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MATTHEW

5.44"  xou mpooevxeahe LTTEP TwWV txt =N B f! pc k sys< sa bort Theoph Irktvid Or Cyp
2R = EVAOYELTE TOUG KATAPWHEVOUG LHOG,

KOAWG TIOLELTE TOUG HLOOUGLY LHOG, KAl

TpooevxeaBe LTIEP TwV emMpealovTwy

UHOG Kat
NA: But I myself say to Pyou, Plove Pyour enemies; and Ppray on behalf of the ones persecuting Pyou.

9: But I myself say to Pyou, Plove Pyour enemies; Pbless the ones cursing Pyou; Pdo nobly to the ones hating Pyou; and Ppray on
behalf of the ones despitefully using Pyou and persecuting Pyou.

The NA? reading obviously presents a far shorter rendering of the passage than appears in the Mt text. The
primary question has to be whether it is more likely that such a substantial amount of material was omitted (either
accidentally or intentionally), or whether a significant amount of material was deliberately inserted into the
narrative.

The parallel Lk 6.27-28 M offers little help, since the order of the various elements differ dramatically when
compared with what appears in the Matthean 5:44 Mt reading (identical words underlined, even when the order
differs):

Mt = gyw 8 Agyw vpLy” QayamaTe Toug £X0poOLG LUWY,
Lk = aAA vutv Asyw TOLG OKOLOUOLV, QyamaTe TOUG £X0P0UG LUWY

Mt = eLAOYELTE TOUG KATOPWHEVOUG LHOG, KOAWG TIOLELTE TOLG ULOOUCLY LUAG, KAl

MATTHEW

5.44 (bis) tudv kal TpooeyeaBe LMEP TOV SLWKOVTWY DUAG
{A}

Later witnesses enrich the text by incorporating clauses from
the parallel account in Lk 6.27-28. If the clauses were
originally present in Matthew’s account of the Sermon on the
Mount, their omission in early representatives of the
Alexandrian (x B), Western (it Irenaeus'® Cyprian), Eastern
(syr®*), and Egyptian (cops® ) witnesses would be entirely
unaccountable. The divergence of readings among the added
clauses likewise speaks against their originality.

1 Several minority support variations of the lengthy It reading exist. These include the following: evAoyelTe TOUG KATAPWHEVOUG LULY, KAAWG TOLELTE TOUG HLOOUCLY UHOG, KOl TPOOELXECHE LTTEP TwV
emnpeaCovTwy kat D* pc; ELAOYELTE TOUG KATAPWHUEVOUG LHAG, KAAWG TOLELTE TOUG HLOOUCLY ULOG, KL TPOOELXETDE LTIEP TwV emMpPealovTwy kat D¢ pc EusPt; koAwg TOLELTE TOUG HLOOLOLY LHAG, KAl TTPOTEVXETDE
uTEP Twv eTmpeabovTwy vpag kot 1230 1242 pc lat EusP; evAoyeLTe TOUG KATOPWHEVOUG LHOG, KO TPOoeuxeabe utiep Twv emnpeaiovTwy vpog kat 1071 pe Cl EusPt; and eLAOYELTE TOUG KATOPWHEVOUG LUAG,
KOAWG TOLELTE TOUG HLOOUCLY UUAG, TTPOOELXEOHE LTTEP Twy emmpeaovTwy vpog kat W EusPt.

2 Any text enclosed in square brackets [ ] reflects the designation of such word(s) within the NA/UBS main text.
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Lk = koAw¢ TOLELTE TOLC ULOOLALY LUAG 8U)\O\/ElTE TOUGC KATAPWUEVOUC VULV,

Mt = mpooeuyeobe uTEp TwV £MNPEOLOVTWY VPOG KOL SIWKOVTWY VHAG.
Lk = mpogeuyeaBe vep Twv emmpealovTwy LUAG.

Aside from the differing introductions of each passage, that in Matthew not only has an opposite order of the
second and third clauses from that of Luke, but other subtle differences (upag for vpry in the kaTopwpevoug clause;
a kot preceding the mpooeuyeobe clause that is not present in Lk; and the major inclusion of kot StwkovTwy LHAG,
not even present in Lk). Had the NA? text been original and the Mt reading a harmonization, one would have
expected the order of clauses to be identical, and without the minor alterations and major expansion found in the
Matthean portion.

In comparison, the overall NA? main text reading appears to be a deliberate abridgment, totally removing the
kaTapwpevoug and ptoovotv clauses, and from the final portion eliminating the emnpealovTwy clause (omissions
indicated by brackets):

Mt = eyw 6e Agyw LHLY QyamaTe TOLUG £XOPOLG LHWY, [. . . ] KoL TpooELXECDE LTIEP TWV dtwkovTtwy vpag [ ... ].

Itis not very likely that all these omissions could have resulted from accidental scribal error.? Equally, it is unlikely
that the scribes involved with the It reading would have intentionally harmonized in a quite non-parallel manner.
Thus, a primary conclusion would appear to be intentional editorial alteration by the scribes or the scribal
archetypes of the three named MSS primarily responsible for the NA» main text reading (X B f!). Given that a
certain degree of versional support (primarily Syriac and Coptic) also exists for the NA? reading, this suggests
that any such editorial alteration might relate to the time when recensional activity related to the production of
such versions was active; this particularly when the same reading also appears in a very limited number of Greek
and Latin fathers.

Overall, there really is no good reason to reject the It reading in this variant as an interpolation or harmonization,
particularly in view of the extremely limited support among all other Greek MSS for the NA? main text reading.

MATTHEW MATTHEW
8.28¢ Tadapnvwv txt =B C 0 al sy>ph Epiph 8.28 I'udapnvav {C}
M =epysonvwv The healing of the demoniacs is recounted by all three

Synoptic Gospels, and in each account there are three

% One could suggest that (perhaps!) the archetype underlying the NA% main text may have had the xatapwpevoug and pioouotv clauses in the Lukan order — in which case accidental omission of both clauses
by haplograpy of kaAwg (] kat might have occurred. Such would not, however, account for the omission of the ermpealovTwy clause later in the verse.

* Other readings include the harmonizing I'epaonvwy, in 892¢ latt sy™s sa mae; and I'apadnvwyv, in A.
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NA: And he having come into the other side, into the region of the Gadarenes, two demon-possessed ones met him, exiting
out of the tombs, exceedingly fierce so that no one had strength to pass by through that road.

9: And he having come into the other side, into the region of the Gergesenes, two demon-possessed ones met him, exiting out
of the tombs, exceedingly fierce so that no one had strength to pass by through that road.

The present unit and its Synoptic parallels reflects great confusion in relation to the name of the people and/or
region involved. Even in the present unit, further differentiations of the term occur in isolated MSS. In fact, the
situation becomes far more complicated when the main texts of NA%” and 9t in the present unit are considered in
relation to their parallel accounts elsewhere. The details can be shown clearly in the following table:

PARALLEL LOCATION TABLE WITH VARIANTS

Reference NAZ/WH Variants Misspellings
Mt 8.28 [adapnvwy ['epyeonvuwv I'epaonvuwv INoCopnvuv X’
Witnesses: B COalsys,ph M NR2L W f! f13 892c latt syh™s sa mae Tapadnvwv A
Epiph (syhms) bo Epiphmss
Mk 5.1 I'epaonvwv 'adapnvev ['epyeonvuv I'epyvotnvewv w
Witnesses: N* B D [2427vd] latt M A C {13 syph N2L A O 128 33 565
sa 579700 892 1241
1424 2542 al sy* bo
Lk 826 I'epaonvwyv [adapnvuv ['epyeonvuv
Witnesses: P75 B D latt syh™s (sa) MmAWY f13sy X L O = {33 579 700*
1241 pc (bo) Epiph
1Lk 837 I'epaonvwyv I'adapnvwv ['epyeonvuv I'epyaonvuv C2
Witnesses: P75 B C* D 0279 579 MN2ZAWY sy R*<LPO f 1333
pe latt (sa) 700* 1241 al (bo)

Obviously, matters would be far simpler were the It reading “Gadarenes” present in each case (although not so
here in Mt) and if the NA? reading were “Gerasenes” in each case (but again, not here in Mt). It should further
be observed that the dominant Alexandrian/Caesarean reading in Mark and Luke is actually “Gergesenes”
(paralleling the 9 reading in Mt) — but the critical editors followed Westcott and Hort in giving primary
preference to B in those parallels.

The shifting of support for the NA? reading in each instance also should be considered: such is a sign of general
textual instability among the MSS supporting the critical text. Not only is B the only witness common to all four
units in the critical text, but the level of support for the critical text readings is only 3 MSS in Mt, MK, and the first

principal variant readings referring to the place at which the
miracle occurred: I'udapnvdv, Iepaonrav, and Nepyeonvav.
The evidence of the chief witnesses for the three accounts is
as follows:

‘Faé}apnv@v ["epaonvav
Mt 8.28 (x*) B C™ () it vg cop®®
(¢) syrsv p.h Syrhmg 2
Mk 5.1 A CK fi3gyrh x*B D itvg
copsa
Lk 8.26 AKWATY £13 P° B D it vy
Syl’c' s,p, h Copsa

Gerasa was a city of the Decapolis (modern Jerash in
Transjordan) located more than thirty miles to the southeast
of the Sea of Galilee and, as Origen perceived (Commentary
on John, v, 41 (24)), is the least likely of the three places.
Another Decapolitan city was Gadara, about five miles
southeast of the Sea of Galilee (modern Um Qeis). Although
Origen also objected to Gadara (which, he says, was read by a
few manuscripts) because neither lake nor overhanging banks
were there, Josephus (Life, X, 42) refers to Gadara as
possessing territory “which lay on the frontiers of Tiberias”
(= the Sea of Galilee). That this territory reached to the Sea
may be inferred from the fact that ancient coins bearing the
name Gadara often portray a ship. Origen prefers Gergesa,
not because it occurs in manuscripts — he is silent about this —
but on the dubious basis of local tradition (it is the place
“from which, it is pointed out, the swine were cast down by
the demons”) and of the still more dubious basis of
etymology (“the meaning of Gergesa is ‘dwelling of those
that have driven away,’” and thus the name “contains a
prophetic reference to the conduct shown the Savior by the
citizens of those places, who ‘besought him to depart out of
their territory’”).

Of the several variant readings the Committee preferred
Tadapnrar on the basis of (a) what was taken to be superior
external attestation ((x*) B C* (A) © syr*P" geo! mss known
to Origen al), and (b) the probability that T'epyeonvav is a
correction, perhaps proposed originally by Origen,’ and that
Cepaonvav (which is supported only by versional evidence) is
a scribal assimilation to the prevailing text of Mark (5.1)
and/or Luke (8.26, 37).
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occurrence in Lk (the second Lukan occurrence garnered support from 6 named MSS somewhat mysteriously,
since the additional witnesses themselves vary from their testimony in the other related parallels).

Given that the proper names involved are somewhat similar (a factor that readily could cause scribal confusion),
the inconcinnity between what appears in Mt as opposed to the general unanimity in Mk and Lk (whether one
follows M, the NA? main text, or the dominant Alexandrian/Caesarean variants) remains problematic, not only
for interpretation but also in regard to questions involving textual transmission. The one certain element is that
the distinctive reading in Mt (regardless of text followed) differs from the readings that distinguish the parallel
accounts of Mk and Lk. Why such occurred remains a mystery, but from a text-critical standpoint (as opposed to
interpretative or exegetical), the distinctions remain solid within the respective forms of text involved.

As for the geographical locations cited within the Decapolis territory, the following data appear to be secure:

Gerasa is a city about 30-35 miles southeast of the Sea of Galilee. It is unlikely that its territory (xwpa, Mt 8.28; Mk
5.1; Lk 8.26) would have extended to the Sea itself.

Gadara is a city about 6 miles southeast of the Sea of Galilee, and its territory did likely extend to the Sea itself,
since boats have been depicted on its coins.

Gergesa, while technically an unknown location, may well be identified with modern El Kursi, somewhat
northward on the east shore of the Sea of Galilee, in an area where a steep bank, cliffs, and caves are present.

Aside from more the radical form-critical assumptions of an “original” story originally set well inland and later
modified to a seaside location, the Gergesene and Gadarene locations appear far more likely to represent the
correct site of the event, with those specific readings also being those occurring in Mt as well as in the more
dominant Alexandrian/Caesarean witnesses. These considerations severely call into question the extremely
limited support for the alternative forms that appear in the critical text (again due primarily to an undue reliance
on Codex Vaticanus, the only common link for all the critical text readings, as noted above).

Should one enquire as to why the MSS supporting the critical text would have favored the “more difficult” and
well-nigh impossible reading involving the distant inland Gerasa, the answer is simple: Gerasa was a well-
known city within the Decapolis, and a small number of scribes — who may have been unfamiliar with actual
geography but were unaware of any “Gergesene” location — could easily have altered the text in Mt from
“Gergesenes” to “Gadarenes” and (perhaps due to similarity of sound) altered the Mk/Lk “Gadarenes” into
“Gerasenes.” Regardless of possibilities, the It reading is commended as best on both external MS support as
well as internal geographical grounds, with the Alexandrian/Caesarean dominant reading holding a clear
second place and the NA? critical text reading being by far the least likely.




MATTHEW
1115 wTa txt =B D 700 pc k sy*

P = WTA AKOVELV
NA: The one having ears, let him hear.

9: The one having ears to hear, let him hear.

This identical variant unit occurs twice elsewhere in Matthew (Mt 13.9, 43) with varying degrees of support
among the minority MSS. When the same phrase occurs elsewhere in the Gospels, it is always with akovelv present
(Mk 4.9; 7.16 in ;5 Lk 8.8; 14.35. So also Mk 4.23, which retains akouvetv while varying slightly (et Tig exet wta
akovely akoveTw). In addition, the phrase with akovelv present occurs in some lectionary-related minority
variants at Mt 25.29 (C3 H 892ms pc); Lk 12.21 (U 13 579 892¢ al); and 21.4 (I £'3 892ms al). In Revelation, however, a
related phrase without axovetv present occurs 8x, the first 7x as o exwv oug okovoatw (Rev 2.7, 11, 17, 29; 3.6, 13,
22), and the final occurrence (Rev 13.9) as €1 Tig €x€l 0UG OKOLOATW).

Thus, only in Matthew does the NA? main text read “The one having ears, let him hear” (o exwv wTa, akoveTw).
Such occurs 3x in that book, each time with the support for exclusion of akovetv being minimal. All remaining
MSS in those locations read with 2t and include akouetv in the phrase “The one having ears to hear, let him hear.”
These NA? Matthean variant units where okouetv is excluded can be charted quite simply, demonstrating their
scattered levels of support:

| Vese R B D L O 0242 700 _ Other _
o L] °

Mt 11.15 pc k sy*
Mt 13.9 . . o ae ffl k sys
Mt 13.43 of | o o o . abekvgt

From this chart it can be seen that the only consistent witness for exclusion of oxovetv is Codex Vaticanus; the
remaining exclusionary witnesses differ in various degrees. Add to this the overall slim level of support for
exclusion of axovelv — two occurrences having only 3 MSS and one having 5 MSS — and the likelihood of
Matthean originality for the exclusionary reading becomes extremely slim; this is even more particularly the case
when the remaining Alexandrian witnesses do not support such exclusion, and even the fluctuating support of
the Syriac and Latin witnesses demonstrate a similar degree of sporadic support.

Put simply, there really is no reason to follow the fluctuating slim support for the NA?” reading in any of these
three variant units. Yet one cannot presume a threefold accidental omission of the same word in the same phrase.
Either the exclusion was original to Matthew, was intentional in all three variant units, or was based upon some
sort of accidental error.

MATTHEW
11.15 oo {B}

In view of the frequent occurrence elsewhere of the
fuller expression Wt akovely (Mk 4.9, 23; 7.16;
Lk 8.8; 14.35), it was to be expected that copyists
would add the infinitive here (and in 13.9 and 43).
If the word had been present in the original text,
there is no reason why it should have been deleted
in such important witnesses as B D 700 al.
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Had the phrase without akouelv been original to Matthew, one would have expected to see far more MSS and
versional witnesses supporting the exclusionary phrasing rather than the limited and fluctuating support present
among the existing data, perhaps also with patristic comment regarding the difference between Matthew and the
parallel Synoptic narratives. To presume that all remaining witnesses deliberately chose to harmonize the
Matthean phrasing to what appears in Mark and Luke would be to ignore the known “tenacity” of scribes in
preserving the text that lay before them, to ignore the lack of scribal harmonization in numerous other places
where similar differences occur in parallel accounts, and to ignore the fact of Matthew being the most popular
Synoptic Gospel in the early church, which would suggest the Markan and Lukan accounts would have been
more likely to have been harmonized to the Matthean form than vice versa.

On the other hand, had there been an intentional editorial decision to remove akovetv — and that only in Matthew
— the overriding question would be why such might have been done. Exclusion neither adds nor subtracts
anything significant from the general expression, and it would be quite unlikely that the omission of axovetv from
the similar phrasing in Revelation would have exercised any real influence on the matter. In addition, had this
been a deliberate editorial decision on the part of some archetypal Alexandrian or Western scribe or scribes, one
then is hard pressed to establish why the parallels in Mark and Luke remained untouched. So this scenario is
really highly unlikely to have occurred.

Alternatively, it is possible that axovelv was omitted accidentally in one of the three Matthean units (likely in an
earlier archetype) due to a skip in the common portion of text from axovetv to akoveTw. If such occurred in a
single Matthean location by accident, it could be possible that a subsequent scribe or editor could have
presumed such as a “Matthean norm,” and thereby would intentionally “correct” the remaining two
occurrences in that book by similar exclusion. In any case, the paucity and fluctuation of support for the NA%
main text reading in the three units under consideration weighs strongly against the originality of that phrasing,

and continues to support the originality of the It reading in each instance.

MATTHEW
11.19¢  Twv gpywv txt =N B* W pc syph sams bo Jermss
IN =TV TEKVWYV

NA: The Son of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, “*Behold, a man gluttonous and a wine drinker; a friend of tax
collectors and of sinners.” And the wisdom was justified from her works.

9: The Son of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, “*Behold, a man gluttonous and a wine drinker; a friend of tax
collectors and of sinners.” And the wisdom was justified from her children.

MATTHEW

11.19 amo tov épywv {B}

The Committee regarded the reading tékvwv
(widely supported by B2C D KL X A © II and
most minuscules) as having originated in scribal
harmonization with the Lukan parallel (7.35).22 The
readings with mavtwv represent further assimilation
to the passage in Luke.

5 NA? omits the entire sentence, following X B L A* 0274 28 [2427] sa™s boPt.
¢ Another reading is mavTwv Twv gpywy, in 12 pc (k).
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Obviously the variant terms epywv and Tekvwv do not resemble each other except for the genitive plural ending.
In addition, there is no close connection to either word in any form in the near context: forms of Tekvov only
appear many verses earlier and later (Mt 10.21; 15.26), and the closest context for any form of epyov occurs only
at Mt 11.2, but not in a pertinent passage.” On the other hand, the actual parallel, Lk 7.35, does read Tekvwv as
with the M reading in Mt, and the NA? apparatus in Mt suggests harmonization to the Lukan parallel.® Yet, had
harmonization on the part of M occurred in relation to Texvwyv, one would expect a similar assimilation of the
Lukan mavTtwv? — but such is notably absent in Matthew. The Lukan parallel reads in 9t amo Twv Tekvwv avTng
mavTwy (with differing variants that harmonize to varying degrees with Mt). That parallel thus remains distinctly
different from the Matthean Mt reading.’® Had harmonization actually occurred, the absence of mavtwv in Mt
would be quite peculiar.

Were the MSS somewhat evenly divided, it would seem that the principle favoring the non-harmonizing reading
would apply — but in fact, the NA? text actually represents the “easier” reading since it makes explicit (wisdom
justified by its works) that which is only implicit and in fact figurative in the M text (wisdom justified by its children).

Additionally, scribes — and only three named MSS are involved at this point'! — familiar with the emphasis in
James regarding faith demonstrated by works could well have altered the reading in Matthew on that basis; in
particular the comments of Jas 2.21, 25 “was not Abraham/Rahab justified by works?” (ouk €€ gpywv edikatwdn;)
in both verses of which edixoiw6n is utilized in a connection favorable to epywv.'? That the same three scribes
did not alter the Lukan parallel is not significant, given their known inconsistencies as well as the tendency to
alter the more popular Matthew in such matters.'?

7 Beyond these data, the NA? phrase amo Twv pywv elsewhere occurs only at Heb 4.10 in a totally different context, while the I phrase amo Twv Tekvwv occurs only at the Lk 7.35 parallel.
8 Variations of word order exist in the Lukan parallel unit, but Tekvwv remains present in each transpositional instance except for X2, which transposes with gpywv.

° Although NA? in Lk 7.35 places mavtwyv before Twv Tekvwv autng while Mt reads Twv Tekvwv autng mavTwy, this does not affect the issue of non-harmonization regarding mavtwyv in Matthew. The Lukan

unit also has several minor variants that harmonize to varying degrees with Matthew, but these are not relevant to the present situation.
10 Some witnesses in Lk partially agree with the Matthean semi-harmonizing reading in f* (mavTwv Twv epywv).

1 Two MSS (X B) are Alexandrian, deriving from a common ancestral archetype; the third MS (W) is usually Byzantine in Matthew, but departs from that Textform in the present instance.
12 That the passages from James might appear to contradict Rom 4.2 where the same terms appear within a hypothetical conditional phrase in a different context (et yop APpaap €& gpywv gdikaiwbn eExet

KauxnHa) is not a primary issue at this point.

13 One can also compare the more remote parallels where forms of epyov and Sixatow appear together: Rom 3.20,28; 4.2; Gal 2.16; Jas 2.24. Cf. also the LXX, only Sirach 16.27 (xat ouk €&gAtmov amo Twv pywv

auTwv) and Sirach 32.22 (xat amo Twv Tekvwy cou puragat). Neither ek Twv epywv nor ek Twv Tekvwy occur in the LXX.



MARK
1.414 [o] BamTiEwv

M = BanTiCwv

txt=X L A pc bo

NA: John came to be [the one] baptizing in the wilderness and proclaiming a baptism of repentance with reference to the

remission of sins.

9t: John came to be baptizing in the wilderness and proclaiming a baptism of repentance with reference to the remission of
sins.

The inclusion of the definite article here affects translation somewhat. The article preceding BamtiCwv elsewhere
occurs only twice: Mk 6.14, where lwoavvng o BamTilwv links the name with his function, “John, the one
baptizing”; and Jn 1.33, where Jesus is denoted by function as o BanTiCwv v mveupaTt ayww). Had a title been
intended, the phrase Iwavvng o BantiotTng would have been more suitable (cf. Mt 3.1; 14.2; Lk 7.20, 33) — but
such does not occur at all in Mark.

Further, BanTiCwv without a preceding article occurs nowhere else in Mark, and only 4x in the remainder of the
NT —all Johannine and in a context referencing or quoting John the Baptist (Jn 1.28, 31; 3.23; 10.40). Beyond
this, the Mk 1.4 construction with eyeveto preceding the participle appears awkward in context, and is
otherwise unparalleled in the NT.

It appears far more likely in the present variant unit that the 3 named MSS (perhaps reflecting a common
archetype) were influenced by the direct parallel passage in Mt 3.1, mopoayivetat Iwavvng o fantiotng, which
includes the article before the noun title. This is more particularly the case when the remaining Alexandrian
MSS as well as all other MSS of other texttypes do not include the article in the Markan unit. The article in the
present unit is superfluous, not reflective of Synoptic style, and weakly supported; there is no reason in the
present unit to reject the M reading.

MARK
1.4 [0] PamtiCwv €v Tf) épMuw kol {C}

In view of the predominant usage in the Synoptic
Gospels of referring to John as “the Baptist” (0 BamTLoTHC
occurs in Mk 6.25 and 8.28, as well as seven times in
Matthew and three times in Luke), it is easier to account for
the addition than for the deletion of the definite article
before Bamti{wv. The omission of kal in a few
Alexandrian witnesses is the result of taking 0 BaTrtiC(ov
as atitle.

MARK

2:15-16 ot ypappatelg Twv Gaploatwy txt=B W 28 pc

M = ot ypappaTtelg xkat ot Poapioaiot

NA: And it occurs, while he reclined in his house, also many tax collectors and sinners were reclining together with Jesus
and his disciples; for they were many and they were following him. And the scribes of the Pharisees . . .

9: And it occurred, while he reclined in his house, also many tax collectors and sinners were reclining together with Jesus
and his disciples, for they were many; and they followed him. And the scribes and the Pharisees . . .

MARK
2.15-16 a0TQ. (16) kel ol ypoppetels TV dapLoaiwy
to6ovtec {C}

The more unusual expression ol YPoUUETELS TOV
dapLoaiwy is to be preferred, since the tendency of
scribes would have been to insert kol after 0L ypPoUUOTELC

under the influence of the common expression “the scribes
and the Pharisees.” Since in the Gospels the verb

14 Also including o ante BamTiwv within the longer variant unit cited in the NA? apparatus, B 33 [2427].

15 Other readings include ot 8¢ ypappareilg kat ot ®apiroatot, in X 700 a c e ff2 sa™s; kan €18ev ot ypappatelg kat ot dapioatot, in D 115 kat ypoppatelg Twv Gaproatwyv kat, in X L 33 pc b bo™s; o1 ypappaTeig

Twv Goploatwy kat, in A [2427]; and kat ot ypappoTelg Twv Paploatwy ko, in Pssvid,
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The issue here is translational as well as exegetical. Does Mark mention two groups (the scribes and the
Pharisees) or a specific subgroup (the scribes belonging to the Pharisee party)? Certainly, the NA% type of
reading occurs nowhere else, thus reflecting a hapax phraseology and a more difficult reading. The difficulty of
such, however, should not be considered determinative, particularly when the reading in question is attested
by only three named MSS reflecting the Alexandrian and Caesarean types — but without the support of the
remaining MSS pertaining to those types.

More significantly, even in It the otherwise common linkage of scribes and Pharisees is wholly unique within
Mark; beyond this, the It phrase reflects the less frequent (5x) articular form of both terms’® (the more common
non-articular linkage of the two terms is found elsewhere 11x only in Matthew and Luke)."”

Although the major parties within normative Judaism of that era (Pharisees and Sadducees) each might have
scribes pertinent to their group — responsible not merely for copying the scriptures but to provide biblical
interpretation in accord with the specific beliefs of their particular party — such distinction is not otherwise
claimed or maintained within the NT. Rather, the scribes and Pharisees tend to be grouped together in clear
opposition to Christ’s claims and teachings without further distinction (in certain situations’ such as the
rejection of resurrection concepts Sadducees are specifically cited, but scribes of any type are not particularly
associated with their position). Further, the context involving meal fellowship with tax-collectors and sinners
could have offended either leading party of Judaism, so it would appear unlikely that scribes belonging to the
Pharisaic party would be singled out specifically.

Of greater text-critical importance, Mk 2.18 associates two disparate groups (the disciples of John the Baptist
and those of the Pharisees) in regard to an unrelated question about fasting. One rightly could presume that if
two such groups with little otherwise in common are linked in Mark, the previous incident could reflect a
similar situation. There thus is no need for the scribes of Mk 2.16 particularly to be associated with the Pharisaic
party. Rather, the articular distinction in Mk 2.18 (ot paBntat Iwavvou kat ot Twv Poploatwy), occurring twice
in that verse, quite likely provided an impetus by attraction to the immediate context for the 3 named MSS in
the present unit to read ot ypoppateic Twv Poproaiwy.

Once more, it appears that the 3 named MSS supporting the NA?” main text of the present variant unit reflect a
secondary scribal development, here based on a primitive or archetypal scribal error tied to the close-context
influence of the twofold Twv ®apioaiwy that appears in the incident immediately following.

akoAovdely is used of Jesus’ disciples, never of those who
were hostile to him, a full stop should follow «OTE.
Unmindful of this usage, copyists transferred the stop to
follow ToAAol and inserted kol before L8dvtec.

16 The articular linkage of scribes and Pharisees occurs elsewhere only at Mt 23.2; Lk 5.21; 6.7; 11.53; Jn 8.3.
7 The non-articular linkage of scribes and Pharisees occurs at Mt 5.20; 12.38; 15.1; 23.13, 14, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29; and Lk 11.44.

18 Mk 12.18 represents the only occurrence of Sadducees in that book, specifically in relation to their rejection of the resurrection concept (so also in the parallels Mt 22.23; Lk 20.27).




MARK

2:16°  eagBiel txt=B D W pc it [2427]

M =eobiel kat mMLvel

NA: .. having seen that he eats with the sinners and tax collectors, were saying to his disciples that, “With the tax collectors
and sinners he eats?”

9M: .. having seen him eating with the tax collectors and sinners, were saying to his disciples, “Why is it that with the tax
collectors and sinners he eats and he drinks?”

Continuing the same verse, the specifics of the scribal/Pharisaic complaint are made clear: while the NA? main
text relates that Jesus eats with the tax collectors and sinners, the It text shows the complaint extended to involve
drinking with those rejected groups. Yet earlier in the verse it was noted only that they had seen Jesus eating
with them, with no mention of drinking at that point. This alone could provide sufficient motivation for the
three named MSS to exclude the It phrase kot mivet from their text, assuming deliberate excision (the alternative

would have been to insert kat mvel in the earlier portion of the verse — but it would be far easier to align the
two statements by simple omission rather than creative addition).

On the other hand, the longer 9t reading at the close of the verse also could have been omitted by haplography
of -e1 N -€1, which may be a more likely situation, given that the 3 named MSS are somewhat disparate in regard
to texttype (Alexandrian and Caesarean). Significantly, the parallel Mt 9.11 in both NA? and & shows the
complaint to involve only eating (Sta Tt peTa Twv TeAwvwY Kat apapTwAwy go0tel o Sidaokarog vuwv), which
also may have served as an impetus toward the shorter reading in order to harmonize to the Matthean account.?

MARK

2.16 €0BieL {B}

The addition of kil Tivel is a natural accretion inserted by
copyists, perhaps under the influence of the parallel
passage in Lk 5.30. The shorter reading, which is strongly
supported by B D W al, was followed by Matthew, who
added 0 8L600kaAoc DUGY (Mt 9.11), an expression that,
in turn, was adopted in Mk 2.16 by the scribes of CL A f13
al.

MARK

2:2221  amoAAuTOL KAl Ol AOKOl txt = P88 B 8§92 [2427]

D = EKXELTAL KAl Ol AOKOL amoAouvTal

NA: And no one throws new wine into old wineskins; but if not, the wine will burst the wineskins, and the wine is destroyed
and the wineskins. But new wine is into current wineskins.

9: And no one throws new wine into old wineskins; but if not, the new wine bursts the wineskins, and the wine is poured
out and the wineskins will be destroyed. But new wine has a throwing into current wineskins.

MARK
2.22 amoAAvTOL Kol ol dokol {C}

The reading which best explains the origin of the
others is that preserved in B 892 cop®°. Since the pendant
kol ol &okol seems to require a verb, most witnesses
moved amoALvTaL (making it plural) after ol dokoL.
Furthermore, under the influence of the parallels in Mt 9.17
and Lk 5.37, copyists introduced the verb ékyeltal as
more appropriate than amoAAvtaL to describe what
happens to wine.

19 Other readings include noBiev, in PR D 892 c bort; eabiov (!), in O©; also within extended transpositions relating to the longer variant unit: ~ ea@1ovTa post apapTwAwy, in A; ~ e001el post TEAwvwy, in 579.
20 The remaining NA%/9 parallel in Lk 5.30 retains both terms in the complaint, but the tense differs from what appears in Mark (Sta Tt peTa Twv TEAwVWY Kot opopTwAwy 0LeTe kat miveTe). Additionally, in
Matthew o1t is expanded by kat mivet in some less significant MSS (346 565 1506) and rephrased to harmonize with Luke in sy* as eo01e1e kot miveTe.

21 Other readings include kot ot aokot amoAouvvTat, in D it; ekxetTat kat ot aokot, in L; , ekxetton kat ot aokot amodduvTat, in W; and ekxettat kot ot agkot amoiuvTat, in ©.
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This variant unit involves two issues, the presence or absence of ekxetTat and the tense and location of amoAAupt.
The M reading is more complex and also more difficult, particularly in regard to the use of the future tense
amoAouvTal in regard to the wineskins that had already burst. Had the NA? reading been original, one is hard
pressed to determine why the quite acceptable present passive amoAluTatr would have been deliberately
changed to a peculiar future tense as part of the editorial alteration in Mt. On the other hand, if the Mt reading
were original, the simplification is quite natural: eliminate the problematic twofold statement by dropping
gxkeiTan and replacing it with amoAAuput repositioned and with tense altered to that originally present in the
now-displaced I reading.

Also pertinent are the parallel passages in Mt and Lk — both of which support the Mt reading in Mk, but with
no evidence that would suggest harmonization by 9t in Mark:

Mk 2.22b I KOl O O1VOG EKYELTAL KOl Ol 00KOl QmoAQLVTAL
Mt 9.17b KOl O OLVOG EKYELTAL KOl Ol 00KOl QITOAALVTAL
Lk 5.37b KAl OUTOG  €KXLOMOETOL KAl Ol AOKOL ATOAOLVTAL

In fact, if the entire passage is compared in all three Synoptic Gospels, the level of non-harmonizing variance
among them is significantly high, regardless of whether the M or NA? text is followed. Yet when considering
the M text in Mark, the common element appearing in relation to the present variant unit in the three parallels
is that each has some form of pouring out (exxew) relating to the wine followed by some form of destruction
(omoAAupt) relating to the wineskins — and this without either parallel retaining identical wording. Such in itself
strongly suggests originality of the Markan Mt reading rather than any attempt at harmonizing to those
Matthean and Lukan parallels from a presumed “original” NA? main text reading.

A further consideration involves the three named MSS supporting the NA? main text reading: although these
witnesses all reflect a portion of the localized Alexandrian texttype, it is more significant that the remainder of
the Alexandrian MSS do not concur with that reading, but instead support the reading of it — another point
strongly in favor of M originality here, since it would be quite out of character for those remaining Alexandrian
MSS to increase the length of the reading as well as to complicate such by not harmonizing to one or the other
of the Synoptic parallels in the process. Once again, the weight of evidence points to It originality in the present
variant unit.

LUKE
3.322  XaAa txt = P* R* B sy® sa bomss
M = ZoApwv

LUKE
3.32 YaAd {B}

2 Another reading is ZoAuav, in f! f13,
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NA: of Jesse of Obed of Boaz of Sala of Nahshon

IMn: of Jesse of Obed of Boaz of Salmon of Nahshon

In the LXX (Rahlfs), Ruth 4.20-21, reads ZoApav twice (so also the variant spelling of f! {3 in the present unit),
while Codex Alexandrinus in Ruth reads XaAuwv).? Yet in 1Chr 2.11, the LXX (Rahlfs) has ZoApwv twice, while
Codex Alexandrinus there reads XaApav.?* More importantly, the phrasing in Chronicles is a near-duplicate of
the Matthean genealogical statement (LXX xat Naagowv gyevvnoey Tov ZoApwy Kot ZaApwy gyevvnoey Tov Boog;
Mt 1.4-5 Naoogowv d¢ gyevvnoev Tov Toduwv' Zaiuwy 8¢ gyevvnaev Tov Boeg/Bool). Overall, the spelling of
ZoAuwyv, appearing in Mt in NA%/9M without stated variant, coupled with the strong evidence of the LXX,
strongly supports the M spelling of XaApwv in the present Lk 3.32 unit as opposed to the mongrelized XoAa of
NA? and the three named MSS supporting such.

The original reading appears to be YoAa (P* R* B syrs
ral cgpsa bomss eth), which copyists later assimilated to
YaAuwy, the reading of both the Matthean parallel (Mt 1.4-
5) and the Septuagint of 1 Chr 2.11, or to ZaAuay, the
reading of ms. B at Ru 4.20 f. (SaAuwv, ms. A). In view of
the early tradition that Luke was a Syrian of Antioch it is
perhaps significant that the form ZaAq. appears to embody
a Syriac tradition (the Peshitta version of Ru 4.20 f. reads

).

LUKE
10.38% avTov

IR = AUTOV EL1C TOV OLKOV QUTNG

txt=PHBP7» B sa

NA: But as they proceeded, he himself entered into a certain village. But a certain woman, by name Martha, welcomed him.

9t: But it happened as they proceeded, even he himself entered into a certain village. But a certain woman, by name Martha,
welcomed him into her house.

Critical text advocates likely would consider the I inclusion of the final phrase in this variant unit as an
explanatory clarification, since without that phrase the passage seems to indicate only that Martha welcomed
Jesus to the village, and perhaps the food preparation and serving might take place in an outdoor venue (not
that this should matter in the overall context).

The precise form umede&arto otherwise occurs only at Lk 19.5 in the NT in relation to Zacchaeus. That phrase
has no direct mention of a house, although the previous verse records Jesus saying onpepov yop £v Tw otkw
gou et pe pervat. Elsewhere in the NT the verb umodexopat occurs 2x elsewhere: Ac 17.7 and Jas 2.25 — both
without mention of any house.

Regarding the phrase 1g Tov otkov, it occurs 15x elsewhere in Lk and 5x in Ac. Of these, the phrase immediately
follows the finite verb 11x in Lk and 3x in Ac, while a pronoun (in each case autov, as in the present unit)

LUKE
10.38 adtoV {B}

No motive is apparent for the deletion of the phrase
“[received him] into her house” if it were present in the text
originally. On the other hand, the bold and bare vTedéEnto
o0TOV seems to call for some appropriate addition, which
copyists supplied in various forms, some introducing
oiklav, others olkov, and each with or without a0TfC,
€ovtic, or alTol.

2 The Cambridge LXX in Ruth shows as minor readings the XacApov and XoApw, as well as the Latin Salam. More significantly, that apparatus shows the LXX main text ZoAuav as read by B and two other

LXX MSS; the majority read ZoApwv (!), even though that spelling is not preferred by the editors.
2 The Cambridge LXX in 1Chr also shows ZoAapav as a minor reading.
% Other readings include €1¢ Tnv owktav autng, in X! C% and e1g TV otkiay, in P4 R CL = 33 579 pc.
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appears between the verb and €ig Tov owkov only at Lk 16.27; 22.54. This at least suggests a Lukan stylistic
possibility, even while the more frequent Lukan usage might not include a pronoun.

Had the NA% main text reading been original, a question would remain as to why such an unnecessary
explanatory phrase would be thought necessary, particularly when the text without the phrase obviously was
quite sensible (as witness the critical text acceptance of such).

On the other hand, had the 9t reading been original, even though exact haplographic omission due to a same
beginning or ending may not have occurred, line skippage based on the similarity of autov and auTng very well
may have been the proximate cause of omission (the 16 letters involved are easily within a possible line length,
as shown by the hypothetical setting below):2

upedexatoauton
eistonoikonautou
kaithdehnadelfh

Added to this consideration is the further issue regarding external evidence, since even the remainder of the
Alexandrian witnesses (P3id X C L Z 33 579 pc)” read the I variant s1¢ Tnv owkiav; such argues very strongly
against any originality of the omitted phrase. Given that only the three named MSS omit the phrase, it remains
far more likely that accidental omission as described above (either independently or due to a common
archetype) is the most likely reason for the reading of the NA? main text, particularly when there was no
compelling need to the phrase to be added (even in differing form) by the remaining majority of witnesses.2

LUKE LUKE
11.11% kot avTt txt = P+ P75 B pc McionE 11.11 kb avtl LyBog {C}
Dt =pn avTi The reading with kel (%75 B cops al) preserves a

Semitism that most copyists replaced with p1, the usual
NA: But whom of your being the father, the son will ask for a fish, and instead of a fish he will give over to him a serpent? | ek interrogative particle

9: But whom of youP being the father, the son will ask for bread, he will not give over to him a stone? or even a fish, not
instead of a fish he will give over to him a serpent?

As a whole this verse has significant differences throughout between the NA? main text and that of ot. The
present variant unit merely happens to be the only location within this verse where the NA? text is supported

26 Many other arrangements could be postulated with similar results.

2 Note that the earliest of these witnesses is the 4th-century X and not P° (dated VI/VII in NAZ).

2 Also to be noted in this verse are the other differences between Mt and NA?: Mt eyeveTo 8¢ ev; NAY ev 6¢ (11 MSS support); and I ko avutog; NAY autog(7 MSS support). In each case the NA? main text
also has the support of the same 3 MSS as in the present unit.

» Another reading is the conflation pn kot avTt, in T pc.
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by only three named MSS, while the remaining units possess additional levels of support.® To put all into
perspective, the complete verse according to each edition reads as follows, with the differences underlined:3!

NA?:  t{va 8¢ €€ UPWV TOV TIATEPQA ALTNOEL O LLOG

M: Tiva 8e  LPWV TOV TATEPA ALTNOEL O LLIOG OPTOV, un ALBOV EMBWOEL QUTW;
NA?: 1x0uv, kaL avTt 1x0uog 0Pty aLTW ETISWOEL;
In: A xat 1x0uv, pn avtil txduog odprv EMOWOEL QLTW;

Compared to the more significant variants in this verse, the xat avTt versus pn avTt of the present unit appears
almost minor. The parallel in Mt 7.10 offers little assistance, since the clause in question lacks avTt in the context
(un odrv emdwoel avTw). In addition, neither xat avTt nor un avtt otherwise appear in the NT, nor is any major
point of syntax at issue since either reading could be acceptable. It is quite possible that accidental omission of
the lengthy 28-letter phrase (apTov un AtBov emdwoel avTw 1 kat) could have occurred by line skippage as
shown below, followed by the NA? kot replacing un as a matter of later damage repair:

Iplraaithseiouios

[N

If such accidental omission did occur, it then becomes important that the lengthy omission occurs in only 4
named MSS (P P75 B 1241 pc), the primary 3 of which are those involved in the present unit’s minor adjustment
of un versus xat. It thus seems clear that the Alexandrian archetype of the 3 named MSS was involved in an
erroneous omission, with slight contextual repair to smooth out the resultant reading. This scenario appears
even stronger when one notes that other key Alexandrian witnesses (X C L 33 ¥) — even with minor variation
— read with M at this point. There thus is no reason to depart from a presumed originality of the It reading in
the present unit, nor in regard to the longer omission (which is discussed similarly under the 4 named MSS

category).
LUKE LUKE
13.2732 gpet Aeywv vuty, txt = P75 B 892 pc 13.27 épel Aéywv LULY {C}

M = epet, Agyw vy

% QOther variant units involved in this verse are supported respectively by 4 and 6 named MSS, and these will be dealt with under their respective categories.

31 The presence of €& in NA?% but not in I is not mentioned in the NA?% apparatus for that unit; rather, the NA%” main text reading — with € present — is claimed to be that of undivided 2. Von Soden’s
apparatus, however, specifically states that the absence of €€ is the Byzantine (bold K) reading; also, Tischendorf” says &€ is included by ABCDKLMRX al*, but excluded by EFGHSUVT AA al pl — a situation
that suggests at least a divided Byzantine reading and likely a majority that omit €.

%2 Other readings include gpet vuty, in X 579 pc lat syP sa boPt; and epet solus, in 1195 pc bopt.
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NA: And he will utter, saying to youP, “I do not know [youP], from where youp are. PStand apart from me, all workers of
unrighteousness.

9 And he will utter, “I say to youP, I do not know youp, from where your are. PStand apart from me, all the workers of the
unrighteousness.

The NA? main text reading here is not merely a solecism, but so grammatically problematic as to be well-nigh
impossible.® This is more clearly evidenced by the fact that other Alexandrian MSS either read with Mt (L \¥) or
simply omit the problematic Aeywv (X 579) — the latter further bolstered by similar omissions in the Latin and
Coptic versions. Most likely in an archetype of P75 B 892 the final Nu of Aeywv was unintentionally added to
Aeyw due to attraction from the following vuty, with the initial M reading of P7* representing that scribe’s
unintentional failure to represent that archetype, with correction following.

This particular reading of NA? exemplifies the principle that even when the “more difficult” reading is to be
preferred, sometimes the difficulty of a reading is so great that such could not have been original.3* It would
appear that almost any research unencumbered by an undue preference for Codex Vaticanus should have no
difficulty in rejecting this ungrammatical solecism as the product of scribal error. The Mt reading on all counts
is clearly original in the present unit.®

The reading adopted by the Committee, though
narrowly attested, seems to account best for the origin of
the other readings. The awkwardness of the participle
Aéywv (which probably represents the construction of the
Hebrew infinitive absolute: “he will indeed say to you”)
would have prompted copyists either to alter it to the
indicative (A€yw) or to omit it as superfluous.

JOHN

6.14%  § emoinoev anpetov txt =R D W pc it vgst sys< cop Didlem

M = O emotnoev anuelov o Inooug

NA: Therefore the men, having seen what sign he did, were saying, “This is truly the Prophet, the one coming into the
world.”

9t: Therefore the men, having seen what sign Jesus did, were saying, “This is truly the Prophet, the one coming into the

world.”

JOHN
6.14 0 émolnoev onuelov {B}

Although the combination of ) B it2 in support of @ ...
onueLa is impressive, the plural seemed to the Committee
to have arisen from scribal assimilation to 2.23 and 6.2.
The addition of 6 "Inood¢ was made by copyists in the
interest of clarity.

3 Appeals in various textual and other commentaries to a presumed Lukan semitism intended to represent the Hebrew infinitive absolute appear extremely strained, particularly since such otherwise does

not occur in either the Lukan writings or the remainder of the NT.

3 In this regard, cf. the NIV which — despite following the NA? text (cf. Mounce’s NIV Interlinear) — makes no attempt to render the problematic phrase, but instead reads “But he will reply, ‘I don’t know

11

you or where you come from.
come from.”

Similarly, Schwandt’s ESV Interlinear presents the NA?% reading, but translates the passage as though it read like 9, “But he will say, ‘I tell you, I do not know where you

% Such also appears to be the judgment of I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text, NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 566-567: “It may simply be due to a scribal error
for Aeyw”; so also Darrell L. Bock, Luke 9:51-24:53, BECNT (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 1241-1242, who “by a slight margin” prefers the Mt reading since it “could be favored by internal evidence.” So also
Martin M. Culy, Mikeal C. Parsons, and Joshua J. Stigall, Luke: A Handbook on the Greek Text, BHGNT (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2010), 467: “Given the overwhelming textual support for the [t] reading

..., however, we are likely dealing with an early scribal error.”
% Other readings include & emoinoev onuetg, in P”° B 091 pc a; and 6 emoinoev o Inooug anpetov, in 1424.
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The issue here involves whether Jesus as the clausal subject is specifically identified. The meaning is conveyed
identically in either variation, and Jesus clearly remains the referent. As a point of detail, the 3 named MSS that
here underlie the NA? main text are further supported in regard to the specific omission of o Incoug by P7 B
091 pc a; their actual differences involving the wording of the preceding three-word phrase. The NA? omission
of o Inooug in the present unit, there fore, is in actuality a matter of support by 6 named MSS rather than 3
named MSS. The present commentary deals with the number of supporting MSS for the entire phraseology
involved in a particular NA?% variant unit, thus making the present unit with 3 named MSS the basis for
categorization, even though when broken down into component parts the two-word exclusion of o Inooug
actually has 6 named MSS in support.

As an initial observation specific to the preceding phrase, occurrences of 6 emoinoev are rare, whether
accompanied by a clausal subject or not. The phrase with a subject present occurs at Lk 6.3 (6 emotnoev Aowtd)
and Ac 14.11 (6 emoinoev o ITavhog); the phrase without a subject occurs only in the parallels Mt 26.13/Mk 14.9
(6 emoinoev auTn).

If the plural phrase & emotnoeyv is considered (the Alexandrian alternative of 7> B 091 in the present unit), such
occurs 3x in 9 in John (Jn 4.45; 11.45, 46) and elsewhere only at Mt 21.15. Of these, a stated subject appears only
at Jn 11.45, 46, with that subject in fact being o Inooug. NA?” has one additional occurrence of & emoinoev at Jn
21.25, again with the stated subject being o Inooug.

Extending the inquiry to any finite verb following the singular relative &, the expression with a stated subject
(articular or anarthrous) following the verb occurs at Mt 8.4 (6 mpooeToEev Mwong); Jn 4.5 (6 edwkev lakwp); 6.22
(0 evepnoav ot padnTon); 14.26 (0 meper o matnp); Ac5.32 (0 edwkev 0 Beog); and Ac 10.37 (6 exnpuEev Iwavvng).
Yet in contrast, 83 other NT occurrences find the singular relative & followed by a finite verb but lacking a stated
subject — this by far being the more familiar expression. The latter also is more frequent even in John, with 12
additional occurrences of the relative & plus finite verb but lacking a subject.?”

Similarly, extending the inquiry to any finite verb following the plural relative &, a stated subject (articular or
anarthrous) elsewhere follows the verb at 1Cor 2.9 (o 6<0¢); 10.20 (ta €6vn); Col .3.6 (n opyn Tou Beov); and Re
10.4 (o emTa BpovTat). Yet, again in contrast, the plural relative & followed by a finite verb but lacking a stated
subject occurs 50 other times in the NT — once more making the relative clause without a stated subject the far
more common and more familiar form of expression.

It thus well could be the case that the exclusion of o Inooug may have been due either to (1) accidental omission
of the short 3-letter nomen sacrum phrase (OIC2), just as with many other short words or phrases; or (2) scribal
omission based on the more frequent and thus more familiar construction in which a relative clause followed

7Tn 3.11 (2x), 32; 4.14, 22; 6.39; 8.38 (2x); 13.27; 16.17, 18; 17.2, 4; 19.22. Also cf. Jn 6.37 (0 S18wotv pot o matnp) and Jn 18.11 (O dedwkev pot o martnp), both with an intervening dative pronoun.



by a finite verb lacks a stated subject; or (3) intentional omission with a design of textual or syntactical
smoothing by eliminating otherwise obvious and therefore unnecessary terms. Although one cannot determine
particular scribal motivation, the fact that only 3 named MSS (plus an additional 3 subsidiary MSS) omit o
Inocoug in the present unit while all other Greek manuscript witnesses include the proper name strongly
suggests the originality of the proper name in this location; this is particularly the case when the text without
the presence of the proper name is neither ambiguous nor confusing in regard to the person referenced.

The investigation of this particular type of variant unit is not complete, however, since the identical unit recurs
numerous times in the Gospels. In several Johannine instances, o Incoug is present in It but absent in NA?%,
demonstrated by the following chart that helps to shed further light on the situation regarding this particular
type of unit (instances involving emotnoev or possible haplography of -O1C N OIC2 are specifically noted in the

second column):3

Reference o Inooug (M?) omit (NA%)

Jn4.16 I P66 P75 B C* 33vid pc a samss ac2 bomss (5 MSS)

Jn4.46 0 P P75 R B CD L We 086 33 1241 al lat sy© (11 MSS)
In6.14 m (7 ) X (B) D W (091) pc it ve sy> cop Didem (a) (6 MSS)
Jn 8.20 n (not in NA? apparatus)

Jn 8.21 AYTOICOIC2 | pavid pes 75X BD LT W pe b (e) ac? pbo (9 MSS)

Jn11.45 A €TTOoIHCcEN (not in NAY apparatus)

(o] (o)
In133 m e P75 R B D L W 1241 pe lat pbo (8 MSS)
Jn18.5 AYTOICOIC? | 20 B D pe it sy pbo (3MSS)

Nor is this specific variant unit exclusive to John, but the identical unit also appears frequently in the remaining
Gospels, almost exclusively with It reading o Inooug and NA% omitting such from its main text, often without
mention in its apparatus:®

Reference o Inooug (M) omit (NA%)

Mt 4.12 n X B C*id D Z 33 700 1241 pc ff! k vgst sy sa mae bort Or

(8 MSS)
Mt 4.23 R B (k) sy© sa mae (1 MS)
Mt 8.3 o X B C* ! £1333 892 al k sa™s bo Cyr (7 MSS)

3 A similar occurrence in Jn 8.9 (povog o Inooug, o Incoug povog, or o Inooug solus), where NA? follows D 1 892 pc ¢ vg* in reading only povog, is not included in the chart; this because the NA? text of the
pericope adulterae is double bracketed by its editors as non-Johannine, and also because the NA¥ apparatus is extremely limited and restricted when compared with the present writer’s full collation data for
that pericope. Similar related but non-identical variant units in John that are not cited in the chart include the following: Jn 19.38, where I reads o Inooug and NA?% reads auTou; and Jn 19.39, where 9t reads
Tov tnoovv and NA? reads auTov (so also Lk 22.63).

% Elsewhere one finds omission of an anarthrous Inooug at Mt 9.12; 15.16; 16.20; 17.11; 17.20; 22.37; omission of anarthrous Inoou at Mt 8.29; omission of Incoug from o 6¢ Incoug at Mt 24.2; Mk 7.27; replacement
of 0 8¢ Inooug by kat solus at Mk 1.41; Mk 5.19 (the latter not in the NA? apparatus); Tw Inoou replaced by autw at Mk 10.52; omission of a phrase containing o Inooug at Mt 13.51.



Mt 12.25 B R*2 B sa (P2' R D 892* [K] sys,c bo) (5 MSS)
Mt 14.14 B X B D O f! {1333 700 892* pc lat cop (a b ff2 sys,c) (9 MSS)
Mt 14.22 e (not in NA% apparatus)

Mt 14.25 e (not in NA% apparatus)

Mt 18.2 I X B L Z078* 0281 f! 700 892* 1241 bo (10 MSS)
Mt 26.38 AYTOICOIC? (not in NA% apparatus)

Mk 5.13 m X B CLW A f! 28 (579) 892* 2542 [2427] (11 MSS)
Mk 6.34 R (not in NA? apparatus)

Mk 8.1 Rl (not in NA% apparatus)

Mk 8.17 e N1 B A 892* [2427] aur i sa™* bo (4 MSS)
Mk 11.14 o (not in NA? apparatus)

Mk 11.15 n (not in NA? apparatus)

Mk 12.41 Rl X BLAY 892 pc [2427] a k sa™ bo (6 MSS)
Mk 14.22 m X1 B D W 1 565 [2427] it sy* sa (6 MSS)
Lk 7.22 n (not in NA% apparatus)

Lk 8.38 n (not in NA% apparatus)

Lk 9.43 olc P75 X BD L E 1579 700 1241 2542 pc lat sys< cop (11 MSS)

ETTOIHCEN
(o] [ey)

Lk 9.60 o (not in NA? apparatus)

Lk 10.21 R PH PR B D = 1241 pc lat sy>* sa bort (7 MSS)
Lk 13.2 Rl P> X B L 070 1241 pc lat sa™ bor* (6 MSS)

Lk 23.43 m P (X) B (C) L sa™s bort (5 MSS)

Lk 24.36 R P75 R B D L 1241 it sy*< sa bo™ss (6 MSS)

Additional instances similar to the above recurring variant unit involve omission of titles such as o xuptog, o
0c0g, as well as omission of additional other articular or anarthrous proper names; these are not cited in relation
to the present discussion.

In contrast, it should be noted that NA? adds Incoug at Mk 16.19 (double-bracketed and therefore rejected),*
and also at Lk 5.34.4! Such addition is obviously the exception and not the usual practice of the predominantly
Alexandrian scribes in such situations.

Noteworthy in all these is the fact that, had the I scribes added o Incouc or Inooug as a deliberate and
systematic alteration, far more such additions should have appeared than presently might be claimed to exist.

4 The rejected inclusion of Inocoug is supported by C* K L A f! {13 33 565 579 892c 1241 1424 (-844 (-2211 al [2427] it vg<! sy cop Ir't.
4 The inclusion there is supported by p* X B CD L W Z f! {13 33 579 892 1241 2542 (-844 (-2211 al f sy"™s cop.



In contrast, sporadic omission of o Inooug by a small minority of scribes, either accidentally (involving only a
3-letter nomen sacrum) or intentionally (for stylistic smoothing) easily could represent typical Alexandrian
editorial practice. In essence, all the above-mentioned variant units reflect the identical internal considerations
that affect the present unit, and their respective minority external support does not actually impact the overall
situation; thus, each of the listed variants can be considered to have been addressed within the discussion of
the present variant unit.

JOHN

12.42  Toudog o lokaplwTng €i¢ [ex] Twv txt =N 1241 /-844 pc sy®r sa ac?
HaBnTwV quTOL
I = €1¢ £k Twv padNTWY avTou loudag

Zipwvog lokaplwtng

NA: But says Judas the Iscariot, one [out of] his disciples, the one being about to betray him . . .

9 Therefore says one out of his disciples, Judas of Simon Iscariot, the one being about to betray him . . .

The present variant unit involves transposition, whether the name Judas the Iscariot precedes or follows the
descriptive phrase “one of his disciples,” as well as whether the patronymic “of Simon” or the definite article
should also accompany the name. Although the reading of the main NA?Y text represents the editors’
preference,® the apparatus reading omitting [ex] is more clearly representative of the Alexandrian archetype
(supported by P p7ovid B L W 33 579 pc) and theoretically should have been the reading followed by the NA?
editors.

In view of that more obvious Alexandrian archetype reading (supported by 7 named MSS) without ek present,
the 3 named MSS that support ek in the present NA? main text either reflect an unconscious carry-over from
the M reading or an intentional alteration to the Alexandrian archetype for the purpose of stylistic smoothing.
Apart from this factor, the remaining readings cited in the NA? apparatus represent a variety that differs from
both the NA¥” main text and 2. Nevertheless, the primary issues in this unit remain the basic phrase
transposition and the matter of Xipwvog versus the definite article o.

JOHN
12.4 Tovdac 0 Tokaplwtng €ic [ék] TOV uadntdv
oOToD

The identification of Judas as Zipwroc (A K X A O IT
¥ 065 f13 28 Byz) or as Lipuwv (1195 1242* 1344 2148 al)
is a scribal accretion derived from 6.71. These same

witnesses also smooth the sequence by placing the name
after the indefinite €l¢ ék TV padNTAY adTOb and before
0 PéALwY adTov mapadLdoval. It was thought best to
retain the words €l¢ €k, an expression that occurs in
eleven other passages in the Fourth Gospel, but in view of
the absence of €k in such early and noteworthy witnesses
as Y6 7svid B | W 33, to enclose it within square brackets.

(For the reading of D, see the comments on 6.71 and Mt
10.4.)

2 QOther readings include lou§og o IokoplwTng €1g TwV HAONTWY aUTOL (omit ek) in P P74 B L W 33 579 pc; ek Twv poBntwv autou lovdag Tipwvog lokaptwtng, (omit €1g)in K; €lg Twv padntwv autou loudog
Tipwvog IokaplwTng (omit k) in Q; €lg ek Twv padnTwv avTou Iovdag o IokaplwTng (omit Tipwvog) in ! 565; €1g ek Twv padNTWY auTou Toudag Zipwvog IokaplwToy, in W; €lg ek TwV paBNTWY auTov Toudag

amo Kapuwtov, in D (omit Zipwvog); and €lg ek Twv podntwv autou loudag lokapiwTng, (omit Tipwvog), in vg. Immediately preceding is a variant unit in which MS 1241 and ¢-844 (as a consistently cited

witness of the second order, here included in ) depart. If both units are considered together, the overall level of support drops to only the single MS X.

4 NA? Introduction, 6*
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In regard to the latter issue, in both NA?” and 9 the 3 remaining occurrences of Judas Iscariot in John (Jn 6.71;
13.2, 26)* include Zipwvog; therefore one would expect such to appear in the present unit, especially since there
would be no good reason for departure from Johannine style at this point. The Alexandrian archetype
(represented by the 7 other Alexandrian MSS cited above as well as the 3 named MSS that underlie the NA?
main text) easily could have omitted Zipwvog by haplography (¢ (1 -g), the deficiency being repaired by

insertion of the article preceding IokapiwTrng. Yet elsewhere in John the definite article follows loudag only in
the phrase oux o lokaplwtng (Jn 14.22) or in relation to the descriptive phrase o mopadidoug (Jn 18.2, 5); such
makes the NA? reading in the present unit incongruous with other Johannine usage.

Also, when €(g is present, John often places the proper name first (as with the NA? text of the present unit):4

Jn1.40  Avdpeac o adeAdog Tipwvog [MeTpou, €1 £k Twv dvo
Jn6.71  Touvdav Zipwvog loxoplwTy, . . . £1¢ WV €K TwV Swdeka
Jn7.50  NiKodnuog . . . €1 wv €& auTWV

Jn122 0 8e AaLopog, £1¢ NV TWV AVAKELPEVWY

Jn20.24 Ouwpog 8¢, €1¢ ek TwV Swdeka

Most notably, Jn 6.71 also refers to Judas Iscariot, the construction being quite similar to that of the present unit.
The structure of that prior occurrence well may have influenced the framers of the Alexandrian archetype in
regard to the present Jn 12.4 unit.* Thus, in regard to both the question of transposition and the replacement of
Simwno= with the definite article, the case for the It reading appears far stronger than that for the present NA%
main text or even the more strongly supported Alexandrian archetype reading.

4 “Judas not Iscariot” occurs in Jn 14.22, while “Judas” meaning the Iscariot but without that term occurs at Jn 13.29; 18.2, 3, 5.

% In John the practice is reverses at three points: Jn 6.8 (€lg ek Twv padOnTWV aLTOUL, Avdpeag o adeAddog ipwvog [MeTpou); Jn 13.23 (gl Twv pa®nTWY . . . ov Nyoma o Inooug); Jn 18.26 (€ig ex Twv SovAwv Tou
OPXLEPEWG, OUYYEVIG WV).

4 Without €1g present, the descriptive phrase precedes or follows the proper names of characters or locations equally. A proper name preceding the description appears at Jn 19.38 (Iwon¢ o amo Apipodatag,
wv pabnTng Tou Inoou); Jn 19.39 (Nikodnuog o eABwv mpog Tov Indouy vukTog); Jn 11.2 (nv 8 Mapia n aAetpaca Tov kuptlov pupw); Jn 11.49 (Katadag, apxlepeug wv Tou eviauTou eketvov); while the description
precedes the proper name at Jn 1.6 (eyeveto avBpwmog . . . ovopa auvTw Iwavvng); Jn 1.41 (Tov adeApov Tov 16tov Zipwva); Jn 3.1 (avBpwtog ek Twv Paploatwy, Nikodnpog ovopa auvTov); Jn 4.5 (ToAtv Tng
YopopeLag Aeyopevny Zuxap).



JOHN
13.26% Bapw To Piplov Kal dwow aUTW
M =LRaPog TO PIULOV EMOWOW

txt =B C 1241 pc Or

NA: Jesus answers, “That one he is to whom I myself will dip the morsel, and I will give to him.” Having dipped therefore
the morsel, [he takes and] he gives to Judas of Simon Iscariot.

9: Jesus answers, “That one he is to whom I myself, having dipped the morsel, I will give upon.” And having dipped in the
morsel, he gives to Judas Iscariot, of Simon.

Among the 5 variant units cited in the NA? apparatus within this verse (with numerous alternative readings
among them), the present unit involves four issues: (1) the specific form of BanTw, aorist participle or future
active indicative; (2) the presence or absence of kot following Y utov; (3) the simple or compound form of the
future tense of 816wpt; and (4) the presence or absence of auTw. At various points the remaining alternative
readings found in the apparatus lend partial support: (1) Bapag in 33, Bapw in L; (2) kou present in L; absent in
A DKW {1 {1333 565 pc; (3) dSwow in W; emdwow in A D K 1 {1333 565 pc; and (4) autw present in L 33; absent in
A DKW {! {13565 pc. The NA¥ main text reading, however, is limited to the three named MSS plus whatever
pc here might entail, as cited above.

Regarding each of the main points:

1. The verb Bomtw (not to be confused with BanTiCw, occurring 80x in the NT) only occurs 3x in the NT,
with differing forms found in the remaining occurrences.* Whether the future indicative or the aorist
participle occurs at this point perhaps might be a judgment call, except for the fact that in the very next
sentence the same participial form in the compounded epBo ag occurs (so also in Mt 26.23; cf. Mk 14.20,
o eppamTopevog).? Such would imply a similar participial form in the previous occurrence of the same
verb.

Secondly, it is quite possible that the 3 named MSS underlying the NA? main text were influenced by
the occurrence of other future active indicative forms in close context. In John the future active
indicative occurs frequently (100x in M; 108x in NA?%), with approximately half of these within the
Upper Room discourse (51x in M; 52x in NA%).5 Noteworthy in this regard are the future active
indicatives that appear in the present Jn 13 chapter, not only in the present verse 26 (It emdwow, NA?
dwow), but also in verses 21 (mopadwoet), 32 (do&aoet 2x), 33 (EnTnoeTe), 36 (akorouvBnoelg), 37 (Bnow),
38 (Bnoctg). Of further note, the specific FAI-1S occurs 16x in the Upper Room discourse, with most of
these appearing in chapters 13 and 14. These include emdwow/dwow of the present verse as well as Jn
13.37 (Onow); 14.3 (eTolpoow); 14.13 (moinow); 14 (moinow); 14.16 (epwtnow); 14.18 (adnow); 14.21
(ayammow, epparviow); 14.30 (AaAnow). Such also readily could influence the scribes of the 3 named MSS

JOHN
13.26 Bafw T0 Ywplov kol 8wow adtd {C}

It is more likely that scribal alteration went from the
simple (8wow) to the compound verb (€TL6wow), which
John uses nowhere else. Furthermore, the Semitic,
paratactic style of two finite verbs connected by kol is
typically Johannine, whereas the omission of the
conjunction and the hypotactic construction involving a
participle (Baiec) has the appearance of being a stylistic
modification introduced by copyists in the interest of
elegance. Likewise, the redundant a0t¢) after 60w, SO
characteristic of a primitive, Semitic style, would almost
certainly be deleted by copyists. See also the comment on
the following variant reading.

13.26 Boeeg ovv T0 Ywplov [Aapfaver kei] SidwoLy
{C}

It is difficult to decide whether the words Aoupovel kol
were added by copyists to recall Jesus’ deliberate action at
the Last Supper in taking bread (Mt 26.26; Mk 14.22; Lk
22.19; 1 Cor 11.23), or whether the words were omitted as
irrelevant and unnecessary. In order to reflect the balance
of both external attestation and transcriptional probabilities,
a majority of the Committee decided to retain the words
enclosed within square brackets.
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underlying the NA? main text or of an earlier archetype to adjust the parsing from an aorist participle
to a FAI-1S in order to reflect a more dominant form of expression in this segment of text.

2. In regard to the inclusion or exclusion of kat, much depends on the first point noted above. If the
aorist participle Boupag is present, the conjunction (though remotely sensible) is superfluous; whereas if
the future Bow is present, the conjunction becomes necessary in context for clear comprehension. It
also is possible that the emi- prefix may have been misunderstood as a wrongly placed preposition,
thereby provoking replacement with xat; this, however, appears highly unlikely.

3. Regarding the simple versus compounded form of 516wpt, where the future active indicative is not
otherwise in question, the NA? form Swow occurs elsewhere in John at Jn 4.14 (2x); 6.51 (2x I¢; 1x NA?).
In contrast, the M form emdwow occurs nowhere else in the NT, although forms of emdtduwut occur
elsewhere in the NT 10x (7x in the Gospels).?! Yet the compounded emdwow (“I will hand over, deliver”)
carries a more specific and more appropriate meaning in a food-related context (here in regard to the
morsel, To Yuwptov) than the simpler Swow (“I will give”). A food-related context similarly appears in
occurrences of the future tense of eméidwutl elsewhere, where emdwoet is used to reflect whether a
father would hand over to his son a stone, snake, or scorpion rather than bread, fish or an egg (Mt 7.9-
10; Lk 11.11, 12); so also Lk 24.30, where Jesus, having taken the bread and broken it, hands it over
(emedidov) to the two he met on the road to Emmaus; Lk 24.42, where the disciples hand over (emedwkav)
to Jesus a piece of broiled fish.5

Symbolically, the use of the compound also would appear more appropriate by delivering (emSt5wpt)
the morsel to the one who will betray (o mapadidoug), particularly when the only occurrences of
mapadidwpt within the Upper Room discourse occur in the close context of Jn 13.2, 11, 21. Thus in both
these areas (food-related context and symbolism) the 0t reading has far more to commend it than the
uncompounded dwow of the three named MSS underlying the NA? main text.

Transcriptionally, the emi- prefix of emdwouw easily could have been lost in the 3 named MSS (4 including
W) by haplography of t (1 t, assuming inclusion of the conjunction (kai emidwow), the skip occurring

either independently in the MSS involved or due to a common archetype. Such likely explains the NA%
main text reading in this situation.

47 Other readings include gpBaag 1o Prptov emdwow, in A D K f! 2 565 pc; Bapag To Piptov emdwow autw, in 33; dwow evBopag To Piutov, in W; and Bapw To Piptov kat dw auTw, in L.

4 Bowpn occurs in Lk 16.24 and BeBoppevov in Rev 19.13.

¥ Again, not to be confused with eBamTiCovTo (from BanTilw).

%0 The designation “Upper Room discourse” is considered here to encompass Jn 13-17, with the statements of Jesus commencing in that location, but with a process of journeying to Gethsemane beginning at
the end of Jn 15 (eyeipeabe, aywpev evteubev), culminating at Jn 18.1.

STMt7.9,10; Lk 4.17; 11.11 (2x), 12; 24.30, 42; Ac 15.30; 27.15. Of these, the future active indicative emdwoet occurs at Mt 7.9, 10; Lk 11.11 (2x), 12.

52 The remaining NT occurrences of emdidwut relate to handing over a scroll (Lk 4.17) or a letter (Ac 15.30) or as a nautical term, giving way to the wind (Ac 27.15).




4. As to whether the indirect object (auTw) should be present or absent, had auTw originally been present,
such theoretically might have been omitted by haplography of -w [ -w in the phrase (emt)dwow auTw.

On the other hand, were the indirect object originally absent, it would be no surprise to find a limited
number of scribes adding such to the phrasing, since the indirect object naturally might be expected.
Of the remaining occurrences of emd16wpt, the indirect object is avTw at Mt 7.9, 10; Lk 4.17; 11.11 (2x),
12; 24.42; and avTolg at Lk 24.30, even while em&1dwpt appears without an indirect object at Ac 15.30;
27.15. Yet haplography is not of primary concern in the present instance, even though a similar instance
of haplography was a point of appeal at the conclusion of the preceding point: the transmissional issue
here is quite different, and of such importance that it should not be neglected (although often it is by
modern textual critics):

Textual omission due to haplography is more likely to have occurred when such is found in a limited number of
MSS. When claimed to have occurred in an extremely large number of MSS, haplography is extremely
unlikely, since a reasonable level of scribal correction of such an egregious error readily would be
expected, thus resulting in the non-perpetuation and elimination of the error from the primary lines of
transmission. Merely because some Byzantine readings have been claimed by adverse critics to have
resulted from various forms of haplography (homoioteleuton, homoioarcton, or homoiomeson), such
claims are unlikely on their face in view of overall transcriptional and transmissional processes as well
as in view of known scribal proclivities. In contrast, omissions that could be due to haplography that
appear in the critical text, supported only by a small number of preferred MSS, remain highly suspect
as due to scribal error (individual or archetypal) in each instance.

In each of the four areas involved in the present variant unit, the 3t reading has been shown in each case to have
a better claim to originality than the reading found in the 3 named MSS underlying the NA? main text (even
with fluctuating minor support from alternative reading witnesses). Given also that the 3 named witnesses all
reflect the same textual tradition and likely stem from a common archetype, it is likely that the reading of all
four issues as noted above derive from that archetype rather than from independent alteration.

JOHN
14.15% TnpnoeTte txt=B L ¥ pc cop Epiph
I =Tnpnoarte

NA: If youp should love me, youP will keep my commands.

I If your should love me, Pkeep my commands.

JOHN
14.15 tnpmoete {C}

A majority of the Committee preferred the future tense
Tnpnoete, read by B L ¥ 1010 1071 1195* 2148 al (and
perhaps supported indirectly by witnesses that read the
aorist subjunctive tnprjonte, P R 060 33 al), instead of
the imperative tnpnowte, which, though rather well

5 Another reading is Tnpnonte (V-AAS-2P), in P X 060 33 579 pc.
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supported (AD KW X A © IT f1 £13 28 565 700 892 Byz),
Given that a third-class condition is involved (introduced by eav), the verb ayamare in the protasis (the “if- | accords less well with épwtnow in the following verse.
clause”) is understood as a present active subjunctive, although in other contexts different parsings could
result.®* The present unit involves orthographic fluctuation in the apodosis (the “then-clause”), with three
readings existing among the MS base.

Thus, the verb tense can be future (Tnpnoete, FAI-2P, “your will keep”), as in NA%; an imperative (Tnpnoarte,
AAM-2P, “rkeep”), as in M; or, as found in a minor alternate variant with substantial Alexandrian support, a
subjunctive (Tnpnonte, AAS-2P, “your should keep”). Notably, all three readings in this variant unit differ by
only a single letter — a fact that suggests accidental error on the part of various scribes or their ultimate
archetypes.

Elsewhere within John, the verb Tnpew occurs 18x, with 11x of these occurring in various forms within the
Upper Room discourse (Jn 13-17). Of these, 2x are FAI (Jn 14.23 Tnpnoet; Jn 15.20° Tnpnoovoiv) and 1x is AAM
(Jn 17.11 Tnpnoov).55 Although these occurrences do not duplicate the readings of the present unit (one other
instance, Jn 15.102 TnpnonTte (AAS-2P), duplicates the alternate variant reading found in the apparatus of the
present unit), it is important to recognize the similarities of parsing, since the presence of such forms
theoretically could have influenced various scribes in relation to the present unit. Even so, erroneous scribal
alteration of single letters appears to represent a more proximate cause.%

The three other 3rd-class conditions that appear in the immediate context offer an informing insight: in each
instance, the apodosis verb is FAL Jn 14.3 (eav mopeubuw, eTotpacw); Jn 14.14 (eav Tt attnonTe [pe] ev Tw
OVOHOTL POV, £yw Tolnow); and Jn 14.23 (eav Tig afyama pe, Tov Aoyov pou Tnpnoet). Most definitely, these
close-context occurrences easily could have influenced a small number of scribes to conform the parsing of the
apodosis in the present unit to a FAI form, particularly since the command form (AAM) does not otherwise
occur within the Upper Room discourse, nor apparently anywhere else in the apodosis of a 3rd-class
conditional clause introduced by eav. Thus the It reading not only represents the rarer and therefore more
difficult reading, but also the 3 named MSS underlying the NA? main text readily could have made the
single-letter alteration of parsing to FAI due to attraction to the other FAI occurrences in the immediate
context of this chapter within the Upper Room discourse. Once again, the 3t reading is to be preferred on
multiple counts.

5 Depending on context, ayomate could represent either PAI-2P, PAM-2P or PAS-2P.

% Other forms of Tnpew within the Upper Room discourse represent non-relevant parsings: Jn 14.21 tmpwv (PAP-NSM); 14.24 tnpet (PAI-3S); 15.10° Tnpnonte (AAS-2P); 15.10° TeTnpnka (RAI-1S); 15.20°
eTnpnoav (AAI-3P); 17.6 tetTnpnkaotv (RAI-3P); 17.12 etnpouv (IAI-1S); 17.15 Tnpnong (AAS-2S).

% The minor apparatus variant Tnpnonte may have been influenced by the two preceding verses, in each of which aitnonte occurs. Such does not account, however, for the specific primary difference
between NA? and 9t in the present unit.

5 Eav occurs 61x in John and 17x in the Upper Room discourse, but many of these are not within an if-then conditional context.



ACTS
1.5% v mvevpaTtt BomTioOnosobe ayw

M = BanTiodnoecbe ev mveupaTt aytw

txt=X*B 81 pc

NA: Because John indeed baptized with water, but youp yourselves with the Spirit will be baptized with the Holy not after
these many days.

9t: Because John indeed baptized with water, but your yourselves will be baptized with the Holy Spirit not after these many
days.

The NA? Greek text as it appears in the present unit is awkward and problematic, as demonstrated in the overly
literal English rendering given above. In contrast, the Mt reading follows the more usual Greek order, with the
resultant text reading quite smoothly. Even modern translations that utilize the critical text avoid the difficulty
by rendering the passage in a manner similar to 9t (“your will be baptized with the Holy Spirit”).* That the
NA? form of the passage is unusual is clearly seen by a wildcard search sequence in the Gospels and Acts,
locating any form of mveupo, followed by any non-articular intervening word, and followed by a form of aytog.
Such occurs only 2x in the NT, and in each instance the intervening word is a form of eipt (Mt 1.20, ek mveupoTog
goTtv aytovu; Lk 2.25, kat mvevpa nv aytov em auTov).50

In contrast, the M reading represents by far the more usual structure, occurring in an identical construction
when preceded by a form of BanTilw as follows:

Mt 3.11 BamTioet EV TIVELHATL AYLW

Mk 1.8 BamTiogl LPOG €V TVELHATL AYLW
Lk 3.16 BamTioet £V TIVELHATL Aylw
Jn 1.33 o BanTiwv EV TIVELHATL AYLW
Ac11.16 BamTiodnoeobe ev mveupaTt aylw

Similarly, the phrase in question also occurs in numerous contexts without any form of Bantilw present:

Mk 12.36 ELTTEV EV_TIVELUATL AYLW

Ro 9.1 OUUHOPTUPOVATG HOL . . . EV TIVEUUATL QyLw
Ro 14.17 E1PNVI KL XOPA EV TTVELHATL AYLW

Ro 15.16 NYLAOHEVT £V TVELUATL QY LW

1Co0 12.3 EL 4N EV_TIVELUATL AYLW

2Co 6.6 £V TIVELHATL Oy LW

1Th 1.5 KOl £V_TIVEUPOTL Qylw

1Pe 1.12 TWV ELAYYEALOOPEVWY VPAG EV TIVEUUATL QLW
Jude 1.20 £V TIVELHATL AYLW TIPOTEVXOUEVOL

ACTS
1.5 év mreduatt Pantiodnoecde ayle

The great majority of witnesses read "Twavvng eV
EBamtioer VOutTL, LpElg 8¢ PamtLodNoeobe év TreduatL
aylw. Several important witnesses have a different order of

words, involving chiasmus: thus X* B 81 915 Didymus
read...¢v TreOuatL Bamtiodnoeode aylw, and D Hilary
Augustine read év TvelpatL aylw Bamtiobnoeobe. The
chiastic order of words does not seem to be merely an
Alexandrian refinement, for it is not confined to the
Alexandrian text.

The less elegant order in the great bulk of withesses
can be explained as a harmonization with the sequence of
words in the parallel reported in the Synoptic Gospels, all
of which place év TvedpatL dylw after the word baptize
(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 intended by the author. A majority of the
Committee preferred the Alexandrian text, considering the

weight of X* B 81 915 Didymus to be superior to that of D

(the evidence of Latin Fathers does not count for much on
a point concerned with the presence or absence of the
envelope construction in Greek).
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Even the articular forms of the expression throughout the NT continue to follow the more usual order found
in the M reading:

Tou TVELHATOG Touv aytov — Mt 12.32; Lk 2.26; Ac 13.4; Heb 9.8

To mveupa To aytov — Mk 3.28; 13.11; Lk 3.22; Jn 14.26; Ac 1.16; 5.3; 8.18; 10.44, 47; 11.15;13.2;
15.8; 19.6; 20.23, 28; 21.11; 28.25; Eph 4.30; Heb 3.7; 10.15

Tw TVELHOTL Tw aytw — Ac 7.51

There thus is no good or compelling reason to consider the reading of the 3 named MSS or their common
archetype that underlie the NA? main text as original in the present unit; not only does the awkwardness of
the NAY construction argue strongly against any Lukan originality for such, but the fact that even the
remaining Alexandrian witnesses (P74id X2 A C¥ 33 1739) join with all other MSS in maintaining the M
reading provides strong evidence for considering the NA?” reading to be aberrant, and likely the result of
some sort of archetypal scribal error, possibly an initial haplography of € (1 ¢, skipping from ¢ to

BomTioOnoeabe. This would then result in 8¢ ev mveupartt, for which the scribe upon recognizing the error
would immediately correcting by inserting BanTiobnoegofe. That scribe then would continue with ayw,
without any real concern for the awkwardness of the resultant expression. Such would appear easily to
account for the development of the NA? main text reading in the 3 named MSS, or even independently in
some otherwise unrelated minuscules (the pc also cited). On all accounts, the It reading is strongly to be

preferred.
ACTS ACTS
445 [ug] thiadeg mevTe txt=B D 0165 pc 4.4 [0¢]

M = woel xtAtadeg mevTe It is difficult to decide whether the passage originally

stated that the number of the believers was five thousand
(P74 R A 81 vg copsa b0 eth) and copyists added w¢ (B D

9t: But many of the ones having heard the word believed; and the number of the males became as if five thousands. 0165 1611) or woel (E P m(_)SF minUSCUIeS)_' on the pattern
of 2.41; or whether the qualifying word (which seems to be

a favorite of Luke when referring to numbers) was dropped
by scribes for whom the number 5000 had become a firmly
fixed tradition.

NA: But many of the ones having heard the word believed; and [the] number of the males became [as] five thousands.

The issue here involves the matter of numerical approximation or even precision. Both the bracketed NA?»
reading as well as the 9t reading state that the “number of the males” who had believed was approximately 5000
(literally, [wg] = “[as],” or woet = “as if”). In contrast (as shown in the NA% apparatus), the more dominant
Alexandrian reading in the present unit (P7* X A 81 1175 pc) omits the word entirely, making the number to

5% Another reading is ev mveupatt aylw Bamtiobnoeobe, in D it.

% English translations all paraphrase the final clause (which is not involved in the current variant unit): NKJV, NASV, NRSV, ESV, “not many days from now”; RSV, “before many days”; NIV, “in a few
days”; Weymouth, “before many days have passed.”

% Qutside of the Gospels and Acts, the only other occurrences of the wildcard sequence involve the quite unrelated and syntactically quite different 2Cor 7.1 (koBaplowpev €0UTOUG ATTO TAVTOG HOAUGHOU
OQpPKOG KAl TVELHATOG, emTeEAoLVTEG) and 1Pet 2.5 (otkog mveupaTikog, tepaTevpa aytov in M; NAY includes €1g ante 1epaTtevpa).

¢! Another reading is x1Atadsg solus, in P7* X A 81 1175 pc vg.
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seem specifically 5000. Apparently due to the joint testimony of B and D, the NA¥ editors chose not to follow To reflect the dubiety in the interpretation of the

the dominant Alexandrian omission in their main text — even though such joint testimony was not considered | €vidence the Committee preferred to retain wc, which is
supported by B and D, but to enclose the word within

as strong a factor a few words previously when those same two MSS — even joined by X — similarly excluded
square brackets.

the bracketed [o] preceding ap16pog apart from the more dominant Alexandrian support.é

Had the omission of a term of approximation been original, one might suspect the addition of such in order to
mollify the level of precision stated. As an example, at Mt 15.38, NA? and 9t read “those eating were 4000
males,” even while various other witnesses add terms of approximation (wg B © {3 33 892 ¢-2211, or woel X 579
1241 pc). Similarly, at Mk 6.44 (cited in SQE but not in the NA? apparatus), NA? and It read “those eating the
bread were 5000 males,” while wg is added by X © 565 700 2542 and woet by f' 205 pc. There is no reason to
suppose that a similar statement of precision necessarily should occur in Lk-Ac, particularly when the
remaining 12 occurrences in those two books approximate by utilizing either wg (5x) or woet (7x):63

Lk 2.37 wG “about 84 years”)
Lk 8.42 wG (“about 12 years”)
Ac1.15 wg (“about 120”)
Ac13.20 wg (“about 450 years”)
Ac19.34 wG (“about upon 2 hours”)
Lk 1.56 WOoEL (“about 3 months”)
Lk 3.23 Woel (“about 30 years”)
Lk9.14 woel (“about 5000764

Lk 9.28 WOoEL (“about 8 days”)
Lk 22.59 WOoEL (“about 1 hour”)
Ac5.36 Woel (“about 400”)
Ac19.7 WOEL (“about 12”)

This list makes it clear that Luke uses either wg or woel to indicate approximation in about equal proportion,
with slightly more occurrences of w¢ in Acts and of woet in Lk (but not enough to establish any pattern; the
same applies elsewhere in the NT).%

62 The [o] ante ap1Bpog is cited in the NA? apparatus as omitted by X B (D), where D merely alters the word order. All other witnesses include the article, including the same dominant group of Alexandrian
MSS as in the present unit.

63 Additional instances of wg or woet with various numerals do not imply approximation; these include examples such as wg £v TouTwv (Mt 6.29; Lk 12.27); wg €lg Twv mpodnTtwv (Mk 6.15); wg eva Twv piodiwv
(Lk 15.19); and wg eva ekaoTov (1Th 2.11).

¢ At Lk 9.14, wg is read only by D, while it-q, sy*c bo omit either woet or wg entirely ( NA%? and M jointly read woet at this point).

% Non-Lukan instances include Mt 14.21 (woet, “about 5000”); Mk 8.9 (wg, “about 4000”); Jn 6.10 (woet M/wg NAY, “about 5000”); Jn 6.19 (wg, “about 25 or 30 stadia”); Jn 11.18 (wg, “about from 15 stadia”); Jn
19.39 (wg, “about 100 pounds”); and 2Pe 3.8 (wg, “about 1000 years . . . about 1 day”). There also exists a variant reading in B using wg at Ac 27.37 (“about 76”) where most MSS read “were 276.”



Particularly in view of the identical approximation involving the number 5000 using woet in Lk 9.14, the case
becomes particularly likely that identical language would have been utilized in the present unit. Given that
only the three less-closely related named MSS (plus whatever unrelated minuscules might be signified by pc)
read the bracketed [wg] in the present unit, whereas all other witnesses (beyond the dominant Alexandrians
that simply omit either term) follow the Lukan pattern of approximation, particularly in relation to a previous
use of woet in relation to the round number 5000, it appears far more likely that the It reading in the present
unit represents the original Lukan form rather than either of the alternatives. The M reading once more is to

be preferred.
ACTS ACTS
4.37  mpog Toug modag txt=X E 36 pc p 4.37 TPOC TOVG TOSUC

M = mAPA TOLG TOSAG

NA: . .. one possessing for himself a field, having sold it, he brought the money and placed it toward the feet of the apostles.

9: . . . one possessing for himself a field, having sold it, he brought the money and placed it alongside the feet of the apostles.

The difference here involves the preposition describing the location in relation to the feet of the apostles. The
accusative plural phrase Toug modag occurs 51x in the NT (50x in NA?%); 15x in Lk and 11x in Ac. When a
preposition precedes, the far less frequent phrasing is mpog Toug modag, occurring in Mt only 3x elsewhere in the
NT (Mk 5.22; 7.25; Rev 1.17) while the NA? main text has 3 additional occurrences (Lk 10.39; Jn 11.32; Ac 5.10).
In contrast, the more frequently occurring phrase is mopa Toug modog, occurring in M 11x elsewhere in the NT
(NA? 9x), all of these with one exception (Mt 15.30) occurring within Lk-Ac.

It appears quite clear from these data that Luke’s sole preferred phrasing is mapa Toug modag, and thus the
reading of the 3 named MSS underlying the NA? main text is an aberration — likely the result of unconscious
scribal substitution of a synonym. This supposition is strongly supported by the quite unrelated nature of the
3 named MSS involved in support of the NA?” main text, particularly when all other MSS of all remaining
texttypes (including the leading Alexandrians) read with M in the present unit. There thus is no good reason
to reject the M reading in the present unit.

The Textus Receptus, following P> *ABD P ¥ and
most minuscules, reads Tap Tolg TOdeg, whereas E 36
94 180 307 327 453 1884 al read mpo¢ TOLG TOdEC. Since
Top ToLg TOdeg is the more urbane expression, and
since there is no fluctuation of witnesses in 4.35 and 5.2,
where Tap Tolg TOSaC appears, it is altogether probable
that in 4.37 the original reading was mpo¢ Toug Todec,
which scribes altered so as to bring it into harmony with the
adjacent passages 4.35 and 5.2. It should also be
observed that the same tendency to alter the less elegant
expression appears in 5.10, where Tpoc (X A B D) is

replaced in various witnesses by Tapa or €L or UTO.

ACTS

8.18 TO TIVEULHQ txt =R AcB sa mae

I = TO MVELUA TO AyLOV

NA: But Simon having seen that through the placing upon of the hands of the apostles the Spirit was given, he offered
money to them.

9: But Simon having observed that through the placing upon of the hands of the apostles the Holy Spirit was given, he
offered money to them.

ACTS
8.18 mrebua {B}

A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the
shorter reading, although supported by only X B copsa

Apostolic Constitutions, was to be preferred to the reading
of the overwhelming mass of witnesses, for after T0
Tvedua the addition of TO @yLov was as natural for
Christian scribes to make as its deletion would be
inexplicable.
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Although not involved in the present unit, Mt at the beginning of this reads Oeacapevog — a rare form otherwise
occurring only at Jn 1.38; 6.5 — while NA? reads the far more common 18wv (62x elsewhere in the NT in M, 58x
in NA?). Amazingly, this significant case of synonym substitution is not at all cited in the NA?” apparatus.

Also of interest in relation to the present unit, a reverse parallel occurs at Lk 10.21, where NA? reads the full
title Tw mveupaTt Tw aylw and M only Tw TVELHATL.0

The concern in the present unit is whether the Holy Spirit should be identified by the full title or whether
“Spirit” alone would suffice in the present context. Of the 70 occurrences of mveupa in Acts (with differing case
forms here and elsewhere), ayiog is associated 41x. More pertinently, in the immediate context to the current
unit, “Holy Spirit” (mveupa ayiov) also appears at Ac 8.15,17, 19 — the sole difference in the present unit is that
the phrase is articular (To mvevpa To aytov), reflecting a point of specificity. Yet throughout Acts, the non-
articular mveupa aytov occurs 19x (17x NA?), while the articular To mveupa To aytov occurs 15x (16x in NA?);
thus no real judgment can be made from usage alone.?’” In Luke, both terms occur, but with far less frequency:
mvevpa aylov 7x, and To mvevpa To aytov 2x (NA? 3x).68

More significantly, in both Luke and Acts mveupa (in various cases) appears without aylog being associated with
equal frequency (in Luke 25x 2¢; 28x NA? and elsewhere in Acts 27x in both NA? and ). Such therefore
indicates the most common Lukan usage. Restricting the phrase to only the articular To mvevpa without To aytov
following (as NA? in the present unit), that phrase occurs 3x in Luke (9x in NA?) and 11x elsewhere in Acts
(21xin NA?); it thus appears that the predominantly Alexandrian critical text of Acts reflects a greater proclivity
to read To mveupa solus than does M. This therefore may help explain the NA? reading in the present unit as
likely part of an intentional and systematic stylistic revision, with specific alteration intended to maintain an
articular To mvevpa without the modifying 1o aytov. This appears far more plausible than any suggestion
involving transcriptional accident on the part of the 3 named MSS involved.®

Given that only the 3 named MSS (R A< B) or, more likely, their common archetype omit To ayiov, while all
remaining MSS of all other texttypes include the phrase (so also * and the remaining Alexandrian witnesses
A* CY 33 1739), and also that a pattern of stylistic revision appears to be involved for both Luke and Acts in
situations where the articular To mveupa is involved — it strongly appears that the exclusion of the phrase in

% The surrounding context in Lk 10.21 has other significant differences (underlined) between M and NA?% that may impact that particular unit: it reads nyaAAtacato Tw mvevpaTt o Ingoug kat eimev while
NA?Y reads nyoAAiacaro [ev] Tw TveupaTt Tw aylw kai imev. The NA? apparatus divides this phrase into two separate units with differing levels of support; when both are combined, the overall support for
the NA% main text regarding the entire phrase is X D = 1241 pc.

¢ The phrase To aytov mveupa occurs 7x in Acts, but this has no impact on the present unit.

% The phrase To aytov mveupa in Luke occurs only at Lk 12.10.

% Theoretically, accidental omission could have occurred by semi-haplography of T (] 7 in the phrase 10 aytov mpoonveykev due to the similarity of the uncial letter forms T and T7. In view of the strong

Alexandrian preference for reading the articular To mveupa standing alone, however, accidental error appears highly unlikely.



the present unit is the result of limited revision within one branch of the Alexandrian texttype, and nothing
more. In view of all these factors, the Mt reading continues to be preferred.




