 76
Xwptor TogovTov dwébootle (“I will ask you if indeed wvou sold
the _lrmfi for so much"). In view of the use of the ini&.err{:. aziw
prefix eplnmﬂ’;nu"w vuds in Lk 20.3, C. A, Phillips urguﬁdﬁ Lhmf
t_'ht. reading of eodex Bezae in ver, R preserves a ;.:unuinf*;Luk*;v‘
trait. s {__?upﬁf"" reads, “Peter said o her, [ asked you EL}.':I{}IIIT fi}{:
sale. Did you sell the garden for this money?’ i

Inr ver. 9 the expression 76 wrelua rcupff;;u. which, apart from
Qld I'estament quotations, is very rare in the New ?']_1{:51:.&171131111-
is replaced in p™ 1522 1838 geo by the more usual expr Son
TO Trebue 7o dytow, i
r“in Ve, 10} the Greek text of codex Bezae adds auvereihayres
L “having wrapped her up’), derived from ver. 8

1 Thﬂae.e:mmp]eﬁ are cited by Girard, ded,, po 311
* Bullelin of the Bezan Club, vin (18307, pp. 23 1,

st
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e Lo
.12  amorrTes

After dwavres several witnesses add ér 7@ lepy (1D 42
cop=5% eth al). This is clearly an interpelation {which even
Bluss refused to admit into his Roman text of Acts), for ac-
cording to the Western text of 3,11 Solomon’s portles was

outside 76 lepoy.

B.13

The ordinanly received text iz difficult to interpret hecauss
cohhagfar (meaning “to join”) seems to be inappropriate in
the context (comtrast ver, 14), and because the identity of
+op hovrir ie not disclosed. Among the attempts to clanfy
the verse, several conjectures may be mentioned. Pallis emended
cohNaofar abrols to kwhloar abTols, and adopted A. Hilgen-
teld’s emendation of Aewwdr to Aeverrdw, producing therchy
the senfence, “And of the Levites none dared to prevent them
[from holding meetings in the Temple precinets|,”®

Torrey conjectured that the original Aramale was RDI2°,
tthe elders,’” which was misread as wpew, “lhe rest,” the
meaning being, “of the elders no one dared join himsgelf to them,
novertheless the common people magmfied them, .. .. multi-
tudes both of men and women,™

Without resorting to an Aramaic original, Dibelius eon-
jﬂ{:tm'ed’ that TGy §¢ Aowrdy came from Tév apxbvrwy, He
writes, “The number of letters is the same, ane the changes,
at least from A to A and from X to A, are easily understond,
‘Of the leaders no one dared join them, but the people made
much of them, and more belicvers than ever wers Woi for the
Lord’ Thus the sentence becomes infelligible.”® Against thiz
propozal, however, iz the disappearance of the connecting
particle.

- &

6 Alox. Pallis, Notes on St Lule and the Ants (London, 1928), pp. 5455,

TOL (L Torrey, Decwments of the Primitive ( Yherch, .o 96 compare
fdere, Bapository Times, Xuv1 (1934-35), pp, 424 1

s . Dibelius, Studies 1 ihe Aels of the Apostles (New York, 1956), p

aj.
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5.15

At the end of th
e verse codex Beraoe s : ;
T&-P aro :J'I'Elf'_{;r-]-]lg tdoferel : 7 ;ELH' Al amgAlagoorTo
sy 7 f&mn‘.s ws ELYEr exaaTos abrwr {(“Tor they
v il ] * g = I'eer 1100 t“:-‘_rl:-\.r-v qjﬂ.'k 1tk W
. : 1y sickness, =uch as eacl
had''), A ao as each of them
iy furuf.x_x statement (xal pref@ow amo waons dode
§ns ELI{JUJ s ma-{.i h}? 11; itEiEd-" -.i.-glnﬂ; Fﬂi’jﬂfﬂ i I_H’_.jﬁ'l-r
- 4 L] LY

5.15 ,IEFGUETHA'?}'# [Ei

Not  observing
Simsrats u}i{;an t-hﬂ,i; mémé governs Tepovealfu® most
copyists understood 70w wépek mhhewr as “the sumounding
: wrefore added efs or ér hefore Tepovoahnu '

- 3
5.17  avaoras

Instead of draertds i ¥ ,
following Blass 1 Tﬁ;if j_]l]tpi;in!;zﬂ mﬁxzziif,’; whl{:h_ ].'_}j]ueliusrm

r 2 - wih ys z
GioTat, wiich i  fevoite nkan mo (ot o 0 s

nees n the MNew To : ' -
R j&:m?:: ti;fm"‘f‘lf?ﬂf, 26 appear in the third Gospel
Creck. where [; i r.:f : :l"ﬂ;‘fhﬂﬁ{! reflects the usage of Heptuagin
b Ju,s o an;i . t;: e more than n copula.’? Further-
e e el H; Ury point out, “no reviser or seribe is
14 J{]’i]‘lﬁ_ﬂ hh{ &yﬁ; Ff to the ﬂﬂ}'l‘:nt.mn of the high priesthood
iy Wﬂ-s L Tas may casily have been vead aceidentallv

s, especially after the phrase in iv.g ' .

{-.- r. ."L- E ’ L= ! . i 1 § i E ! ] H-L

"On the separat ;

i e 1 posibion from the word i governs
&, LX (1925 i 18, RO

§ 474, 8, boopp- 167 f, and Blass-Debrunner-Funk.

31 ; : S

- FI E”‘:ih?.ﬁ' Sl'ud:?e?.q in the Acts of the Apostles (New York, 1958) 4. 9

o {'| Pﬂ'-l::_-: J'-I-'!-'E'CIE‘-I'JQTH"E.J!E Sledien wrd Ri'"a!--!'.!:ui'te?“:r.g__ yagi “H‘HEE.]I ] 4.'_-HIJ- 1.

- 'M Lty 'l-f}rr{:J-} The Composition and Date of Acls .igl ook
he Beginnengs aof Christinnity, vol. v, p. 50 i B L
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own home”). A similar sentence appears in the pericope de
adultera, [In| 7.53, émopetfnoar (1) émopetlin) EkogTos €S
rév olxovr abrol. The phrase els 7a (dia 18 characteristic of
John, but it is also found n Ac 21.6.

5.21-22

The Western text of these verses 1s yariously preserved in
) E and other witnesses. Instead of the opening words dxou-
gavres o€, 10 reads efeibovres §¢ &x Ths Puhaxss, which 18
received by Blass into hiz Roman form of the text. Codex
Begae puints more vividly the eirenmstances of the trial by
adding a phrase that is analogous to the reading of D in ver. 18
“{he high priest came and those who were with him, hoving

Evepliévres TH Tpwl kal) called together

pisen  early, and [
h"”{}

the council” In ver. 22 the Western text (1) It? v SyT
adds the detal, “But when the officers came and opened {he
prison (kual GrotfarTes iy dvhaxny), they did not ind them

inatde (€oew 107

5.28 |0d] ﬂﬂpﬂy'}sfﬂfq ¢}

A majority of the Committec interpreted the absence of ot
from several witnesses as due to their popvists’ desire fo trans-
form therehy the high priest’s question o a rebuke, In view,
however. of the weight of the external evidence supporting the
shorter teading, it was decided to print ot wilhin sguare
brackets

|From the standpoint of iranscriptional probability, it appears
that oo is a seribal addition, occasioned by the influenee of the
97 (compare 4.17). For this reason,

verl érmpaTnoer in ver.
ptebsle yp

s well as the strong combination of p™ 2#* A B
gop™sbe gen Lucifer al, the word should bhe omitted from

the text. B.ADM.

tt Japes (The Text of Acte, ad loc) follows von Soden in including ot
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5.29

Codex Bezae enhances the role of Peter by omitting “and
the apostles answered und,” and by altering elmar to elmer.
The Old Latin text (it} continues by adding: cui obaudire
opariel, deo an hominibus? 1lle autlent ait, deo|. ef dicit Pelrug
ad eum (* “Whom is it right to obey, God or man? and he
said, ‘God.’ And Peter said to him: [then ver. 30 follows]),
A similar addition oceurs also in COpEET

The declarative form of the B-text is witnessed ng early
as the second and third century in Polyerates's letter to Pope
Victor (quoted in Eusebius, flecl. hist,, voxiv.7), Chigen (contra
Celsum, vi11.26), and Hippolytus (¢, Neét., 6 fin.)

a.31

The Western reading, “God exulted him for hiz glory” (75
doty abrod), supported by I itsi&:? cop™ Irenaens Augustine,
seers 10 be an aneient aecidental error (AokH for Actial,
Nestle draws attention to the same confusion i the mannu-
seripts of the Sepluagint at 2 Chr 30.8 and Is 2.8

The presence of év atrer (D¥ itdhn pgpst pple Augustine)
after dgeoiy duapri@y appears to be a typical Western expan-
sion. (See also the next variant.)

5.32  éopev pdprvpes [C}

A majority of the Committee regarded the readine éouer
papTupes (p™ B (A) Dere 915 v syr® cop=t* al} to be orig-
inal. The insertion of abron (D* E P (F) Byz) doubtless re-
flects recollection of the words of Jesus reported in 1.8, yal
ededtié uov uaprupes. The words év atte (which in B replace
eouer) appear to he the vesult of seribal madvertence; perhaps
they are somehow connected with the Western variant at the
close of ver. 31 (see the preceding variant),

* Eberhard Nestle, Mepositor, Fifth Series, 11 {15893), pp. 238 1,

probably accident _
to be a theological correction
Ropes suggests, some deeper
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5.2 o |B]

WItNESses Was
e ‘ by B and a few other

‘he omission of & by | , et s
i al The maseuline gender év (¥ E] app

ad senguwm. There may be, as
but hidden factor which led to

o i - his verse,
the omission of both éopey and 8 in the B-text of this

5.33 éfovdovro (U]

1 inter  pontext as
A majority of the Committee interpreted the conts

favoring é8olhovTo (which oceurs ]3Itime.=s 1@1?-::-1&411}; :1:(‘::;{:,:11 ,
f:}r the members of the Sanhedrin, hm,n‘g &1l EL}-.;“- éﬁw“i}m}%ﬂ
in a mood quietly to take u‘.m}nﬂal. I"he irlmlu -;r sy
(n word that oceurs elsewhere In Acts ondy 10 &0

1hal blunder.
have arisen accidentally through a sertbal blu
5.4 ToUs fivﬂpujwﬂv; )i
' s arfpw
Clopyists no doubt deemed the expression *rci:sh | frl-ﬁ_tigg
s .-Ji B vg cop™ arm) too undignified for Llrl* Ehdléaj %
(1t ;‘Fapi}EEI..I'.‘T- in Gamaliel's speech In verses ;Em afm, s
'klh‘it..-ltdlﬁt"d robs drogTohous (so the I‘extllhﬂl }E.cﬁp- :
¥ ; I - P s ath),
ing Db 12 H P most minuseules syrt® cop™ e
4 1 o
535 ‘auTous |
¢ the ambiguous alTous, WWZEE
' > he apostles, wit
: 3 take tu refer to t
ot T ‘11115%}31? vvédpous (“the rulers and the mem-
] orTas kal Tous ou : o
Eﬂﬂi ifpxthe souncil’’: the last word D mms_pe:‘_ls ﬁ;ﬁ;ﬂiher;
ers : : : i ,
but intends to use the word givehpos, which 13 foun
u & L] - El
alee in the New Testament).

Codex Bezae and eop™ replac

: LQUTOV i
g rin A D 15614

an ter éauTo
The addition of uéyar before or af unple

wril is intersaiing ex
¥ | 4 5 '[‘11 1% an ]_!'lt i
itz gyrr eop= it Origen Jerome Oy
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of & Western reading which gained wide currency: it probably
came mto the text here from 8.9

5.36  mpooer)ith

Instead of Tpooekhifly (R A B (¢ al), whieh oeceurs only
here in the New Testament, (C*) D* 1. P al read Tpogexintiy
(by itacism}. In 33 ¢f Old Latin vE (and the Textus Receptus)
the reading mpogexod ARy iz an interpretation of or substiti-
tion for wpocexhifn.

3.36  ampé thn

Instead of using arppédy to deseribe the death of Theudas,
the Greek text of codex Begzae (hut not 9 ar ith) employs the
CUrious expression dredlfly abrds 80 abrob (“he was destroved
by himself’).*® (The same verh 15 used more idiomatically in
verses 38 and 39 Bezae's account of Theudas’s suicide s
contrary fo that of Josephus, who expressly sayvs that Theudas.
having been eaptured alive, was beheaded (A nliguities, xx.v. |
—or 18 the disagreement between the ™wo aceounts an adderd
argument supporting the theory that J osephus and Acts refer
to two different persons with the same narne?

5.37 Aadv {B|

This verse provides a colear example of a growing text,
Dissatisfied with the unadorned account that Judas the Galilean
“drew away some of {he people after him” laTéoTnoer hady
omigw adTol), various seribes undertook to heighten the ac-
couni by the addition of rehir or fxavdy before or after Aadr.

It 1s significant that the Latin text of codex Bezue agrees with
the earlier and shorter reading.

¥ The alternative suggestion, made by Ropes, thay & dredlfly was
taken to refer to aptiluds, with wal Taeres in apposition, i highly
improbable in view of the reaulting tantology,

587  mderes (O

text, a majority of the Committee

: A3
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‘ L r led to & gmwing
gy v that warres was ade
Although it iz possible P R Lhe]:
g . widlenta
i & T ogtdeEibe gz due to ace
sence of the word from p _ S
iir‘sight particularly sinee the same expression (xa

Boot éretforto alr@) occurs also In ver. 36.

Tt b dmit, ‘'a

; e it has, as Lake and Cadbury admit, 8
LR 31 ?amphra.se,” which Rendel Harrs was
saibly onginal In the following
. “No in the

vigorous and altrachiv

gard as p A
tempted to FHiEaas! : ' sz
tpanslation 1he chief expansions are ltill_“i il s gt

ase, brethren, 1 tell you, keep away ITom U
prosent case, Ore filing your hands; for if this plan or

+ them go, withou! dej | R s Sy
?1111{}: t]ﬁlﬂ?l‘fﬂ,kifl[{ iz of men, it will fail, (397 but 1f 1t as of Go
118 : :

i nor lkings
o will not be able to overthrow them—rneither .?;-!‘Ji?:qt 8 lfm
}n or lyranis. Therefore keep awey Jrom r.fw:.fa me?:{l {iw vfn]lﬂ‘ﬂr'—
f. i opposing God!” (For each expansion, see Lhe
(T 2 '

ing comments.)

5.38 v g Jbh
\fter vy 1D ith cop®® add asehgot (compare a similar add
Alrer ,

plon i E-IIE Western text of 20.18),

¥ £
5.38 ouTous | r b
r Tes (U0
Harris suspecied the Western addition p% ;:Earz.:rl.p nF,um#n,
B as e T ithy of I Ju 1t™ ¢
' as (+ dupor B 1th)
Nvarres D) TAS YELD
1 ey LE
be of Montanist origin.

o A (C* H P ¥ 33, followed

" [
f alirovs by auTo

L . 1 '_|_'_|_t ﬂi EUTGUS‘ -::'F : . ' ST i
[he replaceme madification introdnecd

My 161
hv the Textus Receptus) is a stylst

1T Expositer, Sixth B ¢ D
] lT Harrig, Codex Bezae (Cambridge,

i W0, pp. S99-400.
eries, 1 (1900}, pp DT 15
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because of the singular number in the previous clanses. The
expansion in D), olire Uuels olire Paoihels olire Tipavvor
améxecle obv amo Qv dvfpdimwy TobTwy (similarly 614 1108
1611 2138 syr® ™ith = eon®™)  doubtless shows the influence
of a passage in the Wisdom of Solomon where the writer is
dealing with the sume problem as in Acts, namely the question
whether it is safe to oppose God. The passage (Wis 12,13 f.) i

as follows: olire yap Oeds éoruw wAar ool | . . olite Bagideds
i Tiparros arrodfaluficar dvroeral oot Tepl Gy dndhacas
(“For neither is there any God besides thee,. .. nor can any

king or tyrant confront thee aboul those whom thou hast
punished”}. In B the word tiparvor {which is not a New Tee-
tament word) 1s replaced by apxovres, but at the expense of
Lhe sense, for now Gamaliel seems to refer to the Banhedrin
twice (“neither you . . . nor rilera’) .

The addition of dméyeche ofv dro +Gv arfparar TolTwy
is, as Weiss characterizes it, “an empty repetition of ver. 3% 1
but it serves at the same time as an appropriate connection for
the following ufrore kal ., , 7

5.41 dmeép Tod dvduaros

After ymép Tov drbuaros seribes could not resist the tempta-
tion to add such words as oot (33 iteiet vo) 1o KUpLOY
Ineot (E 383 614 syrt), rof Xptorol (69 328 al), and adrol
(88 242 255 431 460 ROS 917 1518 coth Crigen),

6.1  avrow

At the end of the verse codex Besae adds the phrase év 73
earorig rév "Efpatwy (““in the ministrai on of the Hebrews™),
which is quite superfluous in view of the preceding context.
Old Latin h reads a mendstris Hebraecorum, representing furd

T@U diakbrTey TOD ‘E@patwy (“by the ministers of the
Hebrews™).

Y Bernhard Weiss, Der Codex D (Leipzig, 1897), pn. A6,

s
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6.3

Codex Bezae and codex Vaticanus _h:a,vﬁ each :al,lter:ﬁd Fhl;
opening words of the verse in accord 1":-'11:-11 the pre&:}rctw:{m .u
itz seribe. The former (supported by ith .um*l cop ; pirv:: ?LEE'
the suggestion made by the apustte? w:th: an 1;1t}t|:ul: 11{:1.21‘3;
interrogative phrase, i obw é_u'ﬂv, adencot; wh11c 1 v::;mt 1
colloquial touch to the narrative ﬁ[n{r}fnpa-ru Eﬂﬂ-ﬂ.tlﬂ tu_]. ;:{L
readings mentioned at 2.37 and 5.8). The phrase seems to have
pome to the present passage from 21.22: : sl

The unigque reading émokefopein in EﬂFiﬁI-: "Tu’atwun_u;, ;h
Ropes remarks, is probably “due to the .dmm st t? F'-}L{. u 1;
the apostles from a share in the Ise]enf.mn of thu_ bf:’ow!r;.
i5 clearly inconsistent with vs, {i in the usual text. Per ',Hﬂm
the ‘Western' obror éordafipoar in the latter verse has arisen

from the same motive,™

6.3 &¢ {C}

The reading olv is so appropriate in the econtext t-hivl.t-;jﬂ:
it were orviginal, there would have heen no reason why ‘ 15
other readings should have arisen, The U_ﬁmufjt_!,ef; :1;1_‘1&1:-:'
with Tischendorf (ad loc.) thal the presence of Iﬁf in Ju’lch1 .1:;5
preceding and following sentences pl:ﬂmptud EL:'LI}F}'.:F: t.? ?] t; T:
in this yerse (8 B cop™) to either én (A) or oor (C I8 u-{t
(14 1739 Byz, followed by the Textusf Reeeptus), or to L:Sr{l 1
entirely (p™* eop™™ arm eth geo af). The conflation e ovw

1@ read by 1174

6.3 mrevuaTos

It was natural for scribes to add a<vyiov after m«:eis,r.mmg
(A C* H P8 we cop® eth), and the word passed 1ntuunthu
Textus RE‘JE‘.E!:}}T-LIE.- The shorter text is supported by po ™ R
B I 431 614 2412 syr® Chrysostom.

1 1. H. Ropes, The Texrtl of Acts, p. 56.
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6.0 wﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂg

The Western text (D ith cop®) adds 7dv uafnriv lest
rarTos Tob wAnfous be taken to refer to the non-Christian
multitude.

6.0 Wﬂfjpﬂ'}g

The undeclinable form whgpns, read by R ACDEH P
and many minuscules, was corrected in B and several minus-
cules to wAfpn, a reading which passed into the Textus
Receptus,

6.5 Tf;.;mva

Instead of Tiwwra Old Latin h reads Simenem. Sines 1he
name Tigwr 1 unique in ihe Bible, it iz altogether probable
that a seribe (or translator) misread the Greek name s Simon,
a name more familiar to readers of the New Testament.®

6.7 Beot |B)

Acts contains examples of both 6 Aéyos rob feoli {4.31; 6.2;
11.1; 13.5, 7; 17.13; 1811) and & Advyos Tot xupiouv (B.25:
13.49; 15,35, 36; 19.10, 20; 20.35 [plural Advyo]): the reading
15 In doubt at 12.24: 13.44; 16.32. :

In the present verse the Commities preferred ¢ Advos tob
feol, which, in view of ver. 2, seems to be the more appropriate
reading, and which s supported by superior external evidenee
(including 8 A B C 33 1739 it#e gyre copsebe),

L ~ £ S
6.7 Tov LEQEIV

The more unusual reading 7&v lepéwr (p™ A B C D al) is
bt he preferred to the more commonplace Tow lovdaiwe
(w* 142 424 453 2401 al syr*) and to the obviously corrupt
év T lepe which underlies it? (#n femplo).

*Eee I Pieper, “Zu Ape. 6, 5" Biblische Zeilschrift, 1x (1911), p. 184,
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6.8 yapiros

The earlier text describes Stephen as a man “full of grace”
(xaptros, with p 8 A B D vg syr® cop® " arm). The later
text was assimilated to ver. 5, “full of faith” (wioTews, with
H P 8 most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus).
Both readings are conflated in E (xépiros kat wioTews).?

6.8 A

The Western text adds éea Tov orouaros (tol) kuploy Ineol
Xopwrrou (I3 5 33 431 453 876 2412 cop™ Augustine), an in-
terpolation probably derived from 4.30.

6.9 Ths Aeyoudrns {B)

The singular number, which 1s attested by early and widely
diversified evidence (p8™ B O D K 614 1739 %o vg sypre
arm geo), was changed to the plural by scribes who supposed
that the term ArFeprivar required qualification (“the zo-called
Freedmen').

6.9 AuSepriven

Sinee the other synagogues mentioned in this verse are
named from ecountries, and since there were freedmen in every
country, many scholars from Beza onwards have suggested
that instead of ABeprirewr we should read Afioriver or
Atfvativwr (“Libyans’™.* Schulthess proposed ASlwr Taw
carae Kuphene (compare 2.10). One of the Arabie versions
reads “Corinthians.”

In Ropes's opinion, the explanation “Libyans,” which 1s
quoted from Chrysostom in the Armenian eatena and 12 found

2 For a discussion of the variant readings, see Metzger, The Tezd of the
New Teslamend, pp. 1223,

1 The history of this emendation is given by J. Rendel Harris, Bzpositar,
Hixth Series, vi (L9020, po, 370-3853.
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i the Armeman vulgate text, may be an inlerpretation, not a
variant reading.®

On the other hand, it is possible, as Lake and Cadbury
sugpest (@0 loc.), that the Greek text refers 10 only one syna-
gogue; thus, the NED renders the verse: “"Buat some members
of the synagogsue called the Syoagogue of Freedmen, eom-
prising Cyrenians and Alexandrians and people from Cilicia
and Asia, came forward and argued with Stephen.' With this
interpretation emendation 12 not necessary, and cven on the
usinal view that several synagogues are intended, there iz nn
compelling reason to depart from the text of the Greek
witnesses,

6.9 wal Aoiog

The omission of kal "Adaias from A D¥ [ seems to have been
aceidental, occasioned by parablepsiz {compare the sinilar
ending of Kehiklas, which immediately precedes).

6.10-11

A Western expansion, in slightly different forms, appears
in I} E wgm syrh™ cop® and the Bohemian (Old Czech)
version, T'he Bezan form, which aceording to Harris displays
traces of Montanist interest in the Paracletef® is as [ollows:
olTives olk [oxvor AvTioTHraL T7 coplg T olop & auTd
Kol T4 TretpaTy T ayiw o Ehalet, did TO Eréyyealar alrous
éT' alTol UETE WACHS TApPRoias. un Surauerol oUly) AvTog-
Baipuety vy alnfeig (“who could not withstand the wisdom
that was tn him and the koly Spirit with which he spoke,
because hey were confuwled by hom wih all boldness, Bevnyg unable
therefore to confront the trutk, .. ).

The word arrogfarpuetr (which does not appear elsewhere

i The Text of Acls, p. 5%; see also Convbieare, dmericon Jouwrnal o
Phelology, xvir (1396), p. 152,
“ Rendel Hareis, Codex Bezae, po 150

|
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in the New Testament) is used in Wad 1214, o passage which
may have influenced the Weatern reviser of Ae 5.39.

6.13 AcAdv ﬁﬁymru

Instead of Aardy phpara the Textus Receptus reads pHuara
Braogpnua hardr with E H I al arm; fAaodnua 1s an in-
terpolation from ver. 11,

6.13 [7ovTov]

The phrase katé 7ot Témov ToU aviov (PP H A D IKH PP
066 0175 itsh ve arm eth) refers, of course, to the Temple
The addition of Toirov after avyiov (B C 33 69 1739 syre®
cop®¥) allows {if indeed it does not require) the phrase to
refer 1o the place of assembly of the Sanhedrin, which may
have been situated on the Temple Mount on the western side
of the enclosing wall,

The omission may have oceurred accidentally (many words
in the context end in -ov), or the word may have been deleted
beeause the scene, according to ver. 12, took place in the
assembly room of the Sanhedrin, for which a reference suited
to the Temple was inappropriate. On the other hand, the
word may have crept into the text from the next verse, where
the texi 13 firm.

In view of the halanee of these possibilities the Comnuttes
decided to retain the word but to enclose 1t within square
brackets.

6.15  ayvédov

After @oet wpogwwor ayyéhov the Greek text of vodex
Reyae (supported by it" cop®) adds the phrase éor&ros ev
pérw avrdr (“all who sat in the counecil saw that his faec
was like the lace of an angel standing in their wddst”). Since
hnwever, the Latin text of Bezae veads stons wn merdio eoriie.
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Harris argues” that the nominative form of the participle shows
that the gloss originally belonged to the first verse of the
following chapter, describing the position of the high priest
"standing in their midst” {compare Mk 14.60). But this ex-
planation overlooks the fact that what is needed to deseribe
the action of the high priest 15 not merely that he was standing.
but that (as the Markan passage shows) he stood up in their
midst and spoke;® the gloss therefore belongs (us the Greek
texi of Bezae indieates) with what precedes.?

V.1

Afier elmer 6€ 0 dpxiepets the Western text (I | jpeies
vie™= cop) adds the very natural supplement 78 Zreddvw.

7.3-b1

In addition to several direet quotations from the Septuaging,
Stephen's speech consists of a series of allusions to and sum-
maries of Israclitish history. In these phrases drawn from the
Olil Testament about thirty variants between B and D oceur
in which one agreez with the Septuagint against the other,
In most of the cases it 1s eodex Bezae that has been conformed

T Rendel Harvis, Four Lectures on the Western Text (London, 1804),
P T0-75.

¥ Ho Peter Corssen, Giltingiache gelehrte Anzeigen, cuvin (1806}, pp, 434 1,

* Harris remained enamonred of his proposal and a thivd of & century
later offered as an added testimony for the Western reading s stray refor-
ence in the Life of 5t Kentigern in Capgrave’s Nowr Legenda Anglioe
ved, Horstmann, 11, 121}, where it is said that the face of St Kentigern,
while: he was at praver, sometimes appeared to bystanders as it had been
the face of an angel standing in their midst Intuchantur enim faciem
clis tangquam vultum angeli stantds fnler flos™ ) Sinee, however, nothing is
mentioned in the context which would econneet the deseription of St.
Rentigern with the account of Stephen in the hook of Acts, the force of
[larriz"s newly found “authority” for the Besun text iz minimal. CF. Harriz's
artiele, A New Witness for a FPamous Western Reading,” Erpository
Times, xoxxix (1927-28), pp. 380-381; see also Harris, ihid., pp. 456-458.
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to the text of the Septuaging; according to Ropes's judgment !
in only one instance (féec in ver. 18) is there reason to suspect
that the B-text has heen conformed to the SBeptuagint.

7.3-4

Several Old Latin witnesses (including it#'#-?) remowve the
clause were 1o amofarety Tor warépa abrob from its place in
ver. 4 and insert it just before ver. 3. Probably the motive for
this alteration was to bring the text into clogser acceord with the
interpretation which the ordinary reader of Gn 11.27 ff. would
be likely to derive from the progress of the narrative

7.4

The Western text presents several minor expansions, in-
cluding the addition of 'ASpadu after vore (I} sy1"); kdxel fv
instead of kaxelfer and the corresponding insertion of xal
before perwseger (D*); and the addition after xarowerre of
kal of warépes pudy (D guovr) E osyr® o0 Aygustine, 1D
further adds of wpo guay (syrd ~ith s fue]. Sinee the last
addition goes il with xaroweiTe (for xeTwanear is needed),
there is a possibality that the Western text 15 onginal and was
subsequently deleted, On the other hand, however, since the
entire context deals with the fathers, the opportunity for
makingsuch an addition was near to hand; it 15 also the kine
of superfluity that is characteristic of the Western text,

- [
i.18  oiTia

The Textus Reeeptus reads oive (“wheat, grain'’) with
H P and many minuscules, whereas p* 8 A B C I I of read
1 The Text of Acts, pp. 061
? In aetuality, however, a strict analysis of the aceount in CGenesis
proves that Abraham departed from Haran many vears before o= father's
death at the wge of 2056 vears (Gn 11.32), According to Gn 1126 “Lerab
was 70 vosrs old when Abraham was born, and according to Gn 124
Abraham waz 75 vears old when he lefl Terah, who therefore had sixty
tore vears of life (205 —[704-75] = 60).
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arria (“food [made from grain]). Zerior s found only heve
in the New Testament, and only onece in the Septuagint (Pr
30.22); seribes would therefore be tempted to assimilate it to
the more frequently used etror, which oceurs 14 times in the
New Testament, and 79 times in the Beptuagint,

7.13  aveyrwpiothy

It is probable that seribes changed the verb dreyrwpiofy
pt ® C I E H P most minuscules) to the simple form
éyraptoty (A B itP vg) because the compound form seems
to imply that Joseph had also made himsell known to his
hrothers on their first visit to Fgypt. (According to Brooke
and MeLean, 1n the Septuagint of Gn 45.1 thres manuscripts
read aveyrwpliero for éyrwpiiero.)

713 [7oi] Twond

The Textus Receptus, following D H P and many minuscules,
reads Tob lwond, whercas the artiele is absent from B O 88
90 915 af, and mstead of rob 'Twong B A E 181 1895 ve arn
al read atTob.

The Commities was divided in its evaluation of the evidence,
some members regarded aldroll as original und thought that
copyists replaced it with "lwohd or 7ob Tweng for the sauke
of perspicaity. Others held that sinee Joseph had already been
mentioned in the previous clause, scribes were led by stylistic
ronsiderations to substitute adrot for the proper name, 11 was
finally decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to
print rov enclosed within square hrackets,

7.16 e Zvyép (D}

The author has eombined the aceounts of two transsctions:
() Abraham bought a burial plot from Fphron the Hittite in
Machpelah east of Hebron (Gn 23.3-20), where Abraham,
Sarah, Isanc, Rebekah, Leah, and Jacob were buried (Gn
48.31; 30.13), ard (B) Joseph was buried in a plot which Jacoh
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hought from the sons of Hamor, the father of Shechem (Gn
33.19: Jos 24 32). Except for the two passages Just mentioned,
in the Old Testament, Shechem s always the name of o place,
not of a person, The vanant readings in Ae 7.16 refleet the two
traditions concerning the name Shecherm, except that the
Western and Antiochian texts reverse the relationship, making
Shechem the father instead of the son of Hamor. In secking
an explanation to account for the curicus reading roU (p™
Dt @l it should be observed that the Harclean Syriac reads
“who was from Shechem™; eould it be that rapa or émo has
fallen out of the archetiype of the Western group of witnesses?

All things considered, the Committee considered év to he
the least unsatisfactory reading, supported, as it s, by 8% B C
B8 1734 cop=-befoy arm geo al.

7.17  wuodoynoer {C|

The verb ourverr (dupirad) 15 used frequently throughour
the Beptuagint to render ¥3¥, On the other hand, duorovery
and émavyyénewr are nsed infrequently in the Septuagint {ouo-
Aoyetr oceurs a total of 14 times and émaryyehewr oceurs 11
times: neither verh appears in the Pentateuch or the historical
hooks), It ig probable, therefore, that in the present pussage
seribes substituted &uoceér for one of the other two wverbs.
Furthermore, since the verb opohoyerr acquired a technical
meaning in the early church ("to make one’s confession™)®
there was added reason for copyists to alter it here. The verl
émnyyelharo may have arisen ag an echo of the previous
THis Emayyehias.

7.18 LE:IT’ A:}!U‘JTTGII.-'] |G

{On the one hand, il the shorter reading be regarded as
original, it i2 easy to see how Ex 1.8 in the Sepiuagint {dréaTy

8 On the semantics of opohoyely, see Vornon H. Neuteld, T'he Eoriiest
Christian Confesstons (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1963}, pp. 13-200



FrE——— =

o468 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

0 Paoihels eEvepos e’ Alyvmror, 8s olk fidel Tov laong
would have mfluenced seribes to insert the phrase, ér’ Alvyu-
wrov. Un the other hand, since the preceding verse in Acts
speaks of the people of Israel being év Alyimwrw, 1t may he
that the phrase was deleted as superfluous. Confronted with
such o balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committes
decided to retain the words in the text but to enclose them
within sguare brackets.

.18 7nde

For “another king who had not known Joseph™ the Western
text (I K itri&e Chrysostom) reads “another king who did not
remember (éupnafn) Josepl,” Lake and Cadbury suggest that
the B-text (fder) may be an accommodation to the SBeptuagint.?
n the other hand, the Western text so often goes its own
way that 11 would be extremely unwise to accept its texti of
(d Testament quotations as original whenever they differ
from the Septuagint text,

7.19 warépas [nudv] {C)

(On the one hand, external evidence tends to favor the read-
g without nuéw. On the other hand, the presence of fuéw
four words earlier with 7o ~évos may well have prompted
copyiats to delete the second instance of the pronoun as super-
Huous. In order to represent both considerations, a majority
of the Committes decided to include the word in the text,
hut to enclose it within aquare bracketg in order to indicate
a measure of doubt that it belongs there,

7.21 avTol

The Western text 1neludes the added detail that Pharaoh's
daughter found the infant Moszes after he had been cast out

¢ The Beginnings of Christtanily, vol. 1v, p. 74,
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“into the river,” els (rapa D) tév morauor (D E syrh ®ith
cop ),

7.24

The Western text adds details from the septuagint of Ex
211-12, “And seeing one aof hizs race (éx ToU yévous alrol,
D E syred wich = aqp@7 eth [ omits alrot]) being wronged,
he defended the oppressed man and avenged him by striking
the Lpyptian, and he hid bim n the sand” (xal Expufer atmov

év T Gpuw, I cop™ eth).

7.26

Codex Bezae (but not other members of the Western text)
malkes three additions to the werse: it prefixes 7ore at 1he
beginning (omitling te); adds xai elder afrols adikotvras
(“and he saw them doing injustice™) afler waxouévows; and reads
7L woweiTe, ardpes ddehdot; instead of avdpes, aderdol éaTe.

7.29 Epvyer d¢ Mwiiohs

Hileenfeld, followed by A. C. Clark, accepted the reading
of codex Bezae as original, olrws kal éduyddevoer Mawveins
(K reads épuvyddevaer 6é Mwuonr, which means that the verh
15 transitive, with ¢ adwcaw of ver. 27 understood as the subject},
The word ¢uyadebery appears nowhere else in the New Testa-
ment; in the Septuagint it oceurs hoth transitively and in-
transitively, but penerally the latter. Although it is just possible
that the more commonly used verb ¢byerr may be a corruption
of the less usual dvyadeterr, on the whole the Western reading
has little to recommend it in the face of the overwhelming weight
of evidence against it (all other witnesses support épuvyer de
Mwuans).

7.30  dyyetos

The Western and the Antiochian texts (ID H ' 8 614 syre"
arm eth Augustine) insert xvplou, a natural addition, especially
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in the hight of Ex 3.2. The AV follows the expanded text with
“an angel of the Lord.”

f.a1-34

The manuseript cop® 18 unique in making extensive addi-
tions to Stephen's account from the (Old Testament and from
tracition; ¥, . . as he {Moses| drew near to look (there came the
voiee of the Lord saying), the Lord spoke Lo him in a voice saying,
Moses, Moses! But he savd, Whe arl thow, Lovd? But he said o
him, Do nol draw near fo this place. Take thy shoes off thy feel,
Jor the place on which thou standest 2 o holy place. He said to
itm, 1 am the God . .. and of Jacob. But Moses (trembled and
did nol dare to look) furned away his face, for he feared o look
siraaghlforwardly al God, Then (the Lord) God said ihis Lo (him)
Moses, (Loose the sandals from thy feet, for the place where
thou art standing is holy ground). Seetng I have seen the
appression of my people in Egypt. I have heard their groaning
aboul thetr slave-labor, for I bnow therr heaviache, 1 have come
down to deliver them from the hand of the Egypitans. (And now)
come, | (will) send thee to Egypt that thou bringest them owt of thel
land and takest them indo another land, which iz good and plentiful,
a land abundant with millk aend honey, the place of the Canannites
and Hittiles, and Amorites and FPheresites, and Heviter and
Crergesttes and Jebusites, And the cry of the children of Israel
hag come wp to me, some of the sufferings with which the Egyptions
have affficted them. Now come, and I send thee lo Pharao, the
bing of Egypt, and thow welt bring wmy people, the children of
ferael, oud of the land of Bgypl.''®

7.32 ot Jooaw ko Toxaf {C

The fluctuation of the text here, as in 3.13, reflects the
uncertainty of scribes (even at Kx 3.6 a few manuscripts of

* Theodore €. Petersen's branslation (see Cathelic Biblical Quarlerly.
xxve (19654, pp. 234 [}, Words which sre abzent from the Coptic manu-
seript, but which are present in the Vulgate text, are enclosed by Peterzen
within parentheses,
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the Septuagint omit the sccond and third instances of 6 feds).
A majority of the Committee judged that the combination of
pi ABCY R 614 syreet cop®™ was superior to the several
witnesses which attest the other readings.

i o g
7.33  elmer 8¢ ad7Td o wkipos

Instead of the commonplace introductory clause, “And the
Lord said to him,” codex Bezae substitutes the more eolorful
expression, kal éyévero dwry mwpas alror . . . (“And there came
a voice to kam, ‘Lioose the shoes ... 0 7).

7.34  atrov

Since the singular number atrotr (B 1D 321 1838 sy} 12 the
more correct form grammatically (it refers to 7ol Aaoi}, it 18
probable that atrer (p* 8 A C E H P nearly all minuscules
and versions) is the original reading which was altered by
punctilious scribes,

7.85 OwkaoTi

In this verse reference is made to the earlier eitation (ver.
271 of the quotation from Iix 2,14, It was almosi inevitable,
therefore, that seribes would fill out the shorter reading here
(p™ A’B H P most minuscules vg syr'™) with the phrase
“over us.” The variant readings é@’ fucr (8 C D al) and ép’
puds (E 0142 33 61 al) oceur alzo in the manuseripts of Ex 2.14.

7.35  [wrai] (2)

The absence of kol after feds in p#™ B® A C and many
other witnesses, as well as the more deliberate emphasis which
itg presence gives (o the text (“both ruler and deliverer™),
led some memhers of the Committee to regard the word as a
seribal addition, On the other hand, the strong external suppor
in its favor (including B D) made other members of the Com-
mittee reluctant to omit the word entirely, As a compromise
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it was decided to retain the word enclozed within squarc
brackets.

7.36 v diydrrw

The reading v Alytrrov (p™ D 1611 1739 vg syre? all
is obviously a correction of v Alylrre (R A I© N P &1 many
minuscules). The witnesses of both readings, however, unite
in their support of vy against 5, which is read by B C 38 60
94 255 307 1t cop®™. The Septuagint text at Ex 7.3, to which
the present passage seems to allude, reads -5, Although
normally the Committes preferred readings which depart from
the Septuagint, in this case the palacographical possibility
that seribes misread prairymrw for the more usual (and
therefore more to be expected) THAIPYTTW was regarded as
the probable explanation for the emergence of scattered wit-
nesses attesting v A few secondary witnesses (4 122* 181 241
460 1898 2180} omit both vf and 74, reading simply Alyimro.

7.37 o fHeog

The oniginal text, 6 feos (p™ 8 A B D 81 v cop™ b eth), has
undergone various cxpansions. Sinee the Septuagint reads
kipuos hefore o feds (1Dt 18.15), it was natural for scribes to
insert the word here (C E H P al). Later the expression was
expanded still more (through assimilation to 3.22) by the
addition of fuér (I H and most minuseules) or dudw (P some
minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus).

At the end of the verse the addition of the words airol
arovgerde (“You shall hear him" [referring to the Messiah]},
15 # seribal assimilation to Dt 1815 and/or Ac 3.22 which
15 read by C D E most minuseules vg svret cop®™ arm eth,
followed by the Textus Receptus.

7.38  qpiv {B]

As usual the manuscripts differ in their testimony to the
first und second person plural pronouns, which, being pro-

THE AUCTS OF THE AMISTLES &0

nouneed alike, were constantly confused by seribes. 1t appears
frome the context that what is needed is quty (A C D al), for
Stephen does not wish to disassociate himself from those who
received God's revelation in the past, but only from those who
misinterpreted and disobeyed that revelation. The erroncous
vaty 12 read by p™ 8 B 362 T6 257 307 467 480 013 1838 2138
cops ™ gen. (See also the comment on ver. 39.)

7.39  nudv

Instead of “eur fathers” several witnesses (including 36 51
242 2401 cop®Y geo Irenseus) read “wouwr fathers.” (See also
the comments on ver. 38.)

7.42

Instead of “book of the prophets” cop®" reads “Amos the
prophet.” (See also the comment on ver. 48.)

7.43 emerewa BafivAdvos

The reading of codex Bezae émi [rd uélon BaSvidvos
(“into the parts of Babylon'), instead of érérverra BagSud&vos
[“beyond Babylon™; compare the Septusgint of Am 527
emékerra Aauaorol), is received as original by Blass and
Hilgenfeld, and its originality iz judged “not impossible” by
Knowling.® It is difficult to imagine, however, that a corrector
would have replaced the Beptuagint éréverva (which is hapar
legmmenon in the New Testament) by éml 7a uépn without also
altering BafvAdvos to the Beptuagint Aauagrod. With Ropes
and Haenchen the Committee regarded the Western reading
ag an improvement, bringing the statement into better agree-
ment with historical fact,

7.46 Dfﬁﬂpr{cf

Of the two readings, olkw 18 to be preferred on the basis
of hoth external evidence (it iz supported by & combination of

# The Krpogilor's Greek Testament, vol. 11, p, 195,
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Alexandrian and Western witnesses: p™ 8% B D cop®™ al) al
transeriptional probability, for there 15 no good reason why
scribes should have altered few to olkw, whereas the apparent
difficulty of the expression “a habitation for the house of
Jacob" as well as the temptation to assimilate it to the Sep-
tuagint text of Ps 1325 [=LXX 131.5] (éws o0 elpw TOTOM
T@ kupiw, axproue 7O fed lakaed) would have influenced
many Lo emend ihe fexi,

Some scholars who regard the reading olkw as intrinsically
too difficult in the context (“[David] found favor in the sight
of God and asked leave o find a habitation for the house of
Jacob, (47) But it was Solomon who built a house for him’),
and yvet who acknowledge that fed is secondary to olkw, believe
that a primitive error has corrupted all extant witnesses.
Lachmann conjectured that the original reading was edpety
grnrwue T oixw Tov feov 'lawieB and Hort suggested
that gvplew had fallen out of the text (Twkw being mistaken
for Twoikw}? Agninst Hort's suggestion, however, 15 the
absence in both Old and New Testament of the expression
“Lord of Jacob,” whereas “God of Jacob" and “house of
Jacob' are both well known.

Without indicating a preference, Knowling observes that “in
LXX, Ps. cxxxid, we have oxnroua olkov, and a similar expres-
sion may have been the orig, reading here; again, in Ps. xxiv.f,
Heh., we have “Jacob' = ‘the God of Jacob’ (LXX 23.6), and 1f
has been suggesied that some such abbreviation or mode of
speech lies at the bottom of the diffieulty here.’® Ropes also
was dissatisfied with otkw and concludes his discussion of the
variant readings with the supposition that "“if we have here a
translation from an Aramaie source, 1t 18 easy to suppose that
the Aramaie equivalent of the Hebrew phrase was first rendered
by 7w kvpew taxwd, and then this unusual expression cor-

' Novwm Testamentum groece &f latine, vol. 11 (Berlin, 1350}, p. vii.
* “Notes on Select Readings,” p. 92.
¥ The fizpostlor's Greek T'estament, vol. 1m, p, 198
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rupted to the familiar-sounding but inappropriate phrase 7w
oLre taxwfd.

Not all scholars, however, are agreed that the reading olkgw
is o lacking in sense as to require conjectural emendation,
Lake and Cadbury, for example, remark that “after uall, the
Temple, like the Tabernacle, was a house or tent ‘of meeting,’
and it was to be used by the house of Jacob as well as by the
Almighty.”"? Furthermore, as Klijn points out, Stephen’s
“idea of a house within the house of Israel as a substitute for
the temple and thus as the real temple of God,” an idea not
known heretofore in Jewish literature, has now been paralleled
in the Manuwal of Discipline from Qumran—a fact that seems
to support the originality of the reading olkgp '

7.45%  mwpoduTns
After “prophet” cop® adds “Isainh” (see also the comument
on ver., 42).

7.50 TalTa mavra

Since the Septuagint text of Is 66.2 reads wavre Tavra,
it is probable that the sequence Talire rarra of ¥ B H 43 51
al is original and that in p* A C D E P ¥ ol scribes ussimilated
the order to the Septuagint reading.

&
7.56 Inootv
After 'Incoty the Western text (D) it#F*er cop®ftSiT) char-
acteristically adds rér xipor (sec ulso the examples in Groups
B and ¢ in footnote 12 on pp. 262 f. above).

W The Texd of Acls, p. 72

U The Reginnings of Christiandty, vol. 1v, p. 81, The sume bdea ia set
forth at length by José 3. Bover In his “Notas de critics Lixtual neo-
testamentaria)’ Emérita, bolelin de lingdisticn y filologia {!E{ilﬂ:ﬁ_-l'l, XVl
(1050, pp. 3%1-385; Eng. summary, pp. 581 £ Compare alze I°. L. Bynge
in Theology, v (1952), pp. 25-26,

w AL F. J. Klijn, “Stephen's Specch—Acts vil. 2-33,7 New Testamen
Studies, 1v (19570, pp. 256-31, especially 29-31,
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3 ¢ =
7.56  Tor vioy Toi Liuﬂp-:ﬁﬂuu

Instead of ol avfpwmov a few witnesses (p™ B14 pophet ™
geo) read tob feot, which Kilpatrick thinks may possibly be
original. ¥ (See also the comments on the same variant readings

at Jn 9.35.)

7.56  €r Beliiv eoTdTO

The sequence €k Sefidy éordre in p R B D H P al was
altered to éordra éx dekulw in p¥* 8* A C E 69 al, probably by
assimilation to ver. 55.

7.58  adTov

Later witnesses (H P many minuscules) omit adrév as
superfluous. Beeause the Mishnah indicates that the prisoner’s
clothes were stripped off him a shori distance (four cubitg=
six feet) from the place of stoning, Conybears suggested the
emendation abrot. But, as Bruce points out, Ac 22.20 “con-
firms that it was the clothes of the chief executioners (the
witnesses) that Saul held.'s

8.1

Onee again Western witnesses expand the text with additions
that underline the obwvious. If “a great persecution arose against
the church in Jerusalem,” one would expect, without being
told, that it would also involve “affliction” (after fuwyuds
pevas D adds cei GATas; it® and cop®™ introduce 8Nias xal
before Swwyuos ueyas); and if “they all were scattered abroad
throughout the region of Judea and Samaria, except the
apostles,” we do not need the information that the latter

“ (o DL Kilpatrick, Theologisehe Zettachrift, xx1 (1985), p. 209,

HEF. C. Conybeare, “The Story of Bt. Stephen,” BEzpositor, Righth
Series, v1 (19131, pp. 466-470.,

1. F. Bruce, The Acts of the 4 postles, p. 180.
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“remained in Jerusalem” (ot éuervar € ‘lepovoahnu, D*
(1175) iteiet cop=©% Angustine). Compuare ver. 6.

5.4 TOW ﬂr}}rrw

After Tov Moyor several Western witnesses (B it#* syre
Augustine)l add 1ot fBeoti; other Western witnesses (1t? wgmes)
add efrea ctuitates ef castella tudee, which A. C. Clark introduces
into his edition of Acts in the form xate Tas mohes kal kwuas

s lovdatas.

8.5 [7ov]

It 15 difficult to decide the textual problemn involving the
presence or absence of the article. Since in the New Testament
Ramara denotes the distriet, not the city of that name, the
phrase els ThHy wohr Ths Zauepetas means “to the [main] city
of Samaria.” But which city did Luke intend by this circum-
locution; was it Sehaste, the name given by Herod the Great
to the city previeusly called Samaria, or was 1t Neapolis
(Nablus), the ancient Shechem, the religious headguarters of
the Samaritans? And why did he choose to refer to it without
mentioning 1ts name? [t iz not probable that he thought that
Samaria had only one city,

Omn the other hand, the reading without the aricle (*to a
eity of Samarin’) makes excellent semse in the context, and
iz {he natural anteeedent for the reference in ver. 8, where the
author states that “there was much joy in that cty.'™

The Committee was of the opinion that the external evidence
supporting the article (p™ N A B 69 181 460% 1175 1308) was

P For a dizcussion favoering the latter possibility, see Julius Boeshmer,
“"Samaria Stadt oder Landschafll?" Zedfschrift for die newlesfamentliche
Wissenachaft, tx (1908), pp, 216-218,

21t s because of this verse that C. C, Torrey rightly hesitated to salve
the problem by assuming that the phrase % woMs 7hs Zapepias is a
miztranslation of 1'70w N2 Ythe prevince of Samaria™; see his Compos:-
fiom and Dode of Acls, po 15, n. 2.
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g0 strong that the word cught not be omitted from the text
altogether, Yet because internal considerations favor the
absence of the article, it was considered best to enclose it
within square brackets.

8.6 mpoceiyov d€ o dylot

Here the jejune superfluity of the expansions of the Western
text was too much even for Blass?® who refused to adopt the
addition of 1D, ds dé frovor war (it? wavrres), ol dxhot Tpoo-
eryor ... (“And when fhey heard everything, the multitudes
pave heed ...”), with which 1z related the sgtill more turgd
reading of syr® (“And when the men who were there had heard
his preaching, they gave heed to him and acquiesced to all
that he said . . J7).4

8.7

The grammar of the reading which 15 attested by the carlier
and better witnesses (roAdol yap TOV EYONTWY TUELLATR
axabaepra Sobvra dwry ueyady éfnpxorto, p N A B C al)
15 strained, for the author begins with meAhot as the subjeet
and wrevpara axaflopre as object of rdv éxovrav, and then
proceeds as though wredpara were the subject of the main
verh éEnpyorro {(“For many of those who had unclean spirits,
crying with a loud voice they came out'), In order to improve
the syntax seribes altered the nominativus pendens into meAhots
(so codex Bezae)® or worddor (s0 H P al cop®™ arm Chrysostom) ;
the latter reading passed into the Textus Receptus,

I Weiss (Der Codex D) p. 68) expresses surprise ab this rejection by
Blass, for the reading 15 not more superfluous than innumerable additions
in I [eompare the comments on 8.1 abave],

Yn the probable origin of thiz expanded reading, see F. H. Chase,
The (N Syriac Blement wn the Texd of Codex Bezee (London, 18833, pp, 75-77.

¢ Before moAdots there is an erasure in 1); Wetstein read amd mohdaois
a prima man; Serivener was inclined to read wlegld; and Blass thouzht
that the scribe wrote wlep] (Theologizche Studien wnd Kriihen, Lxxxl
(18081, . 540).
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Modern scholars, dissatisfied with the anacoluthon and
recognizing that mohA@y is a secondary development, have
proposed several conjectural emendations. For example, Lz‘a,f:lrl—
mann suggested that woAAa should be read instead of moAhott
Blass, followed by Hilgenfeld, thought that & had fallen out
aftf_ar.&ﬁiﬁ'ap'ra,; with the relative pronoun restored, wodhot
is to be construed (along with the following wohAot) as the
subject of éfepaTeltinoar.

On the other hand, however, Torrey argued that the Greek,
rough theugh it is, ought not to be emended, since 1t represents
the conjeciural Aramaie original, in which the suspended con-
struction s not unusual’ .

Irrespective of one's view concerning the hypothetical Ara-
maie original, it is perhaps best to retain the anacoluthon and to
conclude, with Lake and Cadbury, that we have here “one ol
those tricks of mental ‘telescoping' to which all writers are
liable,” and that, as such, “it is one of several indications n
the 1ext thail it was never finally revised.™

8.9 péypav

Struck by the syntax of the expression Aéyww eLval Tira
lavrdy uévar, several scholars have proposed emendations.
Valckemacr, van de Sande Bakhuyzen, and Blass® regard LEY L
as an inferpolation. Bowyer, Mangey, van Manen, and (tenta-
tively) Lake and Cadbury prefer to read nevor. In view,
however, of ver. 10, which may illustrate what Lake and

6 Preface in hiz Neewse Testamentum grosce ef lebfing, 2nd ed., val. i

(Berlin, 1850, p. viL

T Phe Composition and Duate of Acls, pp. 33 1

 The Beminmings of Christiantty, vol 1v, p. B of. also Cadbuey’s
disenssion, “Four Features of Luean Style” in Studies tn Lacke-Aets,
edd. by Leander B Keck and T, Louis Martyn (New York, 1966), pp. 87 102,

B i’-uaid.n::s Blass’s edition of Acts (in loc.), see Blags-Tebronner-1unk.

§ 301, 1.
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Cadbury thought was Luke's tendency to repeat a word =oon
after he has used it, it seems besi to retain péyap o

8.10 katovuery (B}

The awkward xohovpérn iz omilted by the later Byzantine

text; il 1s replaced by Aéevouérn in several minuseules, Kloster-

mann thought that Meyaiy was a transliteration of the
Samaritan ¥7 or 2, meaning “he who reveals, the re-
vealer'! in which case xedoupéry apologizes for the foreign
term (compare 1.12; 3.2, 11; 6.9},

8.18 wvelua {C]

A majority of the Comunittee was of the opinion that the
shorter reading, although supported by only # B cop® Apostolic
Constitulions, was to he preferred to the reading of the over-
whelming mass of witnesses, for after 16 mrebua the addition
of 7¢ dyior was as natural for Christian seribes to make as its
deletion would be mexplicable.

8.19  Aéyer

In order to strengthen Himon’s request the Western toxt
(1> 1t=-7) inserts wapaxeidr kel before Aéywr (compare ver.
24 where mapakeAd oceurs in 1D it5% ayri™E) - the combinalion
of verbs is not infrequent, e g Mt 8.5, 31; 18.20: Mk 5.12, 23;
Ac 2.40; 16.9, 15. |

8.24

The Bezan text differs from that of other witnesses in
several striking particulars: “And Simon answered and said
fo them, "I beseech you, pray for me to God, that none of these
evtly of which you have spoken fo me may come upon me’—

W The Beginmangs of Chrisfiendly, vol. 1v, p, 91,
AL Klostermann, Probleme im A posteltenie (1883), pp. 15-20,

= Tt i
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who did not stop weeping coptously,” The last clause is attached
so awhwardly to the close of the sentence that Blass con-
jectured xal for the és of D, which reads. .. omws under
EréNfin wot TolTwy TEV kex@y v elpnkaTé poi, O ToMha
khaiwy ob Gcepnipmaver. The addition gives the suggestion that
Simon’s tears are of remorse and perhaps of repentance; in the
Clementine tradition Simon’s tears are tears of rage and dis-
appointment (Clem. Hem, xx.21; Fecog. x.063).

Cutiously the verh fadepmrévery appears again in eodex
Bezae at 17.13 and nowhere else in the New Testamoent,

8.833 rawmewwoer [avTol ]

The pronoun adrob, preseni in most withesses, 18 absent
from p™ & A B 103 629 1642* 173% vg al. Although such feati-
mony in support of the shorter text generally earries convietion
of originality, in this case, since the Septuagint text of 1s 53.8
lacks adrol, copyists would have been tempted to conform the
New Testament quotation to the Old Testament text. In order
to represent the conflict hetween external evidence and tran-
scriptional probability, it was thought best to melude albrol
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets.

B.35

Cop®' reads, “Then Philip teok his beginning from the
scripture, and now he was i the spirid: he began Lo explatn to
him from the seripture, (and) preached the Lord Jesus Christ
to him."

8.37 omit verse [Al

Ver. 37 is a Western addition, not found in p¥-" 8 A B C
33 81 614 vg syre® eop™ bt cth, but read, with many TAINOT
variations, By 1, many minuscules, it#ier vgme gyrh e
cop® arm. There is no reason why scribes should have omitted
the material, if it had originally stood in the text. It should
he noted too that Tov "Iyooele Xptoror is not a Lukan EXPTesSION,
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The formula meorelew . . . Xpwarhy was doubtless used by
the early church in baptismal ceremonies, and may have heen
written in the margin of a copy of Acts, Its insertion mto the
toxt seems to have been due to the feehng that Philip could
not have baptized the Ethiopian withoutl securing a confession
of faith, which needed to be expressed in the narrative. Although
the earlicst known New Testament manuscript which contains
the words dates from the sixth century (ms. 1), the {radition
of the Ethiopian’s confession of faith in Christ was current as
carly as the latter part of the second cemtury, for Irenaeus
quotes part of it [Aganst Heresies, 111.X11.8),

Although the passage does not appear in the late medieval
manuseript on which Erasmus chiefly depended for his edition
(ma. 27, 1t stands in the margin of another (ms. 4), from which
he inserted it into his text because he “judged that it had been
prmitied by the carelessness of seribes (arbifror omissam 3-
brartorum ncuria).’

8.39 mvelpa xvplov

Instead of wrevupa xuplov several witnesses, ineluding A
(correction by the first hand) 36* 94 103 307 322 323 385 467
1739 1765 2298 1P wg™# gyph with * wpmy Ephraem  Jerom:
Augustine (D 15 defective here), read wrevpa avior émémeoer
el Tor ebrolxor, Gyyeros b€ (“the Holy Spint fell on the
sunuch, and an angel of the Lord caught up Philip'). Some
scholars, holding the longer reading to be orginal, have ex-
plained its abzence in the other witnesses as due either to
accidental omission or to deliberate excision beeause of its
variance with the account in verses 15-18, where it 1s implied
that the Holy Spirit was bestowed only through the laying on
of the hands of the apostles.

{n the other hand, most scholars have been mpressed by
the weight of attestation supporting the shorter text as well
a5 by the probability that the words were added in order (a) to
make explicit that the baptism of the Ethiopian was followed
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by the gift of the Holy Spirit, and (B to conform the account
of Philip’s departure to that of his commission {(by an angel of
the Lord, ver. 26).

9.2 Ths odol dvras

There are six variant readings: tqs édol dvras (B C 11 H
. P many minuscules), dvras 765 obot (p™ 8 A Bl 88 242 323
467 915 1739 2208), Ths 6dol TalTns dvras (181 1838 al}, ovTas
rfis 660D Tairys (104), THs 680D (33 420% 522 1175 1827 18¢]
cop™), 75 odol ralrns (it® vgl. It 1s clear that TOHTNS
was introduced at wvarious positions by seribes who wizhed
therely to relieve the peeuliarity of the term 7 odos, used here
fur the first time in reference to Christianity. The choice be-
tween the reading of B C al and of p* B A Bl 1734 seems to
depend upon which order would have appeared more ditficult
and therefore more likely to be altered to an easier sequence.
It is probable that seribes, in order to prevent the reader frem
taking dpras chiefly with what follows (“being hoth men and
women'), moved the participle nearer Tevés.

9.4-56  Oueokers (A

The clause ockhnpdr got Tpos kévTpa AakTi{ewr 1s included
after dporers (ver. 4) in 15 431 wvgr= gyret ¥ia ot Petilianus
Jerome Augustine; and after Subkets (ver. 5) in ptsis-b-p ypne
Lucifer Ambroze. Althongh Clark argued that it would have
heen “inartistie’ of Luke not to include the clause In one
or the other verses (Clark proefers ver. 4),' it 15 more probable

U Clark expresses himszelf as follows: "1 find it difficult to believe t.huL
the writer of Acts wonld reserve this picturesque detail for the third
oeeasion on which the story is told. Could he have been, to say Lhe least,
=0 inartistic?: We should have expected the three accounts to agree, or,
fuiling this, that, if a striking detail was dropped, it would be in xxily
ar :u:};:-,-i.l-ﬂ‘" (The Aels of the Apostles, p, 345). Luke evidently thought
otherwise, for the seeond account of Paul's conversion is Jonger than .thl'
first, and the thivd aceount iz longer Lhan the second; for a convenient
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that the words were introduced by copyists who assimilated
the passage to the account of Paul's conversion given in 26,14,
where the clause follows duwxers (the text is firm). In suppor
of this judgment iz the lack of any reason which would satis-
factorily account for the omission of the clause from verses
4 or 5, had it stood there omginally. Likewise, it is always
suspicious when a variant reading, which agrees with a paralle]
passage, has no fixed loeation but vacillates between two
points of attachment in Western witnesses.

9.5-6 duokers addd (A}

After duwxers (and omutting ahha of wver. ) the Textus
Receptus adds axAnpor got wpds kévrpa haktifer. (6) Tpéuwy
e kal BauBir eire, Kipe, 71 e féheas rodicar; kal é xipuos
wpos abror, which is rendered in the AV as follows: “it i hard
for thee to kick aguainst the pricks. (6) And he trembling and
astomished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And
the Lord said unto him."” So far as is known, no Greek witness
reads these words at this place; they have been taken from
26,14 andd 22,10, and arve found here in codices of the Vul
gate, with which 1870 gyrh with ¢ oopSi cyhetantially agree (all
except the Vulgate add after BepB8&v the words ért 76 yeyordre
abTy, taken from 3.10). The spurious passage came info {he
Textus Receptus when Erasmus translated it from the Latin
Vulgate into Greek and inserted it in his first edition of the
Grreel New Testamen! (Basel, 1516).

arrangement of the Greek text of the three aceounts in parallel columns,
eee Brwin Preuschen's commentary in the series Hondbech zum Newen
Tesbemend {ibingen, 1912}

Haenchen makes s threefold answer (o Clark’s o prfori argument.
() Luke felt no obligation to repeat a deseription sehematieally: (B) the
kelleniztic proverb gedgpor e, is appropriately iotrodueed only before
the hellenistic audienee in chap, 26; and (¢) a good author holds something
in reserve 8o that he can make a special point when he repeats an aecount,
Therefore, it is not the DB-text, hut the D-fext that is “inarclistic’” here!
(K, Haencheo, “Zur Text der Apostelgeschichte,” Zeitschrifi friv Theologiv
und Kivele, tin [1936), pp. 27 1)
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9.8  Aydpln .. . vijs

Instead of the statement fyépfln ¢ Zallos damo Tis ¥hs,
spveral Western witnesses heighten the pathos of the auc'f_:-mjt
by reading &Py 8¢ wpos abrovs, 'Eyeipare ue _mrdr THS ¥as
(ith-» veme) followed by xal éyeparrwy abroy (it" Ephraem).

£

9.8 ouder

Instead of obdér (p™ 8 A* B it v syreh cop™©W) oldéva
is read by A2 C E= H L P 614 and many others (in codex
Sinaiticus the letter @ seems to have heen begun above the line,
hut was left unfinished). The latter reading entered the Textus
Receptus and lies pehind the AV, “he saw no man.”

9.12

Becuuze the verse is absent from the Old Latin h, Blass
omitted it from his Roman edition of Acts and Hilgenfeld
bracketed it. There is, however, as Knowling remarks® no
apparent reason why it should have heen inserted if not gentine,
as il iz not influenced by any parallel passage. After a l::ngt_hy
discussion of problems, some real, some ilﬂaﬂ_infl'!'}ﬂ Wll{{:h
have hoen found in the verse, Corssen® contents himself "F":‘lfh
the deletion of év dpauare and "Avariar ovouaert. I":__.:Iihrk,_‘ﬂr']l-}l—
out mafuseript support, prefers to place ver. 12 .1mm:~d1u,tcl.y
after ver, 9. Although Clark professes to find “admllmhlﬁ EF‘I’I:_'SI:‘.‘”
in this sequence? the rearrangement leaves the 1n’rruduuh_cln
of ver. 10 (Clark's ver. 11) extremely inept, for now :11'1&1-1'11&}-5
i introduced as though he were unknown (fv E.é Tis pafnras
& Aapaokd ovdpari ‘Avevias) despite his having been men-
tioned by name in the immediately preceding sentence. .

i seems best to regard the absence of the wverse from 1"

: 13, ). Kunowling, The Expositor’s Greek Testamend, vol. 11, p. 2356, ]
1 Poter Corvesen, Der Cypriondsche Texi der Aclo apeslolorum (Berlin,

18427, pp. 21 24
VAL Clark, The Acls of the A postles, pp. 1l and 345
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as due to an accident in transeription, oceasioned perhaps by the
presence of the name Ananias early in both ver. 12 and ver. 13,

9.12  dvdpa [év opdpore] {C)

The fact that the words év dpauart stand in several posi-
tions in the manuscripts may suggest that the phrase is an
explanatory gloss introduced to complete the sense of elfer.
On the other hand, since év dpduare had just been used (in
ver, 10}, the second instance (though referring to a different
vision) may have been omitted as apparently redundant.
Moreover, inattentive seribes would be likely to eonfuse
opapare with the following dvbuare, which also varies in
position (the Textus Receptus, following H L P and IANY
other manuscripts, reads dvouar: "Avarias, and bvouart is
omitted by cop= eth™ Chrysostom). It should be noted, as
Haenchen observes, that the sequence of words in B O is
unusual (but not unknown to Luke; ef. the preferred reacling
in 14.8), and therefore may have been amended in the later
manuscripts.

In view of the balance of possibilities a majority of the
Committee decided to retain the words in the text enclosed
within square brackets,

217  ’Inoois

Although the word 'Ineotis, which is absent from H [ P W
3 218 255 257 326 383 431 467 623 927 1311 1838 2143 pops
eth™, may have come into the text from ver. 5 {as John Mill
thought), a majority of the Committee was impressed by the
welght of early and diverse external support for its inelusion
" A B C E most minuscules vg).

9.18  aveBAefér Te

In order to heighten the account concerning the restoration
of Paul’s eyesight, mapaypfiue is added by ! E L Ay
minuscules syr® cop™ arm®™= eth Chrysostom. The gloss came
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' & AL
into the Textus Heceptus, whence the ﬁ\flrundelin i’.ﬂd he
received sight forthwith' (the tI‘EiIli‘Shl-tGTE.Ei".-'{}lﬂEd using llmmie-
Jiatelv? heeause they had employed this word earlier 1n the

gsentenee for evfews).

9.19 mnpépas Tvds
The reading of p* fuépas lkavas (compare 16" dies ;r:n!w'zm.:l,rs,n
is a seribal modification, introduced perhaps under the 1n-

duence of the similar phrase in ver, 23.

9.20 ‘Inooiv

The reading ‘Inooly (p&™ R A B C I‘F 61 vg syrr® cop™
alt was displaced (probably for r,'Em:h:mal reAsOns) _b}' tth
rv%lding Noworér (H L P arm™ alj, wh;ch was taken nto the
Textus Beceptus and so into the AV, %ut_. GES J-'L;lfr_:rld pmp{_wl
out long ago, “the following 76 dvoua roiTo (ver. Elrfl is ({E{.'H!‘:?
for the reading 'Tneoly, and obros égTiv 0 XPLoTos (VeT. 22
still more so”’ (The Greek Teslament, ad loc.).

9.22 évedvvapoliTo

Copyists added the words e T4 Ayw (O :{‘le- élu} }_:, =i+3r'.i
it eop@e) to make it clear that the Eltﬂ-t'l?:mlﬂlt_: Saul increased
ull the more in =ivength,”’ refers to his power 1n preaching anlu
not ﬁ’lerulj,r to hiz recovery of physieal strength (comparc

ver. 19,

9.22 Xportos

After Xproros the Western text, pruservuc} In 1tEiEk.p, ud{lg
v & lor els-Br) ebbdxnoer O Oeos. :'wuc:u_rdmg to I._.uke an
L’.‘-adlbur}*. “[this] may be the original reading, for it is not at
all the I.:-;..rr:e of addition which wag custumar:t-' al any 13,1,43.J Ela-tte,
and it may have been omitted for theological reasons, F {1y
the other 11-11.1'1{1J however, in view of the complete absence of the

5 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1w, p. 105.
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[-;ading from all {'j'{"cuk manuscripts of Actls, it is safer to regard
.t e clause as a seribal gloss derived from either Mt 2.17 or | k
3.22 {vompare 2 Pe 1.17). i

L4 4 o 4 5 L
9.24¢ wuepus Te katl VWKTOS dmws alTov drédwouw

f *::-J{-:vem] wit-nelsaes (A 181 242 323 1898), having heen con-
for med tru Paul's aceount of the incident (2 Cor 11 32] ]‘;P"Ld
OTWS TaTWoty alTor nuépas xal rukTds. )

9.26  of palinral adrod

1 The oldest reading extant in the manuseripls appears to be
ol paffprel alrol (p* 8 A B O 81% ve al), This wus :1[!, 3
(pf.-.rha}ps }_:L:ULLIIEE in verses 19 and 26 pafprel is L!f“;ﬂ u‘;}:n[
l_Lll_l’lr[rE:,ﬁ to ot ,uuff???ru.i atTor (69 B1%), or to alror of uabnral
e H L P syre® cop= arm al, followed by the Textus Re-
{:EI’:FHS}’ or to ot pafnrai (8 36 429 al). 3 e

~. Eulnc_ﬂ it 18 scarcely conceivable thal Jewish converts t
':_ahll'lf-illltnlf}? al Damascus would be called “Paul's diseiple {’J
various atlempts have been made to alleviate t}}:e n:?llifﬁrj ! T’r? 7
W[".M.] the best attested reading involves. Occasionall Lu’rh}
wrenitive ﬂl.tr.lfﬂﬁ 13 construed as the object of AaSévres E“tyl o
hold of him').* but the sequence of words as well as r}lﬂ s
natural sense stand against this expedient. To ﬂ.%;- .H:: e
Iteggslﬁj-f does, that these diseiples had bé-en ]*m;l"'l"u?'t; e
panions on the way to Damascus, who through hig uw; | 1:1“11_
..-'e.h;p and by his witness had themselves come to the f*Lfé:;- Fr;
15 tolally gratuitous. The most satisfuctory solution aLJ L]I '
o _bﬁ th_e conjectiure that the oldest extant “1:'*:"':‘{'[ ATOSE l‘,!r 'Ijm:lb
suribal inadvertence, when an original m’:r-f.ur waql .t W
i s taken us

f ‘:u e. g, Henry Alford, The Greek Testament od lo
At 3.1 [[.T . Ei:erlgat?l'f n l*ii_t.’r.n[-ﬂ Thenlogische Wiirterbuch zum Newen Tealn-
]';i E. n}; n,lp. 404 [English trans., p. 459]. The variunt reading in 14,20
| KUk AwFarrer §¢ vy podntd ol ridis s - 'I
G poliTay autod provides no real explanation
" Compare B Haenehen, 4 faslelgeschichle, ad loe
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9.26 émeipaler

The reading érewpdro, which is from the usual verb in

classical Greek meaning “to try [to do something].” was 111
troduced into the later text (18 H L P many minuscules, Followed
by the Textus Receptus) in place of érelpaler (P N A B C
61 81 al). The substitution was made because the latter verl,

which is much more commeon in the New Testament, ordinarily
has # different senge (“to make trial of, termnpt™) from its

meaning here.

9.31 % ... ¢ékrAnole . . . €lyev . . . olkobopovpérn xal
ropevopédvy . . . émAnfivero |B]

The range and age of the witnesses which read the singular
number are superior to those that read the plural. The singular
can hardly be a seribal modification in the interest of expressing
the idea of the unity of the church, for in that case we should
have expected similar modifications in 15,41 and 16.5, whers
there is no doubt that the plural number éxxinelas is the
original text. More probably the singular number here has
been altered to the plural in order to conform to the two later

[FAS52LEES,

9,34 ldrat

'1'112: verb form which is spelled carar may be accented either
as present lense (taral) or perfect tense (tarat). The seribe
of codex Vaticanus undoubiedly took the form to he the
perfect tense, for he wrote it earar, as he did also at Mk 5.28
where there iz no guestion that the perfect tense iz intended.”

9.4 Inoots Xproros
Although the expression 'Inools 0 Xpioros (“Jesus the
Christ’), read by A B E H L P and mosi minuzciles, =eems

: Spe H. I Cadburv, “A Possible Perfect in Acts .34 Journal of
Theological Studies, xL1x (1848), pp. 57-58,
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to have u certain primitiveness, a majority of the Committee
was impressed by the weight of the witnesses that omit the
article (p" B B* C W 048 33 1175 al). The prefixing of & KUpLos
(in A 36 84 181 307 441 vg cop*® arm eth) 15 obviously a sec-
ondary development.

9.85 Zapdva

The testimony of most early witnesses converges upon the
spelling Zapava (p™ (—pp— A) B C E). The zerihes of po
and of numerous minuscules (followed by the Textus Receptus).
not observing that the word was already aceusative from
Zapwr, added —», making it accusative from Zapuras. The
spelling with prefixed alpha ("Aeedpwra in H I, ("Aga— P
33 al) may be, as Yahn sugpested ™ in imitation of the Hebrew
article, although the Aramaic article was already indicated
by the final —a,

9.38 d&vo dvdpas

The sending of two messengers (8o dvdpas, read by pH
# A B CE and most minuseules) 15 in aceord with Noear
[lastern customs.! The omission of the words in some witnesses
(H L P 104 326 383 440 536 920 af) may he due to influence
from 10.19 (see the comments there),

3.38

At the close of the verse cop® adds “for the eily was not
far away, And when the men had gone there, they begped
him to come with them without delay.”

“ Theodor $ahn, Dhe A postelgeschichie des Laeas {Leipeig und Erlangen.
1919), p. 336, n. 27.

Her J, Jeremias, “Paarweise Sendung im Negen Testament.” New
Testament Essays: Studies tn Memory of Thomas Walter Manson . . |
pdited by AT 3L [hgging (Manchester, 1959), pp, 136-143.
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9.40

After avdcrnfi several Western witnesses (itgier  ypms
gyrt with + pop@ @@ arm Cyprian Ambrose) add in f-_:lightnl}r
varving forms the words ér 7@ deduate 7ol wuptov fuiw
"Tnaot Xpwerot (Yin the name of our Lord Jesus Christ™);
compare 4,10, “in the name of Jesus Chrnst of Nazareth”
Another Western reading 1s the addition of wopaxpiua
(Ymmediately’) before froifer (E 1#5-r cop=S5 Speculum).

942 THs

The word 45 iz absent from p® B CF but present in appar-
ently all other Greek witnesses, Should the acknowledged
emél]mmc of codex Vaticanus and the early age of p* (third
century) be regarded as decisive in adopting the shorter text,
or should the reading of the overwhelming mass of manuseripts
be preferred? Binee Luke alwavs uses the definite article after
gaf’ dhgs (Lk 4.14; 23.5; Ac 9.31; 1057), and in vigw of a
certain tendeney on the part of the scribe of Vaticanus oeca-
sionally to omit the article, the Committee regarded its absence
fromi the three witnesses as accidental.

F
9.43 ﬁ#épag LRCOLLNLS pLeivat

There are three wvarianl readings: fnuépos Ikavds peLvoe
(p N* B 3 200% 216 1175 1739 geo), adrov Huépas imwis
petvar (p™ ®e A I8 18 81 181 242 323 328 429 441 0920 2298 al),
and fuépas ixavdas pelvar abrér (C L T most minuscules,
followed by the Textus Receptus), A majority of the Com-
mittee preferred fuépas lkavds petrar as the most difficult
reacding (i s also the earliest attested reading—p® is thivd
century, ® and B are fourth), In order to clanfy the con-
striuction seribes supplied afror either befure or afler nuepas
LG UGS pElral.



370 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

10.3  mepe

The Textus Reeeptus, following L P ¥ and most minusenles,
omits wept. The word, which apparently was dropped by
copyvists who deemed it superfluous, 1= decisively supported
by p i A B C E 36° 642 808 al.

10.5 7wd {B)

The presence of Tweé after Zipwra iz altogether appropriate
in the mouth of Corneliug, to whom Peter was unknown,
{n the other hand, however, the expression “a certain Simon
who s called Peter'” may have seemed to copyists to lack
proper respect for the chief of the apostles, and so the e
litthing Terd was dropped.

10.6

At the close of the verse several minuscules (321 322 434
453 466 467) add from 11.14 the words s hahfoer pruara
Tpos g€, €v ols gwlnon ol xal was & oixds oov. A similar
phrase, olros haAifoer oou 71 oe del wowely, which iz found in
GA™ 1611 and in several Latin manuseripts (it is ineluded in
the Clementine Vulgate, but not in Wordsworth and Whitle's
edition), somehow gol inte the Textus Receptus (perhaps
lirasmus {ranslated it into Greek, on the model of 9.6), and
g0 the AV renders, “he shall tell thee what thou oughtest 1o do."

10.9  exTnv

Instead of “sixth” hour N¢ 225 ol read “ninth” (éwéarny),
making Peter’s prayer coinelde with Cornelius’s prayer (ver. 300,

10.10  éyévero (2)

Instead of the second instance of évyeéverp, the later text
(£ L P many minuscules, followed by the Textus Heceptus)
substitutes érémerer, which not only avoids the repetition of
évévero but provides a more appropriate word with exoraos.
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10.11 kot xorafaiver oxebos 1o ws offdrp  peydAny
regaapaw dpyais xallepevoy [C)

Apparently the Western text lacked xereSalwor (it is
omitted by % syre® cop®™ Didascalia [in Apostolic Constitu-
tionsl) and deseribed the vessel as “tied (dedeuérvor) at (the)
four corpers,” In the text of the old unecials, which read
caTedaivor, the vessel 15 sald to be “lowered (kafiéueror) by
(the) four corners.” A majority of the Committee judged that
witnesses which have all three participles are conflate, and
preferred the reading supported by p it A B (C2) atr vg geo.

10.12  reTpamoda kal epmera 775 yis [Bi

Copyists recollecting the similar but fuller aceount in 11.6
produced a variety of expanded readings: thus, the usual
expression (kad) 7 fppla was introduced before or after
T8 épmera, or after rijs yfs. The reading that best explains
the origin of the others 15 also well attested (™ ¥ A B 8
320 630 1t2's vg syrr al).

10.13 flérpe

The omission of llérpe from p* 2% Ambrose is probably
accidental.

I
10.16  evflus avedpdtly {C}

The readings with waiw before or after arednudfy reflect
seribal assimilation to the parallel aceount m 11,10, Of the
other readings, a majority of the Committes preferred elflis
avermudtn, which is well supported by p 8 A B C K& 81 8%
ISYT vg svr"™* al,

[Binee the adverb edfis ocours nowhere else in Acts (though
elféws ocours nine times), and in wview of the unexplained
absence of any adverb in p¥ 307 453 610 1175 and a variety
of versional and patristic witnesses, it 15 preferable to enclose
el within square brackets, BAM, and AW
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10.17  €avrd {C}

A few Western witnesses (D 1647}, influenced perhaps by
12.11, add the circumstantial detail, “Now when Peter came o
himself, he was perplexed . ...”

10.17  idod

The Textus Receptus, following C D E L P and most minus-
cules, reads xai idot. A majority of the Committee, impressed
by the weight of p®*™ R A B 81 181 242 2535 429 af, preferred
the reading [dol without xaf.

|The probabality thal modification would have gone from
the more difficult (Hebraie) reading, involving an apparentls
superfluous kai, to the easier reading makes it preferuble to
adopt the reading with xai—or at least to read xal enclosed
within sguare brackets, B .MM

10,17 7o

Instead of dmd (p™* R B E 81 94 122 181 200 234 242 424
f14) the Textus Receptus (following A € D L P and many
minuseules) reads amo, being influenced perhaps by the preposi-
TOn ID aFeTFTalLeroL.

10,19 [adrd ]

The omission of edrw (in B) appears to be aceidental, yel
because of the wvaration in position of the pronoun in the
other readings, it was thought best to represent the possibility
that the shorter text was original snd to enclose alrg within
siuare brackets, Of the two readings, eimer 70 wrebpa albrw
(p* B A C 69 81 431 1888 o) and elwer aldrg 7o Trelua (p®
I} I¥ L. I? most minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus),
amajority of the Commattee preferved the one attested by the
pldest known withess (p).
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10,19 7peiz {C}

The evidence for and against each of the three variant
readings is curiously kaleidescopie, and a case can be mace
for cach of them. (1) The reading of codex Yaticanus assumes
that only the two servants, mentioned in ver. 7, need be men-
tioned as messengers, the soldier serving as guard. It is possible
that seribes, not observing the reason lying behind the use of
5o, corrected what they supposed was an error either by
deleting the word or by substituting rpels (in accord with
11.11).

(21 The reading Tpels is strongly supported by diversified
external evidenee, Assuming this reading to be original, one
can explain the origin of o as the work of a diseriminating
seribe and the absence of the word as an aceidental omission
after dvdpes (—ApecCTpelC]. .

(31 If, as is usual in similar cases, the shortest reading 18
regarded ag original (compare @rdpas, ver. 5), recollection of
ver. 7 or 11,11 would have induced seribes to include a numeral
with drdpes.

Omn balance, it scemed to the Committee that the least
unsatisfactory solution was to adopt the reading supported hy
by the broadest spectrum of external evidence.

)

10.19  Inrolow

Instead of nretiow, read by the overwhelming number of
witnesses, {nrobvres is read by p™ B B and 81 (the latter has
the orthographic variant —praes, which was pronounced like
~yres), A majority of the Committee, impressed hy the pre-
ponderance of the external evidence, preferred {nroliaty.

[If the finite verb were original it is difficult to understand
what would have induced the scribes of p™ & B 81 to substitute
the participle. On the other hand, when the sentence-bulding
power of 6ot was forgotten, the emergence of the reading
{nrotiow would have been almost inevitable. B.ALM A



374 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

10.21-23

The Western text differs in several minor details, In ver. 21
instead of karafas 6é D E syre read to7e kaTaBas, and hefore
tis D syr" add the solemnn but superfluous 7t féhere § (hy
itacistn DD reads @éderac). In ver. 22 D syr® cop® add wpds
atroy afler etmar, and after Kopradhos 1#0 zyre add res. In
ver, 23 instead of elokaresaueros oty (the verb 15 hapas
leqomenon 1n the New Testament), D} 1itP syr? read to7e
eloavaywr & [1érpos.

10.24  erofidbfer [T}

Although eleniflor may have heen altered to the singular
number in order Lo agree with éEnafer in the previous verse,
a majority of the Commuottee judged that transceriptional
probability favors elofjhfler, since it 13 preceded and followed
by plurals (cvedifor and alrols) to which copyislts would
have been tempted to assimlate af,

[0.25

The cxpansion in the Western text of this verse appears
to have arisen from reflecting upon the difficulty involved
in the ordinary {ext, thai Corneliug could not have known
exactly when to po out to meet Peter and to summon hig
kinsmen and close friends to his home, The text of D, sup-
ported by i85 gyr'™® cop® and in part by 1t® and other Latin
witnesses, reads: wpogeyvyi{ovros de tob llérpov els v
Kawgbdpiar mpobpauwy eis tar dovhwr diecadnoer mwapa-
veyoverar avrov. o 6¢ Koprhhiws éxmndnoaes sal . . . {“And
as Peter was drawing near to Caesarea, one of the servants'

L The servant, as it seems, is one of the two whom Cornelius had sent
to fetel Peter (versea 7 and 233, and not one posted by Cornclius to watch
for the apostle’s coming (as B, J. Epp sugpests, The Thaologicel Tendency
af Coder Bezae Coandabrigiensis ine Ads, po 1010, nor one of Peter’s own
servants (as K. PO, Hanson assumes. New Teslovmend Studies, <10 [1985-66],
p. 2210,
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ran shead and announced that he had arrived. And Cornehus
jumped up and .72

11p. 26-29

Instead of avderni in ver. 26 D reads 7i woiels; (compare
7 2% ri woreire: D, and 14.15); both expressions are conflated
in it? syr™™%, and it*® adds dewm adora (comparc T¢ feg
roooxivyaor, Re 19.10; 22.9). In the same vein DF E iw‘irf-
vem= add ds kat o after elpt. In ver. 27 1 omits ::rum,unhf.mr
alTd, perbaps because it was regarded as superfluous. With
the addition in ver. 28 of Béirior before éptoTacfe m D (“you
yourselves know very well'”), compare the simlar heightening
in D at 4.16. The insertion of dardpt before dhAoguhe in D
syr® cop®™ may be due to the presence of the same word earlier
in the sentence. In ver, 29 after werameudtels D E ite fill
out the expression with the obvious D¢’ dudw.

10.30 o évargy (D}

The Texius Receptus, supported by a diversified and re-
spectable array of witnesses, appears to be clear and straight-
forward: "Awd TeTdpTns Nuépas péxpl Taltns THs pas Huny
imeTebwy, koi THY &vaTny (pav TposeuxOuevos & TQ ﬂEr-:-f'.y
wou, which ought to mean, “From the fourth day until this
hour I was fasting, and while keeping the ninth hour of prayer
in my house” (the reading in D dxd 7Hs TpiTns nuépas may
have arisen when the seribe counied the three instances of
ératpwov in verses 9, 23, and 24). The superficial impression,
however, that Corneling had been fasting for the immediately
preceding four days is clearly erroneous, for the termimu_; of
the fasting was the sudden appearance of a man in bright
clothing who told him to send to Joppa, cte. Instead, therefore,

&

1 For a discussion of the difficoltics in both the Alexandrlan nmi. Lhe
Westorn forme of text, sce Peter Corssen in Géttingische gelefrie Anzeigen,
e (1896, pp. 437 [
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of counting forward four days {or three, according to D), we
must tuke amo rerapTns nuépas to mean “four days ago. '’

Gireat difficulty arises with wéypt Tatrys 745 @pas, which
ought to be “until this (very) hour” (the variant reading in
I} péxpi ths dpTe Wpas has substantially the same sense),
but which, since the preceding exo cannot signify “from,” must
mean elither “at this (very) hour” or “about this {very) hour.”

Since, however, it is highly questionable whether péypd
can bear either of these meanings, several scholars have proposzed
conjectural emendations in order to remove the word from
the text. Lake and Cadbury, for example, think it possible
that either “the author or a seribe was misled by the sngees-
tion of awmo to write its usual correlative péype.’? Blass and
SBehmiedel rewrite the passage, getting rid of both ame und
pexpt. The former conjectures Terapryy Nuépar Tabrny funge,’
and the latter proposes wpo TerapTns Huépas amo TabTns TS
pas Hune.’

Since, however, it is just possible that the Greek may be
explained as collogquial koine or as Semitized Greek,” the
Committee decided to retain both the amé and the uéxpe
phrases.

Although the words eperelwr xal may have heen deleted in
some coples because nothing 18 said in the previous aceount of
Corneliug’s fasting, it 13 more probable that they were added

# For this use of amd, see Baver-Armdt-Gingrich, .0 {1.2.a).

' The Beginnings of Chrisfiendy, vol. tv, p. 118, Hacnchen adopts the
view that a scribe was the culprit who erroneously introduced péyp
(e Apostelgeschichle, ad loc.),

8 Thealogische Studlen und Krifthen, xix {18, pp. 463 1., and Adhn
apastolorem . . .. secundum formam guae widelur Romenam (Leipsig, 1296),
ad loc.

I, W, Schmiedel, "Ein Paar Itonjekturen zum Text des Neoen Tezta-
mentes,” Fesfgabe Adolf Kaegi von Schilern und Freanden . . . (Frauch-
Feldd, 1919), pp. 179-151.

" For the latter explanation, see C. C. Torrey, The Composifion o
Litfe of Acts, pp. 34 ., who aupposes the Greek to represent ®)17°27 807 12
T ROLUE U

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLLS 377

to the text by those who thought that fgsting should precede
baptism (compare 9.9 and Didache 7.4 KeNElTELs O€ vaTebT AL

ror ParTifouevor Tpd Jas f dvo).

10.32  Hodacoar {C}

The concluding clause, b5 Tapayevbueros Aainoer ool
{translated in the AV “Who, when he eorneth, shall .s;mﬂ.k
unto thee'), appears to be an Innocuous expansion 1p the
Western text (I B igdesissis? gyposil awhigh was later 11-
corporated into the Byzantine text (H L P many minuscules).
Although it ean be argued that the clause was pruned from the
Alexandrian text us an unnecessary and, indeed, an awkward
appendage (strictly os refers to Ziuwy Bupcels), maj{}%'jt.y
of the Committee regarded it as a circumstantial expansion,
to be compared with the purtial parallel in 11.14.

10.33

The Western text modifies the verse in several respects:
“So | sent to you at once, asking you to come o us [wapn.m?xé‘:_v
Nty ge |D* omits ge| wpos fuds, 1 ite v syr' e copCeT),
and you have heen kind enough to come quickly (&v Taxe l]}..
Now hehold ({60t D syr® instead of ofv, and Téapecuer omitted)
we all are before you (gov instead of 7ol feob, see following
commefis), iwishing to hear from you (Bovhopevor Tapa :;rr::-uT
ID*) the things that you have been commanded from God ( amo
roti Beotl instead of bmo Tob kupiov [see following somments]).”

OFf these alterations, Ropes (in loc.) thinks that the Sernitism
involved in idob, with the omission of the following wapesue,
may be preferable to the usual resding with oty Om the other
hand, the presence of oDy twice in the previous verse may have
led to its being dropped here.

10.33 ucmion ol Bead [

AT
Although Ropes and Haenchen held évamior gov (DT it?
vip gyremeKrdd papsay tg be preferable to the more religions
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phrase evwmeor 7ol feol, a majority of the Committee pre-
ferred the latter reading, which iz supported by p" 8 A B C
1 E H L P and almost all minuscules, and which is a Sep-
tuagintul phrase very much in the style of Luke,

10,33 o

There are four variant readings: awmé (p™ A C D), wapé
(B}, omép (1175), and vwé (8* B H L P and apparently all
other witnesses). The reasons lor variety in the preposition
are not clear, though possibly the varant readings xvplov and
feoli may have had some influence. On the basis of the weight
of the external evidenee the Committee preferred fré.

10.33  rof kupiov {C}

Although feov may have been altered to xvpiov in order to
avord repetition with the preceding feot, the Committee was
not mmpressed by the weight of the evidence supporting feoi.
Considerations of intrinsic fitness are inconclusive, for, although
it may he argued that feés would be more appropriste than
kiptos in the mouth of a Gentile proselyte, it is possible that a
copyist as well as the author may have been moved by such a
consideration.

10, 36-38

In several respects the Greek of the Alexandrian text is
harsh: (1) both sentences lack connecting particles: (2) apta-
peros cannot be syniactically construed:; and (3) the abrpt
apposition of Ineotr ror dxdé Nalapéd to pfiua is far from
idiomatic. Besides several scribal efforts at amelioration, modern
attempts to account for the unusual Greek imclude (1) the
theory that an Aramaic original wasz translated literalistically
into poor Greek (see the following comments); and (2) the
suggestion that the text, being unrevised, iz a conflation of
two different drafts of essentially the same sentence, namely
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(@) Duels olfare Tov Adyov by dwéoreher . .. (obros éoTiy
mavrwy kiptos) and (B) tuels olfare 70 yerduevor phipa . . .
Inooir®

Despairing of construing the text as it stands, Preuschen
comjectured that originally the text may have run as follows,
buels ofdaTe TOv Adyor, v améereler Tols viols lopani
etayyenduevos elphemy e Ineol XpuoTel TOU awo
Nalapéd, as éxpioer avTor K.7.M.°

10.36 7ov Adyor [ov] {C]

The insertion of vap before Adyor in C*" e 14 syre-h
with * pepet Sneeulym is an obvious alleviation of the abruptness
of the usual text, and were it original there is no reason why
the word should have been deleted.

Either the addition or the omission of 6v can be defended
on palaeopraphical grounds (dittography or haplography with
the preceding -ov). Of the two readings the one with the
relative pronoun iz the more difficult. According to Torrey,
the un-Greek suspended construction of 7ov Adyor ov reflecis
exactly a perfectly idiomatic sentence iIn Aramaie.'®

Considering  the alternative possibilities, none of which
is free from difficulties, a majority of the Committee judged
that the least unsatisfactory solution was to retain d» in the
text, enclosed within square brackets.

10.87  apéduevos

The use of the pendent nominative, aptdueros (p* ¥ A BC
D) E H 1739 al), which iz to be taken in a quasi-adverbial sense,

B F. D, Moule, Expository Times, Txv (1953-54), pp. 220 [.

* Brwin Preuschen in Handbech zum Newen Testament, ad loc,

0 (. Torrev, The Composilion and Dafe of Aels, pp. 27 and 35 f.
le suggests that the postulated Aramaic original might also be tranzlatecd,
A for the word which the Lord of All sent to the childeen of Tzrael,
proclaiming good tidings of peaee through Jesus Christ, you know what
took place. oL J7
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can be paralleled not only in Greek nseriptions and papyris
but ulso in Xenophon and Plutarch!?; one is therefore not
compelled to resort, as Torrev does, to an Aramaie idiom in
which 12 B amounts to not much more than “from.
In any cuse, however, the nominativus pendens is sufficiently
unusual so that seribes would have attempted to improve the
grammar either by altering it to the accusative (% L P 69 81
most minuscules, followed by the Textus Beceptus), or hy
retaining the nominative and adding vyap (A D itep gyrmek
Irenacus™—which 12 deseribed by Blass-Debrunner as s
futile attempt to ameliorate the construetion.

10.40  [ev] 77 Tpimy nuépa [C

The reading upera vnv rpiryr Juéper (D* it4%) may be
either an attempt to harmonize the expression with that of
Mt 27.63, ete., or, as Harriz arrues, may be an tiosyneragy of
codex Bezae (as also in Mt 16.21: 17.23) that reflects the Latin
post tertium diem, meaning “the third day alter''ts

In support of the reading év rf 7pirp nuépn R* O al
Tischendor! observes that év after fyewper could have easily
fallen out, and that seribes would have a tendeney to sub-
stitute the much more customary expression 78 tplry Huépa.
O the other hand, however, a majority of the Committee,
judging that it was also possible that & had been aceidentally
introduced through dittography, considered it preferable to
eticlose the word within square brackels, indieating thereby a
certuin doubt that it belongs in the text.

"' See J. I Moulton, Pralegomena, 3rd ed., po 240, and Moulton and
Milligan, VFocabulary, .1

't Zee J. W. Hunkin, “Pleonastle dpyopac In the New Testament,”
fowrnal of Theological Studies, xxv (1924), pp. 301 .

WL Gl Torrew, The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 26 . Cf. Max
Wileax, The Semitisis of Aefy (Oxford, 1963), p. 150, who finds ne reaszon
o regard the expression ug an Aramaizm.

" Blazs-Debrunner-Funk, § 137, 3.

0. . Harris, Codex Bezae, pp. 91 £
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14.41

Toward the end of the verse several Western witnesses
(with minor variations) make twe additions to the usual text
“whi ate and drank with him and accompanied (him), after he
vose from the dead, for forty days” {(after atrg D? it#ier syrt
add kol ovravesrpigmuer [ reads suvveoTpagnuer], and
futoas [8u' Huépwr 1] Tecoepakorta is added before uera by ite
vem ayrt and after vexpdy by D E itsls vg®® cop™). It may
he observed that in Acts codex Bezae is fond of guarpégery,
which it mmtroduces also 1n 11.28; 16.39; 17.5.

10.42  odros

Instead of ofres (B C Disr KEer 33 94 103 104 307 323 489
G14 623 013 1739 1765 1827 1838 1891 syrr® cop*™* al) the
Textus Receptus, following p* 8 A H P 69 81 1t* vg eth al,
reads atrés. A majority of the Committee was impressed not
only by the weight of the witnesses that support olros, but
uls:;r i}}: the consideration that since olros might be taken to
have a depreciatory implication, it was more likely to be
altered to afros than vice versa,

10.46  yAwooas

Several Western witnesses qualify “tongues” with one or
another adjective; thus itd (D# has an erasure at this point)
reads praevaricatis linguis, which may presuppose an original
Greek reading mwowiheacs (Hilgenfeld), or xairais (Blass), or
érépais (Ropes and A. C. Clark); a manuseript of the Vulgate
reads Linguis variis; cop®™ " read “other tongues”; and the
anohvrnous treatize on Hebaptism reads linguis suts.

10.48 avToUs

Sinee wpograooew is nsually construed with the dative of
the person commanded and the accusative of the thing com-
manded, it iz probable that adrots (p™ 8 A 33 al) is a learned
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correction introduced by those who did not perceive that
avTovs serves as the subject of the following infinitive.

10.48 ’Inoot Xpioroi {C)

Although it may be argued that the primitive reading was
ot xwplov, which was expanded or supplanted by 'Inoot
Xpworol in order to denote more precisely the specific char-
acter of the baptism, the Committee was impressed by the
weight and diversily of the witnesses that read "Ineot Xpiorot.
In any ease, the reading 7oU kuptov Ineot Xpworov is clearly a
conflation.

11.1  "Heovoar . . . "Tovdaioy

Instend of ihe customary text codex Bezae, substantially
supparted by syr?, reads "AxovoTor §€ éyeveTo TOLS AaTOTTOMNOLS
kal Tols adehgols Tots (ol D¥) ér vy 'lovdaiq. Although Ropes
preferred the Western reading because 1t 18 more Semitie than
the B-text, a majority of the Committee was unwilling to
abandon the weight of the testimony of the rest of the wit-
nesses, particularly sinee in this case D contains the word
axoveTor, which appears nowhere else in the New Testament,
It may also be pointed out that at the end of the verse several
Western witnesses add the comment, “and they glorified God”
{i{-lglg-p'-'- Vg mes Ej.’l‘h with ‘:l.

11.2

The text of several Western witnesses (D itdr yg== gyrt
with = oop@) differs widely from that preserved in other wit-
nezses. Codex Bezae reads 6 uev otw Ilérpos dia ixavol ypovor
niéanoe mopevBfrar els lepoadivun’ kal Tpogdwrnoas Tovs
adehgots kai emwrTnpeiios abrovs, woAly Advor wotolpueros.
S T&Y yowpdr Subdckwy alTols' s kal kaThrTnoer alTols
kal awiyyether alvols Ty xapir 7ot Heol. ol 6¢ & mepLTopts
aderdol Oiexplrovro wpos alror ("Peter, therefore, for a
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considerable time wished to journey to Jerusalem; and having
oalled to him the brethren and having strengthened them
[he departed|, speaking muech throughout the country land]
teachipg them; he [lit. who] also went to meet them' and

reported to them the grace of God. But the breihren of the

pireumeision disputed with him, saying ... .").

Aceording to Clark the omission of the passage from the
other Cireek witnesses is to be aceounted for by homoeoteleuton,
when “the eye of a copyist passed from Tol feol at the end
of ver. 1 to Tob feot later om,'? This explanation, however,
accounts for only part of the difference between the Wesiern
text and that of the old uncials, for after 7w xapw ToU feot
codex Bezae goes on with ol 8¢ & mepiTouss adenghol dlexpt-
vovro, whereas the other witnesses read o7e O€ aréfn Ilérpos
els 'lepovoalfu, Oiekpivorro wpos abror ol &x TEPLTOUTS.
Since the information given in the Alexandrian text (that Peter
went up to Jerusalem) is {as Clark admits) “indispensable to
the sense.” it is obvious that parablepsis on the part of a scribe
is not sufficient, to explain the differences between the two forms
of text.

The motives for the expansion in the Western text appear
to be connected with the tendency in that text to avoid putting
Petor in a bad light.* In order to prevent Lhe reader of the
Alexandrian text from gaining the impression that f,hr:‘: £OT-
version of Cornelius compelled Peter to break off lus missionary
work and go to Jerusalem in order to justify himsell, the
Western reviser introduces a passage (in the style* of 825
and 15.3) which describes how Peter continued his MiSsionary

t 1. e, the Jerusalem representatives. It should be observed that no-
whote in the Alexandrian text of Luke-Acta is kaTarrdry construed with the
dative case; indeed, the construction, as Ropea says, “is hardly {olerabie,”

* AL C. Clark, The Acts of the Aposties, p. 347.

5 Bee Joscph Crehan, “Peter according to the D-Text of Acts,” Theo-
Logical Studies, xvi (1957, pp. 506-603, and B. 1. Epp, The Theologicel
Tendency of Codez Besue Cantabrigiensis tn Aeks, pp. 105-107.

¢ Exeept for the construction of kararrie (see footnote 1 abovel.
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work for a considerable length of time, and how, finally, on his
own initiative, he went up to Jerusalem, where, so far from
being called 1o give an account of himself, he voluntarly sought
out the brethren at Jerusalem “and reported to them the
grace of (zod.''?

11.3  eofidfes . . . owvédayes

Instead of elanifles . . . ovrédayes, p** B L 33 81 614 1175
1611 1827 syre ™t ol read elonifer . . . ouvédayer. Since in
later Greek usage S7¢ may stand for 8 ("Why .. 70 a
majority of the Committee held that failure to recogmeze this
idiom led copyists to produce the reading involving the third
person, in which &7¢ is taken as recitative introducing divect
discourse (either as s statement, “saying, You went in..."”
or as a question, “saying, Did you go in .. .. 7" The text is
supported by p™ (lacuna at elonifles) 8 A D £ H P most
minuscules vg syr*™® cop*® eth.

11.5 f.’fxpa

Codex Bezac and 241 read ews; g4 R A B® 104 1319 read
aype; all other witnesses read &ypes. While the reading ews
may be ignored, the two others deserve comment,

In Attie Greek dxpe was used predominantly, and it 15 found
extensively in the Septuagint and the New Testament. In
later Greek the form with the final sigma came into ever wider

i Crehan finds a desire in the Western text to enhance the position of
FPeter by “pairing off”’ episodes in the history of Peter with thoze in the
history of Paul: “for al 15:41 and 16:1 there is just such a passape as this
about Paul, and the word kefonded is used again of his twrning aside from
Cilicia to visit Derbe and Lyvatra™ (op. cif., p. 598},

f8ee E. A Bophocles, Greek Lericon aof the RHoman and Byszaniine
Pertods, av. dores, § 40 J. H. Moulton, Prolegomena, pp. 93 f; H. L.
Cadbury, Jowrnal of Biblical Laterature, xuymr (1029), pp. 423 f.; Blass-
Debrunner-Funk, & 300, 2; and Nigel Turner, Syniaz, pp. 49 £

T Bo Lake and Cadbury in The Beginnings of Chrigtianily, vol. 1v, p. 124
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usage, though it was condemned by Phrynichus and other
EIAMINATIANS. ;

Whether Luke followed Attie preference and later scribes
corrupted it, or whether he followed the STOWINgE tﬂlurﬁ,mre: .fnr
dypts and later purist seribes, reacting against the prwmlmlg
usage, corrected the spelling according to archaie :;ei.andarfj!s_. i
a difficult question to answer. A majority of the Committee
decided that it was wisest to err (if indeed it is to err) in
company with p* 8 A B* al.

11.9  dwerpifln 8¢ duwvy) éx devrépov éx 7ol ovpavod
{C}

If the omission of éx devrépov oceurred (as is probable)
through parablepsis involving the following éx olpavol, the
ancestors of the Western witnesses may be claimed as support
for the sequence ¢awvn éx Gevrépov. Perhaps the seribes of
B 1 al transferred éx Sevrépov in order to balance the two
prepositional phrases before and after o, The insertion of
yot or wpés ue took place independently in several textual
traditions.

11.11  Aper {C}

The more difficult reading is Huer, which because of its
appuredt irrelevancy, was assimilated to fiuny of ver. b

11.12  pndév duaxpivavra [C}

Althongh it may be, as Lake and Cadbury admit, that the
Western text preserves the original reading and that the words
were interpolated from the parallel account m 10.20 (under
uakotrbueveos), a majority of the Committee was not per-
suaded, chiefly because the earliest form(s) of the reading
utilize the active (mot the middle) voice of the verb. The
reading of H L P al was interpreted as due fo the influence of
10,20, nat for the insertion but for the assimilation of the

voiee of the participle,
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11.17 o feds

The omission of 6 feds by D vg™ Hebaptism Augustine
(but nol syr®, as iz sometimes stated) is probably due, as
Ropes observes, “lo the “Western' reviser's view that the
[Holy Spirit was the gift of Christ,”

11.17  7ov Hedy

In order to explain the meaning of the expression xwhboa
ror Bedv codex Bezae, with support, in whole or in part.® from
other Western witnesses (467 itP vgms syt with « oG] gdde
Tol un Golvar alTols wrebue Avywor moTeloaomy &v alre
(“that he should not give them the Holy Spirit after they had
believed on hum'™).

11.20  “EAdgviords [C}

The textual problems of this verse are compounded by the
diversily of views concerning the meaning of 'Ehh:r}m::r’i"'r}s.
This noun, which appears to be a new formation from éh-
Mprifecy, 1o speak Greek” or “to practice Greek wavs,” is
found newhere in previous Greek literature or in hellenistio-
Jewish literature; in the New Testament it oceurs only here
and m 6.1 and 9.29. According to the prevailing opinion,
current since the time of Chrysostom," the "ElAgrioral of
6.1 were Greek-speaking Jews {or Jewish-Christians) in con-
trazt to those speaking a Semitic language (so Thayver, Souter,
Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich), Since, however, in the present PASsAge
the author seems to draw a contrast between 'EXAnuioras
{or the vartant reading "EAApvas) and ‘Tovdeiows of ver. 18,
it has been urged that the word must possess some more dis-
tinetive meaning than merely “Greek-speaking Jews.” Thus,

P The Tesl of Aets, p. 106

* The great diversity of testimony among the Western witnesses indi-
cates, a3 Zahn correctly peints out, the secondary character of the addition
(fMe Apostelpeschichie des Lueas, p. 365, Anm. 90,

W Migne, Potrologin Graess, 1X, eol. 113,

‘-
[ i
=.F
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Warfield®! and Cadbury™ argue thai it means Gentiles (and
s0 1z svnonymous with "ElAnras); the former translates it
“Ciraceizers” and the latter “Hellenists.” Other alternatives
include the proposal to take "EAlnmeoras as connoting prose-
lvtes,® or to interpret it as referring to a radical, reforming,
“aentilistic’’ sect within Judaism, to which Siephen may have
belonged before he became a Christian.* None of these views,
however, is entirely free from more or less serlous difficulties
and perhaps the least unsatisfactory assumption to make is
that the meaning of the word, though guite definite in the
early church, was lost to Christian usage. When the word
reappears in patristie literature (other than that influenced
by Chrysostom’s exegesis of £.1), it means “a defender of
paganism™ (E. A. Sophocles’s Lexieon}, or simply, “a pagan”
(Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon),

In assessing the evidenee for the varlant readings in the
present passage, no weighl can be attached to the [act that
the early versions all read “Greeks” (so the Latin, Swyriae't

A I3, Warfield, “The Readings "EXAgres and "HAAneoras, Acts
x1.20,7" Journal of Filical Ldleralurs, 1], 1833, pp. 115127,

i H, J. Cadbury, “The Hellenisis,” The Deginnings of Chrisbiondly,
vol. v, pp. 89-T4.

13 8 5 O Blackman (reviving the view of Balmasiuz of the seventeenth
century), Erpostlory Times, xuvin (L936-37), pp, 524 £

¥ B0 Tisear Cullmann, “The Sigeificance of the Qumran Texts for
Rescarch into the Bepinnings of Christianity,” Jowrnol of Bibficel Litera-
fure, LRIV (1955), pp. 220 i, and Marcel S8imon {partly following (i P.
Wetter and W. Bauer), Si. Stenhen and fhe [lellenizts (New York, 189a%)
The latter nevertheless admits that “the term Iellenists, as used by Luke,
includes all Greek-speaking Jews,'" and that “to the author of Aets, the
word apparently has no other meaning” (p. 15).

I Hee () F. T Moule's eritique, “'Onee More, Who Were the Hellonists?"
Expository Times, 1xx (1959], pp. 100-102, Moule adopls the fraditiona
definition of the word. but refines it slightly; thus, “Jews who spoke only
Greek™ in eontrast to 'Efpator, “Jews who, while able to speak Greek
knew a Semitic language alse.”

W In 9,29 the Svrine Peshitta renders "EdAwreras “Jews who un der-
stood Greek,” which may show a eonneetion between Chryvsostom and
the Peshitta.
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Coptic, Armenian, Old Georglan, and Ethiopie), for, as Hort
justly observes, they “wonld naturally be at a loss to provide
a distinetive rendering for so rare and so peculiar a word as
‘EArgriorns.”” The first hand of codex Sinsiticus, which
already in ver. 19 pgives the meaningless 'lovdator without
subsequent correction, writes in ver. 20 the equally meaningless
wpos Tols ebayyertoTas, which, however, has hesn corrected
by o later hand to "EAAnras.® Likewise the testimony of codex
Alexandrinus 1z weakened, if not diseredited. when one obzserves
that in 9.29 the seribe substituted "EAAqvas for "EAAnmeras,
which 13 acknowledged to be the true reading,

Transcriptional probability is all in favor of "EAAmmeras,
for the tempilation to editor or seribe was to substitule an
easy and familiar word ("EAAnras) for one which was by no
means familiar. There 15 no counter temptation to set apainst
this, 8o that the argument drawn from it is a strong one.

Perhaps the chief objection of modern scholars to adopting
‘EAAnwieras here is the helief that it always means “Greek-
speaking Jews,” and therefore 1s inmappropriate to stand in
contrast with the preceding 'lovdator, But since "EAlnrerys
15 derived from éAAneiCerr, 1t means strietly “one who uses
Greek [language or customs]”; whether the person be a Jew
or a Roman or any other non-Greek must be pathered from the
context, In 6.1 the contrast is no doubt between Greek-speaking
Jewish Christians and Semitic-zpeaking Jewizh Chrislians.
What the word connotes in 9.29 1= not elear; in any case they
are not believers as in 6.1. In the present passage, where the
preponderant weight of the external evidence combines with
the strong transeriptional probability in support of "Eh-
Anveeras, the word 18 to be understood in the broad sense of

I SN oben on Select Readings," p. B3

¥ T4 35 often assumed that the reading of R* presupposes "EAAneoras,
an account of ds similar termination. But sinee it secms eertain that
cvayyehioras was supgested by, and eesalls from, the proximity of
evapyei] dperoy, which Tollows immediately, it s with  considershble
hesitation that one can foke the weight of 8* 10 be in favor of "EXAmaeras.
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“(Gresk-speaking persons,” meaning thereby the mixed popula-
tion of Antioch in contrast to the 'lovdelor of ver. 19.

11.22  ofions

The word olens is read by p* B B E 33 81 614 1611 1852
2138 al, and iz abzent from A ID H L. P most minuseules and the
Textus Receptus. Since the present participle & is used else-
where in Acts with the special meaning “the local .. "7 (13.1;
28.17), the Commitles eonsidered it more probable that copyists
would have deleted than added the word here.

11.22  [Seerfleiv ] ews "Avrioyetas

Un the one hand, the weight of external evidence (p™ N
A B 81 620 1642 1739 1891 af) favors the shorter reading
without deerfetr. On the other hand, the expression dieiflecr
ews (D 1 H 1L, P38 YW most minuscules it2'2.? ypss awrf) is 1n
aceord with the style of Luke (ef. 9.38; 11.19; Lk 2.15),
and the absence of dieAfety in the other witnesses may be the
result of deliberate exeision to sunplify the construction. For
these reazons the word is retained mm the text, but enclosed
within square brackets to indicate doubt that it belongs there,

F

11.23  [m9v]

The definite article rov after yaper, which 15 read by p™
D E H L P and almost all minuscules, is absent from 8 A B
927. On the one hand, since the usual construction is % xapts
Tou feol the article after wé&pw appears to have a special
foree, suggesting that Barnabas rejoiced because he recognized
that the grace was obvicusly that of God {(rnv 70U feot),
Seribes, nol dhserving this nuanee, may have dropped the article
as unneeessary. On the other hand, it can be argued that o
18 a pedantic insertion made by Alexandrian scribes, In view
of the balanee of nrobabilities a majority of the Committeco
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thought it best to retain the word but to enclose it within
aquare brackets.

11.23 14 xupiw (B

The use of ér before 76 avpie reminds one of Pauline usage;
since this characteristic expression is found nowhere else m
Acts, its presence in B B W 181 o was Judged to be due to
seribes rather than the author,

11.25-26

Codex Bezae, supported 1n part by other Western witnesses,
reads dxoloas 6é O Zavhds éativ els Bapaor éEqhfer arvaln-
TWr auToy, kel ws gurTuyer Tapesareger éafery els TAvrio-
YeLar. olTives wopayerderol éviauror oOhov cureyifinoar
dxhov lxavby, kel Tore wplTor éxpnudrioar & AvTioyelg
ot patnral Xpeworiavol (“And having heard that Soul was af
Tarsus, he went out to seek him; and when he hod met ko,
he entreated him fo come to Antioch. When they had come, for o
whole vear a large company of people were stirred up, and
then for the first time the disciples in Antioch were called
Christians’).

Ropes was inclined to think that the verh cuvexifoar, so
uncxpected in the context, was original, and that cuvraxfnras
wag substituted in all other texts. The wanation of wverbs,
however, 1z more probably part of a corruption that involved
also the aceidental omission of the words 757 ékvdnoig xal
edideorory between the verb and oyhov ixavor (“When they
had eome, for a whole vear [people] were stirred wp 1n the chureh,
and they were teaching a large company of people’),

It 15 diffienlt to see why the Western text should have been
shortened il it were original; on the other hand, the Alexandrian
text muy have been rewritten o show more clearly why
Barnabas went to Tarsus, and to indieate that Saul was not
“hrought™ to Antioch, but was “entreated™ to eome.
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® Aol 1 E]
11.26  xal eravpTor ooy

The presence of kel before éviavrér Ghor, “even for a whole
year” (p™ 8 A B 33 614 syr"), is unusual, and it is not strange
that the later text has omitted it (K H L I* 383 al, as well as
the Textus Receptus). Since the expreszion wxal followed by
eveauTor or by a vear 1s not New Testament usage, Blass thinks
that the xat may have come from some other reading, and
compares ket in ver. 1,

11.25

An important Western reading, preserved in D (it?) (eop®)
Augustine, supplies the first “we"-passage® In any text of
Acts: v 8¢ mohA\y ayaidhlaos cvrerTpoupérwy Je Uy Edy
els £f alriw dvdpare "Avafos eguatrer . . . (“And there wasg
much rejoicing; and when we were gathered together one of
them named Agabus spoke, signifying .. ."), On the wverb
grorpégely, see the final comment on 10.41.

12.1

After éxxinelas the Western text adds the information that
it was the church in Judea which Herod was persecuting {év
75 lovdalg, D 614 itP syrh *ith * eop®T) In this way the
fol'owing account is brought into closer conneetion with the
preceding resolve to send reliefl from Antioch to the brethren
in Judea (11.2491.).

12 1" Blass, Acla apostolorusn . . . editio philelogica, p. 136

" Harnack, however, argued that the original form of the Western
addition was. .. gvrerTpopuerey 0F alrér ... and that the alroe
was later “eorrected” to fupdr in order to avoid confusion with the
Following aiTdy (see his “Uber den utzpriinglichen Text Act. Apost,
11, 27.28,7 Silzungsberichie der kimiglich preussischen Akadernee der Wissen-
schafien zu Berlin, 1399, pp, 316-327, reprinted in bis Studien zur (Feschichic
des Newen Testaments und der alten Eirche, vol. 1, Zur neuwlealamentlichen
Texthritik | Berlin and Leipaig, 19310, pp. 33-47).
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12.2

The proposal of Eisler! and others to emend the text of
this verse by inserting the words "Jwareny kal after drether
has been made in the interest of bolstering the exceedingly
weak evidence for the early death of the apostle John, Still
less defensible 12 the view of Pallia® that the entire verse is
BpUrions,

12.3

In order to define more specifically what it was that Herod
did which pleased the Jews, the Western text adds after rols
Tovdatots the words % émexelpnows avTol émt Tols (+ dvious
kai 1tP) merovs (I (itP) syr™¥), which, in the eontext, mav he
rendered, “and when he saw that Ails affack upon (he (sainls
aneel) farthful plessed the Jews. . )Y Although Luke uses the
verh émeyetpery (Lk 1.1 Ae 9.29: 19.13), the noun éreyelpnois
appears nowhere elze in the New Testament.,

12.5

Several Western witnesses (but not codex Bezae) expand
the statement, “So Peter was kept in prison,” by adding the
words by a cohort of the king” (a coherte regiz, itet vg™
gyrh with * popB) What relation this cohort had (o the sixteen
soldiers of ver. 4 iz not clear,

12.5  éxrevig

Instead of éxterds (p™ 8 A*™ B 33 181 216 440 453 1898
it vg Lucifer), the Textus Receptus, following A I H L P
and most minuscules, reads éxrerns. It is more likely that Lhe
adverb (whieh was condemned by Phrynichus as poor Greek)®

' Kobert Eisler, The Enigma of the Fourth Geozpel (London, 1H33),
Pl T3-T7.

* Alex. Pallis, Noles on St fagke and the Acle (London, 1928), p. 63

W, G Rutherford, The New Phrynackus (London, 1881, pp. 365 1,
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would be altered to the adjective than vice versa. Codex Bezae
rewrites the sentence avoiding both adjective and adverb
{notice also the heightening of the account by the addition
of morMy as well as the redundant mepl abrou): TOAAR B
TopooeuxH fv év Ekrevelg Tepl auTol Ao THE Ekkhmolas Tpos
rov feow mepl abrol (“but much prayer in earnesiness was
(made] for him by the church to God for him'}). For the ex-
pression & éxrevelg compare 26.7 and Judith 4.9,

12.6 ﬂpﬂayuyé O

There are four variani readings: wpoayayety (p* A B 36°
51 81 307 337 460 467 915 1874 al), mpocayayewr (B 33 254),
wpogayery (R W 5 323 436 440 450 2180), and rpodayer (1314
H I P most minuscules). In each pair of wvarant readings,
the moriet tense ig to be preferred to the present. As between
the two verbs, a majority of the Committee regarded the

compound with mpé to be more appropriate in the context.

12.7

The Western text differs in several respects from the generally
received text: an angel of the Lord appeared “to Peter” féi-réf:rm
[Lit. “stood by”'] + r& Iérpes, D it® syrt with = eop®); h;gm:
“shone forth from hém [the angell” (merauper, 1D, + &
abrol, itEEr syri™f); instead of év TE olknuart, it iz (0]
Lucifer read “in that place” (in tllo loco); and instead of the
angel’'s “striking” (warafas) Peter on the side in order to
waken him, D itélz Lucifer speak of hig “nudging” (viEas)
the sleeping apostle.

4 Apeording to C. 5. C. Willlama (Alieratfons in the Symoplic Gospels
and Aefs, 1951, p. 81) both partielples may be derived from the same
Syrine word (sas a); F. H, Chase, however, argues for the influence of
Tn 10.94 on the mind of the seribe of the Western text (The Old Syriac
Elewment in the Text of Coder Bezae, 1593, p. 38



S A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

12.5-9

Between verses 8 and 9 cop® adds the sentence, “But he

tthe angel] seized him [Peter] and drew him along and took him
cut, and Peter followed. "

12.10 EfeAfovres

The cireumstantial detail in codex Bezae that Peter and
the angel when coming out of prison “walked down the seven
steps” (kaTéfnoar Tols { Sabuods xal) bas seemed to many
scholars to possess a verisimilitude that refleets local knowledge
of Jerusalem, It should not be overlooked, however, as Lake
and Cadbury remind us, that “we have no knowledge as to
(1} where the prison was... and (i} whether there really
Were seven steps, '’

A trace of the same reading is preserved in it?, “they de-
scended (the) steps” (descenderunt gradus, without seplem),
and 1n cop®¥, “they came (o the plaza beyond the steps.”
The reading of the Latin side of codex Beszuc is slightly ex-
panded, “when they went out they descended (the) seven steps
and went on one step, and immediately the angel left him”
(. . . descenderunt septem grados et processerund gradum wnum . ...

Other references to specified numbers of steps clsewhere
include the mention of seven steps and eight steps in Ezekiel’s
vision of the temple (Eze 40.22, 26, 31), and the mention of
fourteen steps, five steps, and fifteen steps in Josephus's deserip-
tion of the temple complex (Jewish Wars, v.v.2-3). Later in
the book of Acts (21.35, 40) the author refers to the steps
which led from the barracks of Antonia into the temple area,
but, as Knowling says, “there is no connection between
them and the definite seven steps here, which are evidently

presuppoged  (note the article) to be well known to the
reacder,

! The Beginnings of Chrisfiandty, vol. 1v, p. 136,
"R I Knowling, The Exposifor’s Greek Testamend, vol. 11, p. 275,
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12,12  gumddy

Dissatisfied with cvrider Hammond™ conjectured that tIIm:
text originally read oweldwr (“making haste”), and Pallis?
emended it to read gvrrelrer (“hurrying”).

12.13 wpmrﬁ,lﬂev

Instead of wposfirfer a few witnesses (K B* 3 1t° ng]l read
woonifer, “she came forward” (i e, from the house itself, o
answer the knock at the gate).

12.15 o dyyetos

By prefixing Tuxdy (“Perhaps it is his angel”) the "ﬁ-’eatsl:rn
text (I3 syrt) enhances the naiveté of the account, s{rftfa-nmg
the definiteness of the explanation offered to :suhe the cnigma.
Except #s a Bezan variant reading mn Lk 20.1s, Tl.'?{lf:rl-’ DECUrs
clsewhere in the New Testament only in 1 Cor 16.86.

12,17  owyav

In order to prevent the reader of the generall}'_ reﬁeivf_*d
text from supposing that Peter muade his explanation while
atill standing at the door of the gateway, the Western text

7
7T Beesuse of its guaint diffidence Hammond’s comment may ke guoted

in its entirety: “The word gveider is 50 near in ]ilcer.eaﬁ. fi:hn' far er'nltlgh
off in the nature and signification of iU} to @Tebdwy, that it 15 very ].'Ili_'lﬁfulljll.":
one of these muy here by the transeriber be put for the other. And 1:|1n;_lc-_furd
the signification of the latter omelbwry, making .'L_u.a.fﬂ, BoCTDE that w ruu;ff
is ftter for the turn in this place, where being left alone in t-!.'.lf' shroet h}.
the Angel, he was in reason to make haste to some _p]w;-.n:a of EMEL}'_”.“?
privaey, and such was that which he here chose. Iflt}us vonjecture (which
I miention only as such, having no authority for it] be not .Lm remote.
then may if also probably belong to another place, o 146 gurcdorTes
kareduvor, perhaps for owebforres, they mide haste erniid J‘Iﬁd.,. ae out of a
ereat danger” (Henry Hammond, A Parephrose and Awnolafions wpon . ..
the New Testamend, Tth ed. [London, 1702], p. $54). ‘ |
8 Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Aels (london, 1928}, p. G4
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adds the graphic touch that, “having motioned to them with
his hand that they should be silent, he came i and described
to them how the Lord had brought him out of the prison’
(nstead of ovyar D it? vgme gyret *ith ¢ read {pa grydgwry
elofifer kat),

12.18  ovk gdiyos [C]

Luke, like Thucydides, was fond of the rhetorical figure
called litotes (understatement expressing an affirmative by
the negative of its opposite). The expression ol dhivos recurs
n 14.28; 15.2; 17.4, 12; 10.23, 24; 27.20. Although it is possible
that the shorter text (preserved in Western witnesses) may e
original here and that the words were introduced from 19.23,
where rapayos is followed immediately by olx éAivyos, a ma-
jority of the Committee thought it best to follow the over-
whelming weight of the manuseripts. Méyas is obviously a
pedestrian modification of olk dMiyes, It mayv be that Kil-
patrick 15 eorrect when he accounts for the omission of
olk oMhivyos in the Western text as due to homoeoteleuton
(rapaxocovkortyocer).?

12.20-23

The account in the Western text of the last days and death
of Herod Agrippa 1 differs in several respects from that in
the commonly received text. By using yap mstead of 8¢ (ver.
20) the seribe of D indicates more clearly the reason why it
was bhat, sccording to ver. 19, Herod had gone down “from
Judea to Caesares”—it was to hold an audience with repre-
sentatives from two neighboring ecities, Tyre and Sidon,

The non-Western text declares that the people of Tyre
and Sidon “came to him in a body” (duofvuador 6¢ Tapiear

"G 1 Kilpatrick, “An Belectie Study of the Text of Acts’’ Biblieal
aried Polristic Studies an Memory of Roberl Pierce Cagey, edited by I, Neville
Birdsall and Robert W, Thomson (Freiburg, 1963}, p. 72,
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wpbs alroéy), Taken literally this i1s clearly an gxagge‘ratiﬂ-r_u:
the Western reviger, however, skillfully rewrote 1t, whllplstull
retaining duoflupadér, to suggest that some from lfnut'h ?l tIh{r
cities came in a body to the king (ol §€é ouofupador &5 augpo
répwy TOV TONEwy Taphooyr wWEOS ror PGoacihea, D (614
E?rh with ~r‘|:| :

" Between verses 21 and 22 the Western text ms..:erts ROT RN
Aayérros 66 avrot rTots Tuplows (D 1tF [EI‘_’;.-'I‘h with 2} popSer.
it# v continue with ef Sidondis), that is, “And on the
oceasion of his reconciliation with the Tyrians (and the
Sidonians).’” ;

After 7 fed in ver. 23 codex Bezae, :-_:uppnrted‘ i ,paft b{
cop® and by Ephraem, continues mﬂi qua;?as aFo To
Bhuaros, yerbuevos orwhirdpwros ére (& kal obrws EEéqbuEgv
(“and he came dewn from the plalforn, |E1-1[l£i_|, wh;r.ie he was still
living he was eaten by worms and thus died™). ['he additional
material (italicized in the trunslation) informs the ruade‘r t-ha?;,
though an angel of the Lord smote him immediately after s
addrﬁss, he did not expire at once, but was able 1o deseend from
his throne ! The addition of &rt {Gw, as Bruce observes,
“amphasizes the unpleasantiness of his dizease.

12.24  feod
Instead of feod codex Vaticanus and the Latin V ulgf&te
unite to read xuptov, having been influenced by the expression

Gy yeros kvpior of ver. 23

12.25 Zuabtlos

After Saihos several Western witnesses (614 it? syr® =it

cop®¥) add &s émexigfn Tlabihos (“who was called Paul®}).

W Hep P (@ Convbeare in Seitachrift fir die neulestomentliche Wissen-
schaft, xx (1921), pp. 41-42, and J. H. Ropes, The Tex! of Acts, p. 4lﬁ..

n According to Josephus, Hered's death occurred ﬁ'ﬂ’ili_.d?.:.].'!-l after being
atricken with a pain in his abdomen (Andiguifies, xX1x.viil,2).

1 Bruee, The Acts of the A postles, p. 280,
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This appears to be a scribal anticipation of 13.9 (Zabhes 4
xal [lebhos), introduced here beeause of the presence later in
the wverse of a similar identification of John Mark (" Leravvny
Tor émwAnferTa Mapkor).

Furthermore, instead of Zablos manuseripts 2 537 326 426
441 al read IMathos (102 reads Zaiitos 1aihes).

12.25  ets fepovoarqu (D}

Many attempts have been made to account for the origin
of the reading eis in thiz verse. The natural impression one
gets when reading the section 11.27 to 13,1 is that 11.30 refers
to the arrival of Paul and Barnabas at Jerusalem and that
12.25 ought to tell of their departure from Jerusalem, On the
one hand, all the ecanons of textual eriticism favor the maore
difficult reading els, supported ag it is by the earliest and best
witnesses. Furthermore, the lectio facilior is not only divided
against itself (dwo and é£), but it is also discredited by the
faet that it is nol the common usage of Acls to speciiy the
plave whence return is made (1.12 is the only such instance of
the twelve oceurrences of the verb DrooTpégenr in Acts).

Un the other hand, as Westeott and Hort declare, “eis
Tepovararnu, which is hest attested and was not likel¥ to he
introduced, cannot poszsibly be right if it is taken with Omé-
arpefar. Their conclusion is that the passage coniains a
primutive error that has infected all extant witnesses, and thev
propose thut the sequence of words be emended to read
UreoTpedar v els lepovagalduy whnpheavres Suawoviar
“having fullilled their mission at Jernsalem they returned*).

Much more extreme is the remedy proposed by Simeox,
who deeided that the whole verse is an interpolation which
should be omitted. ™ Others have sugeested that the variations

1 " Notes on Seleel Headings,"” p. 04
YOG AL Bimeox, ©A Point in Pauline Chronology,” Jowrnal of Theological
Sfudies, 1 (1900-01), pp. S86-500.
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arose from s confusion of marginal glosses. '1:hus. Alford, th
adopted & ‘lepovsaify as the text, conjectured tl.hat €ls
"AvTioyeer may bave been an explamtm‘yrglnsar which was
later substituted for é& 'lepowoarnu; then J‘LU‘TLEI:IEHIF may
have again been corrceted o ’lepuua'uh*&g,l leaving the c:.l-;
standing.’® Less complicated is the suggestion of H:irf.lutf._E
which iz adopted by Bruee,7 thal originally the passage had
no prepositional phrase and that all the variant readings repre-
sent sdditions to the simple verb “returned.”

Other scholars, preferring what appears to be the best
atiested reading (els), attempt to alleviate the eunte:?t-ua!
difficulties by making various lexieal or grammatical suggestions.
Thus, instead of taking the aorigt participle *n'}hﬂpcbﬂ'ﬂb'TE‘:-T in
it normal sense “when they had fulfilled,” several ‘n‘.'.'r‘]t.f%l‘:éj.
regard it as an instance of the rare usage of the ‘_‘futunstlc
aorist!® expressing  purpose. Altractive l,h_mlgh t‘}ns E‘ﬂ"l'}:[':lL.?'HHJ
may be, it involves taking also the following aorist pa,r_t-mmle
(cvurapahaBoérres) sz an aorist of Euhsuquﬁntl ach::un—a
pategory whose existence is denied by most grammarians. * Lioss
violent to Greek syntax and lexical usage is the proposal that
a comma be placed after iméorpefar and els Luaj taken as the
hellenistic equivalent of ér, so that the meaning would be

% Horfry Alford, The Greek Testament, new ed. I:Lunl_ltl.m. 1881}, vob. 1,
p. 137 (Alford prefers the rongh breathing on 'Ifwmr-:lahm.:}.

6 1, Vernon Bartlet, *The Acts™ in The Century Bible (London, lE'f].L;I?
ad Ioe. Bartlei subsequently ehanged his mind and ar%nnd f:::r the origi-
nality of amd Tepovrarny; see his "Note on Aets xii 25, Journal of
Theological Studies, v (1002-03), pp. 438440, | .

7. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apestles, p. 252, Broee admits that this
solution “culs the knot instead of untying it.” : I

¥ See, e, g, O DL Chambers, “On a Use of the Aorsl Participle in
Sume Hellenistic Writers,” Journal of Theological Studies, xwrv (1922),
pp. 183187, and W. F. Howard, “On the Futuristic Usze of the Aorist
Participle in Hellenistie,” thd., pp. 2053-404. el .

i Sog, e, Jo H Moulton, Prelegomeno, pp. 13214, :-'L l.' Hobertson;
A Grawmmar of the Greek New Testarnent in the Light of Historienl Researe
Sth ed. (New York. 19311, pp. 861 f.
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"Barnabas and Baul returned,® after they had fulfilled at
Jerusalem their mission, bringing with them John whose othe;
narme was Mark.”’?

After long and repeated deliberation the Committee decided
that the least unsatisfactory® decision was to adopt els.

13.1 “oar b€

The later text (E H L P 33 al syr® arm and Textus Receptus)
interpolates Toves after foar &€ in order to imply that {he
gix persons about to be mentioned were nol the only prophets
and teachers in the church at Antioch, Codex Bezaes and the
Vulgate achieve the same end by replacing & 7e with ér rois
(““among whom [were]’).

13.1 Terpadpyou

Since the tendency in hellenistic Greek was to permit hiatus
for the sake of etymological clarity,! the Committee adopted
the spelling rerpaapxns (instead of Terpapyns) at each
oecurrence of the word, in accord with the following witnesses:
Mt 1418 C Z A cop=™be; Lk 3.1 {three times) B* C cops-be;
3.19 B™ C cop=-®o; 0.7 8= (R* omits & 7erp.) C E* cophis-bo,
Ae 13.1 ®* copeabe,

# L e returned to Antioch; see 131, and compare Ephracm on 12,23
(in Ropes's The Text of dcts, p. 416).

N B, eog., H. H, Wendt, DHe Aposlelgeschichte, Hte Aufl. (Gottingen,
1913), pp. 199 £.; E. Haenchen, fhe Aposielgeschichie, Ste Aufl, (Gittingen,
19590, p. 330; Blass-Debrunner-1"ank, § 205. For a full dizcuszsion of the
textual and literary problems, see J. Dupont, “‘La Mission de Payl ‘A
Jerusalem’ (Actes xii 25)," Novwum Testomentuns, 1 {1956), pp. 275303,

2 The Committee confesses that meore than once K. Lake's frank
admisgion of despair reflected its own mood: “Which is the true text?
No one knows. . .. For my part, I am in the same frame of mind as was
the scribe of Codex B, who began to write amé and ended by writing efs™
(“The Practical Value of Textual Criticism, Hlustrated from the Book of
Acts,” Hiblieal World, s = =ix [1902], p. 366). For a much more con-
fident dizcussion, coneluding that eis is indeed Lhe correct reading, see
Fierson Parker, Jowrnal of Hiblical Literafure, 1a0xxin (1964), pp. 168-170L

CCE Moulton-Howard, p. 63; Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 124
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13.3  wpoosvfduevor

The addition of TarTes after Tposevfaueror in codex Bezae
is a typical Western expansion. The omission of ameivaar by
the same manuseript must be accounted a seribal blunder, for
its uwbsenee ruins the syntax. (Blass and Clark retain the word
in their editions.} After améhvaar E vg cop®-™ 0 bty e s

acld abTovs.

13.5

Instead of Tov Aéyov Tou feot codex Bezaet® iteis syr® read
ror Ayor Tob xuptou. The latter reading veflects the Chris-
tianization of the traditional expression.?

Instead of Dmgpérny, D 614 itf syrt™ cop™ read vmype-
roiivre abrols and E ve read els diaxoviar. According to
Weiss ? these alterations were made in order to avoid deseribing
Mark as a (menial) Gmnpérns. On the other hand, however,
in Lk 1.2 the word seems to have an honorable econnotation,
for brnpérar Tot Adyov are mentioned along with eyewitnesses

of Jesus' ministry.*

13.6 oweAflovres

According to Haenchen, the Western reading, “And when
they hdd gone around the whole island as far as Paphog .. ."”

2 The two expressions occur 32 times in the manuaeripts of .-‘mt-f_l,. In
nine of these passages the mamiseript fradition ahowa no appreciable
varation. Thres of the nine instances read “word of the Lord™ (13.4%;
15.36; 19.10); six of the instances read foord of God" (4.31; 6.2; 11.1;
13.7; 17.03; 18.11), The firm attestalion for “the word of God" ia t.hltw
more frequent; il is alse the only form of the expression that appears in
the third gospel (Lk 5.1; 811, 21; 11,28). For these stalistics and & dis-
cugsion of the passages where the evidence is divided, see Jacques Dupont,
“Notes sur les Actes des Apdtres,” Kevwe Bibligue, Lxve (1953), pp. 4749

1 Der Codex £2, p. 73 |

i Far the wide variety of the usages of Drgperys in the Greek papyr,
see Moulton-Milligan, Vecabulory, and B, T. Holmes, “Luke's Description
af John Mark,” Jourral of Biblical Lierature, 11v (1935}, pp. 63-72,
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(Kot mepreABorTwr (4 dé D, omit it?) adrdre, D itee v Lueifer),
replml,-ed the commonly received text (SieAfdrres) in order to
explain why no other places on Cyprus are mentioned: the

missionaries salled southwards from Salamizs around the island
as far as Paphos®

13.6 Baptnood

Various wilnesses give the name “Bar-Jesus” in various
forms: Bapmoov (p™ R 181 242 257 460 itsie-rd yg gyrkt=
cop®l, Bapimeots (B C E 33 many minuscules E:Er‘p”f"'ﬁ
Bﬂpf._?,‘rcmﬁv (A D*H L P 81 104 326 614 1108 1611 ElE.TI
sy al), Bapumeovar (D*, —uam itd), Bapmaoup (¥,
Bapoovua (syre Fphraem), bariesuban (Lucifer), varisuns
(Opus smperfectum in Matt. xxiv.3). With Emme. hesitation
1:.[1:3 Committee agreed with Tischendorf and Ropes that the
form Bepieol best accounts for the other variant readings:
the nominative is an attempt to improve the grammar, and
the accusalive appears to be in apposition with Wrevdo-
rpogryr. The reading of D presupposzes a more exact trans-
!iter&tiun of the Semitic Bar Jeshua® (¥ 92) * which passed
into bartesubon of Lucifer and varisuas [i. e, bartsuas| of the
anonvmous Opus smperfectum tn Maff,

13.8 ’Eidupas

Instead of 'EAvpas codex Bezae reade (with a lacuna of
one letter) "Er{.Jipas. That it should he spelled ‘Erowuds
15 shown by the Latin side of the manuscript, which reads
Eiloemas, as does also Lucifer; the manuseripts of Ambrosiaster
vary between ethimas, efymas, fymas, thimas, and atrmas.
}l[rﬂnlllﬁﬂriptﬁ of Pacianus read hefymam or hefym mam. Like-
wise in support of the reading of Bezae is the addition in some

:E. Haenchen, Ide Apostelgeschichte, 5te Aufl. (1959), pp. 339 1,

; {ii; E#',_h; gﬂamﬁ] “Barjesus’ see P. W, Schmiedel in Encyelopedia Biblice
cols, and 45568, and . K. Driver's note in 4. C. O :
P i I in cClark, The Acts
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Old Latin witnesses at the end of wver. 6, where B reads
o pefepunveterar "Ehbuas, but where itéls vgme Lueifer read
paratus |1 e, "Erowuos].

It iz possible, as Harris suggested,’ that the Western tradi-
tion of ‘Erowds (or "Etowges) goes back to a source similar
to the one used by Josephus when he mentions the part played
by a Jewish magician who lived i Cyprus about this time
and who helped the procurator Felix to win Drusilla (Ac
24 24}, the wife of king Aziz of Emesa (Anfiguaties, XK. vil2Z).
Although most of the manuscripts of Josephus call the MAZICIAN
Simon, one cleventh-ventury manuseript, supported by the
Epitome of the Antiquities, gives him the name Atomos
("Aroues).®

While some scholars (including Zahn, Clemen, Wellhausen,
Ropes, A. ¢, Clark, and C. 8, C, Williams) have been im-
pressed by the parallel in Josephus, Burkitt hesitated to aceept
the identification and proposed the conjectural emendation of
6 howubs, a word which oceurs in 24.5 and which was used by
Demosthenes for o gapuards (“sorcerer”). The passage, as
Burkiti would read it, vuns: d&vfigraro 8¢ abrols & Aowos, o
whryos, obrws vyap pefepunvebeTar 76 bropa atToy, “Now
they were withstood by the pestilent fellow, the sorcerer ]
mean, for ‘pestilent fellow’ is the interpretation of the name.'"*

Despite Harris’ ingenjous argument, which broadens ihe
{esiimony supporting the Western read) ngis), the Comimttee
did not feel itsell justified in disregarding the weight of the
manugeript evidence attesting EAiupas.

T 1. Rendel Harelz, “A Curious Bezan Reading Vindicated,” Fzposilor,
Fifth Series, v (19023, pp. 189-195,

A Wiese, the editor of Josephus's works, preferred the more unusoal
name, sinece the other probably arese from conflation with the iamiliar
eyele of stories regarding Simon Magus.

0 . . Burkitl, “The Interpretation of Bar-Jesus,” Journal af Theo-
logical Siudies, 1v (1902-03), pp. 147-129.

W For w reecnt disenssion that derives 'EAfpas from Lhe Aramale
haloma  (=magician), see Lo Taure, “Elrmas —Nehelamite —Pethor,”™
Jowrnal of Bibdical Liferoture, 1xxix (1860, pi. 207314,
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13.8 sritoTews

At the close of the verse codex Bezae, with the support
of I syr®™® cop®, adds the reason why Elymas sought to
t-L{u'nnanuv.%l}r the proconsul from the faith: émrie)dn fbiora frover
avrwy (“hecause he [the proconsul] was listening with the
greatest pleasure to them'),

13.11 wapuxpﬁﬁci TE

External evidence is divided between wapayxpfud 7e, rowd
by p* 8 C 81 623 1175 vg syr® cop®™ eth, and rapaxpiua 8¢,
read by p" A B E H L I most minuscules syr* cop® arm,
*:vhilc codex Bezae goes ils own way wilh ral edféws. The
frequent use of e in Aets and Luke’s fondness for mapaxpiua
{all but two of its 18 occurrences in the New Testament are in

Luke-Acts) led the Committee to prefer the reading of p®
B O 81 al

13.12

Curiously, though codex Bezae is especially fond of rére!
here it substitutesz de for rore. |

Im order to heighten and elarify the narrative D10 iteie
syt Lucifer Ephraem and Vigilus add édaipager kal before
emigrevgey, and D adds 78 fed after it. (“The proconsul,

whlen he saw what had occurred, marvelled and believed w0 God,
being astonished . , . ') |

13.14  mw Lhiodiar (B

The genitive case implies that Antioch was in Pisidia, which
af the time reflected in the passuge it was not. In the expression
Avrwoyear Ty Iwobtar, the word functions as an adjee-

e : ) : ,
1] ! ‘:&H .Lhe list drawn up by Lake and Cadbury, whe observe that “it
'_'rﬂ'."{:']_ s found more than twice as often In the Western text of Acts as in
the Neutral,” The Beginnings of Chelstinndly, vol, 1v, p. 123,
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tive (= 1liotdecnr), meaning “Pisidian Antioch,” that is, the
Antioch {of Phrygia) which was toward or over against or
near Pisidia (as Strabo xiuivid, v . . . "Avmiexear . . . TRV
rpos 75 Lluaedi). In the provineial reorganization of Diocletian
(a.p. 205) Antioch was assigned to Pisdia, being made the
capital of the extended province of Pisidia; thereafter the
expression “Antioch of Pisidia” came into vogue, & usage that

s reflected in the later text of this passage '

13.18  érpomodopnoer [D}

The evidence is singularly evenly balanced between érpo-

wogbpyaer (“he bore with [them|”) and érpododopnoer (“he

earcd for [them]”}.* The author is doubtless alluding to I
1.31, where the Septuagint text, in rendering R&, preseols
(he same two variant readings: érpogoddpnoer (so B and
9% ather mss.: érpomogop. ten mss.) e xiptos 0 Beos gou,
@5 € Tis Tpopodophaer (B al; Tpomogop. B* N 75 Origen™)
&vllpwmes Tov vldy abrob. In Acts a majority of the Com-
mitlee regurded érpomogdpnaer to be slightly better attested
(by Alexandrian and several Weslern witnesses). (On the other
hand, one has the fealing that in the context it is more likely
that reference should be made to God’s interposition and
efforts in behall of the Isruelites rather than his forbearance
in the face of their ingratitude; ihe problem iz whether the
ereater appropriatencss was sensed by the author or by copyists,
On balanee it seemed best to adopt the reading thal differs
from the prevailing Septuagint text, on the ground that seribes

i Gee W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Romaen Emgpare, pp. 25 £, and
A, H. M. Jones, The Oities of the Eastern Roman Provinces (Oxford, 1937],
pp. 128 .

t: Take and Cadbury raise the question whether there is cvidence that
the word Tpogodopelr really existed in Greek, and refer to Blass's state-
ment, “Non video quomodse formari potuerit Tpogdod., at est formatum
Toomod, (Cie. ad Att, 13, 20, 2)=dépear Tow Tpomor ripos, palienter
ferre aliquem. Ftiam 2 Maee. 727 minime de 7podq agitur,” Acta
eposioloruem | ., editio philologiea, p, 148
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would have been more likely 10 accommodate the two than to
make them diverge,

13.19  woi reafeday

The initial xai iz absent from B 81 cop™; it 15 present in
pi® A CDEHL P and almost all minuscules. Deapite Ropes’s
argument for taking (as Westeott and Hort did) the preceding
ws as “when,'” the Committes regarded it as less cumbersome
syntax and more in the style of Luke when numerals are
involved to understand @s as “about,” and therefore was
disposed to explain the absence of kal as haplography due to
the following xafeldan.

13.19 7w {C]

Although alroets may have been omitted beeause 1t seemed
o be too clumsy with the following alrior, a majorily of the
Committee preferred the shorter reading (supported, as it is,
by early witnesses vepresenting the Alexandrian and the
Western types of text), and explained the insertion of afrols
either as an assimilation to Dt 3.28 or as an expansion made in
the Interest of clarvification (“he gave them their land as an
inheritancea),

18.20  ws éreqv . . . pero Tabra (D}

The problems of wverses 19 and 20 are both textusl and
exegetical. The Textus Reeeplus (following D E P ¥ and
most minuscules) speaks of the period of the judges following
the divizion of Canasn: “and after that he gave unto them
Judges abhout the space of four hundred and fifty vears until
Bamuel the prophet™ (AY), On the other hand the Alexandrian
text transfers the temporal elause to the end of ver, 19, and
thus makes the four hbundred fitty vears cover a period prior
to the mstitution of the judges; *. . when he had destroyed
seven nabions in the land of Cansan, he gave them their land
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4z an inheritance, for about four hundred and fifty wyears.
(20) And after that he gave them judges untl SBamuel the
prophet” (RSV).

The chronological reckoning involved in the reading of the
Texius Receptus agrees almost exactly with that of Josephus
(443 years, according to Anfiguities, viiriil), and both differ
widely from 1 Kgs 6.1, where it is said that Solomon {who
lived long after the judges) began his temple in the four hundred
anid eightieth (3o the Hebrew text; but the SBeptuagint text
reads four hundred and fortieth) year after the Exodus. The
reckoning that lies behind the Alexandrian text evidently
covers the four hundred years of the stay in Egypt (ver. 17)
plus the forty years in the wilderness (ver. 18], plus about ten
vears for the distribution of the land (Jos 14).4

On the surface, however, the Alexandrian text appears Lo
limit the four hundred fifty vears to the time thai passed
between the division of the land by Joshua and the institution
of the judges.® Il was probably in order to prevent the reader
from drawing such an erroneous conclusion that scribes trans-
posed the temporal clause to the following sentence, producing
the reading of the Textus Heceptus.

Tt may be added that when modern translators of the
Alexandriun text break up the one Greck sentence of verses
17, 18, and 19 into several different sentences, it iz almost
inevitable that the reader will take the temporal clause of
ver, 19 as referring only to the final sentence.’

14 8o, ¢ g, Loke and Cadbury, Haenchen, ef al

5 That the author of the Alexandrian text canoot have intended such
& meaning is shown by (1) the verb xarexhnoowdunder, which rpEnrs_w
& definite polnt of time and not to a perlod of more than four centuries;
and (2) the usage of the dative case {in distinetion from the accusatives
of time In verses 18 and 210 to embrace the whole period from the date
implied 1n ver.d17 to the divislon of the promised land.

16 The New American Standard Bible (Ta Habra, Calif., 1963) allempts
to prevent the reader from drawing such an inferenee by punctuating ver. 14
with = dash (©. .. distributed their land as an inheritanee—all of which
took aboul four hundred and filty years™)
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13.23  7ypayer (B}

Not only does #yayer have strong and varied support,
but in view of the presence of fyewper in ver. 22, it is easy lo
understand how copyists would have altered the less usual
verb to the more characteristic expression.

13.23 owripa Inootv

Instead of reading “(God has brought to Israel a Saviour,
Jesus,” p™ H L and about fifty minuscules read “God has
brouzht to Israel salvation.” The error arose, as Tischendorf
observes, through a palacographical oversight, when cpa N
( =gwripe 'Ingotv) was read as cpran { =gwrypiar), or
CIITHPAIN 45 CUWTHPIAN,

13.25 7i €ué

The reading i éué is supported by p™ 8 A B (81 7{ uoe
[=uel) 915 cop®™ eth, whereas the reading rive pe iz sup-
ported by p" C D L H L P ¥ most minugeules vg syre®
coph arm. IHere the Alexandrian text corresponds to Aramaie
usage,” and the Western and the Byzantine Greek Lexts reflect
linguistic improvement,

It is possible to take i as equivalent to a relative pronount®
and so to replace the question mark afler elvar with a commsa
(resulting in the meaning, “I am not what you think I am'’;
50 Haenchen and NEB).

13.26 riuiv {B}

The mterchange of v for 9 (both were pronounced ég), and
viee versa, was a common blunder among Greek seribes (for
example, earlicr in the verse A I 81 read é fuly instead of the

L G Torrey, The Compostfion and Dale of Acts, pp. 37 1
W omee Blass-Debronner-Funk, § 2085, 4, and O, 10 D. Monle, An fdiom
faok of New Testamen! Greek (Cambridge, 19533, p. 124
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ohviously correct €y buty). In the present case the context as
well as a combination of Alexandrian and Western witnesses
strongly suppord the first person pronoun.

13.27-29

The Lext of these three verses circuluted n & variety of
forms, the shortest being that of the Mﬂ}m.ndria?n witnesses.
Qeveral forms of the Western text (or, several Western types
of text) supply various additions in order to p:jm-ide 3 IMOTE
complete, though summary, account of Jesus’ tr‘ml and death.
Here and there the text of codex Bezae is obviously corrupt
and ungrammatieal. By using evidence an?. the Harclean
Syriac and the Old Lafin witnesscs Blass, Hilgenfeld, Zahnr
Ropes, and Clark reconstructed what em:hl regardﬂq ag the
original Western text. Ropes’s rer:nna{nmtmn,*‘-‘_ which may
be selected as repregentative of a median lext, 15 as follows:
(27) ol yap KATOLKOUVTES €V ’prr:nugu;}w}# ..mi nnl :EiszﬂrTE?
abrfis, un ouvLErTEs TS *fpmﬂ:s TGy m::m;m*rwu Tas KOTG
Fay oaffartoy AVEYELVRTKOLEVAS ETT}':T}',DUJH':’.I.I-"J [Eﬂ}r Kal
pnbeptar alrlay fovarov eLpOVTES £V ::r.i'ﬂf:j upelvovTes avTov,
ropébokay Techary s avetpesy (24 @s fé IE‘J;E}'LGUL" TAVTE
T4 wepl alTOU YEYPALLEIR, ATOUVTO TOV HFfF‘aﬂ:Tw perd Td
sravpeifvec alréy aro Tob ELhov mﬁ'mgeﬁ'qum} KGi €mLTU-
xévres’mﬂe?}mu kot Hineay els yrmueloy [*'E‘pr those whn live
i Jerusalem and her rulers, not understanding® the seriptures
of the prophets, which are read every sabbath, T ?ﬂﬁllsl:.d them,
(28) and though they found no cause of 1{!9,.1’[-1} in him, a_ftu:
having judged him they delivered him to Pilate for desiruetion;

w ], H. Hopes, "Detached Note on xii27-20" The Tezt of Acts,
pp- 261-26a. ‘

» O the diffierence between the Alexandrian and the Western Tepre-
centation of Uhe Jews' culpability, see E. J. Lpp, “The Tgnorance Mn_tlf
in Acts and Anti-Judaic Tendencies in Codex Bezae,” Hureerd Theologieal
Feew, v (1962), pp. H7-50, and idem, The Theological Tendency of
Coder Hesne Cantabrigienats in Acls (Cambridge, 18667, pp. 41-al.
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(29) and as they were fulfilling all that was written COTCErning
him, they begged Pilate, after he was erucified, for him to be
taken down from {he tree; and having gained their request,
they took him down and put him into a tomh’)

13.31  [riv]

The evidence for and against the inclusion of vov is curlonsly
ambiguous. On the one hand, its varying position (after el
i &, before it in A C 81), its expanded form {@xpt viv in D),
and its omission altogether by B and the ecclesiaztics] text,
suggest that it was added in various places. On the other hand,
however, the fact that in similar passages (2.32; 3.15: 5.32,
10.39) 1t s not read (even as a variant reading), suggests that
it was not wdded here by seribes but comes from the author.
Its absenee in some witnesses may be secounted for either
because it was regarded as Uunnecessary, or because the apostles
not only now first, but for a long time past, were witnesses.

In order to represent the balance of possibilities, the Com-
mitlee decided to print viiv before elelr but to encloze it within
square brackets,

13.33  |adrdv] Auiv (D)

Although guéyv is by far the best attested reading, it gives
8 most improbable sense (sinee the promise was made to the
fathers, we expect to read that il was fulfilled, not “to owr
children” but “to #hedr children’ ). On the other hand, both
abriy and adrdy fHulv are so cminently appropriate that if
either had been the original reading, one eannot understand
how the readings Hu@r and Hulv could have arisen.

G D Kilpatelek, who adopts fude, sugmests that here the author
himself made & slip of the pen and wrote nonsense (“An Eclectic Htudy of
Lhe Text of Acts," Biblical and Palristic Studies in Memaory of Rober!

Pieree Cusey, edited by J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W Thomson
[Freibuarg, 1063, p. 74).

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 411

Qeveral conjectural emendations have been p;npm:d: 111E:
cluding ép’ fudv (“in our time”}. hf‘ Lachnﬂnann . &nhﬂﬁ:{:n,
rahpwrer Auly kel Tols TervoLs T?.Hi'-‘j" by 'Dha:iaj 1.;..- £ gy
pares 2.39. While the seribe of ms, 142 (eleventh centu f.r ) :
preserved what many regard as the correct reading, je | a?
done so only, so to speak, accidﬁfntally or by a happy Lijri;i:l:
ture. At the same time 1t is }'lﬂEEIII}]E to argue Lhaila the raaﬂati
abTdy Huiv in the great majority of withesses 15;& r:,fa:;t: thL
reading and therefore p;z:fqents: & strong presumption
arly existence of the reading nuiv. |
y: E;‘i:éztrf:;itee, though agreeing wi?:h Hnrlt’s_ ]Iudgment. i;‘}_mt.
“it ean hardly be doubted that qudv is a primitive {;:wn;l:l.i:i
of fute® felt compelled by the PTEd?ﬂunﬂFmi r:t ex .;:ﬁ %
evidence to print alr@p fule, but, 1 view O tu? ’I“mu&-\'th]in
tional eonsiderations mentioned above, to enclmaelavﬁrm;«l m; 5
square brackets., Besides the i.'_:ll.‘it-uﬁlihl'}' _t‘f:ndrfermg 1’_1 ﬂ-Wde
Huiv, it has been proposed to take Aty with what fol L;x?lsf apnn
to I,t;ml.tﬂ:lte, “This promise God has f u[i:fllcd fm:.:i‘rtﬁ ;jl; ¢ Zm
having for us raised up Jesus™ (so W.i P' Burnside, The Aects
of the Apastles [Cambridge, 1916], p. 163).

13.33 Inooiv

Qoveral Western witnesses expand 'Inootv by mﬂtd:ngr TOV
¢ v X ) ppE Ambrozse) or Toy KUpLOY
kiprov Ineoty Xpioroy (1D cop™= Amb Bedhovink
fu@r Ineotiv (614 syr® Hilarv). It is obvious that if et EL
- ey e 1 fists W : g
these had been the original reading, copyists wﬂuuld Emt, rhi;h
deliberately shortened the text so as to pmdu{:& Inootiv, w
is read by the overwhelming mass of witnesses.

@ Prefaee to his 2nd edition, vel. 1r, p. ix. 1
2 lel- Chase, The Credibility of the Eook of the Acts of the A postles
London, 1902), p. 187, n. L. _ g . ] B0
I: L;'I‘."ii"-lﬁtf&s on Select Readings,” p. 95 With Haore ﬂéir'-‘"'T'-"a!—r- "-'U.]{-';T
( Bxpostlor, Highth Series, X (10153, p. 438), Ropes x_-_f he Tex {;‘;,- rma.l
p 1243, Haenchen (Kommentar, ad log.), and Evald Livestam (Som
Sawiowr [Lund, 1961], pp. 7-8).
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13.33 76 . .. bevrépe (D

It 15 not known when numerals were fref assigned to the
Pzalms. There is some patristic and rabbinieal evidenee {hat
in the early Christian period what is now reckoned as the
second Psalm was regurded as the continuation of the first
Psalm. In his comments on the second Pealm Origen slates
that he had two Hebrew manuscripts, in one of which the
second Psalm was joined to the first. In illustration of such an
ordering of the Psalms he refers to the present passage in Acts,
where the statement, “Thou art my Son, today I have be-
gotten thee,” is identified as a quotation from the first Psalm,
whereas in the Greek manuscripts (here Urigen means 1 he
Septuagint) this Psalm is indicated (umpver) as the second.
At the same time, one should not overlook the fuct, he adds,
that no Hebrew manuseript of the Psalms aclually containg g
number, such as “flirst™ or “sceond” or “third "

Both the Jerusulem and the Babylomian Talmuads contain
examples of rabbinical exegesis that count the first and seeand
Paalms as one Psalm.® [n quoting the two Psalms Justin
Martyr passes from the first 1o the second without indicat-
ing any break (Apol. 1.40), und Fusebiis, Apollinaris, and
liuthymius Zigabenus (all of whom, however, are probally
dependent upon Origen) refer 1o thiz Hebres practice.

Om the Latin side Hilary discusses at length in his treatise
on the Psalms whether the apostle Paul made an error when,
m Acts, he designated the quotation as coming from the
first Psalm. Likewize in some manuseripls Tertullian (ady.
Marcionem, 1v.22) and Cyprian (Testimonde, 1©.13: 111.112)

® Hee Jerusalem Talmud, Taanith, fol. 65, 3, quoted by John Lightioot,
Horae hebraivee of inlmudicae, ed, by Lobert Crandell, wol. v (Dxford,
1328}, pp. 1191, and Babylonian Talmud, Beraketh. fol h, translated
by Maurice Simon, in the Soncing edilion (London, 1%48), pp. 301, 1n
hoth cases the purpose of making such an enumeration is to enable the
opehing verse of Psalm 20 oo stand tmmediately after the vighteenth
Fealm, in the interest of drawing a parailel with the Eighteen Benedietionm:

—
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adduce passages from the second Paalm under the rubrie of
P .2 _ :
M]?f::lz;,j?if:iing the Greek manuscripl ewdr::mf: of W;’m f;jﬁ
it is apparent that the reading “second Pzalm ' was very widely
disseminated—all uncials except D _rem:i rﬁfwepq:.-. ! :
{Omn the other hand, the patrstic evz.r_ienﬂf for ?rpm:[rq.rr %
i not overwhelming {as Clark characterizes it], at least very
]m’!l?‘lh[ifﬂ?e;-tua,]; critic must weigl'{ [}mbahiiit?'_els: was 1t m:;-;
likely that Luke was acquainted with the trgdlt‘,}ﬂn thiat nm:ix]; o
the first two Psalms as one, and later editors or tra,f"]sq: tiw
altered his Tpdrw to devrepy to conform 10 what h_emme\ ]E:
neual enwmeration, or wag ?rpthuI:EJ‘subﬁ-n-ur_.ed b;,er m:}nlugl:-; .
who was sequainted with the rabbinical practice of combining
i}
mgﬁlis the teading of p®, Tots Yaluols, 1;1:_: hfg pﬁferreir_.mnzz
only because it is the oldest, but For trmnscr:ptmm ﬂi-eaimt:hp;
well?® The variety of positions at which the numer {Iv-l‘_. 1 é,
TpdTe o deuTépw) is introduced makes both numerals su

% Ty his edition of Tertullian in the Corpus Smr:-mrum_ dE:ccEfa::jmf:iiﬁ
Latinorume Krovmann abandons the: ﬁtdest. r:mm{ﬂﬂ?i:-:ﬂcf_vl _+,:r:€{“ t_heT L.,.,-;-,,
in secunde psalmoe. The manuscripl T-E‘E-t.llijll:’ll‘l_'g.-. of Cypria Erihs i e
passages menlioned is divided, some l'EE!A!HIELI i _mmﬂﬁq@wreﬁ i].‘ﬂm o
nbtwr' ifetances all manuseripls of T.-;&f.fz:i-rwnm mte pﬂ .a,g;ciererwm e
second Pealm as in pesalmo ,m:u.nriﬂ.. l‘u]'ﬁ f:-t.!'.u—:.r E:Iﬂtﬂﬁf.lf s Jq_é.,jmid,
Paul de Lagarde, “Novas Psalterii Hragm pditionis F.‘]:':ILI;IELT!I;:T .m b
fungen der .I:-rmigf-ichen {Fezellzohafl der T’F’-!.Essrmmrfﬂ,ﬂ;n 24 ﬂ;{; dﬁ d;m;ﬁ#jgﬂ_
fiE:éiE.ﬂ. pp. 16-18; for o discusyion, see S?fhtizifg;f THLE] r
chi ipzi Vi, pp. 83 a )
5‘-‘1"!-1?'3-"5:* iﬂ éfziitq ’E"I';z{;lp:::i rt?]rij ,r'% ;mslfﬁsJ p. 356, Hopes, x:.:!m dev-::-tﬂls &::
ext:}n‘tlxlsd ITLE: T.n.'.ujt.hl-: problemn (The Text of Acts, pp- 263-265), alzo adopis
mpwTe as original in Acts. _ :

18 Pisehendor! and Souter cite {(but with _ ter
o nieig?ﬂﬁ:gﬁtury semi-uncial manusuripl-f]lﬂli in EuapuTL of tl::: ﬁ:; I:::?:-:
ol the numeral; upon Inspeetion by Dﬁr:n {x I’.'\-?nrm: 1 {J\’rfﬂ:r:tl: .LE pﬂﬁg_m
aseertained that this manuseript reads ws ks & Tm_g#'li!,: mi- ;yﬁ:}* i
(see 1. K, Smothers in Recherches de science veligieise, :

pp. 467 1.

A, gueation mark) the tenth
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pect. The rabbinieal evidence for counting the two Psalms as
one 18 hinked, as was mentioned above, with the currency of
the Fighteen Benedictions; but it is generally agreed thai in
the first century this liturgical set of prayers contained fewer
than eighteen (perhaps twelve) benedietions, and so such an

meentive to join the two Psalms could not have operated at
thal early date.

Yet, if the shorter reading is regarded as original, one has
the difficulty of explaining why, in this rassage alone o the
New Testament, almost all scribes thought it necessary to
identify the quotation by using a numeral with Pahud, Does
not this tradition suggest that the author had used one or the
other numeral 7

In view of the balance in transeriptional probabilities a
majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of four
of the great uncials, supported as they are by p™ 33 81 af
preferred the reading ré Yahud yéyparrar 74 Sevrépw.

13.33 o€

The Western tlext (D wg™ syrt™ g 7 continues the
quotation by adding Ps 2.8, ailrgoar map’ éuob kal fdow got
e TRV kAnpovoutar gou, kal THY kaTdayeoiy oou T4 TépaTa
Ths vHs (“Ask of me and I will give you Gentiles for your
inheritance, and for your possession the ends of the earth’}.

18.34 om (1)

Instead of 67t (1), which resumes the quotation hegun at
the beginning of ver. 33 (8ri), D 614 2412 jteis ve™ Hilary

® According to Zahn, in his fiest edition of Actz Tauke followed the old
Jewish synagogal vsage in the publie reading of Pealms 1 and 2 as oni,
whereas laler either Luke himzelf altered the numers] (Lo accommodate
bhe reference to the seriptural usage current in Greek congregations) or
various seribes made the alteration (sec Die Apostelgeschichis des Laucas
\Leipzig and Erlangen, 1921], p. 443). It mayv be wsked, however, what
evidence exists to prove that in the first century Lhe Psalms were ineluded
in the lectionary of seripture readings for EVNAgOLUe 2ervices?
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continue with a somewhat casier and more loosely articulated
: qion introduced by éTe.

mﬁrt;::;h:?p?l:lz VET, E.cf with the following material:® ”He
has raised him up from the dead n such o way 48 DEVEr Again
to return to decay, that all the people may knuwl .:mrfﬁ do penance
(he had said thus) this nemely s the way which 15 wrillen n
Isaias the prophet, 1 will give you the hm%y ”ﬂ:rz..:i everlasiing
covenant and sure (promizes) mercies of Dawvid.

13.38 &ua Tovrov .
The reading g Tovrou (“through this man,™ & A B C D

I P many minuscules) s more &pmeriati i HTE mnt-::xi
(compare év TolTo, ver. 39) than dua Tobro ("lor this reason,

;;“ B 61 326 436 1175 1838 al). The latter reading muay have
arisen accidentally when T fell out by !'mplug,raphy. T}‘lhe
reading Hié adrol (E 218 425 611 642 KOH {fi,n suftenﬁ:‘:f haf
could be taken as a slightly disrespectful tone in TovTou (Vihis

fellow™). The reading &d Totror {(919) is an orthographie

i
&

wariant,

13.38-39

In order to smooth the r;rmst.rum.imzt Ty .amph‘fgflingl the
sense the Western text makes several Insertions: Through
this man forgiveness of sins ig proclaimed to you, m‘n:i ?'epe:-ar-iuﬂ;r:ea
(perdvora, D wvg™ (syrd ¥ and {:n:lap“ﬁ hefore kaTa ];'—
':fé?'tETm}] from all those things from which you eould ni:r’g-mc
freed by the law of Moses; by him ﬂhe?'a_fe}rﬁ {m,n;'uJ D 61:1 ;}E 1};
every one that believes is freed before God” (roapa ek
(syri™ dmwo feol)).

13.40  emeAfln (C]

The uddition of é@’ Duds scems to be a natural supglemcm
that scribes felt to be necessary in the context. Had it been

=

¥ ZBpg above, p.o 348, fooinote 3,
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present originally, there is no good reason that would account
for its being dropped.

13.40  év rols wpodriTaus

Cop® makes the reference more explicit, “what is said in
Habakkuk the prophet.”

13.41  epyov (2)

The second instance of pvor (p 8 A B (33 81 1765 1827
v coptt by was omitted (D KL P 104 216 326 429 915 1881
HEer gyreh gl either beeause it was felt to be redundant, or
in order to assimilate the text to the Septuagint text of Hab 1.5,

13.41 dpiv

At the close of Paul's speech 1D addz ral éoivynoar, and 614
syt M T eop®s add kal éolynoer. The former reading de-
scribes the deep impression that the apostle's words made on
hig hearers; the latter reading indieates merely that he had
finished his address,

13.42 adrawv {A]

The ambiguity of the earliest text (“as they [1. e. the aposiles]
went out, they [i. e. the people] besought them . .."”") was re-
lieved by expapsions serving to identily the several proups.
Thus, in the Textus Heceptuz (Tollowing P (49 056 and most
minuseules) the subject of éfworrwry 15 v&v Tovdatwy, and this
12 balanced by 7a & as the subject of Tapexdhovr (see the
comments on the following set of vanants).

13.42 maperddovy . . . odfBaror {C}

The Textus Receptus (see the comments on the preceding
set of varlants) adds re €y, probably because it was con-
sidered necessary that the request to speak again should be
ascribed to the Genliles, 10 view of the hostility of the Jews
(ver. 45).
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Instead of perafl, which more properly means “between™
and only in common parlance “next,” codex Bezae preferred
the unambiguous ékfs.

Codex Laudianus (1), which has very short lines (somefimes
but o single word), aceidentally omitz waperaiovr; codex
Vaticanus likewize omits it, but mserts another verh (which
can also mean “they were asking’) after eaSSaror.

The fact that there is a certain amount of repeiition between
verses 42 and 43, as well ag the ambiguty referred to in the
comments on the previcus set of variants, aceounts for the
multiplication of variant readings. Hort was inclined to think
that the excgetical difficulties ponted to the existence of a
primitive error that had infected all witnesses, and suggested
that “perhaps "Afwobwrwy should replace "'Efdbrrev, and
rapekarovy and the stop at the end of the verse be omutted.”™®
The resulting text, howewver, which involves ftwo genitives
absolute before the main verb, can hardly be regarded as supe-
rior to the reading attested by the majority of the old unecials,
Kven less plausible is the proposal to take wapekahovr as “a
corruption of wap' ‘AuBaxovn (or perhaps map’ "ASaxkolu—
i poszible form)—i. ¢, ‘from Habakkuk’: originally o sidenote
to the effect that the guotatiom in v. 41, with which Paul's
speech ends, was made from that prophet.”® Apart from the
fact ﬂm}t rapa was not the preposition normally uzed to denote
the origin of a quotation, the resulting syntax of the sentence
without wapesdhovr iz impossibly chaotie,

13.43-44

After Baprafa 614 ol syr* v ¢ insert abwotivres Pamri-
offgrac (“asking that they be baptizedd), an addition which,

n A Notes on Select Headings,” p. 95, The emended text could be
translated, “When they asked that they speak these words fo them on
the next sabbath, and alter the synagogue [meeting] was dismissed, many
Jews and devout converts to Judaism followsd Paal....”

# 5o E. E. Kellett; “Note on Acta xii 42, Fopestfory Times, Xxx1v
(1922-23), pp. 185180,



118 A TEXTUAL COMMENTALLY

as Huenchen says, was made in order to give content to the
exhortation that they “continue in the groee of God.”

At the close of wer. 43 codex Laudianus (K} cop®Y and the
Greek text known to Bede add éyévero € karta magar moiy
duiobtrar 7oy Adyor (“And it came to pass thal the word
was spread throughout all the ecity”). The verb @nuifew
oceurs elsewhere in the New Testament only at Mt 2815
as a variant reading of deadguifewr, The addition was probably
made in order to explain how it was that on the following
sabbath almost the whole city gathered together.

“odex Bezae, supported in part by syrt™® cop®¥, makes
even more extensive additions: “And 1t came to pass that the
word of God went throughout the whole city (éyévero Ge
kafl' OAns THs whhews ciedfety Tor Adyor toi feol). And the
next sabbath almost the whole (§An for wdoe) city gathered
together to hear Paul. And when he made a long discourse
about the Lord (dxotiocar Ilabhov. mohiy e Myoy woupoa-
uévor™ mepl ToU suplov) and the Jews saw the multitudes,
they were filled with jealousy, and contradicted the words
{rols Adyors) spoken by Paul, contradicting and {arrihéyorres
kat) blaspheming.'

13.44  7ov Adyor Tob kupiov {C}

TLuke, as well as the other New Testameni writers, uses
the expression ¢ Advyos tot feol more frequently than o Adyos
ot kvptov.® In view of the rather evenly balanced external
allestalion, a majority of the Committee judged 1t more
probable that the more frequently used phrase was substituted
for the less frequently used one, than viee versa.

13.45 fSAaogmuotvres {B}

A majority of the Committee preferred the shorter text, re-
eurding the longer reading as a Western expansion. The reading

1 Clompare the Western addition at 11.2, wohvw Myor wowoiueros.
# For statistics, see above, p. 401, foolnote 2,
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évavTwovperol. kal appears to be an attempt to avoid the
tautology which arrihéyorres makes with aeréleyor.

13.48 Tov Adyor Toil kupiov |[C}

The accusative is the object of édbfalor. Now, the ex-
prossion dofalerr rov feor occours frequently, but defalew
ror hoyor Tob Peoll {or xvploy) iz not found clsewhere. Prob-
ably for this reason codex Bezae substitutes édébavro (“‘re-
ceived"). Other seribes and translators omitted 7or Advor
and made Tor feov the object of the verb, and several (ineluding
those responsible Tor 614 876 1704 2412 and syr!™) reworded the
text to produce édofelor Tor Bedr ral érioTevoar T4 Aoy
Toti kuptov (“glorified God and believed the word of the Lord™).

As was the case in ver. 44, so here also the Committee judged
that it was more likely that 7ér Advor rob xuptov would be
supplanted by the more frequent vov Aovor 7ou feol, than
viee versa, especially sinee & Advyos Tov kvplov oceurs in ver. 49,

13.50 EL-E:_J'}-"IH_:JII-'

Codex Bezae, partly supported by E, adds Oh0lor peyainy
ki before Suwypor (. . . stirred up great affliction and persecu-
tion agmnst Paul and Barnabas'); for a similar Western ex-
pansion, see 8.1,

#

14.2-7

The Western text of these verses adds a number of details
that serve, among other things, to smooth away what, in the
ordinary text, is a seeming lack of coherence between verses
2 and 3 (where mention iz made of the opposition of the Jews:
therefore the apostles remained for a long time), According
to codex Bezae (with support in part from syr®™® and cop®)
the passage” runs as follows (italics mark the chiefl additions
and changes): “But the chiefs of the synagogue of the Jews and
the riders of the simagogue |=vr™™® omits “of the synagngue,”
Lhus adentifying ‘the rulers’ as those of the previeusly men-




—
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tioned Icomians] stirred wup for themselves' persecution againasl
the vighteous (oi 8¢ dpxiovrdywyor T@v lovialwy xal ol
dpxovres Ths ouraywyfs emnyeayor alTols Guwypor koTd
réor Swkalewy), and poizoned the minds of the Gentiles against
the brethren, But the Lord soon gave peace (¢ d€ xlplos édwrer
raxy elpnrmr), (3) So they remained for a long time, speaking
boldly for the Lord, who bore witness to the word of tus grace,
granting <igns and wonders (o be done by their hands. (4) But
the people of the city were divided; some sided with the Jews,
and some with the apostles, cleaving fo them on account of the
word of God (kohhaperor did Tov Aovyor Totl Jeob). (3) When
an attempt was made [again, so gyr"™ cop®7| by both Gentiles
and Jews, with their rulers, to molest them |a second fome,
so syrt™F cop®¥] and to stone them [it? and syr"™® state that
they did stone them], (6) they learned of it and [syr"™ copf®
om. “learned of it and”] fled to Lystra and Derbe, cities of
Lyeaonia, and to the whole (BAnw ie added after wepixwpov)
surrounding country; (7) and there they preached the gospel,
and the whole mullitude was moped by [drew near o, cop™]
the leaching. And Poaul and Barnabas steyed on i Lystra
(xal éxewhfn dhov 16 whHfos érl Th Sbaxy. o 6é llathos
xat Baprafas duérpuFor év AbaTpows).”

The greater smoothness of the Western text is probably a
mark of itz secondary character? for all the additions secem
to be comments caleulated to remedy the difficulty of the
ordinary texi.® _

Wendt* and Moffatt? sceure a smoother text by transposing

11t is not quite certain how alrels is to be taken. Normally one
would regard it as the objecl of &rlin the verb, “stirred up parseciiion
against them,” but the following kara Taw dicalwe scoms to render it
superfluous, It may represent, ss Torrey sugpests, the Aramaic ethieal
dative (Documents of the Primitive Church, pp. 124, 138, 147}, and 1t 1=
taken thus in the translation above, See also the comments on ver. 27.

T8 I, F, Bruee, The Aotz of the A postles, p. 277,

5 8o Cadbury and Lake, The Beginnings of Chrisfiandly, vol. 1v, p. 161

i Die Apostelgeschichie, 1913, p. 218, Anm. 2.

8 The Newn Testamend, a New Tronslaiion, in loc.

b
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ver. 3 1o what they assume to be its original position between
verses 1 and 2. Haenchen takes the aorist verbs in ver. 2 as
mgressive  (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, §318) and regards the
Western fext as an unnecessary expansion of what is already
expressed in the usual text.®

14.8  [émt] 7@ Advew

O the one hand, the overwhelming weight of exiernal evi-
denece reads 7é0 My (pHPR¢B C D E L P and apparently all
minuscules), whereas only a few wilnesses read éwl 78 Aoy
(M* A ayre cop™). On the olther hand, éwd is such an unusual
conslruction after paprvpety that, according to the opinion
of Ropes (ad loc.}, it is probably genuine, perhaps being derived
from an Aramaic original (5¥), Desiring to take into aceount
both these considerations, a majority of the Committee decided

to include émt in the text, but to enclose it within square
brackets.

14.6 ouwmdovres katéduyor
Far cuwiddvres rgatéduyor, Hammond conjectured omet-
dovres, “they made haste and fled” (see footnote 7 on p. 395).

14.6 lukaovias

After Avkaorlas the palimpsest it adds (as deciphered by
. 8, Buchanan)® sicut ths dizerat ers LX [XTI] (“jusi as Jesius
had said to the Heventy-two'’), The reference is to the words
of Jesus in Lk 10.10-12.

b Die A postelgeschichie, ad lag,

Tt should be mentioned that some of Buchanan’s palacographical
work has come under severc eriticism; see H. A, Banders, “Buchanans
Fublikationen altlateinischer Texte, eine Warnung,” Zedlschrifl far dis
neutestomentliche Wissenachaft, xx1 (1922}, pp. 281-299, and comparc
the annolation on item no. 936 in 13, M, Metzger's Annofated Bibliography
af the Terlual Criticiem of the New Tesfoment, 19214-1959 (Copenhagen,
1833). As Hopes pointz out {ad lee) "no other anthorily seems to give
any hint of thiz #loss”
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14.8  advvartos ev Adorpors

The omission of the phrase ér Adorpos in D I eop® 15 to
b secounted for either beecause 1t was felt to be unnecessary
owing to its presence in the immediately previous sentence
(in 1), or hecause it dropped out due to palacographical
similarity with the adjacent édélwaros, when written in uncials,

Degpite the rather slender external support for the reading
arp adtvaros év AloTpows Tols weoiv (only ®* B 1175),
a majority of the Committee preferred it to the reading arnp
év AbeTpos adtvaros tols wooiy (p* B° A C H L P most
minuscules) because the former has the appearance of being
primitive and seems to ory out for rearrangement, whereas if
the latter reading, which 15 the smoother of the two, were
original, it is difficult to aceount for the emergence of the other,

14.58-9

Several Western witnesses introduce a variety of expansions.
At the close of ver. 8 ith adds (according to Berger) the phrase
|abens tilmorem det (“having the fear of God”™) |Buchanan
eonuld not read der in the manyseript, which is a palimpsest].
According to Blass, the intention of the addition 13 to deseribe
the cripple as a Jewish proselyte. In accord with this mterpreta-
tion of the phrase 15 the addition to ver. 9 in the same witness,
“he heard the apostle gladly’ (Libenter =ndéws). Codex Bezae
moves the phrase Lo ver, 9, and after Aelolivros reads drapywy
év ¢gofw, where its meanping 15 more difficult fo interpret;
Zahn thinks 1t means “heing in despair,” but Ramsay still
takes it to mean that he was a “Godfearer.” The reading of
ité2 makes the man's faith the result of Paul’s preaching,
fae cwm audissel Pawlum logquentem, credidit ("When he had
heard Paul speaking, he belteved™). After “speaking” cop®
cxpands with eireumstantial detail: “"He had Deen wishing to

LWL M. Bamnsay, 8L Poul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen (London,
1905}, p. 116,
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hear Faul speak. When Paul saw him he looked in Ris face;
he knew wn e gpirit that he had frue faith to be cured.”

14.10

The Western text is assimilated to the account of Peter's
healing the lame man at the Beautiful gate of the temple
(3.6), After ¢wrp C D (E) 223 614 876 (2412) ith gyrh™®
pop® bR GE Tronaeus add oo Aéyw € 74 drouart Tol kuptou
‘Tnool Xpurrot, and after dpfés D ith syrt™ cop® add el
wegumarer (compare Lk 5.23),

At the close of the verse several Western witnesses cmphasize
that the cure was instantaneous (compare £.7)! after kel
D adds edféws mapaxpiea, I adds rapaxpiue, and gyrb™*
reads fat onee that samne hour,™

14.13
The reading of codex Bezae, ol 6€ iepeis 7oU drros Adws
wpo woheéws . . . Aferor émiflvery (“But the priests of the

local Zeus-before-the-city,” 1, e, the Zeus whoze temple was
in front of the city) 18, according to Lake and Cadbury, “cither
original or vepresents a correction based on exact knowledge
of the probable situation.”® Despite DBlass’s protestations to
the contrary,” a college of priests was usually conneeted with
greal temples,

Ruopes, on the other hand, thinks that “the unhellenic phrase
of the B-ext tot Aws tob drros wpo Ths wohews may well
reflect a Semitic original, ™

14.14 of amoorodot

Weiss thinks that the omission of ol awoororor (1) iteiel
syr?) may have been deliberate because offense was taken at

8 The Beginmangs of Christtanily, vol, v, p. 1686
W F, Blass, dcia aposiolorum . - . editio philologica, p. 158
W The Text of Acls, p. 132,
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the extension of the title to Barnabas, who, morcover, 15 here
mentioned before Paul.®

14.17  avrow

Despite what appears to be Hellenistie usage (sce the con-
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on atrdy,

14.18 avrols B}

Dissatisfied with the ordinary text of ver. 18 as an adequate
conclusion for the preceding pericope, copyists added a further
circumstantial clause: “but to go easch to his own home”
The addition, which reminds one of the reading of codex
Bezae in 5.18 and the text of Jn 7.53, involves a rather strained
connection with the earlier part of the sentence,

14.19  émijAbfav 8¢ . . . wal meivavTes Tovs oyAovs [C}

In the Western text the abruptness of the transition to a
new scene 13 2oftenad by the msertion of a circumstantial clause,
which is followed by an expansion that may represent, as Lake
and Cadbury suggest, “a perverted tradition as to the Judawstic
controversy in Galatia."® The expanded form of text, preserved
in D (in part) it" syr"™® and other Western witnesses {including
the more recently discovered ecop®?) was reconstructed by
A, C. Clark us follows: dearpu8bvrwy 6 alrdr kal SudaokorTwy
érfndbr mves 'lovdator amd Ikoviov kal "Avrioyetos kol
Srahevouérwy alTdy Toappnoia ETeTar TOUS OXAOUS AWO-
grijrar e albTiv Aéyovres Ot obbér dhnlés Aéyovary, alha

= Der Coder D in der Apostelgeschichie, p. 78, Kilpatrick, however,

prefers the reading of DBesae, which haz the participle in the singular
number (dkevras &6 Boprafis gal [lablos); see G D, Kilpatrick in
Biblical and Pafrisiic Studies in Memory of Robert Pieree Casey, edited by
J. Neville Birdsall and Eobert W, Thomson, pp, 691,

12 The Beginndngs af Christtanidy, vol. v, p. 167,
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warTa webborral. kol emigelgarTes Tols dxiovs . .. (“But
while they were staying there and teaching, certain Jews came
frorm Ieonium and Anticeh, and openly disputed [ith adda:
the word of God]; these persuaded the multitudes to with-
draw from them, sayving that they were not telling the truth
at all, but were hars al every point. And having ineited the
multitudes . . 7).

It iz nateworthy that cop®™ omits “and Antioch,” either
by accident or perhaps because it was thought unlkely that
Jews would eome from a2o distant a ecity (Pisidian Antioch was
ope hundred miles away from Lystra) in order to oppoze the
work of the apostles,

14.20

The ordinary text is expanded in several Western witnesses:

“Then the discples |brethren, cop®] gathered around him,

and the ecrowd left [it" cop®¥). And when evening had come
[when the day grew late and darkness had come on, Ephraem],
he rose up [with diffeully, it¥%] ond went dnto the city’ [it*

ﬂmp!‘lﬂ .Gﬁl'ir] ;

14.25  Tov Aovov

Thee tendency to add either roU xuptov (B A C 614 vg
gyreb with = gpm al) or ToU feoti (p™ 15 1t4) after AaAnoavres
Tor Adyor must have been very strong, whereas no one would
have omitted either of the qualifyimg gemtives if it had been
present originally. The shorter texi 18 strongly supported by
B I H L P mozst minuscules cop™-™ eth al.

14.25 " Arraleay

After "Arraiecar, which was the harbor city, the Western
text makes the statement that the apostles conducted o preach-
ing miszion there before sailing for Antioch; 1D (383) 614
gyrt ¥t = pop® ndd ebayyeh{operor abTois (auTots 383)
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14.27 émainoer

After doa 6 feos émoinoer codex Bezae continues with a
pleonastic combination of pronouns, alrels uera T@r Yuydv
abrav. 1t is generally recopnized that the reading pera 7&w
guxar abrir reflects Bemitic infiuence and iz linguistically
equivalent to pera efrd@r in the usual text., The preceding
evTols is less easy to account for, but it probably represents
the Aramale proleptic pronoun, which is superfluous in Greek.

Torrey thinks that the sceond-century edilor wished to
emphasize the twofold work of God (“for them™ and “for the
(zentiles’), and therefore wrote MMEDY Many 923w, “had done
for them themselves”™ which was then turned back more
literally into the Greek of DY

15.1-5

The Western text has introduced several extensive altern-
tions inlo the text of these verses. “And some men of (hose
who hod believed from the party of the Pharisees ("lovialas] LTy
TETLTTEULKOTWY QMo T7Hs aipéoews tov DPapiratwy, ¥ G14
1799 2412 syr™™) came down from Judea and were {eaching
the brethren, ‘Unless vou are eirewmeised and wall acecording
to the eustom of Moses (kat 7o efler Mawvoéws mepurarire,
I gyrd™® gops), vou cannot be saved.” (2) And when Paul and
Barpabuas had no small dissension and debate with theme
for Faul spole mamtoining firmly that they 1. e. the converts)
should slay as ey were when converted; but those who fad come
from Jerusalem ordered them, Paul and Barnabas and certain
others. to go up to Jerusalem (frafar . . . éF afrdw] Eheyer
vap ¢ Hathos perewr olTws waflas érlerevgar iioyxuptioue
vos, ot 6 eanhullores awd 'lepovoainu waphyyethar olrols
o Heaivhe sal Baprafg sal riowr diios avaBaivewr, 1)
(1t svr™E popBTy) 40 the apostles and elders that they
maght be judged before them ("lepovoainu] 1omws kpldoy ér’

0O Tarvey, Docurends of the Primitive Church, p. 146, The sapegres-
tlon, however, invalves Torrey’a improbable theory of moltiple translations
lzee above, pp. 268 70
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adTors, 12 1794 syrb =it = (glr@w, 614 2412)) about thiz gques-
tion. (3) Ho, being sent on the way ... [verse 3 as m ordinary
Lext]. (4) When they came to Jerusalem, they were weleomed
hearlily (woapedéxOnoar|+peydiws, C I (uéyws) 614 1799
2412 syrb #ith * eops) by the church and the apostles and
the elders, having declared all that God had done with them.
(5) But those who had ordered them to go up fo the elders
(éfavégrnoar 8é Tves 7&v| ol 6€ wapayyetharTes avTols
dvaBalveww wpés Tous TpeoBurépovs éfovéoTnoar [ + kara
roiv drooToiwy, syt hévorTes Tives, D {syr"™*) and ot
subsequent. Adyorres), namely certain believers who belonged
to the pariy of the Pharizees, rose up (against the apostles),
and said, ‘It is necessary to circumcise them, and to charge
them to keep the law of Moses™ "

The Western form of text is obviously written [rom a
different point of view from the B-text, In the latter certain
unidentificd persons “arranged’” (Brefor) for Paul and Barna-
bas, with others, to go from Antioch to Jerusalem; in the
D-text, on the other hand, the envoys from Jerusalem “ordered”
(rapyyeehar) Pacl and others to go up to Jerusalem i
order to give an account of themselves to the apostles and
clders (Bmws kpllioow er’ abrols). One cannot say, however,
that the Western paraphrast was anti-Pauling, for not only does
he deseribe the Jerusalem chureh’s weleome to the apostles as
Jma'riy*'{v::r. 41, but he displays no trace whatever of the ammus
against Paul that iz so apparent in the crcles represcnled by
the later Clementine Hmnilies, where Panl appears as éxfipos
drfpwmos, The most that can be said is that the D-lext re-
flects the point of view of Paul, whereas the D-text s more
sympathetic to the loesl tradition of the chureh ai Jernsalem.
It should bie noted that in ver. 1 the Western text makes the
demands still more sweeping by adding “and wall: according
to the custom of Moges” Likewise, 1he designation in ver. 1
of the brethren arriving from Judes as former Pharisees 1z
drawn from ver, 5, where perhaps it was inlended that the
chivnse should be ommbled.
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In ver. 2 abrols (after maphyyeaiar), which Hopes savs s

not _EL_J.Sﬂ}? explained,” appears to be a clear exurnple of the
Semitie proleptic pronoun.

15.4 amd

The more Semitic qrd of agent (B C 362 94 307 3286 431
1173), a construclion that appears elsewhere in Acts (e. g,
2.22; 15.33; 20.9), was replaced (perhaps under the influence
of ver, 3) by the more classical d7d PR ADLEHL P most
minuscules),

15.6 mpeoBirepol

Alter wpeaBirepor 614 1799 2419 gyr® Ephraem add the
words abv v mwhgfer (“with the congregation”), The gloss
was probably suggested by verses 12 and 22, where reforence
15 made to “the assembly” and “the whole church.”

15.7 [lérpos

In order to enhance the solemmity of the oeeasion and the
authority of the apostle Peter’s speech, severnl Western wit-
nesses add, before or after Ilérpos, “in the {Holy) Spirit”
{_Ev mretpate, D; + ayle 614 1799 2412 Sy1E Tertullian
Ephraem).!

16.7  év dpiv éfeActaro & feds (B

The change to the first person pronoun (D ¥ 326 ¢14
629 2412 it¥ vg**) seems to reflect the consideration that it
was more in accord with ecclesinstical propriety for Peter
to deseribe God's choice as made from “us [the apostles]"
than from “you [the whole church].” The Textus Receptus,
following 2 H L P 049 most minuscules, rearranges the words
mto a more natural order: & feds &v Huly éferéfaTo.

' Cf G M. Marting, 8.1, “Le figura di Pietro secondo le varianti del

c-u.di:.:n I negli Atti degli Apostoli,” San Pietro (=AM della XIX Setliémona
Bibiien; Brescia, [1967]), pp. 270-259,
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15.9 otfler
During the Christian era the less usual form was otfler.?
Copyists would therefore be inclined to change it to obder.

15.12

Perhaps in order to enhance the prestige of Peter, several
Western witnesses (I gyr® »it * Ephraem) add at the begin-
ning of the verse the words surkararefepérwy 6€ Tidv mpeaSu-
répwr Tols Bro ol TTérpov elpnuévors (“And when the elders
aszented to what had been spoken by Peter”).

15.16 xaTeoxaupéra

Instead of katveokauuéra (A C DEL P (oxa- H) (areox-
I most minuscules), several witnesses (N (-pep- B) 33 61
104 326 915) read kateoTpapuéra. The Septuagint text of
Am 9111, which is quoted here, also presents a wvarant
reading involving the same word; A® Q¥ read karegTpappera
and B Q@ read karerxauuéra. The verb xaTaFramTey occurs
elsewhere in the New Testament only at Re 113, A majorily
of the Committee preferred the rarer verh, supported as it is
by representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts.

15.18 ywword dm aidvos {C}

Sine¢ the quotation from Am 9.12 ends with rabra, the
concluding words are James's comment. The reading yrwora
am’ alévos, however, is so elliptieal an expression that copyists
made various allempts to recast the phrase, rounding 1t oul
a% an independent sentence,

15.20, 29; 21.25
The text of the Apostolic Decree, as it 15 called, 15 given
at 15.29; it is referred to proleptically in 15.20 and retrospee-

2'Bee Henry St John Thackeray, A Grommar of the Old Testament in
Greel (Cambridge, 1909}, pp. 558-02; Moulton-Howard, Grammar, pp.
111 f.; Moulton-Milligan, Veeabulary, s.o. olfeis.
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tive].y in 21.25. The three verses contain many problems con-
Cerning text and excgesis: (1) Are Gentiles commanded Lo
abstain from four things (food offered to idols, blood, strangled
meat, and unchastity) or from three (omitting either :atr-a.néim'!
meal or unchastily); and (2) are the three or four prohibitions
entirely ceremonial, or entirely ethical, or a combination of

hoth kinds?

(@) The Alexandrian text, as well as most other witnesses,
has four items of prohibition. ‘

{b) The Western text omits “what is strangled” and adds
g negative form of the Golden Rule in 15.20 and 20,

(¢} What may be the Caesarean text omils “unchastitv”
from 1520 (s0 p* [which unfortunately is not extant for ]:3.?2-9
or 21.25] and eth), and from 15.29 (so Origen, contra Celsum,
VILL2Y, as well as vg™ Vigilius and Gaudentius).

The veeasion for lssuing the Apostolie Decree, it should
be observed, was to settle the guestion whether Gentile con-
*.r_m'ta to Christianity should bhe required to submit to the
rite of cireumelsion and fulfill other Mosaic statutes. The
C’ﬂum{il decided that such obscrvance was not required for
salvation; at the same time, however, in order to avoid ZIVITE
unnecessary offense to Jewish Christians {and to Joews con-
templating becoming Christisns), the Council asked Gentile
converts to make certain concessions for prudential ressons,
abstaining from those acts that would offend Jewish seruples
and hinder social mtercourse, including joint participation in
the Lord’s Supper.

Starting with {¢), one must acknowledge that it is not known
whether the “Caesarean” text existed for Acts, and, 1 11 did,
how far it is the product of a compromise between r;a:adinga oof
the_ﬁlvmmdrirm type and those of the Western type, or how
[ar it can claim to preserve variant readings which are as likely
to he original as readings in either of the other two main types
of text, )

As coneerns transcriptional probabilities, 785s Topreias muy
have been omitted because this lem seemed, ::zup{:rﬁ«t:i:-],llﬂ;J
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to he out of place in what otherwise appeared to be a food law.
Although such a sonsideration may well account for 1ts absence,
it is possible that what was intended by the Jerusalem Counel
was to warn the (entile believers to avoid either marriage
within the prohibited Lewitical degrees (Lv 18.6-18), which
the rtabbis described as “forbidden for woprela,” or mixed
marriages with pagans (Nu 25.1; also eompare 2 Cor 6.14),
or participation in pagan worship which had long been de-
seribed by Old Testament prophets as spiritual adultery and
which, in fact, offered opportunity in many temples for reli-
gious prostitution,

Another way to make sure that the list deals entirely with
ritual prohibitions is to remove wopveies by emending the
text, Bentley,® for example, conjectured that the Apustolie
Decree was an injunction to abstain “from pellutions of 1dols
and swine’s Hesh (yoipeles) and things strangled and from
hlaod.” A similar conjecture, intended to produce the same
dietetic interpretation; is to read ropretas® Instead of TOPVELTS.
But there is no known example of such a word in Greek, and
if an example were found it would be an abstract noun ({rom
wopkos) meaning “piggishness,”

Conecerning (b), it ig obvious that the threefold prohibition
(lacking Tob wwwrob) refers to moral injunctions to refrain
irom idolatry, unchastity, and blood-shedding (or murder),
to which iz added the negative Golden Rule. But this reading
ean scarcely be original, for it implies that u special WLTRIDE

f80 A 4. Ellis in Bentleii Critica Secra (1862}, p. 25, quoted by
1. Bendel Harris, Side-Laghts on New Teslamen! Research {London, 19037,
p. 155,

4 Who first proposed the emendation s not known: it found champions
in such diverse persons as William B Gladstone and Joseph Haléver—
indeed, the latter unguardedly gives the impression that il 15 actually
found in manuscripts of Acls (Revus Sémilique, x | H90z], pp. 238 £}

1. . Pawell's verdict in his article, “Un the suggestion mopsea 1n
the Acts of the Apostles, xv, 20, 20" iz that (quoting the wards of F. W.
Farrary, “There i= not the faintest atom of probability in it (Clossical
Reriew, xxxmm (1919], p, 152).
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had to be given to Gentile converts against such sins as murder,
and that this was expressed in the form of asking them to
“ahatain" from it—which is slightly absurd!

It iherefore appears to be more likely that an original ritual
prohibition against cating foods offered to idols, things strangled
and blood, and against wopreia (however this latter 15 to be
interpreted)] was altered into & moral law by dropping the
reflerence to wrikrov and by adding the negative Golden Rule,
than to suppose that an original moral law was transformed into
a food law.

The alternative to accepting the fourfold decree is to argue,
as P. H. Menoud has done’ that the original text involved
twofold prohibition, namely to abstain from pollutions of
idols and from blood, and that to this basie decree respecting
kosher foods, p* al added “and from what iz strangled,” Lhus
extending the food-law concerning blood to all flesh improperly
slanghtered. In the Western tradition the twofold decree was
understood to be a moral injunetion relating to idolatry and
murder, and these witnessez added the prohibition against the
third major sin, unchastity. Subsequently the injunction con-
cerning the negative Golden Rule was appended to the Western
text, which thus extends the moral application far bevond the
three basic prohibitions. Finally, the text of the great mass
of witnesses represents a conflation of the Caesarean and
Western expansions of the bagsic twofold deerce.

Attractive though this theory is on the surface, the texinal
evidence 15 not really susceptible of such an interpretation,
First, there 13 no manuscript evidence for the hypothetical
twolold decree, Menoud does indeed shrink from pressing his
conjecture concerning the iwolold decree, and is prepared,
with Lagrange, 1o adopt the reading of p* as the original text.’

8 The Western Text and the Theology of Acts,” Bullelin of the
Studiorum Novi Testamentl Bocletas, 11 (1951), pp, 22-28,

T our conjecture sbout the original text appears to be too hazardons,
thiz texi of p* can be regarded asz the original,” op. el p. 24, with a

i —
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But such an alternative proposal leaves the text crifie with
exactly the same problems that confronted him before, namely,
how to explain the deletion as well as the addition of certain
items in the decree. ;
Secondly, the fact that in 15.20 wewrol precedes kal Tob
afpuaros is hardly compatible with the theory that 1t was
added in crder to clarify and extend the meaning of aiuaros.
In conclusion, therefore, it appears that the least unsalis-
factory solution of the complicated textual and exegetical
problems of the Apostolie Deeree 18 to regard the fmll‘ff__‘.l]:d
decree as original (foods offered to idols, strangled meat, eating
hlood, and unchastity—whether ritual or moral), and to explain
the two forms of the threefold deeres in some such way us
those suggested above.® g
An extensive literature exists on the text and exegesis of
the Apostolic Decree. Ior what can be said in support of the
Western toxt see, o.g., A. Hilgenfeld, "Ilas Apostel-Coneil
nach seinem urspriinglichen Wortlaut,” Zestschraft fir wissen-
schaftliche Theologte, XL11 (1899], pp. 1358-148; Gotthold Resch,
Das Aposteldecret nach seiner ausserkanonischen Textgestalt
(Texte und Untersuchungen, N.F. xim, §; Leipzig, 1903)]
A. von Harnack, Beiirdgen zur [inleitung in das Neue Testa-
ment, TIT (1908), pp. 188198, and 1v (1911), The Acis of the
Apostles (London, 1909}, pp. 248-263; K. Luke, The Earlier

reference to M~J. Laprange, in Kevue Bibligue, xuam (1934}, p. 168, and
La Critique textuelle (Paria, 1935), p. 414, |

8 An ingenious attempt to solve the problem by proposing tha,l__ F_mt.’:
ihe Alexandrian and the Western readings are, in a certsin sense, E-i‘lgiF]H.l
wng made by Karl 8ix, 8J., who asks, “Conld not James, whe :_-u::rmrdmp,:
to tradition was more legalistic than the rest, have included the prohibition
of e in his propesal, while in the composition ol the letter it was
omitted, either in the interest of conclacness or beeause it seemed to be
-::mnpreh-:mdeujc in the prohibition of  blood?” {fns A_pusiaﬁdﬂl:mr fAet
15, 28.249). Seine Enistehung und Geltung in den ersien ver i ﬂh?‘ﬁ'ri?‘idﬂ:‘ﬂ-ﬁlﬂ
[Iﬁltsbruuk, 19125, p. 18). The diffieulty with this theoretical solution iz
that it is unsupported by the evidence of the manuscripts in 15.20 and
20.
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Iipistles of St Paul, their Motive and Origin (London, 1911),
pp. 48-60; idem, The Beginnings of Christiansty, vol. v, pp.
205-200: J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, pp. 265-260: A. C.
Clark, The .iiuz_?ﬂa: of the Apasties, pp. 360-361; Thorleif Boman,
“Dags textkritische Problem des sogenannten Aposteldekrets,
Novum Testamentiom, vir (1064), pp. 26346, ?
Thoze who have argued n support of the fourfold decrees®
include Theodor Zahn, ntreduction lo the New Testamend,
11 (Edinburgh, 1909), pp. 18-22; {dem, Die ﬂi}ﬂﬂi{fﬁgﬁﬁf:h?lfhié
des Loaucas (Lepzig and Erlangen, 1921), pp. 523 /.; William
Sanday, “The Apostolic Deeree (Acts xv. 20-29)" Theologische
Studien Theador Zahn . . . dargebracht (Leipzig, 1908), pp. 317
338, ddem, “The Text of the Apostolic Decree (Acts xv.29),”
Fapositor, Fighth Series, vi (1913), pp. 289-305; E. .Taﬂquie:r
Les Actes des Apdtres (Paris, 1926), pp. 455-458; Hans Lic:t-z—J
mann, “Der dinn des Aposteldelkretes und seine Textwandlung, '
i Amicrhiae corolla, a Volume of Essays Presended to Jomes
fiendel Harris, ed. by H. G, Wood (London, 1933), pp. 205-211;
W. G. Kammel, “Die dlteste Form des Apnsteldekrets,” Eg:'z':r'x;z*.-,::;
et perilas [Festschrift Carlo Kundzing] (Futin, 1953), pp. 83-08;
5. Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte, ad loc; Marcel Simon
“The Apostolic Decree and its Setting in the Ancient, {_'Jhurr:h.":
Budletin of the Joha Rylands Library, Lo (1969-70), pp. 437 460,

15.20 wai 765 mopreias [B]

See the preceding eomments,

w 1 i~ —-
15.20  xai Tov mrucron (C]

See the preceding comments,

3 .-_'w-;:n:hnii ng to Jacgues Dupont, “Present day scholarship §s practically
unanimouus m considering the “FHastern” text of the decrec ag the urnI:L-
authentic text (in four items) and in interpreting its preseriptions in a
sense not ethical but ritual” Les probiémes du Livre dez Acles d'aprés les
fravaws récends (Louvain, 1950), p. 70,
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15.20 aiparos (A}

See the preceding comments.™

It is of historical interest that according to Aelius Lampridus,
the bioprapher of Severus Alexander (a.Dp. 299-235), the
Emperor “would often execlaim what he had heard from some-
ane, either a Jew or a Christian, and always remernbered,
and he alse had it announced by a herald whenever he was
dizciplining anyone, ‘What you do not wizh to be done to vou,
do not do to another,” And so highly did he value this sentiment
that he had it inseribed on the Palace and on publ

buildings. ™"

15.22  BapoafBSiv

In estimating the standard of aceuraey displayed by the
seribe of eodex Bezae one must take into aecount his trans-
farming Bapoaffar into Bapa3Bar here and into Bapraar
i L2a

15.28 O yerpos avTaw [Bl
Thut the short text, supported by the oldest witnesses,

would appear to copyists o need supplementation i one or
another way is confirmed by the additions in R and syr®™.

e

0 On the negative Golden Rule, see G, B. King, “The 'Negative’
Golden Rule,” Journal of Religion, vin (1928), pp. 2065274, and XV
1035), pp. A9-62; L. J. Philippides, ke “Goldens Regel” religionsge-
sehiehilich unfersucht (Leipaig, 192%), and Religionsunssenschaflliche For-
schunagsherichle iber die Goldene Regel (Athens, 1933); A, Dihle, Dhe (raldene
Regel, eine Einfubrung in die (eschichle der ordiken wund frikchrisiiichen
Vidgarethik (Gottingen, 1962); and Johannes Straub, Heiduische Ge-
schichisaplogetil in der chrisllichen Spalantik, chap. iv Ihe (Goldene
Regel' (Bonn, 1963, pp. 106-124.

1 Neriptoreg  [listorioe Augusios, Severus Alexander, nr,7-8: Clama-
hatoue saepius, quod o quibusdam sive Tudacis sive Christianis audieral
ot tenebat, idgue per pracconem, oam aliguem emendaret, diei iebebat:

quod tibi nen vis alteri ne fpoeris gquam senteniiam

e sden dilexit, ut et in Palatio et in pithilieis aperibaie perseribl fuberet.
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15.23 adergoi |B|

The addition of xai oi before ddedgol appesrs to be an
emendation made in order to avoid what in Greek is a somewhat
harsh apposition of ddehgol with both of dréoroloe and oi
wpeoPuTepoe.'* The omission may be accidental due to similay
endings.

15.24 [éferbovres] [T}

Despite the posability that éfeMforres was added, cither
under the mfuence of Ga 2.12 or “to guard against the appear-
ances that roves €& Hudor belonged 1o the senders of the letber
(Knowling, ad foc.), a majority of the Committes was im-
pressed by the weight of external evidence in support of its
inclusion i the text, To represent the equivoeal evidence,
however, it was thought hest to enclose the word within square
brackets.

15.24 oudr (Bl

The expansion, which, though absent from 13, is probably
part of the original Western toext, appears to be an addition
derived from verses 1 and 5 and inserted here in order to
specify in what particulars the Judaizers had zought to trouble
the Antiochian Christians. The interpolation passed into the
Textuz Heceptus,

Uther witnesses add still further details; Chrysostom, for
exainple, read Aeyovres wepiTéurawr alrTols Té Tékra ral

THpety Tov vouor, and after péuor the Old Georgian adds
“of Mosges,™

* In Aramale, however, such apposition {2 entirely idiomatic; see
C. . Torrey, The Composzifion and Duale of Aets, p. 39, The translation
“and the elder brethren’ in the Revised Version ol 1831, taking wper-
oirepol as an adjestive, is inadmissible {see H. Hvman, Clessionl Review,
mr [1a8%), pp. VL), and was not followed by the Ameriean Standard
Version of 1901,

T —— R — W i
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15.25 éxAefapevors {C]

It is difficult to decide whether éxhefapeévovs was corrected
to the dative for grammatical reasons, or whether éxhebapérots
was altered to the accusative to sccord with the prevailing
text, of ver. 22. On the basis of what was considered superior
munuscript evidence a majority of the Committee preferred
the reading éxhefauérors, a reading which one member of
the Clommities preferred for ver. 22 also (where the dative
i read by p™ 33 206 242 614 630 G42% 045 1704 1759 1891,

15.26

Al the elose of the verse the Western text (1D F 614 1799
9412 syrt™) adds els warra weapagudy (“they risked their
lives for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ dn every frind’).
The addition was probably prompted, as Lake and Cadbury
remark (ad loe), by the fact thai ropadovrar Tov Yuxnv is
not usually applied to a man who is still alive. The gloss may
bhe a remimseence of 20019 (so B, Weizs)?® or of Swrach 2.1
érotpacor Ty Yuxny gov els meparudy (so J. Rendel Harris)

- r -~ 1 .
15.28 TouTwy TV ETAVAYKES

The difficulty of the Greek ToUTWY TWY ETarayxes (B B
C H 69 81 420 436 611 614 1799 2412 o) prompted the altera-
tion to the easier sequence of T@v éravayres Tovtar (E L P
most minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus). The
reading T émavayrkes (A T6 94 307 431} probably arose
through the aceidental omission of 7olTwy. Whether roirwy
érdvaykes (RF D 83) arosge from haplography or whether rév
came into the other readings by dittography 15 uneertain, but
the former is perhaps slightly more probable,

Y Dher Codex 3, p. 83,
U Four Lectures on e Western Text of fhe New Testoment (London,

1864), pp. 856 1.
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15.29 kol mkrav (Bl

The plural number was assimilated o the singular in ver. 20.
Concerning the omission, see the comments on ver. 20,

16.29  xar mopreras [B)

See the comments on ver, 20,

16.29 pafere |B}

The future tense 15 to be preferred on grounds of both
external evidenee and transeriptional probability. The addition
in the Wesatern text, “being borne along by ihe Ioly Spirit™
(for the sense compare Php 3.15), reminds one of similar interpo-
lated referenees to the Holy Spirit.® Whether it arose among
Montamsts, who would naturally desive some reference to the
Paraclete, or whether it is a misplaced glogs that was intended
to explain amohvférres (ver. 303" or whether it is merely a
pious expansion to give a specifically Christian turn to ao
otherwize secular cloge of the apostolie letter, which was in-
spired by the Holy Spirit (ver. 28), it is diffieult to decida.

15.30 amoedvferTes

After amohvfévrres Dert itd add év nuépars dhivvars, which
Blasz, followed by Belser, takes to reflect the joyous speed with
which they carry the letter to Antioch, in contrast (o Lhe
more leisurely journey from Antioch to Jerusalem (ver. 3.
OUn the other hand, bhowever, Wess interprets 1t not of the
timne consumed i the journey, but of the time of their departure,
1. &. shortly after the close of the council they returned to put
an end to the troables at Antioch (compare ver, 249

U Hee, for example, the list In Group D2 in the footnote on po 263 above.

W Thus J. Rendel Harels (Fowr Leclures an the Weslern Texl, p. 771
whe Lranstates, “So they were led by the Holy Spirit snd came down to
Antiosh,™

o lker Codes 13 (Leipzie, 1897, p. 820

L TR e
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15.32 dvres

After fwres codex Bezae, with its characteristic inlerest
in the Holy Spirit,® adds whnpess wvelparos ayiou (“who
were themselves prophets filled with the Holy Spiri”}.

a ] k] e
15.38 wpds Tovs amooTeldavTas avTovs

Instead of mpos Tobs arorrelharTas abrots (PR ABCD
ve cop® b gl) the Textus Receptlus, following HLP S many
minuscules sy cop®™ arm eth™ Bedeses teOresk s, reads
wpds Tobs amosréhous. The latter appears to be a deliberate
alteration introduced by eopyists in order to bring the apostolate
into greater prominence,

15.84  omat verse [Bi

The later Greek text, followed by the Textus Receptus,
reads, “But it scemed good to Silas to reman there" {:s{-.verz?,l
manuseripts, including C, read alrois for abrol, i.e “But i
seemed good to Silas that they should remain”™). Codex Bezac
presents a still more expanded reading, “But it seemed good to
Silas that they remain, and Judas journeyed alone™

The insertion, whether in the longer or the shorter VETrsIon,
was no doubt made by copyists to aceount for the presence aof
Silas at’ Antioch in ver. 40.

15.38

Codex Bezae has expanded the sentence with additional
elauses, which, however, considerably weaken the force of the
B-text (which closes with Tefror in a most emphatic position) :
[laihos & obx 0obhero, Aéywy To¥ dmooTiarMoarre 4m

W Epe thie Western text of 157, 20: 19.1; 203, and cf. E. J, Tpp.
The Theological Tendency of Coder Besae Condubrigicnsiy i Asiz I.?':_‘-:HT]-
bridge, 1966), pp. 68-70, 116-118, and other pages pited In the index.
a0, “Holy Spirit.”
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E:ir*rrmp awo [Mapuguiies kal py evvehBbrre els 7o Eovor el &
E‘.ITIE}.LI:_;"}E??!]D'.EJ TouTOor pf elvar ovv abrols (“But Paul was noi
willing, saying that one who had withdrawn from them inf
Pamphylia, and had not gone with them to the work for which
they had been sent, should not be with them'™, ALK

15.40  wupiov

Instead of xvpiov, which is strongly attested by hoth Alex-
andrian and Western evidence (p™ 8 A B D 43 61 81 .'~}f£[:'r -’H]
v cop®), other witnesses, some of them ancien, (p* CHLP
oSt minuseules syret cop™ arm al), read Feot. The latter
reading appears to be a seribal assimilation to 14,26,

15.41 7as éxxAnoins

At the close of the verse codex Bezae ades the supplementary
clanse wapadidovs Tas évTohas T@Y ToerSuTépw [“xlv]iw*rin}a
[to I;hcmll the commands of the elders”), This is expanded siill
further n ayr®™E with support from several Latin Vuleute
maguﬁm'lpta, “ooceommands of the apestles and elders.” ];nth
additions, whieh contribute nothing new, make guite explicit
what anyone could deduee from the previous narrative and
what 13 expressly stated in 16.4,

16.1

| The Western text (D itsls g™ ewrh™ Casdodorus), con-
timiing its expansion of the last verse of the preceding 1‘]-:![-]‘.!['(‘1'
raiuts deatlawy d¢ Ta e ralta sarnvrnoer els .-;lgpﬁ?};” R
;"Lt.l{_rfpmr (“And having passed through these nations he came
to Dderbe and Lystra™), The effect of the addition is to <how
that Lystra and Derbe were not included in Syria and Cilicia
of the previous verse, |

16.3 &7 "LAAny 0 marnp adTol

_Ihv Textus Receptus, following %" D 10 H L P wmost
minuscules syre" arm Chrysostom al, reads Tov waTépn alrol
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41 "EMAgy, whereas p* 8 A B C W 33 61 69 81 307 441 467
1739 1891 1808 cop™te al read Ore "EXlqr ¢ wmernp alTov.
A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the
reading which found its way into the Textus Receptus 15 an
intentional transposition into the usual mode of expression by
attraction (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 408). If the reading of
per A B 33 81 1739 ol were 4 rezolution of the attraction.
"EAAgy would not have been placed first.

16.4

The Western text (D syrt™ Ephraem) expands the first
part of the verse, reading iepxduevor be Tas TONELS EXTPUTTOV
[kal rapediboray abrols, so D, spoihng the svntax] uera Taons
rapppoias Tov kipwy Inooly Xpiorov dua rapadidorres kal
ric dvrohds drorTorey kal . . . (“And while going through the
citics they preuched |and delivered to them|, with all boldness,
the Lord Jesus Chiist, delivering al the seme fime also the com-
mandments of the apostles and . .."”"). It may well be that, as
Weiss sugeests,! the addition was made in order to provide an
explanation for the growth of the church, described im ver. 3.

16.6 v @pvyloy kai Nadarieny yapay

The Textus Receptus, following E H L P and most MATLIE-
cules, rhads rav ®puylay kal iy Dalarwgy xwpar. Although
Kirsopp Lake, in discussing the textual evidence of this passage,
overstated the case (“A reading found in the later MSS., but
in meither the Neutral nor the Western text, has no elaim to be
considered’) ? the Commitiee gave careful consideration to the
later text, only to decide that there was no regson to abandon
the sombined testimony of p™ 8 A B C D «l, despite the fach
that, as Bruce points out, “there is no direct evidenee elsewhere
for the adjeetival use of Ppvyia.™

L B, Weizsa, Der Codex D, p. 54,
: The Beginnings of Christiondty, vol. v, p. 228,
s B F. Brues, The Acis of fhe Apostles. p. 510
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16.6 Tov Adyow

The addition by the Western text of rol feot (1) itsis syrr
cop™ eth Ephraem Speculum) after vév Aéyov is n:ubvi-:}ulslah-'
a secondary modification, I

16.7 5_3-7?591']

The cxpression v reevua Ingol (™8 A B 2 D E 53 69
81* I::‘-:Eii 467 v ayre® copb® arm™), which appears nowhere
else in the New Testament, i so unusual that yarious ﬂumupt.é
were Ir?m']c to medify 1, such as replacing "Inool with xupiou
(C* it#e al) or with 76 &4ywor (arm™ Epiphanius), or omitting
the modifier altogether (H L P 81¢ and most minuseules
cop™ arm™ Ephraem Chrysostom al, followed by the Textus
Receptus). One Armenian manuseript known to Zohrab reads,
"‘th{: Apirit of Christ,” which he adopted as text in his hw:;
editions (the text of the American Bible Soeiety’s edition of
the Armenian New Testament reads “the Spirit of Jesus'™),

16.8  apeAfivres

1" he Western reading, “passing through Mysia’' (Siehfdires
D 1t.iﬂﬂ v svit, imstead of mapehfovres), 1s distinetly the ems.iml'
11_=.&r:img, for the ordinary sense of waperfely, “to pass along-
:‘-m:lc:.”r does not Ht the context, which requires something like
“_1‘::-15511?;; by" i the sense of neglecting. It secms unlikely, as
Knowling observes, “that deedd, a common word, should hfawﬂ
been changed to wapeAf.—the converse is far more prr:-h:ihle.”';

16.9 dpaua

In_ view of the external attestation (all witnesses except
Dt ite gyr? Irenaeus) as well as intrinsic probability (clse-
where 1m Aets Luke says “saw a vision', a maim-iir.x: of the
f ‘ommittes had no hesitaney in preferring Spaua. L{'fnrl;:.*{ HE&EEH_.L
(supported 1n part by other Western witnesses) alters the

‘Rl Enowllng, The Expositor’s Greek Testamend, ad loc,
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etructure of the verse: xal & dpauart fua wuktos adlln T
Haihe woel avnp Maxedar Tis egTas kaTd TpdawTor avTol
ropaxariy xel Aéyev ... {"And s a vision in the night
there appeared to Paul, as i were & man of Macedonia, standing
before his face, beseeching and saying . . 7). Bee also the follow-
ing comments,

16.9  arp

Against all other witnesses D syr? cop® and Fiphraem read
Goel avfp. Although doel appears to be something of a
favorite with Luke {15 of its 21 occurrences in the New Testa-
ment are in Luke-Acts), a majority of the Committes con-
sidered it more likely that the qualifying word would have been
added than deleted in the preseni passage.

16.9 drhp Maredchv is 7

A majority of the Committee judged that the combination
of p % A B C D® 33 69 81 1730 of could not be set aside 1o
tavor of the witnesses supporting any of the other variant read-
ings, namely (1) denp Makebaw Tis D* I 200% 1311; (2) arp
ris Maxebaw v 630 (om. Tis 431 1891) syrh arm; and (3} drnp
ris v Makebov H 1. P and most minuscules.

16.9 foTws

Although the expression kera mpdgwmoy alToll OCCUTS 1D
the New Testament only in Luke-Acts (Lk 2.31; Ac 3.13; 25161,
a majority of the Commiltee agreed with Corssen® In judging
that it had been udded here by the Western reviser (1) 257
283 614 syr® =it ¢ cop™) in the interest of clarity of description

16.10

Codex Bézae, supported in part by cop*, recasts the verse
to read, Sueyepfels olv Guyheoaro 7O dpaue fHuty, ket &ven-

s (riittingizche gelehrle Anszeigen, 1896, pp, 436 [
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TapEY oTL wpookéxhnTal HUAs ¢ kbpos edayyerloachar Tols
ev 7y Maxedovig (“When therefore he had risen wp, he reloted
to-us the vizion, and we perceived that the Lord had called s (o
preach the gospel to fhese who were in Macedonia’), The
purpose of the banal addition is clear enough: the reviser wanted
to make sure that the reader will understand how it was that

E'a,ul’ﬂ companions knew what he had seen in the vision—
Paul told them!

16.10 feos (B}

Since internal considerations offer no decisive help in choosing
between the variant readings, the Committes preferred to rely
upon the strong combination of p“ 8 A B C 33 81 al,

16.11 avayfévres 8¢

It. 1s easy to understand how, at the beginning of a new
section, dé (p* B A (D) I& 33 51 69 81 181 326 441 467 1898
v sy cop™ Chrysostom) was replaced by ofr (B ¢ H 1
most minuscules syr"™** cop* arm Irenaeus'®t), The Western
text (1) 257 383 614 2147 syr™™), in the light of its revision of
ver. 10 (see above), leaves nothing to the reader’s imagination
:lzmd reads Ty 6¢ émalpor avaxfévres (1DF dyf-), thus show-
g the alacrity with which Paul and his {tump&niﬁﬁﬁ responded
to the Macedonian call.

16.11 Neéav 1o

_The Textus Receptus, following C D* E H L I al, reads
I‘iﬂiimhw, whereas p™ B A B D?® 467 1175 1739 1838 ol read
Néaw IloAr. A majority of the Commiitee preferred to adopt
the classical usage, witnessed alzo in inscriptions, and to spell
the name In two words.

16.12  wpedry(s] pepidos ris | D}

The oldest form of text in the extanl Greek witnesses appears
Lo be wparn THs uepidos Maxebovias wohs, “a first city of the
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district of Macedonia.” Hort denied that uepis could ever
denote a geographieal divigion, and for this, and other reasons,
regarded the passage as primitively corrupt. Subsequent to
[Tort, however, exswmples of such a geographical usage have
turned up in papyri, an inseription, and late writers." But what
is the meaning of wpwry? (1) Against the translation “chief”
city (AV) is the fact that not Philippi but Thessalonica wus
acknowledged to be the chief city of Macedonia and Amphipolis
the chief city of the distriet in which Philippl was situated.
(2] Some have suggested that the author means that Philippi
was the first Macedonian city to which Paul and his com-
panions came in that district. Bul as a matter of fuet the
apostle first set foot in Neapolis, which apparently belonged to
the =zame distriet as Philippl. Furthermore, apart {rom ques-
tions of geography one may well wonder why, on this interpreta-
tion of the meaning of wpdty, Luke should have wished to
call atteniion to something so inconsequential to hig narrative,
(3) In view of the use of wpwry as a title of honor (found on
eoins of Pergamum and Smyrna as well as in INECriptlons re-
ferring to Thessaloniea), Lake and Cadbury translate the
passage, “Philippi, which is a first ety of the distriet of
Macedonia, a colony.” In their comments, however, they
point out that ag g definite title the word has been found so
far frnl}-' in the eases of cilies which were members of a xotvov
(league or union) in their particular province, and were nog
Roman colonies at the time. Since Philippi does not qualily
in either respecl, they conclude that it 1s more probable that
tthe meaning of wedry in this passage is simply ‘a leading
ity " (the rendering subsequently adopted by the REV).
The difficulties involved in the reading wpary led Lo at-
tempts al correction in other branches of the tradition. Among
these, however, wpwryn pepls i impossible because a oty
eannol be called a pepts. The omission of 77s ueptdos results in
calling Philippi mpary tis Maxedovias woits, which merely

b Ser Moulton and Milligan, Veeabulary, s, and p. xvi,
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increases the problem, as does also the cunous replacement
of wpwry Ly kedhadn, which is generally explained as a Latinism
{rendering egput) or which may sugpest imfluencee from Syriac,
where o221 means both “head” and “foremaost.’”?

Inzsatisfied for wvarious reasons with all these readings in
Greek witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred o
adopt the conjecture proposcd by a number of scholars from
Le Clere to Blass und Turner® namely to read wpowrgs for
mpwry THs, with the resultant meaning, “a city of the first
district of Macedonia.™ Those who adopt this conjecture
usually explain the origin of the commonly received texi
(wpwrn 75 ueptdos) us due either {a) to the accidental re-
duplication of the letters 9, or (b) 1o a misunderstanding of
the correction i by mistake a copyist had written wpory
and then -rgs were written over it to eorrect it. {The reading
TpwTys pepidos is paralleled by primae partis found in three
late Vulgate manuseripts, bul it iz doubtful whether this
versional reading repregents an original Greek witness or
whether i originated within the Latin tradition.) At the same
firne, in order to take into account the overwhelming manuseript
evidence supporting wpwrn, the majority decided to enclose
the final sigma of wparys within square brackets.

[ Despite what have been regarded as insuperable diffienlties
mmvolved in the commonly received text (wpaory 7hHs peplios),
it appears l-advised to abandon the testimony of p* 8 A C
81 al, especially since the phrase can be taken fo mean merely
thut Philippi was “a leading eity of the district of Macedonia';
ef. Bauer's (friechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch, 5te Aufl. (1958),
s.0. uepts, KA. and B.M.M,|

Paee (1 duntz, “Textual Criticism of Some Passapes of the Acta of
the Apostles,” Clagsica of Medicesvalia, w1 (19407, pp. ab . A C Clark ar-
gues that cedadn can have the meaning Yextremity," fapex,” or CTrontier-
town'; see The dcls af the A postles (Oxford, 19830, pp. 363 1T,

Paee O H. Twrner, “'Philippi,” in Hastings's Ddetionary of he [ible.
vol. 101, o %38, col. a.
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16.13  évouiloper mpogevyny (D}

In view of the wide range of variables in lexicography,
syntax, palaeography, and textual attestation, the difficulties
presented Ly this verse are well-nigh baffling,

Was évoullere, supported by the later Byvzantine text,
original and subsequently altered, as Ropes argued, in order
o avoid the less usual sense of the verb (évopli{ero= “ac-
cording to custom’™: évout{oper ="we thought™; EfoxeL = i1
seemned’)? How shall the following wposeuxn(r] be spelled anel
cometrued? The nominative as subject of un impersonal verb,
though not impossible, is certalnly not as common as H.m
aecusative, especially with etvae following. Furthermore, in
the uncial hook-hand it is perfectly possible to take Tporevy?
as dative ease, “to be at prayer.” Finally, the textual critic is
confronted with the bewildering diversity of variant readings
of the early uncial manuseripts, as well us by the perplexing cir-
cumstanee that what is pood external support for TOOTEUXT)
is relatively poor as regards the previous word.

Chunging u to » Blass (ad loc.) gonjectured that the original
read ol évduilor &v mpooeuxy eivas, “where they were uecus-
tomed 1o be at prayer” (cf. Blass-Debranner-Funk, § 397, 2).

Fueed with these diffieulties the Commitiee decided that
the least unsuatisfactory solulion was to print éropiloper Tpoo -
evxny elvat, even though A* and Jr gappear to be the only
nneials that give precisely this reading. IL was felt, however.
thal the manifestly erroneous reading evouler of p 8 prf_:-bm.ﬂ;*
testifies o an earlier évoutloumer, and that wpooevyx?n in p*
A B may have resulted from aceidental omission of the hori-
sontal stroke over the n, signilying a fnal ».

16.15 o olkog

The Western text characteristically expands the narrative
, = : ¥ . L Ehgh ey
by adding wds before o olwos (D; compare cum omnibns

gite, 1HEE],
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16.16 mofwra

The more difficult reading appears to be wifwva (p™* 8
A B C* D¥ 81 326 1837 vg arm), which has been replaced in
some manuseripts (p¥ C' D* E H L P most minuscules itxis
ayri™EE T by qrifeovos.

16.17  vuir {B}

The second person plural pronoun, which is more appropriate
te the context, is supported by good external evidence.

16.26 sapayprjua

In the opinion of a majority of the Commitiee the omission
of mapaypiua from B ¥ Luctfer must be aceidental, The
word appears to be a favorite with Luke, occurring in filteen
other passages in Luke-Acts, and In the rest of the New Testa-
ment only twice,

16,27 o decpodtilaf

After & ﬁ_Egm}q':E.lhaE several manuseripts, including 614 1799
and 2147, identify the jailer as ¢ woros Zredarvas (“laithful
Stephanas'™).

16.28  peyady dewvi [6] Hoddos

The manuseripts present a wide variety of readings: (o) ue-
yary ewvfi Matihos, p ¥ it4; (b) same as (a) but & Habios,
A 1875 1898; (¢) gwrfi peyain TMathos, ¥ C* 35 (d) same as
(c) but o Ilathos, (0 D¥ K P most minuseules: ﬁgj Haiihos
;._u;-'}f-:ihr;r dwvg, B (f) same us (¢) but & ITabhos, 181 431 027
!;g]l o Ilathos goory peydhy, 36 180 629 itte, The overwhelm-
g weight of external evidence reads gwrn near édarnoer 6.
It appears that several copyists, disliking Lhis Semitic type of
construction, moved @wri farther away from the verb. In
view of the division of testimony for and against the presenee
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of &, it seemed best to inelude the word on the basis of the
combined testimony of p™ A ¥ 1875 1808 al, but to enclose it

within square brackets.

16,29 wpooemeoer

After wpooémeser the Western text (D ite#l vpel syrh
with obelun gppsabo Tyeifer Cassiodorus) imtroduces the natural

supplement wpds Tovs woias.

16.30 €fw

The Western text adds the detail that the jailer "secured
the rest” of the prisoners before he addressed Paul and Silas
(after #fw I) syr® =" * read rovs Mowurols aogaliraueros).
Despite Sir William Ramsuy’s inclination to accept the addition
as genuine, “‘suggestive of the orderly, well-disciplined char-
acter of the jailor,””* the great probability 1s that after an
earthquake the average Near Liastern juiler was hardly likely
to exhibit such a degree of discipline as either Ramsay or the
Western glossator attributes to him!

16.32 7ot xupiov {B}

AIL}:nugh Weiss argues that the reference in ver. 31 to the
Lord Jesus influenced zeribes to alter “the word of God" to
t“4he word of the Lord,”™™ in view of the preponderant weight
of external testimony supporting xuptov the Committee pre-
ferred xupiou. What Ropes deseribes as a special foree residing
in feod, which ealls attention to the divine truth of the answer
of wer, 31, so far {rom supporting the genuineness of feol,
suggests rather the work of seribal refinement.

o

s 9t Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citdzen, p. 222
¥ B, Weiss, IMe Apostelpeschichle, lextkritische U refersuchungen  wnd

Tertherstellung, pp. 6.
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16.32 oow

The Textus Receptus, following I' H L P most minuscules,
replaces by (p™ A B C 1) 33 36* 61 81 181 242 431 441 927
1837 1873 ol) with xat, thus attuining greater simplicity, and
paralleling ov ket 6 oivos of the previous verse.

16.35-40

The Western reviser has introduced into these verses a
variety of circumstantial details and other modifications. In
order to explain the sudden change of attitude on the part of
the magistrates, who now entreat the apostles to leave, D
gyrt®f Cassiodorus and Ephraem read, (35) nuépas 8¢ yevo-
perns guridor ol arpaTthyyol €wL TO avTo €5 THY dYyopar
kel areuryofévres Tor gewoudr TOY yeyordTtae édolnbnoar,
kal daméorechar rovs paBdotyous Aéyorras . . . (“But when it
was day the magistrates assembled fogether tn the markel place,
and recollecting the earthquake that had teken place, they were
afraid; and sent the police, saving...”). At the close of the
game verse D) 614 1799 2412 syvrt add the rather superfluous
clause ols éxfés wapehefes (“whom wyou took into custody
vesterday'"),

Leaving nothing to the imagination of the reader, in ver, 36
codex Bezae reads kal eloedav 6 deguodihaf amnyverher,
while ayre, still more circumstantial, reads xei dwoloas ¢
deauopbiat eloeAfuor ampyyeher. Similarly in ver, 38 codex
Bezae 13 extremely pleomastic in reading amnyvyethar 6é
abrotogor [sic] orparnyols of pafdoliyor To pHuatTa TalTa
Ta pntévra wpos Tovs orparyyols . .. (“And the poliee re-
ported to the magistrates fhemselves these words which were
spoken for fhe magistrates . . .").

In order to emphasize the innocence of Paul and Silas, and
the desire of the magistirates to avold an unpleasant caze, in
ver. 37 the Western reviser (D syr®) substitutes dracriovs
(“innocent’) for the unusual word acxaraxpirovs (“uncon-
dernned™), found only here and in 22,25,
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Verses 39 and 40 in codex Bezae, supported in part by 614
syrd ®ith * and Kphraem, read as follows: kel wapayeropero
weTd Glhwr ToRADY el THY Pulakgy TopekdaieToy avTols
étenbety elmovres, ‘Hyvohoaper 7a vall’ duds ot €ore D=
toral] dvdpes Bikator. kal éfayoydrTes wapexdregar auTOUS
Weyorres, 'Ex 7Hs mohews Talrns ébénflare unwoTe mwaly
guveTpapay fuy émkpalovres ko' Dudv. (40) éfelfovres
8¢ &k Ths duhexds Hifor wpds Tov Avblar, kal [Bovrres Tovs
déergots dumyhoarto doo émolnaery kipios alTols Tepaka-
Moartes alTovs, el éEibar (“And having arrived wilth many
friends at the prison, they besought them to go forth, sayng,
‘We did not know the trufh aboul youw, thal you ere righteous
men. And when they huad brought them out they besought
them saying, ‘Depart from this city, lest they again assemble
against us, crying oul aguinst yow.' (40) So they went out
from the prison, and visiled Lydia; and when they had scen
the hrethren, they reported the things which the Lord had done
for them, and having exhorted them they departed”). On the
verh oueTpégely, see the final comment on 10.41.

16.36 v elpvpy Bl

Although Ropes thinks that év elpnpy “is inappropriate in
the mouth of a Greek jailer,” a majority of the Committee
did not regard such a consideration as germane to the guestion
whether Luke may not have thus described the words of
farewell uttered by the newly converted jailer. The omission
of the phrase from two manuscripts (D it#%) appears to be
accidental.

16.39  xkai éfayayorTes 1puiTioy

The Committes was not impressed by Ropes’s complicated
argument that the absence of the words kai eéfayayovres
hplwTwy is a Western non-interpolation™ but preferred to

i J. H. Hopes, The Text of Aetz, p. 160
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explain their omission in several witnesses (257 383 614 2147
gy ¥ 7} a5 occasioned by their redundaney with the pre-
ceding rapexaleoar.

The redundancy may also suggest, as P. W. Schmiedel
pointed out long ago (Encyclopsedio Biblica, vol. 1, col, 52),
the fusion of two texts, in one of which mapgexdierar stood
with indirect speech, and in the other with direct speech.
Bee also the comments on 4.25, especially H. W. Moule’s
suggestion.

17.1

Unlike the generally accepted text, dodeloarres de Thw
"Audimohey ket Thy "Amordwriar Hiov els Beooahovikny
(“Now when they had passed through Amphipolis and Apol-
lonia, they came to Thessaloniea™), the reading of codex Bezae
implies that Paul and Silas stopped off at Apollonia, éedei-
garTes 0¢ THr Augimody kal xariior els "Amodhwvida
kakeler els Besoatovikny (“Now when they had passed
through Amphipobs they went down to Apollonia, and thenee
to Thessalomea’™).

17.8 o Xpworos, [a] *Inoois (D]

The wide variety of readings seems to have arisen from the
unusual reading preserved only in codex Vaticanus, Since,
however, the Committee was reluctant to accord a decisive
role to one manuseript, it preferred to indicate the slender
basis of the reading by enclosing within square brackets the
definite article before Inegobs.

For the change to direct discourse from indirect compare
1.41.;23.22: Lk 5.14.

17.4 Eﬂfiﬂﬁ?} ey

On the strength of the confused text of codex Bezae,
ericihoar kal wpocexinpabtnoar 76 aihe kal 76 Zilalg

TIHE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 453

T4 Sudaxy mwohhol Tév gefopérer . . ., A, C. Clark, following
the sugoestion of Blass, reconstructs the text as follows:
érelonoar T4 dbaxt, val mpeoegpdtinaar T4 Ilabhe ral
rid Zehd worhol ToV gefopérwy . .. (... were persuaded
by the teaching, and many of the devout joined PPaul and

Silas . . ")

17.4  yuvawkdv te (B}

It is possible to translate yvraw@r re Tévr wpeTwr “and
wives of Lhe leading men,” an interpretation which the Western
text enforced by reading kal yvvaikes T&v TpwTwy. A majority
of the Committee preferred the reading supported by p™ M
ABE P33 81 614 1739 gl, not only bhecause of supenor
external attestation, but also because it was thought much
mare likely that eopyiztz would replace the less usual connective
by the more common kal (or 8¢, as in %),

175 Inldoavres 8¢ oi "lovdaior xai mpooiafopevor

Part of the distinetive reading of codex Bezae, ol 66 amé-
Aotvres Tovbalow auvarpédarTés Tivas drdpas TOV dyopaiwy
rovnpots efopufoliocar Thv wohwy (“But the Jews who dis-
helteved nssembled zome wicked fellows of the rabble and set the
eity in an uproar’), is preserved in the later Byzantine text,
rpoohaSoueror 6¢ oi Tovdalol ol drefotvres (al ol dmed.
Tovd.) (H 1. P most minuscules), and in the Textus Receptus,
{nhwoarTes B¢ ol arefoivres lovdalor kal wpogiaBouevor
(a reading that lacks any significant support in the manu-
seripts). On the verh ovorpéger, see the final comment on 10.41.

17.9  xat ﬁaﬁéwﬁs

On the strength of syr*™, with indirect support from
Ephracm, A: C. Clark prints ol pév obw molTapyat Aadovres.
The reading, however, appears to be an obvious amelioration
introduced in order to smooth the sequence between verses
# and 9.
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17.11  ovrws

At the close of the verse the Western text, representoed by
u3 614 1790 2412 it#e yp™= gyrt ®*ith * Ephracm Priseillian,
expands by adding xaflds [Tabhos drayyédhe (“examining the
seriptures daily to see 1if theze things were so as Paul
was proclaiming'’),

17.12

After beginning the verse with a rather banal observation,
TLVES Hér oly abTdv émtoTevaar, Tives o€ Arioryoar (“Some
of them, therefore, believed, but some did not believe,” «f.
28.24), codex Bezae smooths the grammar of the generally
received text and reads kal T@r "EAAgrov kal rov eboxnuovon
dvdpes xal -yvvaires ixavol émiorevoar (“and many of the
Greeks and men and women of high standing believed™).
Besdes being better Greek the readjusted order has the effect
of lessening any importance given to women (of, comments
on ver. 34 and on 18.26). According to Menoud, “the anti-
ferminist tendency of the writer of D seems to he more or
less general m the last decades of the first century, In any
case 1t 15 not one of the major trends in the thought of the
Waestern recension,’™

17.13

Many witnesses, including p¥* E T 049 056 0120 0192 al,
followed by the Textus Receptlus, lack the words rai ra-
paooorres, The shorter text appears to be the result of tran-
seriptional oversight, oceasioned by homoeoteleuton with the

preceding gasetorres. The vernacular Stadualer occurs in
I» only here and at 8,24,

1 ' L] A
kal TapacoovTes Tovs oyAovs {B}

P. H. Menoud, “The Western Text and the Theology of Acts™ in
the Bullelin of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, 11 {19510, pp. 30 [
compare Hopes, The Text of Acfs, p. eoxxxiv, who finds in Ac 17.12 and

chap. 18 several indications of what may fairly be called an “anti-feminiat”
tendency.
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17.14-15

Codex Bezae, with oceasional support from other Western
witnesses, recasts these two verses as follows: 7or uér obv
Madhor of adehdol éfaméoTahar amendely éme Ty aleooar
bréuewver 8¢ 6 Dihas kai & Tiudfleos éxet. ol ¢ kaTaeTRVOVTES
ror Ilathor fyayor ws "Afqudv, wapiier dé Ty Beo-
gahtar, éxwhidy yap els alrobs xnpdfar Tov Ayov, haforTes
8¢ éproriy wapd HMabhov mpos 76v Tihar kai Tiubfeor drws
tr Tayer EMwow Tpos abTor ékfeaar (“The brethren therefore
sent Paul off 1o go to the sea, but Silas and Timothy remained
there. (15) And those who conducted Paul brought him as
far as Athens, and he passed by Thessaly, for he was pre-
vented from proelaiming the word to them; and having re-
ceived & command from Paul for Silas and Timothy to come
to him quickly, they departed’). The purpose of the addition
in ver. 15 is to explain why nothing happened on Paul’s journey
through Thessaly.

17.14  éws (B}

The Western text (1) itdeie gl) reads émi Tiv faracoar.
The introduction of ws in the Byzantine texi suggests an
atternpt to foil the Jews by a ruse (“then immediately the
brethren sent away Paul to go as it were to the sea” AV),
Inasmilch as &os with o following preposition occurs elsewhere
in Luke-Acts (ef. Lk 24.50; Ac 21.5; 26.11), the Committee pre-
ferred to follow the combination of p® 8 A B 33 81 1739 vg al.

17.18 &7i. .. etmyyedilero

It iz curious that D 12 omit the explanatory clause. Although
some scholars have regarded the reading as a Western non-
interpolation, it is more likely that the words were omitted
because “‘the writer serupled to appear to class "IngoUs among
the Sawwdra’’ (so Knowling: i. e. the clause implies that Paul's
hearers understood "Avdgracis as a female deity parallel with
Jasus).
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17.19  emAafouervor Te abTol

The Western text embroiders the szentence by prefixing
peTd 6é fuépas Tivas émhaBoueror alrol (D syr") and by
adding runfardueror kat after Havor (D “And affer some
days they took hold of him and brought him to the Areopagus,

k1

wmguireng and saying . . "),

17.26 €£ eves (DD}

The Western text, with the support of a wide range of early
versions and patristic witnesses, adds alparos after évos. This
reading passed into the Textus Receptus and lies behind the
AY. In supporl of the longer text is the palacographical con-
sideration that efperos may have been secidentally omitted
beeause 1t ends in the same syllable as the preceding évébs.
It iz also possible, though perhaps not probable, that someone
deliberately deleted the word, since it appears to contradiet
the statement in Genesis that God made man from dust—
not blood (Gn 2.7). Likewise, there is some force in the con-
sideration that eiueres iz not a very natural gloss on éros—
for that one would have expected évfpimov or someihing
sirnilar,

On the other hand, a majority of the Committee was im-
pressed by the external evidence supporting the shorter text,
and judged that oluaros was a typical expansion so char-
acteristiec of the Western reviser,

With some amount of hesitation, therefore, and alter re-
newed consideration of the eclaims of each reading, it was
voted to adopt the Alexandrian text.

17.27  7ow feov e apa ye ymladrjoear adriv [C)

The reading kvpior undeubtedly arcse from the careless
gubstitution by a seribe of KN for 8w, an exchange that
oceurs frequently. In any ease, the argument of Kilpatrick,
who assumes that ktpwor was original and that seribes felt it
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to be ambiguous? iz difficult to reconcile with the cireumstance
that the following verb “to feel after’” agrees better with
kuptor than with either feor or Petov.

Although it 15 doubtless true, as Nestle pointed out, that
seribes would be more likely to alter fedr o fetor® the fact
that fetor oceurs in ver. 29 may aceount for its intrusion
here, Furthermore, since feos is the subject of the sentence
(ef. ver. 24), there was an added incentive for scribes to alter
Bedv to either fetor or kipior,

It should be noted that the present text of codex Bezae,
wahrTa {nretr 70 fetov eoTip, cannot be construed with the
rest of the sentence and must be emended either by altering
70 to & (az Clark does in accord with the testimony of itel
and lIrenaeus) or by deleting éorer (as Ropes and Streeter?
prefer), In either case the presence of pahlioTe pives the
irnpression that the reading is a sccondary qualification.

17.27 awo évos exdoTou Nuor tmdpyovra [C}
The Committee was agreed that external evidence and

internal considerations combine in support of the reading
adopted for the text.

17.28  Eopév (1)

Clodex Besse adds to the quotation the phrage 76 xof’
Auépar (“in him we live and move and have our being day
by day’’).

According to Rendel Harris this reading arose from a mis-
read and misplaced marginal annotation. He suggests that a

2 A Kelectie Study of the Text of Acts,” Biblical and Patristio Studies
in Memory of Rober! Pieree Casey, ed. by J. Neville Birdeall apd R. W.
Thomzon, p. 75

: Eherhard Nestle, Philologia sgere (Derling 1596), p. 42; of. alse
MNestle, Introduction fo the Textual Cviticiam of the Greek New Tesloment
(London, 1901, po. 2951

V Journal of Theological Studies, xxxiv (1933), p. 238
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corrector who wished to alter v&r xaf’ Duas in the next line
to “some of our own poets” “indicated this in the margin in a
sort of short-hand, which was misunderstood as 76 xaf’ Huépav
and inserted as an expansion into the previous line.””® Williams,
however, agrees with W. L. Knox that “a more likely ex-
planation is that it was a “favourite phrase of I, 78

17.28  rwes Tdv kal’ dpds monrdv [C]

Although Clark thinks that “it would he difficull to find a
more typieal example of a gloss than the addition of mewyraw,”7
it 18 also possible, as Lake and Cadbury remark, that the
Western editor may have had some moral ohjection to quoting
poets. Af any rate, the Peshitta Syriac, the Armenian, and the
Ethiopic versions read “sages™ or “wise men” instead of “poets.”

Seribal confusion between duas and #fuds, which were pro-
nounced alike, was common. It 15 searcely likely that Paul
would have represented himsell as one of the Greeks.

17.30 Tis ayvoias

The addition in codex Bezae and the Vulgate of ralrns
alter r@s a%votas, thought by Epp* te involve a deliberate
vontrast to the ignorance referved to in 3.17, 1s more probably
an mmnocent heightening with no subtle allusion to a different
attitude of God toward Jewish (as distinguished from Gentile)
IENOTATICE.

17.30  wapayyérdes {C]

The wverb wapavyyéirer, which 1z a favorite with Luke
fof 30 instances in the New Testament, 14 occeur in Luke-

b Bulletin of the Beran Club, vz (1030), p. 6.

50, 8, C. Williams, Alerations to the Texl of the Synoptie Gospely and
Aetz, p. 89, n. 1.

T The Acts of the A postles, p. 367, Blase and Ropes also omit mowmrie.

*E. I FEpp, The Theological Tendeney of Coder Resae Cantabrigiensis
tn Acte (Cambridge, 1968}, pp. 45500
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Acts), iz more appropriate in the context than amayyéhhewr—
though Alexandrian seribes may have judged that 1t was less
seemly for God to “urge” or “command" repentance than
merely to “announce’”’ or “declare” that all persons every-
where should repent.

17.31  avdpi

After avdpt several Western witnesses (D) vg™ and Irenseus)
add the identifving "Ineoth.

17.34

The omission in codex Bezae of the words xal yurn dvduari
Aduapis has been taken by zome (e. g Wm. M. REamsay} to
be another indication of the anti-feminist attitude of the
seribe (see the comments on wver. 12 abovel® I 15, however,
more likely, as A. C. Clark suggests'® that a hne in an ancestor
of codex Bezae had been aceidentally omitted, so that what
remaing in D iz ér ois kel Aworioos 7is “ApeomacyelTys
sLoxTuwy kal érepol ovw avtrors (Mamong whom also was a
certain Dionysius, an Arveopagite of high standing, and others
with them™). In either case, however, the conecluding phrase
gy alTols suggests that Luke originally specified more than
one pergon (Diopysiug) ag among Paul's converts.

It is curious that codex Bezae reads eloyruwy to indieate
the high standing of Dionysius, though being an Areopagite
would naturally imply his honorable estate without adding
the adjective. Its presence, according to an ingenious explana-
tion proposed by J. Armitage Robinson,™ 15 to be accounted
for as follows, According to Robinson it is significant that in
Acts the word edoytuwry is used only of women (13.50; 17.12).

3 The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 161 1,

P he Acte of the Aposiles, p. 367,

U Noliee that Ll 23.50 does not retain edoyxguer of Mk 1543

2 Peported by W. M, Ramsay, The Church in the Ioman Empire,

. 161,
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Under the influence of its usuge earlier in Aets some gallant

seribe added the word after Aapapis ™ Later, after the ehureh
had taken her stand against the pagan or heretical claims
advanced in behall of her ambitious women, a more orthodox
if less chivalrous transcriber deleted the name of Damaris
altogether, but left the adjeetive standing, a witness at onee
againgt his own deed and the deed of the seribe who had gone
before him.

18.1 éx |Bi

The inzertion of the subject was apparently made in Lhe
mterest of clanfyving the passage when it was read as the
opening sentence of an ecclesiastical lesson, Certainly if the
words ¢ Ilavhes were present originally no one would have
deleted them.

18.2-4

The original form of the Western text, which in verses 2
and 3 codex Bezae presenis in a form somewhat accommodated
to the Alexandrian text, appears to have been the lollowing
(reconstructed by Ropes, chiefly on the basis of it* and syr"™#):
kal evper "Axvhav, Tovrior 7¢ véver, 'lovéalor, mporgarws
ednhvbora amo s lrahies oy lpiokidhy yorawl airob,
kal TpoogAfer alTols' obrou 8¢ éEFifor amd Ths "Pauns dd
o rerayeval Khavbor Katrapa ywpilesfar marras lovdal-
ovs amo THs Pipns: of kel xeroxneor els tav TAyator.
o 8¢ Ilalhos éyvawplofly 78 "Axihg (3) g 16 duddul v kol
budrexvor eivar, kol Euewrer wpos adTols kal Hpydlero
noar ydp okyromolol TH Téxrn. (4) elowopevbuevos ¢ els

13 Ramszay observes thal “it was impossible in Athenian society for a
woman of respectable position and Tamily to have any opportunity of
hearing Paul; and the name Damariz (probably a vulgarism for demalis.
heifer] suggestz a forcign woman, perbaps one of the elass of educated
Hetairai, who might very well be in his awdience,” S0 Powl the Traveller
and the Roman Cilizen, . 252
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Ty quraywyhy kera Tav caBBaror diehéyero, xal evTiflels
& Bropa Tob kuplov lyaob, xal érafer 82 ol uovor "Tovdatous
arha kal "EAdgras (“And he found Aquila, [a man] of Pontus
by race, a Jew, who had lately come irom Italy with Priscilla,
his wife, and he went to them. Now these had come out from
Rome because Claudins Caeser had commanded all Jews to
leave Rome: and they settled in Greece, And Paul became known
to Aquils (3) because he was of the same fribe and the same
trade, and he stayed with them and worked; for they were
tentmakers by trade. (4) And entering dnfo the synagogue
pach sabbath day, he held a dizcussion, ¢nserfing the name
of the Lovd Jesus, and persuaded not only Jews bul also Greeks™ ),

Lake and Cadbury remark om verses 2 and 3 that “the
awkwardness of the Greek in the B-text may be at least partly
responsible for the interesting and smoother version of the
Weslern text.”! (On fpyalfero in ver. 3, see the comments on
that verse.) In wver, 4 the Western addition imphes that in
his expounding of the Old Testament seriptures Paul would
fingert the nmame of the Lord Jesus” where, according to
Christian theology, il was appropriate. Compare also the
addition in 1) syr™™® it" at the beginning of ver, 6. At the end
of ver. 3 codex Bezae and its® lack the statement, “for they
were temtmakers by trade’; the absence 15 due no doubt to
accidental omission of a line of text.

18.3 qpyalero (B}

The plural fpyalovro in several Alexandriun witnesses s
probably an accommodation to the plural forms immediately
preceding and following,

18.5 Aoyw {Bi

The expression that Paul guvetyero T Aoy (“was wholly
absorbed with preaching,” so Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich) seems to

} The Beminnings of Christiamity, val. 1v, p. 221
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have been misunderstood, so that wretpart was either delib-
erately substituted for Adyw or, heing added as an explanation
in the margin, eventually usurped the place of Adyw, with the
resultant meaning “was urged on by the Bpirit” or “was
pressed in the spirit” (so the AV).

18.6

At the beginming of the verse the Western text (DD syrt™
it") inserts woldholi 8¢ Adyov ~ywwouévov kal ypaddr dLepun-
vevouevwr (“And after there had been much discussion, and
interpretations of the seriptures had been given .. .”). Com-
pare also the comments on verses 2 and 3.

18.7 exeiler

The Western reviser emended éxelfer to ame rov "Axiia
(1) it*}, and other witnesses conflated the two readings: thus
enctler ame ToUu "AxbAa, 614 (1799) 2412, Bub it is unlikely
that opposition of the Jews in the synagogue would have
caused Paul to change his residence from the home of Aquila,
with whom Paul continued to have zood relations. The Western
revision reflects, as Bruee® points out, “a misunderstanding of
Lauke’s meamng; Paul did not remove his private lodgings
from Aquila’s house to that of Justus, but made Justug's
house his preaching headquarters instead of the synagogue,”
which was next door,

18.7  Tiriov Toverov (D}

There 15 a considerable amount of divergeney among the
witnesses. Ropes argued that the reading with a single name
Tolorovw is probubly original, and by dittography orvoua-

10 V. Bruee, Commentary on the Book of the Acts; the English Text . |
(London, 1954), p. 370, n. 17,
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TIIOTorov gave rise to Tiriov. But, as Goodspeed pointed
out, the hypothesis is seriously weakened by the absence of
the word dvéuart from codex Alexandrinus, the chief ancient
support for the omission of Titus.® Furthermore, ithe opposite
error, that of haplography, is perhaps even more likely to have
oceurred, and from TITITT and (DOTTOY in évéuart Tertou
‘loberor came the shortened form in most of {he uneial manu-
seripts,* In any ease Tlrov secms to be a secondary correction,
a2z the more familiar name.

18.12  Jovdaio

After 'lovdarior the Western text (I} it and partly syr®
with =) eontinues with the more colorful account FULh QAN FAVTES
e’ éavr@v érl Tov [labhor, kal émbévTes Tas xewpas fyayor
abror wpos Tov avfimaror (1D has émi 70 fhua), kaTefodvres
kel hévovres . .. (“having lalked together among themselves
against Paul, and haveng laid hands upon Aem they brought him

-
1T%

to the governor, crying oul and saying . ..").

18,17 mavres 1C}

In order to identify the “all’* who seized and beat Sosthenes,
the ruler of the synagogue, the Western and later eeclesiastical
texts fland henee the AV) add the identifving words, “the
Greeks,” 1. e. the Gentile community. Several mmuseule manu-
seripts read “all the Jews,” which iz much more unhkely to
represent the real situation.

At the close of the verse the Latin text of codex Bezae reads
tune Gallio fingebat eum non videre (“Then Gallio pretended
not to see him”). The line in the Greek text of codex Bezae
after Shuaros iz erased and nothing is now legible, but 1t is

l'

3 Journal of Biblical Laleralure, LX1xX (1950), p. 353,
¢ A, van Veldhoizen, “Iand. 18:7, Titius Tustus of Tustus?" Theo-
logische Studién, xx {1002), pp, 422423,
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fair to assume that it ecorresponded to the Latin; Clark re-
constructs ToTe 0 Dalhiwr wpogemwoetTo un (delv.t

15.18

One form of the Western text, preserved in 1t®, reads Agquila,
qui volum cum fecisset [Cenchris], capul fondi, irom which
Blass produced 'AxbAas, & elyiv exewr & Keyyperals i
kepadny éxetparo (“Aquila, who, having made a vow at
Cenchreae, had cut his hair'), Several manuseripts of the
Latin Vulgate read the plural, “Priscilla and Aquila, who had
cul their hair at Cenchreae, for they had a vow.”

18.19 wariyrnoar (B}

The Textus Receptug, nllowing p™ P ¥ most minuscules al,
alters karnrrpoar to the singular in conformity with the
other verbs in the context.

15.19 raxetvovs patedvmey avrod [

Ropes prefers the reading éxet, explaiming the rise of the
reading evrol as an improvement oceasioned by the harsh
sound of kéxeivovs xarélimer €xer® Although eéxer 15 well
attested (being read by g™ 8 A D 33 af), 4 majority of the
Committee thought 1t more probable that, owing to the n-
frequent use of abrov as an adverb (1t oceurs only lour times
in the entire New Testament), scribes replaced it with the
much more frequently used adwverb éxet (whieh oeccurs 45 fimes
in the New Testament).

" According to & suggestion made by O, A, Phillips, behind the two

iorms of lext one may postulate the Svriae verb '-i“L, which, according
to Brockelmann's Lericow Syriccum, means primarily  averid! (ocoulos,
Jaciem) but also non curaml neglexy! (Bulletin af the Bezan Club, v [192E],
p. 44; cf, I, Ploolj, b, x [1931] p. 16},

f The Text of Acks, p. 177.
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The addition in codex Bezae, supported in part by other
Western witnesses (614 1799 2401° ith syr® & * cop®), Kad
rd émbvre gafBbry éxelvous (“and on the following sabbath
he left them there...”), comes in exccedingly awkwardly at
this place; according to Zahn' the “correct” Western text rizad
cararThaas o¢ eis "Egeoov, 16 émbrri aoffare elgerbov
els THY guvaywyny dienéxfn 7ols 'lovdators. On the trc::ujt:-la-
some phrase, “and he left them there,” see also the varani
readings in verses 21-22,

18,21 emov (B}

The addition made by the Western reviser, which has passed
into the later ecclesiastical text (and therefore is represented
in the AV: “I must by all means keep this feast that cometh
in Jerusalem'), is loosely paralleled by the similar statement
in 20.16, and by the Western text of 19.1 (see the comments
on the latter passage). The interpolation (for thus 1t must
he secounted, there being no reason why, if original, it should
have been deleted in a wide variety of manuscripts and ver-
sions) may well give, as Bruce observes, “the frue reason for
Paul's hasty departure, the feast probably bemg passover.™

18.21-22  dwiyfn dmé 1his "Edéoov wai xareAdv (B}

Severnl witnesses, chiefly Western, either transfer or, ob-
livious of the redundancy, repeat the information given in
ver. 190 concerning Paul's leaving Aquila (with or without
mention of Priseilla) at Ephesus. (See also the concluding
ecomment on ver. 19.)

18.24 Amordds ovopaTe

The name 'AwoiA@s is an abbreviated form of "AwoA-
Movios (read here by D). It may be that the variant reading
Dhe Apostelgeschichle des Lueas, p. 862, Anm. 68
8 B, F. Bruce, The Acls of the A postles, p. 345,
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‘Amedddqs® (WY 307 431 453 536 610 copb arm geo (eth)
Dhdymus Ammonius) is an Egyptian preference. ™ On the other
hand, despite its meager attestation here and m 191, Kil-
patrick suggests that "AweiAns is the original reading in Acts
and that seribes assimilated it in most witnesses to the name
of the "AroAdds of 1 Corinthians." (See also comment on 19.1.])

- 4 -
18.25 ofros Ny karnynpévos Ty 6oov Toi kuplov

The Western addition (D it€'®) of év 1 rarpide after kary-
xnuevos (“who had heen instructed vn kis own couniry in the
word of the Lord™) implies that Christianity had reached
Alexandria by about a.p. 50, Whether the statement of the
Western reviser depends upon personal knowledge or is based
on inference, the implication of the statement no doubt aceords
with historical fact,

The reading 7or Adyor (D 35 362 94 142 242 307 300 323
429 431) mstead of T oddr 13, az Ropes declares, “clearly an
atternpt to make a hard word easier” {ad loc.); the same type
of change appears also in ver. 26,

18.25 t0i 'Inooil |B)

The Committee preferred the reading 'Inoof, not only
because of the stronger and more diversified external witnesses
in 1ts support, but also because it appears that the reading
xuptov arose from assimilation with the previous instance of
kUplov In the same sentence.

18.26  [lpioridda wai " Axvdas

Apparently the Western reviser (D il#% syr cop™ arm al)
desired to reduce the prominence of Priseilla, for he either

¥ Cf, Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 23, 4,

" Bo Theodor Zahn, frdroduclion to the Neww Testament, 1 (Bdinburgh,
1804, p. 270, note 10; ef. Henry Offermann, “Apollos, Apelles, Apollonios,”
Latheran Church Rertew, xxxvon (1919), pp. 145-150.

" Jowrnal of Biblteal Lateralure, txxxix (19700, p. 77.

P—
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mentions Aquila first {as here) or inserts the name of Aquila
without including Priscilla (as in verses 3, 18, and 21}. The
unusual order, the wife before the hushand, must be accepted
as original, for there was always a tendency among scribes to
change the unusual to the usual. In the case of Priscilla and
Aquila, however, it was eustomary in the early church to refer
to her before her husband (ef. Ro 16.3; 2 Tm 4.19).% On an
anti-ferninist tendency, see the comments on 17.12 above.

18.26 7iv 08ov [rob feol] [C}

While appreciating the force of the considerstion urged by
Alford, Bopes, and others, namely that r9» 600r in the Western
text is original and the other readings are attempts to render
it. more intelligible, a majority of the Committee was reluctant
{0 aceord primary weight to the testimony of D here inasmuch
as in ver. 25 it iz clearly secondary, having substituted hoyor
for oddwr. On the other hand, in view of the usage in 9.2; 19.9, 23;
22 4: 24,14, 22, it was agreed to represent the possibility that
the Western text may be original and to enclose 7ot feol
(®* A B) within square brackets.

18.27

The Western reviser (D, supported in large part by syr®™®)

expunded and paraphrased this verse as follows: er e 77
'‘Egéow érdnuoivrés Tives Koplvbiow kal axobaarres avrol
rapaxdhovr Owelfelr gy alTols €ls THY waTpléa abTov.
gurkaTovebcartos? ¢ alrtot of Edéowe &ypodar tols &
Kopirfw wpafnrels dmws dmobééwvrar Tov &vdpa ds €mudn-
uhoas els v "Axaley wohl gurefadeTo €v Tals éxxAnoiots
(“Now certatn Corinthians were staying of Ephesus, and having

2 &oe Adolf Harmaek, “Uber die beiden Recensionen der Geschichte
der Prisea und des Aquila in Act, Apost. 18, 1-27." Sitzunpgsberichle der
kéniglich preussizchen Akademie der Wissenschaflen zu Berlin, 1900, pp. 2-1 3.

15 The verh guyrerareber ocours nowhere else in the New Testament.
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heard him [1. e. Apollos] wrged him to cross over with them to
ther own coundry, And when he had consenled the Ephestans
wrote to the diseiples @ Corinth thal they should receive (he
man—he who having stoyed in Achaia was of greal help fo the
churches' ).

The unususl orientation and outlook, as well as certain
mternal difficulties of the passage, have been pointed out more
than onece.® For example, nowhere else in Acts do we read of
members of ope church acting in another church, nor do we
ever hear of an invitation to an apostle or evangelist Lo come
to & church (16.9 1s not a parallel). But there is a more serious
difficulty. If Apollos’s visit is made at his own inmitiative, an
introductory letter recommending him to the Corinthians is
appropriate; if, on the other hand, he goes al the invitation
of members of the Corinthian chureh, why ig it neecssary that
the Ephesians supply such a letter?

18.28 Owuooig embetkvils

The Western text (p® 1) 383 614 1t9) expands the account
s0 as to read dgucotie diaheyoperos kel (p% om. kal) émbexris
(“discoursing publicly and showing').

19.1 ’E}IévETﬂ S "Ei;EJEGﬂF

Omitting the clause "Evyévero §e év 7% Tor "AmodAd elras
év Kopirflw, the Western text (p* D syr¥™f with partial
support from 1t#% and Ephraem) sulstitutes the following:
Behorros 6é ToU llabhov kerd T (6lar Poviny ropetecfar
eis 'lepooorupa elmer avTd TO mrelua bmooTpéder els THY
Acgtar, diehflar fe Ta aroripica uepn epyeral els "Edegov
(“And although Paul wished, according to hes oum plan, lo g9
to Jerusalem, the Spivit fold ham do veturn fo Asig. And having
passed through the upper country he comes to Ephesus. . ')

Y See, eop., FoOW. Grosheide, Bulletin of the Bezare Club, v (19303,
pr L8200 and G. Zunte, Clossica ef medicevalio, 10 (1940), pp. 26-33.
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It i difficult to understand why so much is said about a
purpose that was not gecomplished. Weiss is mrrec:t. in ohe-
serving that “the whole antithesis between (Lo ﬁqy}m and an
order of the Spirit is neither in the character of Paul nor of
Inke. who brings expressly into prominence how Paul allows
all his decisions to be made by the will of God made known
to him through the Spirit.’”" See also the comments on 18.21.

191 Azwoddd

Instead of "AmoAA&, p* Ac 181 read "Amolhaw, and NF
207 431% 453 536 610 copb read ‘AweAAfy. (See also the
cornment on 18.24.)

19.2  eorw (B

The commonly reccived text, “We have never even heard
that there is a Holy Spirit,”” appears to have been difficult for
the Western reviser to accept, and he thercfore substituted
the much easier statement, “We have not even heard whether

people are receiving the Holy Spirt.”

19.5 ' naot

The Western text (p® D 383 614 gyrt »i* *} expands the
brief sthtement, “they were baptized in the name of the L-:ird
Jesus" by continuing Xpeorol (not p%) els ddeoty auapTiav.
The zu:idi%iun, though intended 1o he edifying, 1s inept, beeause
these persons had previously recetved John's baptism for the

remission of sins.

19.6

Instead of AAfe codex Bezae and Jerome read the more
colorful elféws émémeaer (“the Holy Spirit immediately fell
upon them'').

L Der Codex 12, p. 94, Anm. 1.
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After yhweoais the Western text (represented by syri™®
and, in part, by it? vg™* and Ephraem) adds “other tongues,
and they themselves knew them, which they also interprefed for
themaelves; and certain also prophesied.” Although Clark pro-
fessea to believe that “it i3 more natural to suppose that the
words . . . were struck out as inconsistent with ch. 2, than
that they were mtroduced as an interpolation from 1 Cor
xiv,” 1t 18 much more probable that the Western form of text
arose by seribal embroidering of the Alexandrian -text than
that the text in all known Greek manuseripts has been curtailed
because of what might possibly be regarded as an inconsistency
with the account of Pentecost in Acts 2.

19.8  emappnowdlero

The Western text (D syr') reads év dvvduer peydhn érap-
pnaiafero (“spoke boldly with great power').

19.9  Tupavvov {B)

The interesting addition in the Western text (“[Paul| argued
daily in the hall of Tyrannus from the fifth hour to the tenth”
[i.e. from 11:00 am. to 4:00 p.m.|} may represent an accurate
pece of information, preserved in oral tradition befere being
incorporated into the text of cerfain munuseripts. Were it
present in the original texi, there is no good reason why it
should have been deleted, (Instead of “to the tenth” two Latin
manuscripts of the Vulgate read “to the ninth” (), “to the

ninth and tenth’” (I3 :

19.14, 16

The Western text (codex Besae and, in part, p® ilsie gyrb™s
Ephracm) rewrites ver. 14 as follows: év ols xal viot [+ é7Td
syr"™%] Zxkeva Twros lepews nllédnoar 76 alro mouficar ( HHos
elxay Tols Towbmous Eoprilew ), xal eloehdvres wpos Tov
Garpovifopevor fipfavro émwahetofar 7o dropa Aéyovres,

* AL G Clark, The Acts of the A postles, p. 370.
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Iapayyéhhouér gor év Inoov ov Tevhos éEEE-"\EEEE:-' KNpUTTEL
(*In this connection also |seven] sons of a certain priest namned
Qeeva wished to do the same thing (they were accustomed (o
cxorcize such persons). And they came in o one who was demon-
possessed and began lo invoke the Name, saywng, "‘We compmand
you, by Jesus whom Paul preaches, fo come oul’ '), :

Qome have felt a difficulty that érra in ver. 14 changes in
ver. 16 to “two” (dugpbrepor, though occasionally in sub-
standard Greck du@bdrepot has the meaning “all’). Codex
Giigas emends érra to duo; others (D it¥) omit the numeral
entirely. In verse 16 ms. E omits dugorepor and others (in-
cluding H L P 8 al, followed by the Textus Receptus) replace
it with alrév. |

Among modern proposals, Moulton reports a conjecture of
J. B. Bhipley, that éx7d has arisen from a gloss, in which the
name Yrevs was taken to be the Hebrew »av, which can be
read as the numeral seven (erra).

A. O Clark argued that by mistake s marginal note of
interrogation { (={hred), meaning “gquery,” being taken as
the numersl seven, was erronecusly incorporated into the
text.* Torrey, following Owverbeek, conj cetured that the error
of “sever’ for “two'’ arose beeause in the first century the
Greek 3 (=2) and § (=T) were made very much alike ? Finally,
it may be reported that af the end of the last century the
Duich clagsical scholar Naber proposed that édugoerepor be
emended to ddvw “suddenly,”® a reading that J. M. 5. Bualjon
adopted in his edition (1898}

The diffculty of reconeiling érra with augdTepot, however,

s 1, 1. Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 24, compare Moulton and E:Iilligﬂn.
Vocrbulary, p. 577, col. a. On the other hand, Robert Eizler can ]enmrrfjrj
thal “CREY A might be a misrending of CREY AL invesligate 'I|-::-rJ.Ir. upl’,
wedged between Y101 and AYO," Bullsdin of the Bezan Club, xn (1947),
p. 7%; compare 11, A Banders, thid,, xr (1936}, p. 14

+ The Acts of the Aposiles, pp. AT1-374.

v Anglican Thenlogicnl Review, xxvi (1944}, pp. 254254

f Mnemosyne, Xxix (1851, p. 239,
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15 not g0 great as to render the text which includes both un
impossible text. On the other hand, however, the difficulty
18 80 troublesome that it is hard to explain how érrd came
mio the text, and was perpetualed, if it were not original,
whereas, In view of augoTepor, it is easy to see how it might
have been omitted by certain witnesses,

19.20 7ol kupiov 6 Adyos {C]

A majority of the Committee preferred the Alexandrian
reading (8* A B), on the consideration that it iz more likely
that the less usual order was altered into the charscteristic
order, than wice versan. The substitution of feol for xupiov
appears to be a secondary correction. Codex Bezae presents
a conflate reading, olirws karTa kpatos évioyvoer kal % TioTis
Toi Beol nifave xati érifbure (“So mightily it prevailed: and
the jaith of God grew and multiplied”). Although it could he
argued that émexler is o Lukan word (it appears {wice in the
New Testament, Lk 2243 and Ac 9.19), the expression 7
wloTis Tov feoti vecurs nowhere in Luke-Acts,

19.22-37

In these werses various witnesses of the Wostern fext in-
corporate a variety of picturesque details. After yporor in
ver. 22 the Greek text of codex Bezac adds dhiyer (“stayed
in Asia for a ltlle while”), In wver. 25 after “"Avdpes 1) and
syrt 0 T add everexetrar (“fellow-craftamen’™), a word which
does not appear elsewhere in the New Testament. In ver 26
after & Ilatihos oliros codex Bezae adds 7is 7ore [which, in
the light of itels hie Paulus nescio guem, is to be read ris more|,
that s, colloquially “this Paul, a somebody.” In ver, 25 preceding
expalor codex Bezae syr™® (614) (17990 2401 2412 add
ket dpauorTes els To Audodor (“and running inlo the streel
they eried out”)" In ver. 35 instead of karacreiras I 1 &

* The word audobor appears elsewhere in the New Testament o]y
in Ml 11.4.
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614 al read xavaceleas (“beckoned”), and D and Ephraem
insert the word fuerépar before wokey (“our city™). In ver, 37
Lufdbe after TobTous (1D 383 614 2147 2412 eyr™ al) adds a

cirenmstantial detail.

19.33 owebifacar {B}

The difficulty of understanding evredifarar n the u::rnt.e:i:t,
doubtless led seribes to change it to kereSifacar or to mpoedi-
Bagav.

19.37 nuov {B}

The Textus Receptus, following the laler manuscripts, re-
places Hudy with tude, which copyists apparently regarded us
suiting better the second person plural fyayere.

19.39  wepartépw (O}

The comparative adverb mepawrépw (which appears nowhere
else in the New Testament) iz appropriate in this context,
whereas mepl érépwy is not, Probably the latter arose from

1taciam.

19.40 gmi | {D]

Neither variant reading iz without difhculty, and Hort,
followed by Ropes, suspected the presence of a primitive error
that has infected all texts. Hort conjectured that “probably
airior Uwapyovres should be read for airlov imapxovros,
with the construction undevds alrior dmapxovTes Tepl ob
ot k.7.h. (‘although we are guilty of nothing concerning

which' &)™

-

5 4N ptes on Select Readings, p. 97. For other conjectures see W. C.
van Manen, Conjecturaal-Krifiek . . - (Haarlem, IESD},. . 248, a.m% _"l.'l.". H.
van de Sande Bakhuvzen, Over de toepassing van de Congecturaal-Kritiek . . .

{Haarlem, 18800, pp. 2256 1
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C. F. D. Moule supposes that the author made a rough draft
which involved several alternative forms of the sentence, and
that he neglected finally to delete the ones with which he
waus dissatisfied.?

The Committee, reluctant to resort to conjectural emenda-
tion, regarded od as the least unsatisfactory reading; at the
zame time, however, in order to reflect the evidence for the
absenee of ol 1t was thought best to enclose the word within
square brackets,

20.3-4

Codex Beszae, supported in part by syr™™ and Ephraem,
presents the following text of verses 3 and 4: woujoas §é
utivas ¥ kel yernBelalns) alrd émBovhis vmod rav Tovdaiwy
niednoer dvaxBivar els Zvplav, elrer 6¢ 10 wredua alTi
brogrpepey dia Ths Makeborlas. (4) uédhovros ofiv éberévar
avTol [+ guvelmorte abTd syr*™F] wéxpe Ths 'Adios Tdmwa-
Tpos 1llippou Bepoialos [ms.: Bepviawos], Qeooahovinémy o¢
‘Aplorapxos kal Zexoivdos, xal T'éios Aov3[é]ptos  kal
Tiudtleos, 'E¢éoior ¢ Ebrvxos kal Tpédiuos (“And when
he had spent three months there, and when a plot was made
against him by the Jews, he wished to sail for Syria, bul the
Sparit told him to return through Macedonia. (4) Therefore
when he was about te go ouf, Sopater of Beroea, the son of
Pyrrhug, and of the Thessalonians Aristarchus and SBecundus,
and Gas of Douberios, and Timothy, went with him as far
as Aswa; but the Ephesions Eutychus and Trophimus . . 7).

According to the generally received text Paul was intending
to go to Syria in order to carry the collection for the poor of
Jerusalem; the Western reviser, however, aseribes the reason
for the journey 1o the Jews' plot. Furthermore, in characteristic
fashion (cf. 19.1) the Western text introduces the prompting
of the Spirit to account for Paul's going by a land route rather
than by sea, as the apostle had formerly planned to do.

* Wrpository Times, Lv (1054), p. 221
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In wver. 4 Besae's identification of Paul’s companions as
Kphesians rather than Astans (the Harclean BSyriac margin
conflates the two, ex Asia Ephesti) may suggest that 1?111:
Western reviser belonged to, or was closely connected with
[Ephesus. The substitution of Elrrvxoes for Tuxtxos may be an

emendation based on ver. 9.

20.4 ocuveimero o€ avrd O]

It is difficult to understand how, if &xpt 7Hs "Aclas were
ariginal, it would have been emitted. Furthermore, as F-Dﬂzﬂl—
mann points out,! it appears that the authnr. of .1 Timothy
envisaged a4 situstion in Paul’s aq:tlimjitiu:s which iz reflected
in & text of Acts that lacked this addition.

20.4 [ldppov {B]

Although Ropes conjectured that myppoy had Irsmneh_ow
arisen out of the preceding maTtpoc, the Committee, im-
pressed by the external evidence supporting Ili'ppf:JLlJ_rﬁgarded
its omission as the result of an aceident in transeription,

20.4 depfaios {C]

The generally veceived text of Acts involves a WF:]_!-I{HU‘I.:L-'I]
erux: i 20.4 CGaiug ig called a man of Derbe, whereas n 18.249
he, along with a certain Aristarchus, is identified as = le_-?.e—
donian, The discrepancy has been resolved (a) by emend?ng
Makedoras in 19.20 to Maxedova (which iz indeed Fhﬁl reading
of 307 and a few other manuseripts), thus identifying only
Aristarchus ss o Macedonian: or (b by assuming that xtwu
different persons bearing the name Galus are t'!‘!F!.’iI'ltlj or (¢) by
following the Western reading Aofnpros at i.?'{]:i {ttm.‘ co1m-
pare D* Aoufléjpros and it? doveriug | =doberius]) and identi-
fving thiz place with a Macedonian post-town by that name

Feitechriff fir die neufestomentliche Wissenschifl, XLv (1954}, p. 266,



476 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY

near Mi. Pangaios, on the road from Philippi. Although this
identification has been widely app roved (e. g by A, C, Clark,
B. 8. 8treeter, Lagrange, C. 8. C. Williams, GG. Zuntz |[(Fromon,
xxx (1958), p. 26], F. F. Bruee, and a scant majority of the
translators of the New English Bible?), a majority of the Com-
mittee was hesitant to do so, for (a) AepSatos applied to a man
apparently called s Macedonlan in the confext would have
been the harder reading in the sccond century, when everyvone
knew that Derbe® was in Asia Minor, and (b)) Acfipros wonld
be a natural and intelligible emendation at that period. Fur-
thermore, as Haenchen® points out, the grouping of the names
in pairs (after the mention of Bopater) according to their place
of residence sugpestz that this Gaius, who 15 mentioned in
company with Timothy, was from Asia Minor and not from
Muacedoma,

20.5 mpoeAlovres (T}

The reading wpoerhforres, as Knowhng points out, corre-
sponds with the omission of axpe 795 "Acgtas 1n ver. 4 and the
view that Paul was included in the fuas of ver, 5. The addition
of the testimony of p'* strengthens the external evidence sup-
porting this reading, It must be acknowledged, however, that

Uy oa casting vote Aovfepwos, found in D d gig, was preferced to
AepBatos, the reading of the other MES" R, V. G, Tazker, “Notes on
Variant Beadings,” The Greck New Testament, Being the Text Translated
tn The New English Hible, 1987 (Oxford and Cambridge, 19640, p. 433,

* Epigraphic proof iz now available to show that Derbe was situated
at Kerti Hiyitk, about 60 miles from Lystra, Whether 1t was within or
outside the Province of Galatia is an open question; see George Ogg,
“Derbe,” New Testament Studies, ix (1963), pp. 367370

¢ “The Thessalonian Aristarchuz (alzo mentioned in 1824 and 27.2)
and the otherwise unknown Seeandus constitute the first pair; the
Lvenonian Gaius from Derbe aond Timothy (from  [the neighboring]
Lorstra, 16.1; since he 15 well known to the reader he is oot further identafied ),
form the sccond pair; and the Asians, Twvehivus and Trophimus, the
third pair” (Ernst Hacochen, Dhe A postelgeschichle, Bte Aufl. [Gétlingen,
1065], g 515; el also pp. 491.).
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the reading woocehfbyres agrees better with the situation
envisaged by the suthor of 1 Tim 1.3 (ef. also 1 Tim 3.14; 4.13).

a8 A m;.m'r{iaﬁg

Zuntz® argues for the originality of the Bezun reading
brohauwédes, an exceedingly rare word apparently meaning
“(small) windows,”" or “look-out holes.™

20.12

Instead of #yavyor 6¢ tov walda {Gvra DF reads aowalo-

 uévew abT@y fyayer Tov vearigkor (@ere (“And as they

were saying [arewell, he [Paul] brought the young man alive™).
In the interest of making s smoother sequence of events,
A (. Clark” transposes (without support from any manu-
seript) the clauses fryayey Tov veavigkow Covra, wal Tope-
gapinoar ot uerplws to the close of ver. 10, reading Bezae's
dormalouévar b¢ abrdv ag ver. 12,

20.13

The Armenian catena, which rests upon the Old Svriac text,
expands the “we” into “I, Luke, and those who with me
went on board.”™ & reading which Rendel Harris! argued was

the original Western reading of this verse.

Tels

. mhoior [C}

The reading mpoerddrres, which has good support, seems
ta it the context best, Palsecpraphically the forms wpo- and

90.13 mpoeAtovTes . .

s (Fnomor, XXX (1958, p. 26

& 2pe Harold Bmith in Expositery Times, Xyl (1005), p. 478; Moulton-
Howard, Gramemar, 11, p. $28; and noulton-Milliman, Vocobulary, =

Y The Acfs of the Aposiles (Oxford, 1933}, p. bifi.

s G 1, O Conybeare in J. H. Ropes, The Text of Aets, pp. *?.'12 s

1 The British Friemd, April, 1913, quoted in Frposilory Times, XEIV
(1912 13, p. 530.
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mpog- are easily Interchangeable. Moreover, mposerBérres
and, especially, aTeA@ovrTes appear to be seribal Improvements
mtroduced in order to conneet the verb more closely with
the ship.

20.13-14 "Aooor

Instead of "Agoov, in ver. 13 p& L P 237 614 2401 2412 4l
syT7" cop™ and in ver, 14 P 614 1799 2401 2419 o/ SYrEb popes
read Bacoor (or Bacor). Thasos, which is an island cust of
Amphipolis, 15 an impossible reading in the context: how it
arose in such diverse witnesses is a puzzle, !0

20,15 r5 d¢ (2) {O}

The information contained in the longer text is, as Ramsav
points out, “in itself highly probable, for the promantory of
Trogyllian or Trogylia projects far out hetween Samos and
Miletus, and the little coasting vessel would naturally touch
there, perhaps becalmed, or for some other reason.’™ Whether
the words were preseni originally and later aceidentally fell
out of some texts {or were siricken out deliberately in the
interests of the rhythm of the sentence, as Weiss supposed),
or whether they were inserted by the Western veviser who
_Lhuught that the run from Samos to Miletus was too fong,
it is difficult to decide. Chiefly because of sUperior external
attestation, a majority of the Committee preferred the shorier
text.

20,18

In this verse codex Bezae makes a number of charaecteristic
additions. After the opening werds, “And when they [the

e Ropes, ad loe. and p. ecxxxv, note 1, and Edgar K. Smothers,
YA Problem of Text in Saint John Chrysostom,” Recherches de soience
religiense, XxxX1X (1951-52), pp, 416427

W, M. Ramsav, The Church in the Romean Fmpire, p. 156.
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Fphesian elders] eame to him,” the Western reviser added the
superfluous oudoe dvrwy albriw (“while they were together”).
It is easy to understand why ddergol was inserted after
triarache. After 'Agiar D reads ds tpweriar f kel Theloy
moTamos weld Oudr fv [? fiungrl warrés xpovov (“for about
three years or even maore .. .""); the addition may be derived
from wver. 31.

20.21

There is no good resson why Xpieror should have heen
omitted if it were present originally, whereas seribal expan-
gion of the names of the Lord is of frequent oceurrence.

els Tov Kupioy Nudv Inooiv |B)

20.24

Instead of the awkward, yvet idiomatic, ahh’ obderos Aoyou
rolotpar THY Yuxnr Tipuler éuavrg (pt BR¥ B C D? cop™ al),
the Western text (in 1)) expands to @A\ obdevos Aoyor éxw
uot obGé molobuee THy Yuxny wov Tiuter enavtol [perhaps for
éuavrd] (“But T make no reckoning of anything for myself
nor do 1 aceount my life as precious [to me]”). The Textus
Receptus, following E H L P and most minuseules, combines
elements of the Alexandrian and Western texts, reading ai)’
olberds Aoyor mwowovmas obde Exw T Yuxmy pou Tiulay
ELAUT,

After drapapripacfar the Western texi (D i#f vg cop™
Lucifer Fphraem) expands by adding "lovdaiors kel "EAAgawy
from ver. 21,

20.25

After Tip Bagihelay I and cop™ add ot "Inool; ite= and
Lucifer add 7o xuptov "Ineoti; and E H L P most minuscules
ve ayr® al (followed by the Textus Receptus) add roil feob.
The text iz adequately supported by p™ 8* A B C 33 3@ 307
431 al.

v Baotdeiay
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20.28 feod [C

The external evidence i1s singularly balanced between “ehurch
of God” and “church of the Lord” (the reading “church of ihe
Lord and God" 1z obviously conflate, and therefore secondary—
as are alsc the cther variant readings). Palaeographically the
difference concerns coly a single letter: 8y and ky. In deeiding
between the twe readings one musi take into account internal
prekakilities.

The expression éxxAngia kugiov oceurs seven fimes in the
meptuagint but nowhere in the New Testament. On the other
hand, ékkAnaie rel Geoll appears with moderate frequency
(eleven times) in the Epistles traditionally ascribed to Paul,
but newhere else in the New Testamenl. (The phrase ai
éxkhnoial waoar Tol XpueTel oceurs onee in Bo 16163 1t s
possible, therefere, that a scribe, finding fesl in his exemplar,
was influenced by Old Testament passages and altered it to
gvptov, OUn the otker hand, it is also possible that a seribe,
influenced by Pauline usage, changed xvptov of his exemplar
to feot.

In support of the originality of xupiov is the argument {urged
by a number of schelars') that copyists were likely to sub-
stitute the more common phrase 9 éxxinoia Tob feot for the
more rare phrase § éxxAnoia Tol xKuptov.

On the other hand, it is undemiable that feoli is the more
diffieult reading. The following clauze speaks of the church
“which he obtained dua 7vob aiuaros Tov idiov.” If this is taken
1 its usual sense (“with hus own blood™), a copyist might well

R g, 8 P Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek
New Testoment (London, 1854), pp. 233 i.; Ezra Abbot, “On the Reading
‘Church of God,” Acts x028," Bibliofliece Sacre, xxxili (1876}, pp. 313-352
reprinted in Abbot’s The Awlhorship af the Fourth Gospel and ather C'ritical
Ezsays [Boston, 1888], pp. 315 11.); F. W, Farrar, “A Few YVarious Readings
in the New Testament,” fopestlor, 1x (1879}, pp. 875 f.; I, I1. Llopes,
The Text of Acts, pp. 198 [.; and a majority of the NEB translators, aceord-
g to B, V. G. Tasker, ed., The Greek New Testament (19645, p. 435
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raise the question, Does God have blood?, and thus be led to
change feot to suptov. 1f, however, xvplov were the original
reading, there is nothing unusual in the phrase to catch the
mind of the seribe and threw it off 1ts balance. This and other
considerations led the Committee (as well as a variety of other
scholars') to regard feol as the onginal reading.

Instead of the ususl meaning of dua Tov aluatos 7o Ldiov,
it iz possible that the writer of Aects intended his readers to
understand the expression to mean “with the blood of his
Own” (It 15 not necessary to suppose, with Hort, that vied
mayv have dropped out after rov (fiov, though palaecographically
such an omission would have been easy.) This absolute use of
o iowes s found in Greek papyrl as a term of endearment
referring to near relatives.'® It 1s possible, therefore, that “his
Chwn® {6 ideos) was a title which early Christians gave to Jesus,
comparable to “the Beloved” (& ayawntos); compare Ro 8.32,
where Paul refers to God “who did not spare 7o (diov viov”
in a context that clearly alludes to Gn 22.16, where the
Septuagint has rol ayawyTol viot,

Without committing itself concerning what some have
thought to he a slight probability that rob idiov is used here
as the equivalent of 7ol [Biov viot, the Committee judged that
the reading feot was more likely to have been altered to
Kuplov than vice versa.

B E. g, Henry Alford, The Gresk Teslomend, new ed., 11 [(Boston,
1881), pp. 2301 1. J. Knowling, The Erxpositor’s Greek Teslomend, 11
(London, 1900), p. 434; k. Jacquier, Les Acles des Apilres (Paris, 1926),
p. 615; K, Lake and H. J. Cadbury, The Beginwnings of Chrislionity, 1v
(1933), p. 261; Charles F. De Vine, “The 'Blood of God™ in Acts 20:28 "
Catholic Biblical CQuerlerly, 1= (1947), pp. 38Lf.; F. B, Bruee, The Aoty
af the Aposiles fLondon, 19510, p. 381; C, 3, C. Williams, A Comrreniary
oiL the Aets of the Aposiles (New York, 1957), p. 234; E. Haenchen, fhe
Aposielgeschichie, Siae Aufl. (Hittingen, 1965), p. 522,

Y James Hope Moulton, Prolegomena, po W5 and Moulton and Milligan,
Vocabulory, a0,
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20.28 aiparTos ToU thiov |[Bi

The reading (diov alperos iz supported by many of the
Byzantine witnesses that read the conflation sxuplov kel feol
in the preceding variant, It may well be, as Lake and Cadbury
point out, that after the speecial meaning of 6 {dwos (discussed
in the previous comment) had dropped out of Christian usage,
the 7ot {6lov of this passage was misunderstood as a qualifica-
tion of atuaros (“his own blood”). "This musunderstanding led
to two changes in the text: roU aluaros 7ot (diov was changed
to 7o ibtov aiuetos (influenced by Heb. ix.12%), which is
neater hut perverts the sense, and feot was changed to xuptou
by the Western revisers, who doubtless shrank from the implied
phrase ‘the blood of God.” 78

20.32 fed [B)
The predominant weight of the witnesses supports fe@.

21.1 [ldrapa {C}

Although 1t 13 possible (as both Ropes and Clark argue)
that xat Mipa was accidentally dropped through homoeo-
teleuton {rareparaipvpa), a majority of the Committee
regarded it as slightly more probable that the text has been
assimilated either to 27.5 (=0 Blass and Weiss) or to the narra-
tive in the Aets of Pawl and Thecla concerning Paul’s residence
in Myra.!

21.8 7NAfouer [A}

Before Aiflouer the Textus Receptus, following H L P 049
056 0142 and most minuscules, inserts of wepl Tor Ilathor,

it The Beginnangs of Chrisfienty, vol. 1w, p. 261,

! Far an account of Paul at Myra, see M, 1. James, The Apocryphal
New Testament {Uxford, 1924), pp. 281-284, or Wilhelm =chneemelcher,
New Testamend Apocrypha, Engl trans. by R, Mel. Wilson, 11 (Phils-
fle]plﬁa, 1964}, pp. IH3-36G7.
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The reason for the addition arises from the eircumstance that
an ecclesiastical lesson begins with éfenddrres. For the same
resson the Byzantine and Lectionary texts alter fAfouer
to AAfor.

21.12-15

In these verses one or another Western witness makes sundry
small additions. In ver, 12 after ot érromor D and itsie add
ror [lathor; in ver., 13 D= adds wpos fuds before & Ilalihos:
after defqrac D and Tertullian add Sotdopat; and after "Inaot
D itele gyre gl add Xpterol: in ver. 14 after eiworres I adds
wpos aAAThous; In ver, 15 D) reads uerd 66 Tivas fuépas arota-
Eapevor . . . (“And after some days we bade them farewell . . ',

21.13 TdTe amexpitin |B}

The earliest reading appears to be téTe dmexpiffy, which
1= supported by early and diversified witnesses (p™ B A B v
gyriFd popsbe arm peo), When the word Tore was taken
with the preceding sentence, some copula (8€ or 7€) beecame
necessary. In asveral of the later forms of text 767€ 1s omitted
altogether.

21.16-17%

The Western text of these verses expands what may he
implied in the use of drelaivoper (ver, 15), namely that the
journey from Caesares to Jerusalem took two days, and that
Paul and the Caesarean disciples rested the first night at the
home of Mnason in a village en route {o Jerusalem: “And these
[the Caesarean disciples] brought us to those with whom we
were to lodge; and when we arrived at a cerfain village, we slayed
with Mnason of Cyprus, an early digeiple. (17) And when we
had deparied thence we eame . . ."” (olror 8¢ fyayor Huds 7pds
ofts ferafiuer, kot Tapayerdbuevor els Tiva kbuny éveroueta
rapae Mracwrl run Kurple, walnry apyaiw. (17) karetler
ebiovTes Habouer . . ., D syrt™E),
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21.20 év tois "lovdalos (B}

The awkwardness of the Alexandrian form of the text was
alleviated by the Antiochian revisers, who replaced év rols
"Tovdatots with ‘lovdaiwr. The Western reading (ér 77
'Tovdaie) is probably a paraphrase “eaused by the tendeney
to use lovdator more and more exclusively in a religious
sense'’ (Lake and Cadbury #n loc.). The omission of the ex-
preszion in eodex Sinaiticus appears to be acodental ; its omission
in several minuscules (3 4% 97 200%) iz probably to be ex-
plained as the result of homoeoteleuton in the Byzantine text
("Tovdeiwy kol TemiorevkoTwy).

21.21 mdvrras

Ropes arpues that the word marvas, which is lacking in
A D* (E) 33 vg cop™ geo, “is g0 awkwardly placed that it is
hard to beheve it ongmal.” On the other hand, however, the
argument that the word is awkwardly placed, if vahd, 12 valid
also against its having been introduced by copyvists. The
shorter text appears to be the result of emendation.

21.22 axovgorrar {C}

The expanded form of text (which 15 to be translated either,
“There must he a meeting of the whole church™ or, less prob-
ably, “A mob will congregate”) appears to be a Western
addition that gained rather wide eireulation, though it is not
in the Harclean Svriac.

21.23 é¢’ [D]

The expression a¢’ favrdw, which means “on their own
inttiative’ (in contrast to Paul’'s intervention), makes the vow
maore impressive and seems to be an Alexandrian refinement.

21.26 emeareidaper [C]

On the basis of external evidence i iz difficult to decide
hetween émeoreihauer and awesTelhauer, but it appears

THE ACTE OF THL APOSTLES 485

that the latter, which is the more usual word, replaced the
former,

21.26  kpvavres duddagecfar atrots {C)

Although 1t ean be argued that the words undédr Towotiror
THEELY abTovs €l uf (or aAha) were deleted because no such
clause is found in the Apostolic Decree (15.28), it is more likely
that the reading is a Western paraphrase of the intent of the
Decree, It 1s perhaps significant that in the preceding clause
the Western text (1) i1#% cop™) expands to read mwepl ¢ véow
TmemigTeukdTwy eflvior, oldér Exouat Néyew wpos of, Nuels
vap ameoreihauer (C“But as for the CGentiles who have be-
lieved, they [i.e. the Jewish Christians] have nothing fo say
against you, for we have sent’),

21.25 70 e etdwAdfluror kai alpa wkal TwkTor Kal
mopveiar {C]

See the comments on 15,20,

21.31

At the end of the verse the margin of the Harclean Syriac
adds with asterisk the words, “See therefore that thev do not
make arf uprising,"” which Hilgenfeld, Blass, and Clark render
into Greek, dpo oy wn wodwrac érardoracy (the word ér-
aracTacts, however, does not ocour in the New Testament),

22.3  {ndwris dmdpyev Toil Beoid

Instead of {phwrys dwapywr Tol feol, Western witnesses
offer a variety of readings. The minuscule 614 and codex
Toletanus of the Vulgate omit 7ol feol, a reading which Blass
regards as original. Instead of Tob feoll, the Vulgate reads
“(zealous of) the law" (legfs), and the margin of the Harclean
Byriac reads with asterisk “{zealous of) my ancesiral traditions”
[representing T8y TaTpkdy pov Tapaddoewr, from Ga 1.14).
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235 o &pxaflpﬂii
After & apytepets several Western witnesses (including 614
and syrh ®itt ") add "Ararias (compare 23.2).

22.7

Several Western witnesses expand the verse from parallel
passages, After ¢wirfis codex (iigas and the margpin of the
Harclean Syrine add “in the Hebrew language™ (compare 79
‘Efpaide SraréiTw, 26.14). The words 71 pe drakers; are
followed in IS 255 itsls ygmee gyrh™E by gxAnpor oow TROS KEVTRO,
haxTifewr (from 26.14).

229 efledoarro [C}

Although it is possible that the phrase kel EudoSol éyevorto
fell out of the text because of homoeoteleuton, a majority of
the Committee was disposed to regard 1t as a natural expansion

in Western and other witnesses,

22.11 ws 8¢ ovk evefidemor

Adopting an expansion in several Western witnesses (itd-a's
gyri™E eop® liphraem) A. C. Clark reads @ws 6 arveoTyr, ol
evedhemror (“And when [ rose up, 1 could not see”). The
reading of codex Vaticanus, obder E8hemor ('l saw nothing”'),
which iz preferred by Haenchen, may have been introduced
from 4.5,

2212 karowkovvrer lovdalwy {C}

The difficulty of karowetr used absolutely in the shorter
text probably led seribes to add an explanatory gloss, either
év Aapdorw in the later unecials and many minuscules or éxer
in it¥e and syre, The omission of katowoelrrwr in a fow wit-
nesses 15 probably accidental, due to similar endings (ka-
rowkobrTwn Tovdalwn),

=T i i I
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22,13 el adror [C}
In order to coordinate the two instanees of the verb

aradiérewr, which means both “to look up” and “to recover
sight,” several witnesses omil els adrdv.

22.26 éﬁ&?ﬁw:{pxﬂs‘

After axotvas d¢ ¢ ékaTorrapxns the Western reviser, who
left nmothimg to the mapginaticn of the reader, added 61
'Pexpaior éovrdor Aéyer (“that he called himself a Roman™),

a reading preserved in 1) i(sie yp?ooss

22.26 i {B]

The reading with Spa seems to have arisen in order to soften
the abruptness of the text.

22.29

From an’ abrol onward the text of codex Besae i3 lacking,
The Latin side ends i the muddle of ver, 20,

Onece again the Western reviser leaves mnothing to the
imagination of the reader; al the close of the verse 614 1611
gyrh ith o cop® add kal wapaxpnua eiveer avror (“and al
once he released him™), therebv rendering €Aveoer alrov kal
mn ver, 30 otlose.!

23.9

In order to halance the protasiz (el dé. ..} at the close of
the verze, the Byzantine text (H [ I* al. followed by the Textus
Receptus) adds, perhaps from 539, un Beopaxiouer (“Let us
not fight againat God').

' In wer, 30 cop*™ omits Avoer aiTor xai.
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28.12 ovorpodny oi Tovdaiot [B]

The addition of Tives was made in order to provide better
accord with ver. 13.

23.16

At the bepinning of the verse the Western text (it#'s syr®™
cops Lucifer) expands by reading (according to A, . Clark's
reconstruction) viv oly épwTper DUOS (ra TOUTO MLy Toi-
HOnTE TUPLYRYOUTES TO CUPESpLOY éudarigaTe TE XiAtapxy
(“Now therefore we ask you thal you do thig for us: Gather the
Sanhedrin together and give notice to the tribune”), At the
close of the wverse the Western text (614 2147 it® syr*™®) adds
édr Gén wal aroffavetr (“even though we must die too').

23.20 uéMov |{C}

A majority of the Committee agreed with Ropes that péihwy
is o not unusual error of spelling, and took the singular number
as indirect support for uéiror, The reading uéihorres, which
entered the Textus Receptus, is a correetion to suit the parallel
in ver. 15 The other readings, although wielding a correct
meaning, are secondary.

23.23-24

The Western text, reconstructed by A. C. Clark on the
basis chiefly of 614 itelel wgwse gyrt™ reads as follows:
... 'Eropdoare orparieras, dmws wopewliow ews Kat-
gapeias, LTTers éxaTov kal Sefwohafous diakogtovs' kat
amd Tpltns dpas THS vUKTOS KeAeleL €Toluous elrai wopeL-
edfor  (24) kal TOls €XQTOVTAPYOLS TopNyYELAEY KTTHMY
rapacThoat, ive émdiSacavres Tor Ilavhor &ida wuwros
biacwowotr es Kawrapear wpos Pohike 7or fyeuora
épofdhln vap unmore dpwacavres abror ol Tovdalor dmorTe-
vwat, Kal avTos perafl EykAnow Exy ws apylpor elhgdus
(%, . . “Get ready soldiers to go to Caesarea, a hundred horsemen
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and two hundred spearmen,’ and he commanded thal they be
ready to starl at the third hour of the night. (24) And he ordered
the centurions to provide meunts for PPaul to ride, and bring
him by night to Felix the governor; for he was afraid that the
Fews would setze hem [Paul] and kill him, and afferwards he
weuld incur the aeeusation of having laken money” [1. e. to allow
Paul to be lynched]). The purpose of the concluding clauses
is to provide an explanation for the tribune’s action.

23.28 kariyayov els 1o guvédpiov avTdv {C]

The omission in B¥ 81 ig to be aceounted for on the basis
of homoeoteleuton. In the view of a majority of the Com-
mittee, it is more likely that copyists would have added the
word atréy than deleted it.

23.29

After afrir the Western text (614 2147 syr™™) adds
Muwiigéws xal 'Ingot Twos (“of Moses and a certain Jesus”),
and after &ykAqua the same witnesses (with ite's) add énya-
voy abror pbhes T8 Blg (“I got him away with difficulty, by
force [ef. 24.7]).

23.80 évectar, efauris [C]
|

Of the six varant readings the only ones that have serious
claim to be original are égegfar, éfavris and foeofar el
atrior. The former was preferred by the Committee beecause,
heing the less usual expression, copyists were more likely to
replace it with the latter than viee versa. The other readings
are either conflations or obvious expansions.

23.830 ood [C]

The Textus Receptug, following & E W 056 0142 and many
minusenles, concludes the sentence with an appropriate epis-
tolary close, ppweoo. Other witnesses, influenced by 15.29,
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add £ppwetle. If either of these closing formulas had been
present originally, it is difficult to account for its absence
from p™"** A B 33 it*ix cop=-t gl (in 15.29 no known witness
lacks éppwabe).

23.34

The Western text, which transforms the indirect dizscourse
into direet, 18 reconstructed by A, C. Clark from 383 614
WAE gyri™F cop®, drayvols G THv émigroliy émnpaTnoer
‘Ex molas émapxias €l; Em, KinE rval mvfouevos &y . . .
(And when he had read the letter, he asked Paul, ‘From what
province are you? He said, ‘A Cilician,’ And when he under-
stood this, he said ...,

24.6-8 exparnoaper (D}

In the opinion of some scholars (e. g Blass, Clark, Lagrange,
Lake and Cadbury), the Western reading, which passed into
the Texius Receptus, is necessary to the sense of the verses,
for the aorist éxparhoauer scems to require some sequel, On
the other hand, however, the abrupiness of ékparfoauer may
have prompted a desire for addition and completeness, and it
is diffieult to account for the omission of the disputed words
if they were original. One of the effects of the addition is to
change the reference of off in ver. 8 from Paul to Lysias, but
whether this is to be interpreted as favoring or opposing the
addition iz disputed.

A majority of the Committee judged that, all things con-
sidered, the passage should not be admitted into the text.

24.10 Amexpifty . . . Adyew

(n the basis of a curious Western expansion in the margin
of the Harclean Syriac, A, C. Clark reconstructed the following
Greek text: dmexpifly 6 ¢ Lalhos veboarros alrd rol Hyeud-
vos amohoylay Exewr vmép éavrol 6 6é oxfua dvfeor drahafor
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g&bn' ... (“And when the governor had motioned for him o
make a defense for himeell, Paul answered; and Aaving assumed
a godltke beartng, he said . . "),

24.15 coeaffar (A

In view of the reference to the resurrection (avacracwy), the
later manuscripts, followed by the Textus Reeeptus, add the

natural supplement vexpdw,

24.20 elpov adiknpae |B]

This is another case where the later manuszcripts, followed
by the Textus Receptus, incorporale a natural addition, which
rounds oul the phrase and makes it more explieit.

24.24 lovdaig

After .’quEraeq the murgin of the Harcelan Syriae preserves
an extended gloss, which A, C. Clark renders into the following
Greek: #imis fparnoer ety Tov Ilalhor kal akotioar 7oK
Aovor. Bérwr olr xapilesfor (“Felix came with his wife
Dirusilla, who was a Jewess, who asked to see Paul and hear
the word, Wishing therefore to satisfy her, he summoned Paul™),
As Ropes obgerves (ad loc.), “the purpose of the expansion iz to
justify the mention of Drusilla by aseribing to her a part in
the action.”

24.24 Xpiordv 'Inooiv {C]

Acknowledging the diffieulty of making a firm decision, the
Commitiee judged that the weight of the external evidence
tends to support the longer reading,

U The Syrine reads g Lot Yacs ! [ R 2. For a similar gloss
in the margin of the Harelean Syrisc, of. 20,1,
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24.26 [lavAov

After Iladdov the later manuseripts (H L P al, followed by
the Textus Receptus), unwilling to leave anything to the
reader’s imagination, add &wws Aoy alror (“that he should
release him™),

24.27 @igroy

Corresponding to the paraphrase in ver. 24, after $foror
the Western text (614 2147 syr™®) substitutes for 27h Séiwy
. . . Oedeuéror the statement rov 6¢ llabhor elacer & Tpicea
org Apotgchhar (“but Paul he kept in prison on account of
Drusilla’).

25.13 aomacdpevor [Bl

Although at one time scholars (ineluding Hort and Blass)
suspected the presence of some primitive error, gprammarians
are more inclined today to allow that, on oceasion, the aorist
participle may denote, if not indeed future aetion, at least
coincident action.! In any ease, the external evidence sup-
porting deracauerol is overwhelming, and the reading repre-
sents the carliest attainable text of the passage.

25.17 [avrdv] dvfdde

On the basis of diversity of external evidence a majority of
the Committee preferred the reading alrdr évfdde (p* B A

' For diseussions of the grammatical gsase, zec € B, Williams, The
Participle in the Book of Aets (Chicago, 1909), p. 35: C. D. Chambers,
YO the Use of the Aorist Participle in Some Hellenistic Writers,” Jowrnal
o Theological Studies. xxrv (1922-23), pp. 183 187; W. F, Howard, “On
the Futuristic Use of the Aorist Participle in Hellenistio,” ibid., pp. 403406
Ao T. Robertson, “The Aorist Participle of Purpose in the gow,” ihid.,
xxy (1923 243, pp. 286-28%; C. I, Harding, Tronsactions and Proceedings
af the American Phiological Association, Lvin (1926), p. xxxix; €. F. T
Moule, fdiom Book of New Testament Greek, p. 100; Blass-Debrunner-
Funk, § 339, 1; and Turner, Syniaz, p. 80.

e e T e -
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I H L. I ¥ and most minuscules). Nevertheless, in view of
the combined weight of the other readings (éfdade, witnessed
by B 0142 5 42 51 97 181 209* 234 453, and évPade avray,
witnessed by C 36 180 1518 2485, it was considered advisable
o enclose atrar within square brackets.

[The reading that best cxplaing the origin of the others is
that supporied by B, for adrér is elearly un amelioration of a
grammatical difficulty, having been added at different places
by different copyists. (For other instances in Luke-Aets where
the subject of a genitive abszolute iz understood from the
context, see Lk 12.36; Ac 2131 B.M.DM.]

95.18 mowmpan |C]

Although wornpde (or mornpa or wornpar) has the appear-
ance of being a gloss added at various places to explain @r or
airiar, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the
weight of the witnesses that support wornpdr, and explained
ita omission in the later witnesses as due to copyists who wished
to make a smoother text.

25.21

(On the bagie of the testimony of itée A, . Clark recon-
structed the following Greek text: rore o Illathos emevalégaTo
Kaircapa kal frhoato maenfivar alrdr els thr Tou ZebaoTol
Suayrwaty, emedn Te abTov ol Ebvvauny kptra, ékEhevoa . . .
(“Then Paul appealed fo Coesar and asked that he be kept
in custody for the decision of the emperor, and since [ was nod
able o judge him, 1 commanded . . 7'}

25.23

Near the ‘close of the werse the margin of the Harclean
Syrise reads, “who had come down from the provinece," a
reading which probably represents the Greek tols ravele-
Gnrbaiy ard Ths érapyetas. It is doubtful whether this Western
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reading is intended to take the place of 7ols xat’ éfoxdiy 77s
mohews (20 Ropes), or is to be subjoined after méhews, with
kel supplied (so Blass and A. C. Clark),

25.24-26  &vlldde

After evflade the Western text, preserved in the margin of
the Harclean Syriae, and partially supported by a few other
witnesses, adds the following, as reconstructed by A. C. Clark:
orws mapadl alrov els Bdoavor dvamohdyprov- (25) olx
Advenliny 6¢ wapadotivar adrdy, dud Tds évrohds ds Exouer
mapa Tol Zefagrol. éav 8¢ Tis alrod xaTnyopely Héhy,
eheyor axorovfety pov els Kawsdpaar of épuhdocero
otrives eAorTes éfbwr ra aphf éx THs (whs. droloas oé
augdorepwr  kaTehafouny & underl abrér Evoyor elra
davaTou' elmdvros 6¢ pov, Béhes kplvesBar wer' alrdv év
Tepogohtuos; Katoapa érexaréoaror (26) wepl of . . . (“that
I should hand him over to them for punishmend withowt ary
defense. (25) Bul I could not hand him over because of the orders
that we have from the Kmperor. But 4f anyone was going fo aceuse
i, I said that he should follow wme lo Caesaren, where he [Paull
was betng held i custody. And when they came, they cried out
that ke showld be put to death. But when I heard both sides af
the case, I found that he was in no respect guilty of death.
But when I suid, ‘Are you willing fo be judged before them in
Jerusalern?’ he appealed to Caesar. (26) ...,

26.1

The text of the Western reviser, preserved in the Mmargin
of the Harclean Syriac?! adds the words, “confident, and en-
couraged by the Holy Spirdt, Paul stretched out his hand ., .7
a reading which A, C. Clark reconstructed in Greek, fappdv
kel €v wrebuart eyl Tapakinor haSdw.

" For & similar ploss in the margin of the Harclean Syriae, of, 24.10.
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26.4 [of ]| Toudaio

Instead of 'Iovdalor (p* B C* E ¥ 3 33 81 208 234 241
242 480 611 H18 642 945 1642 1704 1730 1875 1884 1891 2445),
oi 'lovbalos is read by the Textus Receptus, followimg R A
C?* P and most minuscules. A majority of the Committee
thought it best to represent the evidence for both readings by
including ot in the text but enclosing it within square brackets.

[Since warres normally takes the definite article, it is more
likely that ol would have been added than omitted (note Fhe
evidence of eodex Ephraemi); therefore the shorter reading
15 to be preferred. B.ALM.|

26,14y

After efs 7oy ~fr the Western text (614 1611 2147 iteie
ayrh™®) adds fea TOr GdFov éyw povos (when we had all fallen

to the ground on account of fear, only I heard ., .7}

26.15 ’f":]crr:rﬁg

After "Ineots the Western text (181 G614 it=e ygm= gyre
with 9 adds 6 Na{wpatos (from 22.8).

ki

26.16 [pe | {C}

In order to represent the balanee between external evidence
and transeriptional probability, & majority of the Gnmmithﬁ:c
preferred to include we in the text, but to enclose it within
syuare brackets,

26.20

Although the text of p™ B A B wg®s, which was adopted
by the Committee, is hardly tolerable as Greek, at t-lrlﬂ SAINE
time the addition of eis before wagar in the Byzanune text
(K. H L P and apparently all minuscules) has every appearance
of being a seribal alleviation of the solecizm, Blass emended
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the passage to read els waodar e yopor Tovdalors kel Tols
¥ v
erveair (“in every land to both Jews and Gentiles'),

26.28  woufjoar (B

The difficulty of capturing the nuances intended in this
verse 15 notorious. Without entering into the lexical problems
(e, g docs ér 6MYw@ mean “in a short time" or “with little
effort”?), from the standpoint of textual eriticism the reading
that is supported by 7 B B 33 81 syrt™ cop® af seems to
avcount best for the other readings, which appesr to he
attempts at smoothing the meaning. Thus, instead of meiflecs
codex Alexandrinus reads welfly (“you trust |or, think] that you
can make me a Chrnstian”), which 15 adopted by Lachmann
Alford, A, C. Clark, though the werb szeems to have hem{
suggested by weiffopar of ver. 26. The reading ~vevéofar of
the Byszantine text (E P ¥ 049 most minuscules, followed by
the Textus Receptus) appears to have come from the full-uwinvg
verse. Hort, who suspected some primitive eorruption in the
text, suggested that possibly weémofas should be vead for
e meifers.

27.1-2

: A. C. Clark’s reconstruction of the Western text (represented
in part by 97 421 2yvr? and fairly completely by syr™™¥) reads
as follows: DiTws oly £xpiver 6 Hyeuwy draTéuresfar aiTor
I{uinﬂfpr.. kai TH émaiplov Tporkalegdueros éxaTorTapyny
-ra,lra'ri ovdpare lovhwor, owelpns ZefacTys, wopedifov alTd
ror llalhor otw érépois deoumrais. (2) aplaueror &¢ b
amomrhety els thr 'Trahiar émédnuer whoiw ... (“So then
the governor decided lo send him o Caesar: and the next day he
catled a centurion named Julius of the Ausustan Cohort, and
aclivered to him Panl with the other prisoners. (2) And ﬂﬁgm—
ning lo sail for Ttaly we embarked in a ship .. ."). According
to Hopes the origin of the Western paraphrasze 1s to he ae-
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counted for s an attempt to relieve the abruptness of the
Alexandrian text. At the close of ver. 2 several witnesses (Fi14
1518 syr®) add “and Seeundus” (Begaahovikéwr de "AptoT-
apyos xai ZexoUvdos), who i 20.4 is mentioned along with
Aristarchus as a fellow Thessalonian and travel COINPANIOT.

27.5  warpAloper (B}

The Western text (preserved in 614 1518 2138 ith vg™
gyh with ) prefixes S’ Huepdy Sexdmerre (“for fifteen days').
Ropes, Tollowed by Lake and Cadbury, accepis the longer
reading as original, explaining the omissicn of the words from
the Alexandrian text as due to an accident, the seribe’s eye
wandering from AlamAeycantec to the following words
Aumepwniexamente, On the other hand, however, nerther
the general character of the witnesses that include the longer
reading, nor the varaticn of location where it appears in the

text, inspires sonfidence in its origmality,

27.14  FEipaxviwv (B}

The earliest reading, attested by Alexandrian and Western
witnesses, appears to be Eipaxbhev, a hybnd compound of
Eipos, the east wind, and Latin Aguilo, the north wind. The
word, Wwhich does not occeur elsewhere, obviously gave trouble
to copyists, who introduced a wide variety of emendations.

- b) !
97 15 EmdovTes

After éribdvres the Western text (preserved in 82 614 1518
2125 syrh #ith * Cassiodorus Bede) adds ri weéovre (614 and
1518 have whéowrt by error) kal cvorelhavres TQ Lorria
(“when the ship was caught and could not face the wind, we
pave way to [the wind] whick was blowing, and having furled
the sails we were driven’ (syr® continues, “as chonce would

have 1700,
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27.16 HKaiida [B]

According to Blass the true form of the word is Kailibos or
Catidos, but it was frequently spelled with A Haenchen,
following Lake and Cadbury, thinks that Khaife is the Alex-
andrian and Katda the Latin form of the name. The form
without A was taken over into modern Greek Tavforfar (the
island [rieos] of Gaudos). The reading of the Textus Receptus
KAavdny, following H I, P and most minuscules, betrayvs an
editorial hand that corrected the grammar to the accusative.

27.19 EPPU]EF{IIJ

Onee apain the Western text (614 itsise g™ gyrh with ¢
cop®™) emphasizes the obvious by adding after Eppubar the
words els THr faraocoar.

27.27 mpooayew {D]

The reading of B* mpogaxelr is 4 Doric form (unattested
clsewhere) for the more usual Attic mpoonyetr, “to resound.”
Moulton-Howard regard it as a “very attractive reading
and suggest that it was “a term used by sailors from Crete,
Cyprus, Leshos, Corinth, or some other maritime country
outside the lonie-Attic ares,” and later used more generally as a
techmical term (Grammar, 11, p. 710,

On the other hand, the harshness of wpogdyew in the con-
text (literally, land “waz approaching” them) may have been
the occasion for the rise of other readings.

27.29-30

At the close of ver. 29 several Western witnesses (itsie
v add wl sciremus an salvi esse posstmus (posserus vg™se)
(“that we might know whether we could be saved”), a clause

*CfL also J. Rendel Harris, “Clauda or Canda?” Erpository Times, T3
(1908-10), pp. 17-19.
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which Blass, following Hilgenfeld, reconstructs in Greek, 7ol
eldérar el calfrar dvrapefo. At the close of ver. 30 the same
authorities add wl futfus wavts starel (Yso that the ship might
ride more safely™), a clause which A, C. Clark, following the
Greek reconstruetion of Hilgenfeld and Blass, introduces mmto
hig text, ol doparéoTepor 7O Tholoy €oTaraL.

27.34  dperepas (B}

It appears that fuerépas is an itacism for DueTépas,

27.84 Jmdpyer

On the strength of itss Blass and A, C. Clark add after
irapxer the words éamifw yap év 74 fed pov dre (Mit will
give you strength; for I hope in my God that not a har will
perish from the head of any of you™).

27.35  eofliew

After éofierr the Western text (614 1611 2147 cop®™ syr”
with *) adds émifols xadl Huir (Chaving piven also to us’).
If one inguires who, In the mind of the Western reviser, 1s
comprehended by fuir, it 1s not enough to suggest (as Ramsay
and, za;:-!:mr&ntly, Bruee® do) Luke and Aristarchus, for, ac-
cording to the Western text of ver. 2, SBecundus should also
be inchided.

97.37 dwrootal €bdounxovTa 6 (Bl

The reading in B and cop®™ (“about seventy-=ix") probably
aroze by taking mAciwcog as mAowwcog® In any case,
o with an exaet statement of number iz inappropriate (desgpite

*F. F. Bruce, The Acfs of fhe A postles (London, 19531}, p. 4465,
2 In Grrecls the letter sigma may stand for the numeral 200, and omicron
Far 70 the letter digamma {or stigma) B 6. (See also footnote 4 on page

2h3 nhowe.)
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Luke's penchant for qualifying numbers by using és or doel,
ef. Lk 3.23; Ae 2.41; 4.4; 5.7, 36; 10.3; 13.18, 200 197, 34),
Other witnesses present a curious vacillation: codex Alex-
andrinus reads 275: 69 and Ephraem read 270; occasional
Coptic (Bohairic) manuscripts read poc (= 176) or wog (= 876)
322 and I* read 76; and Epiphanius reads s é8doufrorra.

27.89 éfdoar Bl

Fin ! P i ' = J

Phe reading éxodear, “io bring the ship safe to shore,”
apparently arose from an error in hearing; the verl o is
regularly used of “driving |a ship] ashore.”

27.41  dmo mis Plas [vdv kvudrwv] {C)

While 16 may be true, as Ropes points out, that “the eurtness
of dwd vz Stas led 1o various expansions,” it is also true that
the penchant of Alexandrian seribes for brevity of expression
may account for the deletion of +&v gupdrwr, Faced will
these conflicting possibilities, the Committee decided to retuin
the words rév svuarwr bul to enclose them within SR
bracketstin order to indicate doubt that they belong in 1he
text. The zingular readings of 629 and of ¥ are the result of
seribal 1diosynerasies,

28.1 Mehiry (B}

The reading Melurqum (B* al) probably arose through
dittography of some of the letters in MeMrn # »figos in
seriplio  continua, The reading Muerihdvn, presupposed by
several Latin witnesses, is a translational or transeriptional
error, oceasioned perhaps by the recollection of 20.14 (where
the alternative spelling Morvhfen oveeurs).

28.13  mepieAdvres (D}

.Mt.huugh it s possible that the reading wepiendrres is
simply a scribal mistake (8 having fallen out before Q),

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 501

majority of the Committee preferred to follow 8% B W gope. (),

taking the word to be a technical nautical term of uncertain

meaning (it may be a shorter expression for Tas dayxupas
TepLenOrTES, a8 in 2740, “weighing (anchor),”’ “casting loose™).!
The difficulty of the term would have given rise to the variant
reacdings, TepteAlovres, mpoogehlbrTes, and wpoeAfovTes,

28.14 empeivar {C}

The difficulty presented by the reading wapexinbpuer wap'
alTols émiuelrat Huépas enra (“we were invited to stay with
them for seven days”), in which the prisoners are invited as
though they were free men, is somewhat alleviated in the
readings which replace the infinitive with a participle (éreuei-
pavTes or ueiravrrtes), thus permitting the meaning, “we were
comforted (or consoled, or encouraged), staying with them
for seven days.”

28,16 émerpdmn 7@ Ilavhw (B}

The Western text expands émerpann 7@ Ilabhw into &
ExaToOrTRPY0s Topédwke Tovs deguiovs TR oTpaTomedApx,
T¢p 0¢ IlatAy érerpann (“‘the centurion delivered the prisoners
to the stratopedarch |captain of the guard]; but Paul was
allowed .. ."”). The expansion passed into the Byzantine text
and lies behind the AV,

After xaf’ éavror the Western text (614 1611 2147 jgxise
ygoss gyt with ¢ Ambrosiaster) adds &fw THs wapeuSoifs
(“outside the barracks”).

28 18  oLTires

After olTives the Western text (614 2147 syrt = =) adds
morrd (“when they had examined me concerning many things
{or, after a long examination]™).

1 Bpe alen Westoott and Hort, Tntreductton, pp. 2261,
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28.19 ror lovdaiwy

Once again the Western text (represented by 614 syrh with -
and other witnesses) expands the text, adding after TGy
Tovbaiwy the words xai émixpalbvray, Alpe o extpor Judn
(““and crying out, ‘Away with our enemy !’ 7). At the close of
the verse the same authorities, joined by other minuszcules
and it#%® vgrs continue with the clause aAl’ fra AT paoa-
par v Yuxny pov éx Bavdrov (“but that I might deliver my
soul from death™),

28.256 tuav |Bl

External attestation (p 8 A B ¥ 33 81 1739 itrs copse- be
geo al) as well az internal considerations (the tone and con-
tents of the speech, conveying censure and rejection) led the
Committee to prefer the second person pronoun.

28.29  omif verse |B)

The Western expansion (represented by 383 614 itziz.p v
syr® ¥ ") was adopted by the Byzantine text and lies behind
the AV rendering, “And when he had said these words, the
Jews departed, and had great reasoning among themselves.”
The addition was probably made beeause of the abrupt transi-
tion from ver. 28 to ver. 30.

28.30-31

In order to explain wérras the Western reviser added at the
close of ver. 30 the words 'lovdalovs Te xal "EAMqras (614
1518 jt#teh gyph with ¢ Fohraem); Clark also supplies {on the
basis of it¥e ") wal diehéyero mpbs before the inserted words
Just mentioned (“and he was arguing with both Jews and
Greeks'),

In ver. 31 on the strength of the reading of it* {adfirmaens
et dicens), Clark Imtroduces Suioyvoldueros before xal Sidd-
arwv (“maintaining firmly and teaching'”). The verb OLigxLpL-
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tecflar oecurs elsewhere in the New Testament only in Luke-
Acts (Lk 22.59; Ac 12.15; and 152 D).

The artistic literary eadence of the concluding phrase of
the hook of Acts and the powerful note of triumph expresszed
by drwitrws are greatly weakemed by the pious Western
addition after dxwAimes, Tound with variations® in itp vgm=
syrh'*t Ephraem (as reconstructed by f?lark“:l: n'i'rﬂ ::rfiﬂf‘as: ETTLY
"Tnaobis 6 vids Tob feoll, Bu” ol uérher Ghos 0 koauos kpivesfau
(#lsaving] that this is Jesus the Son of God, through whom the
whole world is to be judged™).

2 #op Donatien De Bruyne, “Le dernier verset des Actes, une vanante
ineonnue,” Reewe Bénddictine, xxrv (1907), pp. 4031, '.f.'h:'.nldmm's atte:‘t—
tion 10 & quotation in Liber de divinds seripluits fed.. annlhjl, chrlm..z_.
Quitivs proedicabal Poulus dicens: hie est Tesus Chrishus filins del it
per quem fudicatalur omnis orbis terrarum {"'I“nl whom Paual was preaching
saving, ‘Thiz 18 Jesus Chrizt the zon of the living God, through whom the
whole world will be judged’ ).
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THE LETTER OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS

1.7 év ‘Pdipy (B}

A majority of the Committee interpreted the absence of
the words év 'Pdup in several witnesses (G 1739 1lUs™e
ite Origen) either as the result of an accident in transcription,
or, more probably, as a deliberate execision, made in order to
show that the letter iz of gemeral, not local, application,
Whether the omission of the designation is also connected with
the cireulation of an alternative (shorter or longer) form of
the letter (see the comments on 14,23} is an open question,

1.7 dyamnTols Beatl |B}

In view of the early and decisive support for the read-
ing dyamnrots feoll (p** N ABCWT 81 1739 vg gyrelesl
cop™ b arm Origens'** al), the variant ér &vyémry feov (G
ipd" 8 gl) was judged by a majority of the Committee to be
clearly secondary. Its origin may be connected with the OIS
sion of & ‘Pdup (see the comments on the previous variant),
and the final syllable of dyamn7ols may have been taken to
be a superfluous definite article. The omission of @yamyrols
feod in several witnesses (D#' 1915) must be regarded as
accidental.

1.13  ov 0éAwm (A}

The reading of D* G it%+ Ambrosiaster Pelagius, obk
ptopatr (©'1 do not sappose’), was regarded as a seribal modifi-
cation limited to Western witnesses; olk otopas 15 still more
limited (D¢ Dets'). The reading ot férw, which is supported
by the great mass of the manuseripts P “RABCDKP
T S8 614 1730 Byz it® vg syr®b cop®™:P® arm al), 15 not
puly in accord with Paul's usage elsewhere (Ro 11.25; 1 Cor

a5
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10.1; 12.1; 2 Cor 1.8; 1 Th 4.13) but seems to be required in
the context (where Paul gives information about his move-
ments).

1.15 7ois év 'Pu'}”?? B}

Two witnesses (the bilingual G and the Latin translation of
Origen) omit 7ols év ‘Paup, either accidentally, or, more
probably, deliberately (to make the letter of general applica-
tion). See the comments on év "Pouy at 1.7

1.16  mpdTov

The omission of wedror (B G it* cop™ Tertullian Ephraem
18 perhaps due to Mareion, to whom the privilege of the Jews
was unacceptable. All other witnesses include the word.

1.24 avTois

]Jf—':fspitu what, appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con-
cluding cornment on PPhp 3.21), a minority of the Committee
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on adrois.

1.29  wornpia wAeovetia kaxia |C)

The Textus Reeeptus, following L ¥ 8% 326 330 614 Bye
Lect syr® arm al, inserts woprelg (“fornieation”) before Tornpla.
Although it could be argued that woprelg had fallen out acci-
dentally in transcription, it is more likely that the word is an
intrusion into the text, either accidentally (when TONHP1A
was erroneously read az wopneia) or deliberately (when
copyists, finding the word in some forms of the text (D* E
G P af), inserted it by econflation either before or after
rornpial. The fact, however, that Paul argues (verses 24-25)
that such vices as listed here issue from the licentious practices
of idolatry, makes it unlikely that he would have inecluded
wopveta within the list itself,
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29 5 {B]

Bosides being somewhat more strongly supported (A B D
R0 396 614 1739), 8¢ agrees better with the sense of the pas-
sage than vap (8 C 33 it? vg). Seribes, however, recollecting
the frequency with which oife is followed by yap elsewhere
(e. g T.14, 18; 8.22; 2 Cor 5.1; 9.2: Php L.1%), assumed that
here the apostle was drawing & consequence from what pre-
cedes, rather than concluding & chain of reasoning, and so

replaced 6¢ with yap.

217 €l D€

The Textus Receptus, following the later text (D L mosi
minuscules syrt), reads tde (whence the AV rendering, “Be-
hold’). This reading arose either as an itaeism (€ and o were
pronounced alike) or as a dehiberate amelioration of an uthurru-lf-:ea
extremely long and drawn out gentence (with the apodosis 1n
ver. 217, In any vase el 0¢ iz strongly supporied by the best
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of
text (8 A B D¥ K it?& v syr® cop® " arm eth).

3.7 o€ [C]

A mgjority of Lhe Committes, feeling that Paul’s zu‘gumrl:nt
requires a parallel between verses 5 and 7, preferred the rfmd_mg
el 6¢ and regarded e yap as a rather inept seribal substitu-
tion, perhaps of Western origin.

3.9 wpoeyoueta; ob mavrws {B]

The ambiguity of the meaning of mpoexoueda (see Bauer-
Arndt-Gingrich, wpoéxw, § 2) led some copyists ( ¥ G W
104 al) to replace it with the unambignous wpﬂmréxwey..

The unexpected sequence (hyperbaton] of ov ravrws (which
onght to mean “not entirely,” but which in the context mu:‘-_'-t
mean “not at all’) sceounts for the deletion of the words 1n
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some witnesses (P eth Origen Ephraem) and their replacement
by wepioodr in others (ID* G W 104 2495 al).

3.12  [ovk éorar] (2) [C

The second instance of ok Eorwr is absent from several
witnesses (B 1739 syr? Origen), which in this respect differ
from the Beptuagint text of Ps 13.3. Although the non-
Septuagintal reading is generally to be preferred when it
appears that the other reading has been assimilated to the
Septuagint, in this case a majority of the Committee pre-
ferred the longer reading, supported as it is by the mass of
wilnesses, considering it probable that otk &orir was deleted
ag superfluous. At the same time, because of the weight of the
combination of witnesses that omit the words (B 1739 Sy
Origen), it was decided to enelose them within square brackets,

3.22  eis wavras {B]

In place of els mavras (p* R* B C P ¥ 81 1739 at) a few
witnesses read émi wmévras (ve Pelagius John-Dumaseus). The
Textus Reeceptus, following 8¢ D G K 33 al, combines {he
two readings, producing an essentially redundant and tauto-
logical expression.

3.26  dua [rs ] mloTews (D}

On the one hand, the article may have been added by copyists
who wished to point back to fid wlerews 'Tneob Xpuarou
i ver. 22, On the other hand, later in the chapter when Paul
uses wigTis absolutely (i e. without a modifier), dia is fol-
lowed by the article (ef. verses 30 and 31). In order to represent,
the balance in both external evidence and internal considers-
tions, a majority of the Committee preferred to inelude TIE
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets to indicate
doubt that it belongs there. The omission of the clause in A
and 2127 must be aceidental,
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3.26 ’Inoot [C}

The cxpansion of 'Ingot (8 A B {' K P &1 1?2%‘!? EByz al) by
the addition of Xprorol (629 it % cop™ al) is 4 nfaturall
seribal aceretion. ‘The reading of syre Ii.ﬁiL'pilﬂU ﬁ_:_.xu_w Ir;l:::cru
Xpworol) corresponds to Syriac  ecclesiastical IIL‘].]U-TIL llnie
omission of Ingol by F G 336 1## and the FIEELdlI]g I'.‘r;rﬂre]i:.w
in D& 33 614 Lect ol are the result of uup}rtsti’ blunders in
transeribing scrzptio conlinua |y TOYOYN. ("Inoot was usually
written 1y, and Ineobv, In.)

3.28 ~ap |C] f

On the whole, the external ewvidence auppurting_ Tff"f' (4
A I 81 1739 Old Latin vg syre cop™ ™ arm al) 1s 5Iagh1,-]j:'
superior to that supporting oty (B C 1 K P 33 614 Byz..‘:‘-}r.ri'r-'
al). The eontext, moreover, favors yap, for w:r._ES gives a
re;wnn for the argument in ver. 27, not a :’:ﬂﬂl{:hl{’-l[}n from 1t.
The reading ofw probably arose when copylists took }ac::ﬂ—
Fopefla to mesn “we infer, we conclude,” rather than “we
hold. we congider.” Sinee ver, 28 opens a new lulssuzm _{Fﬂr t'h.e
third Saturday after Pentecost), the Greek leetionaries omil
the conjunction altogether.

1.1  edpnrévar *APpadu Tov mpomaTopa npdv {B)

Althodgh it can be argued that the variation of position of
evpnkévar (before "ABpedu, B A C 1D G T 81 629 al; afler
fudv, K P 33 88 614 Byz al) indicates that the word Was adiirufl
at various places and that therefore T.hi:‘: short te:a.;t (B hﬁl,}
Origen) is original, the Committee considered H‘fﬂ.a (a] there
was no reason why copyists should have demdll:ld to add
ebpmxévar at various places if 1t did nft belong in the text
originally, and (b) elpyxévar after E",Dt_:'u,u.-El-" Ty h:l_vs: .faﬂifm
out accidentally beeause of the similarity of the beginning of
hoth verba. Of the two readings which intultlade {he w?rd, the
sequence Audy ebpyrévar was Judged nferior both In sense
and external support.
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"Ihe word wpowarepa {(which oceurs nowhere else in {he
I‘d_tew Testament) was replaced in the later manuseripts (K P
33 104 ﬂliih 1939 Byz Lect al) by watépa (which i= the cus-
tomary designation in the New Testament for Abrabam: see
Lk 16.24, 30; Jn 8.53; Ac 7.2; Ro 4.12), -

4.11  Aoyicbivar [kal] [C}

On the one hand, after the final syllable of AovigBfva.
the word kat, being not indispensable to the sense, could easily
hﬁn.-‘ﬁ: been overlooked in transeription. On the other hand, it is
Ifnu551hle that rkal has been added by copyists in the intjﬂr{“'-ﬂ
(at least superficially} of sharpening the argument (¢, . . renflhc:
oned to them alzo”), In yview of the balance of transeriptional
Pmbﬂ-bi]itie&, a majority of the Commilies thought it best to
mnh%rle. kat but to enclose it within square brackets. The
reading of 431 1z obviously a seribal blunder. x

4.19 karevonaer {C}

Curiously enough, each of the two readings, one positive
and one negative, gives good sense: (a) kaTerdnoer (R A B C
81 1739 vg syr® cop™™ arm gl) means, “His faith diL-l
not weaken when he considered. ..’ and (B) ob karerbnoer
{D G K P 33 Byz Lect itd=8t gyrh gy me:;ns, “He was so0
strong in faith that he did not consider. . . "’ Whereas I‘F.'IE]_-
ing (b), like many other readings of Western origin appéars
f’i,t- Arst to be preferable, after further reflection th reveals
!tf&E]f to be less appropriate in the context: here Paul does m}t:
wish to imply that faith means closing one’s eves to reality
but that Abraham was so strong in faith as o h}::e undauntmﬂ’
by every consideration. |

419 [48y] {C}

Thr predominant weight of manuseript evidence, in the
opinion of a majority of the Committee, favors the retention
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of #6n 8 A C Der K P W 33 81 Byz Lect syr* ™ * cophe
arm al), At the same time, however, the presence of i gives
the impression of a certain heightening of the account. BMore-
over, who would have omitted the word had it stood in the
text originally? As & compromise that reflects the conflict
between external evidence and internal considerations, the
Committee retained #8n in the text but enclosed it within

square brackets.

4.22 [kai] {C}

In order to represent the balance of external evidence for
and against the presence of xat, the Committes decided to

print it within square brackets.

5.1 éyouer {C}

Although the subjunctive Exwuer (K™ A B* C D K L 33
81 it ye syressl copt arm eth al) has fur better external
support than the indicative Exouer (R* 135 Ger PP W (2200
4% 996 430 629 1241 1739 Byz Lect {9 syr® cop® al),
a majority of the Committee judged that internal evidence
must here take precedence. Sinee in this passuge it. appears
that Paul is not exhorting but stating facts (“'peace” 1s the
possession of those who have been justified), only the indicative
is consonmant with the apostle’s argument. Since the difference
in pronuncistion between o and @ 1in the Hellenistic age was
almost non-existent, when Paul dietated Exoper, Tertius, his
amanuensis (16.22), may have written down Exwper. (For
another set of variant readings involving the interchange of
o and ¢, see 1 Cor 15.49.)

5.2 [+ miorec] 1C]

It is doubtful whether the words vff wiorer belong to the
text or not, for the weight of external evidence 1s almost evenly
halaneed for their inclusion (8 A C K P 33 17389 Byz Lecl
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b8 yp gyrebeal popbe) aeninst their omission (B D G 0220
it"" 2 cop®). Furthermore, the sense is not materially changed
by their presence or their absence, for Paul has previously
declared that faith iz necessary for justification, and there-
fore 1t may be that copyists dropped the words as redundant,
and superfluous after ex wioTews of ver. 1, In order to repre-
sent the balance of evidence, a majority of the Committes
preferred to retain the words in the text but to enclose the
phrase within square brackets. (The reading é 7§ wiore
seems to have arigen by dittography after eoxneauper.)

5.6 &t yadp ... én (D]

Although 1t must be acknowledged that the realing el
ve . .. et (B cop®) possesses a certain inherent fitness which,
despite its very slender external support, makes it most attrac-
tive, a majority of the Committee could find no adequate reason
why, If this reading were original, the others would have arisen,
On the other hand, not only is the external evidenee for Ere
Yap . .. éri quite overwhelming in weight and varieiy, but
also all witnesses that omit one or the other instance of &t
may be held to have originated as seribal improvements to
avold the awkward repetition of the word. Thus, the reading
adopted as text seems {0 be the earliest attainable reading
preserved im the manuseripts; whether it originated as a
primitive error in the exemplar of the first collection of the
PPauline Letters, or whether it arose when, as one may assume,
Paul repeated &, perhaps for the sake of emphasis, while
dietating to Tertius (16.22), it iz impossible to say.

5.12 & Pavaros StijAller {C}

Although it might be argued that the original text lacked an
expressed subject for fughfer, and therefore copyists inzerted
o Bavaros either before or after the verb, a majority of the
Comumnittee was impressed by the weight of evidence supporting
the reading & fararos duigifler (% A B C K P 0220+¢ 33 81
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$14 1739 Byz Lect), and explained the omission of & faveros
(D G 2495 al) as u Western modification.

5.17 s dwpeas (B}

The awkward heaping up of independent genitives seems to
have prompted copyists to modify 7#s dwpeds (¥ R A C D
(3 K P 33 817 614 1739 Byz Lect) by adding xet (¥ 0221
330 451 al), or by altering the genitive to the accusative (B8
104 1984 1985), or by omitting the words entirely (B cop® al).

6.11 év Xoworp {noot (Bl

The Textus Receptus, following & C K P 335 81 614 ITHEI-“‘ al,
adds 78 kvplw fudr. The words appear to be a lit.u:rgmal
expansion, derived perhaps from ver. 23. If they were original,
no good reason ean be found why they should have been deleted
from such weighty witnesses as p® A B D G ¥ 17309% igd=

syri eop® Tertullian Origen Speculum al.

6.12 rais embupios avrol (C}

The reading 7ais émflupiais abroll, strongly supported by
Alexandrian witnesses as well as by a few Western witnesses
(4 A B C* 81 1739 1it%°~® yp gyrP wp“*“‘ al), was I'F'plﬂ.{:td
in several (chiefly Western) witnesses by abrp (3" D G gl
Speeulum al), probably under the influence of the repeated
mention of @ueprie in the following wverses. The Textus
Receptus, following CF K P ¥ 614 Bye Lect syr" al, blends the
two earlier readings, combined with &v, in the conflation avrj
&y rals émPuutaws adrou. The omission of the words from

618 must be aceidental.

6.16 eic BavaTor {C}

The words els favarov, strongly supported by 8 A B C
G K P ¥ 33 81 330 614 itest gyr»ret cop® arm™* eth al,
are absent from a few witnesses, chiefly versiomal and pa-
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tristic (D 1739% it vg syr? cop™ arm Ornigen'™t Ambrosiaster
[iphraem). Since the phrase zeems to be necessary as a cor-
refative to the following phrase els dwwarooivge, a majority of
the Commottee was disposed to regard their omission as an
unintentional oversight.

7.6 amollavorres {B}

The reading amoflarorres 18 deeisively supported by B A
B C K P 33 81 614 1738 ve syreh-eal popi=lto aath arm
eth afl. The Western variant voU farvaron (I} G itde9 gf),
which goes with the preceding roU vouov (ef. also 8.2).
15 the easier reading. The AV rendering seems to imply
awoffardrres,! for which there i@ no manuscript authority,
but which seems to be derived from a conjecture of Beza, who,
following Erasmus, misunderstood & comment of Chrysostom
(zee Tischendorf’s note ad loc. ).

7.14  oldauer

Several scholars (e, g Semler, Reiche, Hofmann, Zabn) have
preferred to divide olfauer su az to read oida pér. The con-
trast, however, is not hetween olfa pér and the following
Eyw 6€ . . . elpr, but hetween the law and éy@, The plural
otdouer is a typical expression which the apostie uses when
he refers to a commonly sceknowledged truth (2.2 3.19; 8.22, 28,
1 Cor 8.4; 2 Cor 5.1, 16).

7.18 ov [T}

The abrupt terrmination of the sentence with o (8 A B C
#1 1739 cops® poth arm al) prompted copyists to add some
kind of supplement: (@) etploxe (1D G I& P ¥ 33 88% 614
By Lecty, ov (b) yowoww (88me 2127), or {(¢) is not in me
{eth),

I The Eleewvir texl of 1624 reads amoferdrros,

THE LETTER TO THFE BOMANS ald

7.23 & (2) {B]

A majority of the Committee preferred to follow the text
of 8 B DG K P W 33 al, reading év belore 7¢ vouw, and to
explain the absence of the preposition from A C L and most
of the minuscules (including 81 614 1739 Byz) as the result of
harmonization with 7@ rouw in the previcus line.

7.25  yams 0€ 7o Pedd |C}

The reading which seems best to aceount for the rise of the
others is yapes 8¢ 7o feg, supported by &= C* 2 33 81 B8 104
436 2127 al. Two Western readings, 7 xapes 7oU feod (1D
168 v Trenaeus af) and 5 xapes svptov (G itg), pedantically
provide a dircet answer {o the question Tis ge ploeToc;
in ver. 24 The absence of d¢ (B cop®™ Origen Methodius
Epiphaniug Jeromel®) seems to represent a natural develop-
ment in the lieht of lilurgical usage (8¢ 1z present in the same as-
eription at 6.17; 2 Cor 2.14; 8,16, and in =ome witnessesat 2 Cor
0,15). The reading edyaplord 76 fee: (R A K 1P 614 1739
Byz Lecl) seems Lo have avizen through transenpticns]l crror
involving the doubling of several letters, ToyToY[eY|XAPIC-
T Tmw 8 ew.

F)

8.1 Inaot [A}

Al the close of the verse the later manuseripts introduce
an interpolation from ver. 4 in two stages: un xoTa capia
mepimaToloiy 1s read by A D® W 81 620 2127 1t vy syrr
goth arm Speculum al, and the same clause followed by ahha
koera meetue s read by e Do KT 33 88 104 614 Byz Leel
itft syrt gl. The shorter text, which makes the more general
staternent without the gualification that 15 approprate enough
at ver. 4, 15 strongly supported by early representatives of
hoth the Alexandriun and the Western types of texi (8% B
C2 ¥ (G 1739 it97 % cop®be arm™= gl),
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8.2 ge {D}

While it 15 rather certain that the reading nués is a sec-
ondary modification, introduced in order to make the apostle's
statement apply to all Christians {as in wer. 4), il 15 much
more difficult to choose hetween pe and ge. The lutter, as the
more difficult reading, is more likely to have been replaced by
the former (which harmonizes better with the argument in
chap, 7) than wviee versa, On the other hand ge muy have
originated in the accidental repetition of the final syvllable of
naedépwoer when the terminal —v, represented by a horizontal
ling over the e, was overlooked,

Although it is possible that the original text was without
any ohject pronoun, the verh being nsed sbsolutely (i.e az a
kind of gnomic aorist), the Committee was reluetant to rely
upon the slender evidence for omission (arm™= Origen), since
the absenee of a pronoun in these witnesses may refleet nothing
more than freedom of translation or gquotation. Impressed by
the welght of the combination of Alexandrian and Western
witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred e us the
earliest attainable text.

8.11  Xpuorov éx vexpiaw (D}

Among the many varianft readings, thosse that read “Ineoty,
with or without Xpueréwe, are suspect as having been assimi-
lated to the earlier instance of 'lpeotiv in this verse. The
omission of ex vexpiow (103 Chrysostom) may be either purely
accidential, or deliberate (as unnecessary after o évelpas).
The omission of the entire clanse 6 évyeipas . . . Inootiv (436
629 1t5) 15 the result of a transeriptional blunder, the eve of
the copyist passing from ymin to ynin. The least unsatis-
factory reading, in the judgment of a majority of the Com-
mittee, appears to be Xpworrdr éx vexpor (B D¢ G al). The
reading ror Xpioror i probably a seribal parallelization to
the preceding rov "Inoobv.
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8.11 Tot évowkolvras adred mvevparos {C]

Femembering that in the Pauline corpus the weight of B
when associated with D G (as here) is quite considerably
lessened, a majority of the Commuttee preferred the genitive
ease, on the basis of the combination of text-types, including
the Alexandrian (8 A C 81), Palestinian (syr®! Cyril-Jerusalem),
and Western (1t%9 Hippolytus).

8.21 or [C}

The oldest and hest witnesses read o7¢ (p* A B C 33 81 614
1739 al). Apparently di67c aroze accidentally by dittography,
eAmiAioTi beeoming eAmiAiAioTI,

£.23  wiolleaiar {1}

Several witnesses, chiefly Western (p®"" D G 614 itde
al), omit viofeciar, a word which copyists doubtless found to
be hoth elumsy in the context and dispensable, as well as seem-
ing to contradict ver. 15,

8.24 g [C}

A majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of
the eombination of p® B* 17300 1008™: cop® Origen, pre-
ferred 4he reading ris and regarded the other readings as
expansions of a strikingly terse and typically Pauline type of
fquestion. The expansions may have been introduced by copyists
hecause of the lack of punctuation (after Shémer) and the
ambiguity of Tic (interrogative or indefinite) in unaccented
seriph.

§.24 eAmler [C]

Although*drouérer (¥* A 173892« cop™®® Origen Ephraem)
may appear to be the more difficult reading and therefore
deserving of adoption, a majority of the Committee was un-
willing to base the text upon such limited support, especially
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i view of the early and very diversificd testimony for éAmile
(p® B O I G W 33 51 614 1739% 42 v syr™" arm eth
Clement. Orgen'™ Cyprian af).  Furthermore, alithongh the
verh vmopérery with chjeet (“to await something'™ is rather
common in the Septusgnt, ne example for this use can be
vited frem the New Testament exeept the present wvariant
reading, On balanee, therefore, it is probable that the presence
of tmopcer; in the following verse prompted an early ecopyist
to substitute Drouéver for élwider.

8.26 dmepevruyydrer [B)

The Textuz Receptus, following & C K P ¥ 33 614 Byz Lect
al, adds twep Huiy, thus making explieit what is implicit in
the compound verk Dmweperrvyyarver, which is decisively =up-
ported by p ™ 8% A B D (G 81 1730 it4*# arm Origen al,

B.28  ouwvepyei [C}

Although the reading ourepyer 0 fBeos (p* A B 81 cop#
(eth} Origen®™%) 15 both ancient and noteworthy, a majority
of the Committee deemed it too narrowly supported to he
admitted mto the text, particularly in view of the diversified
support for the shorter reading (8 O D G K P W 33 614
1739 Byz Lect 16725 v syt cop™ arm Clement (rigepso st
Eusebius Lucifer Cyril-Jerusalem Chrysostom Augustine al).
Since gurepyel may he taken to imply a personal subjeet,
0 feds scems to have been a natural explanatory addition made
by an Alexandrian editor.

8.34  eyeplbeis {C}

The words éx vexplow, found in 8% A C W 33 81 eapsebe
eth al, have the appearance of being an explanatory gloss
added by copyviats to supplement évepfets. The shorter reacing
is strongly supported by p77 % 8 B D G K 1739 Byz Leot
Md Latim veg syt arm al.
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8.36 Xpiorol (B

Since the reading feoll 765 &v Xpiord Ineov (B Urigen'#7)
iz in all probability a scribal harmonization with ver, 39, the
reading Beoti (B 326 330 cop™ Origensilauf gl s doubtless
alzo a partisl echo of that wverse. The reading Xpigrol is
strongly supported (A C I3 G K W 33 614 1241 1739 Bye Lect
Old Latin ve svrP® cop™ goth arm eth Tertullian Origensi2%.
lalf alt and binds together verses 34 and 35,

- L e
8.38 obre dveardTa olite péddovra ovTe duvaues

The Textuz Heceptus, following K L ¥ most eunuscule
manuscripts syr? goth Chrysostom  Theodoret  Ocoumentus
Theophylact, places the words olire durapes before obre
éverTiora, thus associating them more closely with dpxai
(az alzo in 1 Cor 15.24; Eph 1.21). The reading adopted for
the text iz decisively supported by carly and good witnesses
(p4 R A B C D G it! vg syrh cop® ™ arm eth Origen ltuse-
bius Epbraem Cyril John-Damascus Augustine al), There is
no reason to expect that the apostle would give a systematic
clagzification of angelie-beings; on the other hand, the re-
arrangement of the items has every appearance of being the
work of copyists or editors who wished to improve the s