A Textual Commentary

on the

Greek Gospels

Vol. 3
Luke

BY
WIELAND WILLKER

=

Bremen, online published
6™ edition 2009

© all rights reserved



Textual variants
in the
Gospel of Luke

Results from the variant evaluation:

The best MSS of Lk:

1. Primary (=best) witnesses for Lk are: 01,B,L, w7 Co
P75, T, = (= have lacunae)
W is Alex from ch. 1-7, after that Byz.

2. Secondary (= good) witnesses for Lk are: P45, R%76 070, 579, 1241, 13425
1342 is much better in ch. 6-10 (ca. 6:35-11:15 from a
cursory check in IGNTP), elsewhere Byz.

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

3. Tertiary: R f1,33,[157, 1612, 16271, 5652, 700"™°, 892, 2786
vg, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pdl
565 is comparatively good in ch. 1-2, later it is Byz.
700 is better in ch. 1-10, later Byz.
The assignment of R has been taken from Waltz online encyclopedia and is
consistent with my data (see below).

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

"Caesarean":(( [0, f13, 1071], [f1, 157] )) two subgroups, all very weak

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

To the contrary the Caesarean element is very weak.



MSS with lacunae

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

P45 content:

6:31-41
6:45-7.7
9:26-41
9:45-10:1

P75 content:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7:44,46-47
7:50

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

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

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

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

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

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

22:20-23:20
24.25-27

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

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

20:33-20:47
21:12-2
22:42-56
22:71-23:11
23:38-23:51

24:29-31



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

070 is extant:

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

33 lacuna:
21:38-23:26

Sy-S lacunae:
1:16-38

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

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

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

5:28-6:11

3:16-7:33

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

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

24:44-51

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

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



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

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

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

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

Luk 19:24b-25 [16]

Luk 19:32-33 [23]

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

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

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



Noteworthy other MSS:

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

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

2 040 12/15 80%
_070 11/13 85% both fragmentary.
(+ 0110, 0124, 0178, 0179, 0180, 0190, 0191, 0202)
(Lk in: 070, 0124, 0178, 0179, 0190, 0191, 0202)
070 = T; Greek-Coptic bilingual from the 6™ CE, Paris, see Gregory I, p. 69.

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

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

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

arab™®: Sinai Ar. Parchment 8+28. 8™ CE. It was among the new finds from
1975. See NovT 50(2008)28-57.

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

Lk has 1149 verses. This means that we have

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

- one difficult variant every 9™ verse.
About 36 variants (11%) should be reconsidered in NA (Mt: 20, Mk: 13).

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



TVW 1
NA?" Luke 1:28 koL €LO€ABOY TPOC dTNY €lmey:
YOLPE, KEXAPLTWHEYT), O KUPLOG HeTh 0oD.

BYZ Luke 1:28 Kol €L0€ABwY O (yyeAog TPOC ahTNY €lmey
YOLPE KEXUPLTWUEVT) O KOPLOC UeTe 00D €DAOYTUEVT OV €V yuvalELy.

Byz A,C, D, A, 0, f13, 33,1342, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo™®, goth, Eus, [Trg]
eDAoYNUéVN oL €V yuvalEiy
kel €OAoynuévog O kapmog Thg KoLAlag gov 1071, pe

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

Lacuna: E, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (p. 1305, A 17 L) 28... oD 291 &€ éml T AOYw
(It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the next one.)

Compare:
NA%" Luke 1:42 KoL GVedWIMOEY KPOUYT WEYOAT Kol €lmer: eDAOYNUErn
oL €V yuvalELy Kol €DAOYNUEVOC O KoPTOC THC KOLALaG oou.

Compare Proto-Gospel of James:

11:1 Kol Aofodoo koAmLy €ERABer yeulool VOwp, kel L6oL ¢pwum
A€yovon:

YOLPE KEXUPLTWUEVT) O KUPLOC UeTe 00D €DAOYTUEVT OV éV yuvaLELy.
The words then are omitted at 12:2, the position where they are in Luke.

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 2
NAZ Luke 1:29 1) 8¢ €TL TQ loyw 6Lerapocx6n
kol SLedoyL{eto ToTaTmOC €l 6 GOTHOUOC 00TOC.

BYZ Luke 1:29 1 6¢ L6000 Sretapoydn €mi T Adyw ahToD,
kol SLeAoyL{eTo TOTHTOC €11 O GOTHOUOC 00TOC

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

Lacuna: E, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (p. 1305, A 17 L) 28... god 291 &€ é€ml T¢) Adyw
(It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the previous one.)

Compare:
NA%? Luke 1:12 kol €topaydn Zoxoplog Ldwv kel ¢popog émémeoey ém’
a0TOV.

Probably added to note that Maria actually saw the angel. There is no reason for

an omission.
Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks it is from verse 12.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 3

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 1:35 kol &mokpLOelg 0 ayyelog elmey avti):
TVeDUo yLov €medeloeTol €L o€

Kol SOVeLS DYLOTOU ETLOKLOOEL OOL*

6L0 Kol TO yevvwpevor T ayLov kAndnoetal viog Beod.

T &k 00D C*, 0, 1,124, 174(=f13), 22, 33, 372, 517, 954, 1675, pc’,
a, ¢, r, vg™*, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, Irt®, Tert, Adamantius, Epiph
pc = 229, 478¢, 544, 1005, 1192, 1210, 1365, 1443, 2372

T &y ool Did

Lacuna: E, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

There is an umlaut on the previous line (1305 B 5 L) for
dL0 kol TO yevvduevov

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 4
1. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 1:37 0TL 00k aduvatnocl mepe tod Beod may pjuc.

BYZ Luke 1:37 0TL 0UK GOUVKTNOEL TPl TG Beqy Ay P

¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 1071, Maj, Trg

Byz 01 A,C, A, 0,
L, W, E (=040), 565, pc

txt 01*, B, D,
B: no umlaut

adLVUTEL impers. "it is impossible"

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

Compare verse 30:
NA% Luke 1:30 kol €lmey 0 ayyeroc avtf® wn ¢oPod, Maplap, €Opeg
YOP YOPLY TPt TG Oed.

Compare also:

NA? Mark 10:27 €upréfioc adtoic 0 ’‘Inoodg A€yeL: Topd GrOPWTOLE
adlvator, GAL’ o0 Topd Beq: ToVTe Yop Suvate Tept T6 0€d.

NA%" Luke 18:27 0 6¢ elmev: to adOVaTH TPk GUYOPWTOLE SUVKTR ToPG
T Bed €oTLV.

LXX:
LXX Genesis 18:14 u1n odvvatel mept T6) 0e@ pfjue €lg TOV KoLpOv
T0DTOV QraoTpéPw TPOG O€ €lg Wpag Kul €otal TH Zappo LLOG

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 5

2. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 1:42 Kol GVedOVNOEY KPoLYR MeYOAn Kol elmer: eDAoYyNUérn
oL €V yovalkly kol €DA0YNUEVOC O KaPTOC THS KOLALXG OO0V,

BYZ Luke 1:42 kol Gvehivnoey ¢wrf] peyain kol elmey EdAoynuévn ov
€V YuvallEly kol €DAOYMUEVOC O KopTOC THS KOLALag oou

Byz A,D A, f1,157, Mqj, Gre, Trg™
txt B,L,W,ZE, 565,579, 1241, Or, WH

aveBunoer dwri 01, C,F,®, 053, 118, f13, 28, 33, 892, 1071, 1424, pc*

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

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 27:46 Tepl 6¢€ TNV évatny wpay arefonoey 0 'Incodc dwri
UeyaAn A€ywy:

NA% Mark 15:34 kol TH €vatn ope éBonoer 0 'Inoode dwrf peyain:

NA% Mark 1:26 kol omopofar adTov T0 Treduo T0 GKabupTor Kol
dwriioar Gwrh peyodn eEfAder € altoD.

NA? Luke 23:46 kol ¢pwrnoac ¢wrf peyain 6 ‘Incolc elmev: matep, €lg
YELPAC 00V ToPTLOEUaL TO TYedUa Wov. ToDTo 8¢ elmwy EEETVELOED.
NAZ Acts 16:28 €pwrnoer 6¢ peyain ¢wrf [0] ITadriog Aéywy:

Here the words are safe.

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

On the one hand it is possible that pwvT) has been changed to kKpaLYT to avoid
the double wvmM. In the same way the change by 01 et al. could be explained,
they left pwvij, but changed dvepwmoer to avefunoey.

On the other hand, the rare kpoLYT could have been changed to the more
common pwu1). Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks pwvi} has been conformed to the verb.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 6
Minority reading: A
NAZ Luke 1:46 Kol eimer Mapiop: Meyadlver 1 Yuyxn pov tov kipLov,

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

Compare:

NA? Luke 1:41 Kol €YEVETO ¢ TKOUOEV TOV Gomaopovr Tthe Maplag 1
‘EAloaBet, €okiptnoer to Bpédoc €v ThH kolAly odTAC, Kol €mANoOn
Treduatog aylov N "EAloofert,

NA%" Luke 1:42 Kol GVep@VNoey KPouyf) HEYEAn kol elmer: eDAoynmuérn
oL €V YuvalELy Kol €DAOYNUEVOC O KoPTOC THC KOLALaG oou.

NA*" Luke 1:56 "EpeLver 6 MapLap ovv a0t W¢ piveg Tpeig ..
"EALoafet Sy-S, Sy-P, sa™, geo™*,

Diatessaron

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

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

Similarly in verse 1:56 the éucLver ... oY adTH should be either

éueLver &€ Maprog obv th "EAloafet

or simply €peLver 8¢ ovv ) "EAloapert.

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

Harnack argues that BOTH 'EALcafet and MapLay are explanatory glosses,
and that 'EALocPet is the correct interpretation. Luke simply continues
Elisabeth's speech with kil €lmev. This is also the opinion of Burkitt.

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

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



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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 7

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 1:66 kol €0€VTO TAVTEC OL GKOVOMVTEG €V T Kapdly o0tV
Aéyovteg: TL dpe. TO ToLdlov ToDTo €0Tal; Kol YOp YELP Kuplov MY
net’ aOtoD.

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

B: no umlaut

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 8
NA? Luke 1:75 €V 00LOTNTL Kol OLkoloolvy évamiov adtod TaonLs Telg

MULEPALS UGV,

BYZ Luke 1:75 €V 00LOTNTL Kol SLKLOOUVT) EVWTLOY oDTOD THOMC TOC
nuépag e (whig MUY

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

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

Lacuna: X, &
B: no umlaut

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

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 9

3. Difficult variant

NA% Luke 1:76 Kol ov 8¢, TaLdlov, mpodntng LPlotou kAndnon:
TPOTOPEVOY) YOpP EVWTLOV KUPLOL €ToLuoonL 6600¢ adToD,

BYZ Luke 1:76 Kal oU maLdlov mpodntng vlilotouv kAnOnon:
TPOTOPEVOY YOP TPO TPOOWTOL KUPLOL €TOLUOOKL 060U dTOD

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

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

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare LXX:

LXX Malachi 3:1 1600 €yw €EQMOOTEAAW TOV (yYyeAOV HOL Kol
eMLPAEYPETOL 060V TPO TPOOWTOL OV

Compare context:

NA% Luke 1:15 €0TolL Yyop M€Y €vwmiov [tod] kuplov, kol olvov kol
OLKepo 00 WM TLY, KoL TVEDUNTOC yloL TANOONoeToL €TL €k KOoLAlog
UNTPOC 0hTOD, €EVWTLOV safel

Compare also:

NAZ Mark 1:2 Kobw¢ yéyparmtal év t¢ Hoole t¢) mpodntn: i6ov
GTOOTEALW TOV &YYEAOV LOL TPO TPOOWTOU OOV, 0C KKTHOKEUKOEL TNV
080V oour safel

NA?" Matthew 11:10 160V €Y@ GTOOTEAAW TOV AYYEAOV LOL TPO TPOOWTOU
00U, 0¢C KXTKOKELAOEL TNV 080V 00U EUTPOTOEV Gov.

NA% Luke 7:27 00TOC €0TLYV TeplL 0D YEYPUTTOL® LOOU GTOOTEAA®W TOV
AYYEAOV LOU TPO TPOOWTOL 00U, 0C KOTHOKELEOEL TNV 080V GOov
€uTpoodeEy oov. safel

And:
Odes of Solomon 9:76 kal oL &€ TaLdlor TpognTne LYPLoTov KANONOM
TPOTOPEVOY YOP TPO TPOOWTOU KLPLOU €TOLULAOKL 060U¢ a)TOD




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

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

On the other hand €vTLOV KUPLOU appears in verse 1:15.

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

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 10

4. Difficult variant

NAZ" Luke 1:78 6L OTAGYY Vo €A€0VC BeoD MUY, €V olg EmLokeeTol
MUWEC GVaTOAT) €€ Doug,

BYZ Luke 1:78 810 omAayyve €Aéoug Beod MuUdV, €v olg émeokeéfoto
MUWEC GVoTOAT €€ Dioug

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

Byz 01% A,C,D,R,A, E, ¥, 0130, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy-H, Gre, Trg
txt  P4“4(200 CE), 01*,B,L, W, ©, 0177, pc, vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Trg™

P4 not noted in NA. The editio princeps (J. Merell, RB 47 (1938) 5-22) gives:
€v olg émf... So also Comfort in his book.
The letter is only partly preserved. From the image in the ed.pr. a Tota seems

more probable.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: no umlaut

€mLokéPeTal indicative future middle 3rd person singular

) 4 . N . N . .

emeokeieto indicative aorist middle 3rd person singular
éTTLGKéTTTOpO(L "visit, care for, be concerned about"

Compare:
NA?" Luke 1:68 OTL €TEOKEYRTO KoL €TOLNOEY ADTPWOLY TG Ax) o)TOD,

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

NA% Luke 7:16 kol OTL €meoképoto 0 0eoc Tov Anov oDToD.

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

NA%" Acts 15:14 0 Be0¢ €meokéPato AuBely €€ €Bvdr AnOV T¢) OVOUNTL
a0TOoD.

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

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


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 11

5. Difficult variant

NA% Luke 2:2 00TN  GTOYpoidT) TPWTN EYEVETO TYEUOVEDOVTOC THC
Yuplac Kupnriov.

BYZ Luke 2:2 0T 1) GTOYpodT) TPWTIN EYEVETO T)YEUOVELOVTOC THC
Yuptlac Kvpnriov

Byz 01 A,C,L,R,W,A E, ¥, f1, 13, 33,157,579, 1071, 1241, Ma]
txt 01*,B, D, ©,0177, 543(=f13), 131, 346(=f1), 565, 700, pc, L1043

4 9 \ ) 4 ’ *
aUTNV ATOYPAPTV E€YEVETO TPWTN 01
a0Tn €YEVETo ATOYPodT TPWTN D

W: Swanson has here the singular reading aOTnY amoypodt| in error. Even
though the N can easily be confused with the H, the H is certain here from the

new (2007) high resolution color images.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: no umlaut

Probably a transcriptional error:
AY T HHAJIOT PATIH
AYTHAHOF’]’ J1H

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

The support for txt is incoherent.

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

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


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

TVU 12
NA? Luke 2:5 amoypalooBal oy Maplogh T éuvmoteupérn adtd,
olon €ykiw.

BYZ Luke 2:5 amoypopacful obv MapLog TH WUEUUNOTEVHEVT) DTG
yuvelkl, obor éykio

Byz A,C% A, 0,Y,f13,33,579, 1241, Maj, Lat(ff?, 1, q, vg), (Sy-S), Sy-H, Gre

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

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 1:20 ‘Twond viog Aauld, ur ¢opndic mopaiefeiv Moplov
TNV YLVELKG OOU*

NA% Matthew 1:24 ... Kol Taperafer TNV yuveike odToD,

It is possible that YUVLKL has been added to provide a direct object. The only

reason for an omission would have been to avoid the term "wife" in connection
with Joseph.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 128) thinks that it is an addition inspired from Mt 1:20, 24.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 13
NA? Luke 2:9 Kol GYyYeAOC KUPLOL €TEOTN aUTOLC Kol O0Fe Kuplovu
TepLéopier adtolg, kol épofndnoay ¢Gopov péyov.

BYZ Luke 2:9 kol 160U &yyedoc kuplov €méotn adtolc kol 608 Kuplou
TepLéopier adtolg kol épopndnoar ¢pofor uéyar

Byz A,D, A, 0,Y,1,118(=f1), f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™, bo, [Trg]
txt 01,B,L, W,E, 1582(=f1), 565, 579, 700, 1241, pc, L1043, e, Sy-S, sa, Eus

[1]

1582 is not noted by NA and IGNTP. It is only in Swanson.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 14

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 2:9 Kol OYyYEAOC KUpLOL €TEOTN aUTOLC kol 60fe Kuplov
TepLéopier adtolg, kol épofndnoay dGoBor uéyov.

®oBov uéyor odddpa W, bo
obddpa B

B: no umlaut

ododpa "very much”

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 17:6 K&l 0KOUOKVTEC OL padnTol €mecny €Tl TPOoWTOV
0TV kol edofndnoor odhodpe.

NA?" Matthew 27:54 ‘O 8¢ ekaTOVTHPYOC Kol Ol Wet’ adtod tnpoduteg
Tov Incodv 160vTeC TOV OELOMOV Kol TO yevoueve €pofndnooy

0podpa,

NA? Mark 4:41 kol €dpofndnoor  ¢oov uéyay kol €Aeyov TPOC
aAANAOUC"

A natural addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 15

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 2:11 OTL €T€XOM DULY ONUEPOY OWTINP OC €0TLY
XPLOTOC KUPLOG €V TOAEL Aavid.

KUPLOG XPLOTOC W, Sy-S, Sy-P

xpLoTog "Inooidc 859, d, Cyprian

YPLOTOC GWTNP 346(=f13)

YPLOTOC KUPLOU B, r!, vg™, Sy-Pal, Ephraem, cj. (J. Weiss)
ypLotoc ‘Inoodc klpLog e

YPLOTOC pc?, bo™

B: no umlaut

Compare:

> ~ 4 ~ ’ ~
NA%" Luke 2:26 Kol MV aUTG) KEXPMULATLOLEVOY UTO TOD TVEVUUETOS TOD
aylov un Léetv Bavatov mplv [fi] Av 1én TOV ¥pLOTOV Kuplov.

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 16
NAZ Luke 2:14 60Fw év Dilotolg Bel kal €mL Yyfc elpnym &v
ebdok Log.

GrOpWTOLE

m
<

BYZ Luke 2:14 A6kx év Dilotolg Beqd kal €ml yAc elpnvm &V arlpwmoLg

evdok Lax.

m
<

T&T #1

Byz 01¢ B% K,L,P,A, 0,Z, ¥, fl,f13,892, 1241, Maj, L1043,
Sy, bo, OrP", Eus, WH, Trq™
omit €v: 372, 724,2737, Sy-S

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

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

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

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

éml yfic eipnyn & drdpwtoLg

Lacuna: C, N, I1

B: no umlaut

€080K LG noun genitive  feminine singular
€0BOKLO.  noun nominative feminine singular
c0dok Lo "good will, pleasure, favor"

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

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

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

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


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

It is difficult to explain how the txt reading could have arisen accidentally.
The omission of the €V could be due to avoiding a Hiatus: eLpnvm - €v.

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

Adkx év UitotoLg e,

Kal €ml yfig elprivn avbpudmoLe eddok Lo,

or:

Aok €v Dilotolg Be® kol €mi g,

Eipnvn avbpwmolg €bdoklog.

Most commentators favor the first version. Harnack and Hort go with the
second. The first line is straightforward, T0 UWLoTe is equivalent to oL
00pavol and has probably been chosen for poetic reasons (Harnack). But what
means avBpwWTOLE €080k Log ? It has no parallel.

Hort notes that a trajection (hyperbaton) is possible, so that €080k Lo belongs

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

The inTerpr'e‘ra‘rion of Origen' He wriTes

EL GLanT]V AEYEL 0 OWTNP WN O6L80vaL €Tl yfic, o0k €oTLV euéomocg
elpnrn: ob yap OCpVEL‘COCL SL80vaL TNV eLpnvnV QAL GTAGC keya oUK

nAdov Bockew ELpnvnV €mL TNV YAv. olk elme 6¢ evdoklag elpnuny,

aAAY ToDTO Ve €LTOV TP TOLC TOLUEGLY OL AYYEAOL.

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

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

Glory in the highest - to God - and on earth

= Glory in the highest and on earth to God

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

\ \ ~ ’ \ J 4 ’
Compare also Henoch I, 8: kol petd TV Sikelwy Ty elpivny ToLnoeL ...
kol THY evdoklay Swoel adTolC.



Harnack additionally notes that the two sentences are not connected, a Kol
seems to be required. He explains this structure as the two sentences being two
hymnic exclamations and also notes the contrast between 8¢ and arBpwWTOLC.

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

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

avOpwWToLE €DOOKLOG is probably a Semitic construction and has been found
several times in Hebrew and Aramaic Qumran hymns in the following forms:

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

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

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

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

Kilpatrick reviews the evidence and writes: "Whether Luke wrote the genitive or
the nominative at 2.14, we should expect to find good idiom and sense." After
analyzing the internal evidence he concludes: "The ‘'received’ nominative
€0dok Lo suffers from neither ambiguity nor inappropriateness in either context
or in form".

Compare:
e J.H.Ropes "Good Will foward men (Lk 2:14)" HTR 10 (1917) 52-56
e J.Jeremias "avBpwmoL €0doklog (Lk 2:14)" ZNW 28 (1929) 13-20
e  Gerhard v. Rad "Nocheinmal Lk 2:14 avbpwdmoL €b8okLag" ZNW 29
(1930) 111-115
e  C.-H. Hunzinger "Neues Licht auf Lk 2:14" ZNW 44 (1953) 85-90
e  C.-H. Hunzinger "Ein weiterer Beleg zu Lk 2:14" ZNW 49 (1959) 129-30
e R Deichgrdber "Lk 2:14: avOpwmoL €bdokleg" ZNW 51 (1960) 132
e R.S. Kilpatrick "The Greek Syntax of Luke 2.14" NTS 34 (1988) 472-75

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 17

6. Difficult variant

NA% Luke 2:15 Kal €yéveto w¢ amfiAbor am’ adt@dv €ic tor olparov ol
dyyeoL, oL TOLUEVeC €daAouy TPOC GAATAOLC
SLEABwpeY 81 €we BndAéey ...

BYZ Luke 2:15 Kol €yéveto w¢ @mijAbor am’ adtdv eig tov odpavov ol
GyyeloL Kol oL &vfpwmoL oL ToLu€veg €lmov  TPO¢  GAANAOUC
ALérBwper 81 €we Bndiéey ...

T&T #2
Byz A,D,P A Y, 13, 33,157,892, 1241, Mqj, d, q, Sy-H, goth, [Trg]

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

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

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

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

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

TOLUEVEG EAGAOLY TPOC indicating the EAdAovy/elToV variant.

Compare previous verse:
NA? Luke 2:14 80fx év Dilotolg Beq) kal €l yAc elpnun €v aropwmoLg
eDdOK LocC.

It is possible that oL (’)'WGp(MTOL has been omitted due to h.t. (OI - OI - OI) or
to improve style. The longer reading is characteristically Lukan in style.

It is also possible that it has been added to have a better separation between
the angels and the shepherds. But this then has been done very imperfectly.
Now, in the longer reading, the sentence structure is really equivocal: GmfjAfov
am’ ahTOV €Lg TOV oDPaVOY Ol (yYEAOL Kol OL vOpWTOL OL TOLUEVEC
elmov ...

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

"



To avoid this interpretation several withesses moved oL &yy€AOL in front of €L¢
TOV 0DpaVoV. It is possible that others omitted kol ol &vOpwtoL for that
reason. ® goes so far and does both.

It is also possible that kal Ol GVOPwWTOL has been added to continue the
bipartition from verse 14 of év UYloToLC and avBpwWTOLG: That when the
angels departed ALSO the men behaved according o Gods will. But the addition

appears rather unskillful.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 18

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 2:22 Kol O0te émAnodnoor ol nuépol tod kaduplogod odT@dv
Kot TOv  vopor Mowioéwe, aviyoyor odtor eic  ‘Tepoodiupn
ToPEOTHOKL TG KLPLW,

odtod D, 118, 205, 209, pc?,
Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, f, ff%, g%, I, r', vg), Sy-S, sa™, arm

) A

o0TAiC  hot 76%°°°%" Catenae
omit: pc, boP', Irt*", Chrys

Of the Latins only q reads txt.
The reading a0THG is not found in MS 76. Gregory checked the MS and found
a0TAV ("Textkritik" vol. 1, p. 146). Hatch confirms this.

B: umlaut! (p. 1307 C 5 R) kaBopLohod adTtdY
B* reads: L Mp€PoL kKoBapLopod adT@V
Umlaut with correction. On the left B3 adds 10U before koBopLopoD.

Compare previous verse:

27 \ (V4 b 4 € 4 b \ ~ ~ > \
NA*" Luke 2:21 Kol Ote €mANOOnooy muepoL OKTW TOD TMEPLTEULELY oLLTOV
Kol €kAnOn to ovoun odtod ‘Incolc, t0 kAnBey LTO Tod &yyéAov TPO
100 oUAANUGBAVaL adTOV €V TR KoLALw.

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

The purification law applies probably to women here only.

The Western «0ToD probably refers to Jesus, who is mentioned in the previous
verse.

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

W.H.P. Hatch thinks that a0toD is a mistranslation from the Aramaic, 60TV an
early correction and a0t the correct reading. That a0Tf¢ has been adopted
was in part due to the Latin "eius", which was understood as feminine.



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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 19
Minority reading: _ A
NA%" Luke 2:25 Kal 180U avbpwtoc fv €v "TepouoaAn ) OVOUK Ludewy

kel O GvBpwmogc o0Tog Olkolog kol €DAXPNG  TPOOSE)OIeVOC
TopakAnoLy tod Topanid, kel mredue Qv aylov €’ ahTov:

eboefric  01*, K, I1, T, 0211, 565, 700, 1071, 1424, al'?, L253, L854, Sy-H
al = 6,229, 265, 489, 544,713,726, 1079, 1219, 1220, 1223, 1313

01* corrected by 01¢%

Lacuna: C, &

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

c0AXPNC and €00€PMc both mean: "devout, godly, pious"

Compare:
NA?" Acts 23:10 IToAARic 8¢ yLVop€rng oTaoewe dopndele 6 yLAlapyog
eLAOPROEL 014, 020, 025, al

€00ePNC got new support recently (Nov. 2003) by the discovery of a 4™ CE
inscription on the so called Absalom's tomb in Jerusalem's Kidron valley. This
inscription has been found by Joe Zias and Emile Puech. It reads as follows:

10 ©APOC CYMEWN OC HN

2 AMIKAJOT AT OC ANOPWIOC
3KAI THPIDIN EYCHBHC T AT OC
4 KA HAI;’AK)\HCIN [TTOY

5 AAOY

6 IPOCAEX[OMENOC

In modern script:

0 Tahog Ludewr 0¢ NV (or LULERVOC MV)

SLKOLOTOTOC GVOPWTOC KoL YEPWY

e0oePrcTaTog Kol TopakAnoLy Tod Axod TPoodeyoueroc.

It is interesting to note that some MSS which read €0oePn¢ have a link to
Jerusalem. Two have the so called Jerusalem colophon (565, 1071). 1219, 1220
and 1223 are MSS from St. Catherine, Sinai. 1313 is a MS in the Jerusalem
Orthodox Patriarchate.



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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 20
NA% Luke 2:33 kel qv 0 metnpe odtod kel 1) pfitne Ouvualovtec émi
T01¢ AdAOLUEVOLE Tepl aDTOD.

BYZ Luke 2:33 kol v Twond kol 1 pntne edtod Beupalovteg €Ml tolg
AodoupévoLg Tepl ahTod

T&T #3

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

txt 01¢,B,D,L, W, f1,131, 700, 1241, d, vg, sa, bo?', Or-®"
0 motnp odtod kol 7 phiTne adtod 01*, L, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-H™

0 ToThP Kol ) untnp adtod pc?

Twond 6 metnp adtod kel 1 untne odtod 157, 165, 176, aeth

Sy-S: Pete Williams: "It is possible, however, that S was derived from fxt since
the possessive on 'mother’ needed to be expressed in Syriac." (p. 56)

Lacuna: C, &

B: umlaut! (1308 A 11 L) Tetnp odtod kol 7) wntnp

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

It could be argued that there were no doctrinal reasons involved, but stylistical
ones: Either both are given a name or nhone. Therefore 'Iwomd has been
changed into O TaTNp.

Compare variant 2:43 below!

Note:

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 21

7. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 2:38 kol 0T} Tf] Wpy €MLOTAON GVOWUOAOYELTO TG O€ Kol
EAoAeL Tepl adTOD TAOLY TOLC MPOGOEYOUEVOLE AVTPWOLY TepouoaAn.

BYZ Luke 2:38 kol o0Tf obTn Tf Opy €mMOTaON GVOWUOAOYELTO TG
Kuplw, kol éddiel Tepl adTod TAOLY TOLC TPOGOEYOUEVOLE AUTPWOLY
év "TepouvoaAnu

Byz O, f1,f13, 1241, Maj, Lat

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

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 22
NA?" Luke 2:38 koll 0c0TT) TH Qpe €mMLoTaon arOwUoAroyeito 16 Bedd

v

BYZ Luke 2:38
kel 0T abTn Th Wpe émiotaon arbwuoroyelto 16 Kupiw,

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A, A, 0O, fl, 13, 33, Mqj, Lat, Sy, sa, goth
txt 01,B,D,L,N,W,E,6 579, 892, 1071, 1241, pc, a, d, Sy-H, bo

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Luke 2:22 avryoyor adtov €i¢ ‘Tepoodivpe mepaotionl 6 Kuplw,
NA? Luke 2:23 koOWC YEYPATTHL €V VOUW KUPLOL OTL TaV Opoey
SLavolyor PNTpay ayLov TG Kuplw kAnonoetol,

NA? Luke 2:39 Kal ¢ €tédecor mowvto T0 KOTX TOV VOUOV KUPLOU,
b /4 ) \ ’ ) 14 € ~ ’

emeatpeor €lg TNV LaAldoioy elg mOALY exvt@dV Noaloped.

Probably a harmonization to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 23
NA? Luke 2:38 TGOLY TOLC TPOOOEYOUEVOLE AUTPwOLY  Tepoucodriy.

BYZ Luke 2:38 T&OLY TOLC TPOOSe)OhevoLg AUTpwoLy év "TepovoaAnu

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

txt 01,B, W,II, &, 0233, f1, 565*, pc’, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, goth, Ir-
"ToporA pc, a, g', r!, vg“, bo™

év "Topoani 1071, pc

év 1@ 'lIopand  pc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

AUTPWOLG "redemption, liberation, setting free"

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 24

8. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 2:40 T &¢ maLdlov mbEaver kal ékpatolodTo
TANpoLperor codly, kul yaple Beod Qv ém wdTo.

BYZ Luke 2:40 T0O 6¢ moLdlov ndéaver kol ékpatelodTo TYELPNTL,
TAnpoLperor codlac kol xopLe 0eod Ny ém adtd

Byz A, A 0,Y,f1,f13, 33,892, 1241, Mqj, aur, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, goth
txt 01,B,D,L,N,W,pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-Pal™*, Co, Ortet
D has €ékpatarlodto Kol nvEnvey

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

aVEVW® "grow"

KPOTOLOOWOL "become strong"

Compare:
NAZ Luke 1:80 T0 6¢ maLdlor nbEaver kol €KPoTrLODTO TVEVUNTL

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

words are safe.

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

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 25

9. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 2:40 T0 6¢ maldlov mdEaver kol ékpotolodTo, TANPOLHEVOV
codle, kol yopLe Beod Qv ém’ adro.

Not in NA but in SQE!

v T D

"in illo" Lat(aur, f, ff%, g), vg
"in e0" B

"cum illo" it(b, c, I, q,rh)

"cum eo" d

"super illum" e

"super eum" a

Lacuna: C, =

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% Luke 3:22 kol Ketoffjval TO TVedue TO (YLOV OWUETLKG €L8eL WG
TepLotepay €n’ adTov,

K

elc adtor D, Lat, Ir

NA?" Luke 1:66 ... k&L yop Y€Lp Kuplov MY pet’ adtod.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 26
NAZ Luke 2:42 Kol 0te €yéveto €tdv Swdekw, Grofulrovtor adtdy
Koo TO €00¢ TAC €opTihig

BYZ Luke 2:42 Kol OT€ €YEVETO €TOV dWdeK GUafartwy adTOY
ei¢ "Tepoodivpe, kot TO €8o¢ ThHg €0pThg

Byz A, C" N, A, 0,%¥, 0130, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth, [Trq]

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

D reads: ... GvéPnoar ol yovelc adtod €xovtec adTOV KNTK TO €00C
Lacuna: E

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% Luke 2:22 Kal 0te émAnodnoar al nuépot tod kobuplopod adtodv
Koto, TOV  vopor Mwioéwe, dvnyeyov odtov  eic  ‘Tepoodiuue

ToProTROKL T6) KUPLW,

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
19. dvtog 8¢ adtod Swdeke €toug €mopelorTo oL yorelg ahTod KoTh TO
€00¢ cic TepouvoaAnu €ic THY €optny ToD Tooy:

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 27
27 \ 4 \ € ’ 2 ~ € ’
NAZ Luke 2:43 KoL TEAELWOAVTWV TOGC TUEPNS, €V TG UTOOTPEPELY
a0TOLC LTEReLVer "Inoode 0 malc €v "TepouvoaAn,
Kol oVK €yvwoor ol yovelc odtod.

BYZ Luke 2:43 KOl TEACLWOAVTWY TOC NUEPAC €V TG UTOOTPEDELY aDTOUG
uTépeLvey ‘Incode 0 Tulg €v TepouoaAn
kel o0k €yrw ‘Twond kel 1) uitne edtod

Byz A, C, A, Y, 0130, f13, Maj, it(b, ¢, f, ff%, 1, q, r'), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo*', goth

txt 01,B,D,L, W, 0, f1,788, 983(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 372,579, 700, 1241,
pc’, Lat(a, aur, B, d, e, vg), Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Sy-H™, sa, bo?', arm, geo'

Lacuna: Z
B: umlaut! (1308 B 27 L) kal O0K €yvwoay ol Yyovelc atod.

Compare also minority reading verse 41:
NAZ Luke 2:41 Kol émopebovto ol  yovelc adtod kot €Tog €l
TepouvoaAn TH €opTh TOD TOOYK.

0 tc Twond kel 1 Maplee 1012, pc, it

See above verse 2:33

Twond kol M uiTne «dTod

?yz :‘4 N, 0, ¥, f13, 892, Maj, it, vg™*, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"'

0 TetHP adTOD Kol 1) UNTNPE

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

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2™ CE by Schneemelcher):
19. 0L &¢ yoveic avtod évduLoay abTov év Tf) ovrodle elvol:

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

Note:

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 28

10. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 2:47 &loTovto &€ Towteg ol akolovteg adtod €Tl Tf ouvéoel
Kol TelC amokploeoLy adtoD.

omit: B, W, 1241, pc

Tis notes additionally: Or-®"

3 b /
oL akovovtec YV

b 14 \ b \ ~ 4
69 reads: €ELOTOVTO OF€ €TL TY) OLVEOEL
Kol TolG GmokploeoLy adtod mawvTeg ol dxovovtec adtod .

Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 12:23 Kol €£LOTOVTO TAVTEC OL OXAOL KOl €Aeyov:

NA% Acts 2:7  €Elotavto 6¢€ kol €0acdpalor Aéyovtec:

NA% Acts 2:12 €EL0TaVTO &€ TAVTEC Kol SLNTOpOLY,

NA% Acts 9:21 €£L0TaVTO 8¢ TEVTEC OL GKOVOVTEC Kol EACYOV”
omit: P45" P74, ¥* 049, pc

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

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 29

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 2:48 kol LO60VTEC adTOV EEeTAdyYNOQY, KoL €LTEy TPOC adTOV 1)
untnp odtod: Tékvov, TL €moinonac MUYy olTwe, Lol 6 Tathe Oov
Kayw oduvwuevol T é(nroducy oc.

T kol Avmoluevol D, it(a, d, e, ff%, 1, q, r'), vg™*, Sy-C

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

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

Lacuna: E

B: no umlaut

AVTTEW passive: "be sad, be sorrowful, be distressed"
0duvaopil "be in great pain, be deeply distressed or worried"

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
19. Lvatl todTO €moinong NULY, TEKVOV;
160U OdLYWUEVoL €(NTODUEY CE.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 30

11. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 2:52 Kal ’'Inoodg mpoékomter [év Tii] codle kol mALKLY Kol
YOPLTL ToPO Bel Kol ArOpwToLE.

BYZ Luke 2:52 Kali ’Incolc mpoékomtey codple kol MALKLe Kol
YOPLTL ToPQ Beld Kol ArOpwToLS

omit: A, C,D,A 0,V fl,f13,33,1241, Mqj, Gre
év tff  01,L, Co, Orf", NA®, Bois, Weiss

Tt B, W,579,pc, WH

€V Clement (Swanson)

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Galatians 1:14 kol Tpoékomtov €v t¢ Toudaiopwe
"T advanced in Judaism"

Compare context:
NA*" Luke 2:40

\ \ 14 b4 \ b ~ 4 4 \
To &€ moLolov mMULEuver Kol €KpateLoDTO TANPOUMEVOV COdLy, Kol
xopLe Beod Qv €’ adto.

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2" CE by Schneemelcher):
‘0 6¢ 'Inoolc Tpoékomter codly kol MALKLYE Kol XopLTL:

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

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the words could have been omitted to construct the
three expressions more parallel: Tpo€komtey codly kel MALKLE Kol XEPLTL.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)



TVU 31

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 3:1 'Ev éteL 8¢ Tevtekoldekatw thc myewoviog Tifeplou
Kaloopog, myepovebovtoc Iloviiov IIidatov thc ‘Touvdoieg, kol
tetpopyodrtog the Todtdatac ‘Hpwdov, Piiimmov 6¢ toD adeApod
a0tod Tetpaapyodvtoc Tthe Ttovpaieg kol Tpaywritidog ywpecg, Kol
Avoaviov thg TABLANVTC TetpoapyodvTog,

BaoLAeiog B¢

OpeLviig B¢
"hill-country"

BoorAelog (p. 1308 C 31)
OpeLviic  (p. 1308 C 40)
B: no umlaut

Both corrections are very weak. They are written in small uncial script in the
left margin. The words are indicated for exchange by a vertical wave.
Tischendorf in his 8™ ed. labels the words with " B™* ". Does this asterisk
indicate that he considers both words as being deleted subsequently? I think
the words in the margin are by B! and are just very faded. In his Vaticanus
edition Tischendorf isn't giving a specific corrector's label to the words.

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

It may be that someone tried to delete 6p6 LVNC later, the area around it looks
washed out. But PaoLAclog above also looks very faded and has ho such blot. Tt
is thus more probable that the stain has nothing to do with the word 0peLVic.

OpeLVAG is not noted in NA, IGNTP and Swanson, but in Tis.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

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

Has fWEMOVI'.OLQ been changed to BaotAelog for stylistic reasons, to avoid the
double Nyepoviag - NyeLorelovTog?

And 0peLVfc? Is it another designation for “Ttovpalog?

Perhaps an early commentary?


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

TVU 32

12. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 3:7 "Eleyer odv TOlC €KTOPELOUEVOLE OxAoLc Pamtiobfivel

T wdtod: yevvnuate €xLevedY, Tic UmMEdcLEer LUV ¢uyely amo Thg
pweAdotong opyfig;

BatLobfival évwmior adtod D, it(b, d, e, |, q, r)), Bois

BorTLo0fvaL Sy-S, Sy-P

omit: Sy-C, bo™*

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

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 3:6 kol €Bomtilovto év t¢) ‘Topbovn motopue LT ohTOD
€EOLOAOYOUUEVOL TOC GpapTLoG DTOV.

NA? Mark 1:5 kol €Eemopedeto TPo¢ avtov Taow 1 Tovdoie ywWpe Kol
ol ‘Tepoooiuvpital movteg, kel éBumtilovto vm wbTod €V T@ Topdavy
TOTOUE EEOLOAOYOUUEVOL TOC OUAPTLOC KDTRV.

NA?" John 3:23 "Hv 8¢ kol 0 ‘Twavvng Partiwr év Alvwy éyyug tod
Yoelp, O0TL UéoTor TOAAX MV €Kel, kol Tapeylvovto kol éBumtilovto

Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiphanius):
Kol €EfABov Tpoc abTOov doapLoniol kol €PumTibnoay kol Ao
‘Tepoooiuc.

Possibly txt is a harmonization to Mt, Mk.

Burkitt (Evangelion Intro, p. 288) writes:

"Possibly therefore the disturbing cause is the Western reading fomtLo0fjval
€vwmLov «hTOD. This uncommon phrase is very likely to be genuine: possibly
even stood in the source from which St. Luke ftook Lk 3:10-15. It seems to
present a view of Jewish Baptism in which the penitent administered the rite to
himself, as Naaman did."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 33

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 3:9 NN 6¢ kol M &Elvn mpog Ty pllay TV SEvdpwy KelToL:
oy obv 8€vdpov Wn ToLodY KoPTOV KOAOV EKKOTTETHL Kol €l TDp
BaAreToL.

omit: P4(200 CE), Lat(a, aur, ff2, vg™*), bo™, Or’°
Lachmann and WH both in brackets

KapToLg KeAolg D, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

it(b, c, d, e, f,1,q,r!) read txt.
omit 1. Keel: D, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 3:10 101 8¢ 1 aELvn Tpoc TNy pLlay TOV 6EVdpwY KeLTHL®
oy o0V 8Evdpov Wn ToLoDV KoPTOV KOAOV €KKOTTETHL Kol €l Thp
BaAdeToL.

omit: pc, Sy-S, Irt

Compare:
NA? Matthew 7:19 TaV O6€VSPOV PN TOLODV KOPTOV KHAOV EKKOTTETOL
Kol €l mOp Podietol

27 9 4 b J4 \ ~ \ 4
NA“" Luke 6:43 OU yop €0TLY O€VOPOV KOAOV TOLOUYV KopPTOV OXTPOV,
008E TAALY 6EVSPOY OUTPOV TOLODY KOPTOV KUAOV.

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

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

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

It is noteworthy that WH have KAOV in brackets. They very probably did not
know P4. P4 has been found in 1880 and was first published in 1892. WH



published their text in 1881. Perhaps they were influenced by Lachmann? Or
they considered Origen plus Western evidence (Old Latin plus Vulgate) to be
enough evidence.

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

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

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 34

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 3:10 Kol émmpwtwr obtov ol OxAoL Aéyovteg TL ovv
Totnowuey T ;

T lvo 0wOGUer D, b, d, q, Sy-C, sa™

NA% Luke 3:12 fAOov 6¢ kol TeAdvol PBamtiobfjval kel elmay mTpOg
a0TOV: SLbookaAe, TL ToLNowper T ;

T fve cwBQuey D, d

NA%" Luke 3:14 €mnpWTwy 8¢ adTOV Kol OTPETEVOUEVOL AEYOVTEC:
1L ToLNowUeEY Kol TUELS;

4 4 Y ~
TL TOLNOWUEY Lve owb®dpey D, d

Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA% Acts 16:30 kol Tpooyaywy obTovg €Ew €pm: kUpLoL, TL pe del
TOLELY va 0wh®:

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 35

13. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 3:16 GTekplrato Aéywy maoLy 0 Twavvng éyw uer U8uTL
Bamtilw Lpac: épyetol 8¢ O LoyupdTEPOC oL, 0D 0K €Lll LKavog
ADool TOV Luavte TAV LTOSNUATOY ohToD adTOC LUAC Pamtioel €v
TYeOUaTL GyLw Kol Toupl:

omit: 788(=f13), 63, 64, Cl, Tert, Epiph, Aug, Bois
Tert, Aug: "in spiritu et igni."
Cl: €pyetol 6€ pov OTlow O Bamtilwy €V MYeDUaTL Kol TupL

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

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 3:11 c0TOC DUAC PamTloeL €V TYEVMOTL Oylw Kol Tupl:
BYZ Matthew 3:11 60TOC UG PoTTLOEL €V TVEDUOTL 0y LW
Byz E,S,V,Q,2, 28, 517,579, 1424, Maj, Sy-Pal
txt P101Y9 01, B, C, K, IL,L, M, U, W,A,fl, 13, 22, 33,565, 892?
Lat, Sy, Co

NA% Mark 1:8 €yw €Bamtion LUAC VOnTL, a0TOC 6¢ PamTtloel VPG €V
TVeOUNTL QYLw.

Note the omission of &yLoU in Lk 4:1 by Athanasius (4™ CE) and one bo™:
NA?" Luke 4:1 'Inoodg 8¢ TANpNG mrelpatog Gylov vméotpeler 4mo Tod
Topdarov kol HyeTo év @ TreluatL €V ThH EPNUW

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

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

Compare the complete discussion at Mt 3:11.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 36

14. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 3:22 kol Kotoffivet TO TVeDUe TO GYLOV OWHKTLKD €L6€L W
TepLotepay €n’ adTov, kol dwrny € obpavod yevéoBol:

oL €l 0 vidc pouv O ayormntoc, €V ool eLdOKNOW.

0 VLOg pov €l ob, éYw oNUEPOV YEYEVVTKN O€
Filius meus es tu, ego hodie genui te
D, it(a, b, ¢, d, ff2, I, r!), Justin(2x), Eus, Meth, Hil, Aug, Gre, Bois

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

vilc pov €l oL ayomtde, EYW ONUEPOV YEYEVVNKO O€
Clement (Paed., I, 25, 2)

oL wov €l O vidc O dyamntoc, év gol eDdOKNow,
KoL TALY® €YQ ONUEPOV YEYEVYTKA O€
Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiphanius)

Kal yop obtog 0 drafolrog, e t¢ GroPfivel adTtov &mo Tod moTouod
t0D Topdarov thg dpwriic adte AcxBéLong:

U‘Lég pov el ov, ’eyd) OTUEPOV YEYEVYMKO, O€

€V 101G omopvnpoveuuoam TOV GTOCTOAWY yeypocmocL

TPOoEABWY adT® kol TeLpalwy WéxpL tod elmer adTt®: TPOookLIMoOY
hoL ..

Justin (Dialogue with Trypho, 103.8; at least one MS adds this also at 88:8b)

The words also appears in the Didaskalia, Origen cites them (Comm. John, book
1, 32), and several other fathers, too: Methodius (Symp. 9), Lactantius (Div.
Inst. IV, 15), Augustine (Enchiridion 49), Faustus, Tyconius, Hilary, and
Juvencus. Not in all cases it is clear that they really cite from Lk.

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

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



Parallels:
NA% Mark 1:11 kol GoVT) EYEVETO €K TOV 0DPaVOY:
oL €l 0 Uldc pov O ayomnToc, €V gol eDdOKNOLL.

NA? Matthew 3:17 kel 180D pwrn €k TOV 00paVOY Aéyouon: 0UTOC €0TLY
0 ULOC LOU O dyomnToc, €V ) €DOOKNOL.

Compare:

~ ’ ’ o) 4
NA%" Matthew 17:5 kol LBOU pwrm €k THe vedéAng A€yovow: oUTOC €0TLY
0 ULOC LoV O ayomnToc, €V ) €DOOKNOK” GKOVETE oDTOD.

4 €

NA?” Mark 9:7 00TOC €0TLY O LLOC WOU O GyomnTOC, GKOVETE aOTOD.

b ’ ) ~ 9 4
eKAeAeyLEVOC, tUTOD OLKOVETE.
QyoTNTOC, 0DTOD GKOVETE

Y]
Y]

NA?" Luke 9:35 0UTOC €0TLY
BYZ Luke 9:35 O0TOC €otTLY

¢ HOov
¢ MOV

¢ e 7 ¢
0 LLO o)
¢ e 7 ¢
0 ULO (0]

NA% 2 Peter 1:17 Aofwv yop Topd Beod ToTpOg TLUTY Kol 608y GwTg
eveyBelong adte toLdode LTO Thg peyoompemode 60ENC:

0 ULOC WOV O AYOTNTOC LOU OUTOC €0TLY €LC OV €YW €LOOKNO,

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

For the D reading compare:
LXX Psalm 2:7 Loy yeAAWY TO TPOOTayUe KUpLov KUpLOG €lmey Tpog e
ULOC LoV €l oV €YW OTLEPOV YEYEVVNK( O€

NA?" Acts 13:33 OTL TaUTNY 0 B€0C EKTETANPWKEY TOLG TEKVOLS [adTdV]
MUY aveotnoeg ‘Inoodr we kol €V T0 PoAU® YEYPUTTHL TG SEUTEPW®
ULOC POV €l 0V, €YW OTUEPOV YEYEVVNKO O€.

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

NA% Hebrews 1:5 TivL yop €lmév Tote TOV GyyéAwr: LLOC Wou €l oV,
€YW) OTLEPOV YEYEVVUNKK OF;
For to which of the angels did God ever say, "You are my Son; today I have begotten you"?

NA?" Hebrews 5:5 oUTw¢ kol 0 XPLOTOC 0D €autOV €80En0er yerndfjvul
aPyLEPEN GAA O AoAnoec TPOC 0TOV® LLOC WOU €L 0V, €yw ONUEPOV
YVEYEVUNKA O€

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




A so-called Adoptionistic or Ebionitic reading.

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

Do the church fathers really quote a special Lukan reading or are they just
quoting Ps 2:77?

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

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

Kol KToPfivel 1O TYedue TO 0YLOV OWUETLKEG
and the Holy Spirit descended upon him in bodily form

P4 has:
kol keeteBfvee to TINA to ayrov TINI
which expands:

Kol kotoPfivet TO mredue TO GyLov TreluaTL
and the Holy Spirit descended upon him in spiritual form

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

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

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 37
Lk 3:23 - 3:38 The genealogy in D, Aphraates
Note: W and 579 omit the genealogy in Lk completely. That's remarkable!

The names of the Lukan genealogy from NA?”:

23 Twond tod 'HAL 24 tod Mabbat tod Acvl tod Medyl tod Tavval
100 Twong 25 tod Mattabiov T0D "Apwe tod Neaoly tod ‘Eoil tob
Nayyal 26 toD Moo® to0 Mattadiov tod Zepeiv tod “Twomny Tod
Twde. 27 100 Twavav tod Pnoe tod Zopofufer ToD Zadwdind tod
Nnpl 28 toD Meiyl tod ’AddL t00 Kwoop tod "EApadou tod “Hp 29
700 ‘Incod tod 'EAlélep tod ‘Twpip tod Mabbxt tod Ae€ul 30 tod
Yupewr tod Tovde tod Twond tod Twvap tod EArakiy 31ToD Meiek
00 Mevvae t00 Mattoda tod Nabop tod Acuid 32 tod lecowl Tob
Twpnd tod Boog oD Zaix tod Nawcowv 33 tod ’Apivedef tod
Aduty tod "Apvl tod ‘Eopwu tod ®apec tod Tovde 34 tod Toakwp
10D Tooak tod ’APpacp tod Gape tod Naywp 35 tod Xepovy oD
‘Poryod tod dadek tod "Efep 100 e 36 Tod Kotvop tod "Apdoaknd
t00 XN tod N@e tod Aapey 37 to0 Mabovowin tod ‘Evwy tod
Tapet oD Maiedend tod Koivop 38 tod "Evwe tod XN tod Adapu
T0U Be0. /77 entries

Four slightly deviating genealogies are given in Swanson, by

E, 2, 28,1071

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

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

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

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

23 ...uLo¢ Iwongd touv lakwf

24 touv MabBBur tov Edcalop tov EALouvd tou loyelv tov Xodwk
25 touv ACwp tov EAtokely tov APLovd tou ZopoPoPer

26 Tou XodwOinA tou Iexoviov Tov Iwekell Tov EAlakerpomt Aphr
27 touv Iwoeln Tov Apwg tov Mavaoon touv Elekeln

28 tou Ayoeg Touv Iwebor tov Olelx Tov ApaoLov

29 1tov Iwag Tou Oyxoliov tov lwpap tov Iwoudwd

30 tou Acop tou APLovd tou PoPfoop touv 2Zoiopwv




31
32
33

TOU ArveLd
tov leooal Touv QBed Tov Booc touv XaAuwy tov Noooowy
tov Apervadof tTov Apop Tov Aopwu tov Papec tov Iovdo

34

Tov Jokwp tov Ioaak touv APpacp Tov Oupa tTov Noaywp

35

Tov Xepovy Tov Poyov touv dodek touv EBep touv Xaio

36

tov Apdafod Touv Xnu tov Nwe Touv Aopey

37

tov MoaBovoadax Tov ALvwy tov Ieped tov MoaAedenAd tov Kalvoy

38

Tou ALvwg touv Xnb touv Adap tov Ou

Matthew 1:6-16 reversed:

16 Twong, Takwp,

14-15 MatOor, Eicalop, EAL0LS, Ayin, Zadwk,
13 "Alwp, Eirokiy, ABLovd, ZopoPePeA,
11-12 ZodadinA, Texovieg,

9-10 ’‘Twotog, ’Apwe, Mavaoofc, ‘Eleklog,

9 Ay, Twabou, Ol oy,

8  lwpop, Twoadort,

7 "Aoad, "ABLa, ‘Popoag, Zolopwy,

6 Aovld

Notes:

1. Aphraates omits Tou EALokeLly. This name is in D only. Regarding its

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

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

M, U, ©,Z, f1, 33, 1342, al'®8, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, geo, (Ir-*"), Epiph
The addition of Tovu Apwacoilov tov lwag touv OyolLov is also given in
Mt 1:8 by Sy-C, Aeth and Epiphanius (4™ CE). Unfortunately D is not
extant in this part of Mt. Sy-S reads normal.
They are taken from 1°" Chronicles:
1.chr. 3:11-12 Iwpap vioc ovtod Oyolio viog odtod Iwec vioc

o0tod 12 Apoaoioc vioc o0tod Alapie viog avtod lwobor viog
o0tod
Unfortunately Sy-C is not extant for this part of Lk. Sy-S reads the
normal genealogy.

This obviously secondary genealogy can thus be traced back to Syria in the 4™
CE. One could speculate that, perhaps, it is an attempt to add a genealogy to the



Diatessaron? It's inclusion in D, then, would be another indicator for D's
closeness to the Diatessaron or some similar document (and for its origin in
Syria). William Petersen agrees with this speculation (private email, Dec. 2005).

Codex Fuldensis (547 CE), a Latin Gospel harmony using a Vulgate text, shows a
clearly independent attempt to add a combined genealogy. It first has the full
Matthean genealogy (Mt 1:1-16) in the normal order and after that the Lukan
succession from Abraham to God (Lk 3:34-38). It has the normal Vulgate text
and none of the additions known from D/Aphraates:

Mt 1:1-16 Josias autem genuit Jechoniam

Liber generationis Jesu Christi filii David, filii Abraham. et fratres ejus, in transmigratione

Abraham genuit Isaac, Babylonis. Et post transmigrationem Babylonis,
Isaac autem genuit Jacob. Jechonias genuit Salathiel.

Jacob autem genuit Judam, et fratres ejus. Salathiel autem genuit Zorobabel.

Judas autem genuit Phares et Zaram de Thamar. Zorobabel autem genuit Abiud.

Phares autem genuit Esrom. Abiud autem genuit Eliachim.

Esrom autem genuit Aram. Eliachim autem genuit Azor.

Aram autem genuit Aminadab. Azor autem genuit Sadoch.

Aminadab autem genuit Naasson. [0258C] Sadoch autem genuit Achim.
Naasson autem genuit Salmon. Achim autem genuit Eliud.

Salmon autem genuit Booz de Rahab. Eliud autem genuit Eleazar.

Booz autem genuit Obed ex Ruth. Eleazar autem genuit Mathan.

[0258B] Obed autem genuit Jesse. Mathan autem genuit Jacob.

Jesse autem genuit David regem. Jacob autem genuit Joseph virum Mariae,
David autem rex genuit Salomonem de qua natus est Jesus, qui vocatur Christus.
ex ea quae fuit Uriae.

Salomon autem genuit Roboam. Lk 3:34-38

Roboam autem genuit Abia. Abraham autem fuit filius Thare.

Abia autem genuit Asa. Qui fuit Nachor. Qui fuit Seruch.

Asa autem genuit Josaphat. Qui fuit Ragau. Qui fuit Phales.

Josaphat autem genuit Joram. Qui fuit Heber. Qui fuit Sale. Qui fuit Cainan.
Joram autem genuit Oziam. Qui fuit Arphaxat. Qui fuit Sem.

Ozias autem genuit Joatham. Qui fuit Noe. Qui fuit Lamech.

Joatham autem genuit Achaz. Qui fuit Mathusale. Qui fuit Enoch.

Achaz autem genuit Hiezechiam. Qui fuit Jareth. Qui fuit Malelehel.
Hiezechias autem genuit Manassen. Qui fuit Enos. Qui fuit Seth.

Manasses autem genuit Amon. Qui fuit Adam. Qui fuit Dei.

Amon autem genuit Josiam.

Irenaeus (Adv Haer III.22.3) seems to have known a text of Luke with 72

generations: "Wherefore Luke points out that the pedigree which traces the generation of
our Lord back to Adam contains seventy-two generations, connecting the end with the beginning,
and implying that it is He who has summed up in Himself all nations dispersed from Adam
downwards, and all languages and generations of men, together with Adam himself."

Much depends on how Irenaeus counted, e.g. if he included Adam or Jesus.

(Regarding the 72 nations compare the discussion of the 70/72 at Lk 10:1.)

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 38
NA? Luke 3:27 t00 Twavoy tod ‘Pnoo tod ZopoPuBer oD ZaAndind tod
Nnpl

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

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

Compare also on this and other issues:

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



TVU 39
NA? Luke 3:33 t0D ’Apwvedef tod ’Aduiv tod ’Apvi tod ‘Eopwu tod
dapec Tod Tovd

BYZ Luke 3:33 toD ’Apwvadef tod ’Apdy, tod ‘Eopop tod Papec tod
Tovda

Byz 10D ’ApLvadof tod Apdy
A,D,II, 33,565, 1424, Maj-part, Lat, Sy-P, goth, Trg
100 ApuLvadef tod *Apay tod Twpou
K.M,S,Y,A, W, 118, 205, 209, 2542, (=f1), 28, 700,
892, 1071, Maj-part, b, e, Sy-H

txt 10D ’Apwvoadaf tod Aduiy tod ’Apvi

01, L, X, T, f13, 157, pc, bo, NA?®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis
10D Adop tod ’Aduiv tod ’Apvi

P4¥9(200 CE), 01*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, sa

toD ’Aduly tod ’Apvi B, WH, Trg™, Bal
toD ’Adapu  Tod ’Apri Sy-S, WH™ (1)
Mixed:
10D ’AuLvadof tod "Apap tod *Aduiv tod Apri ®, f1, pc, arab™®
NET-Bible

10D "Apwvoadep tod ’Aduiv tod Apou 0102
10D Auvadep tod ’Apau tod ’Aprl N

Minority reading:
"Apvadog M*, s, 11, Q, 1,118, 2, 28, 33, 157, 1424

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

T OYCAAA - T‘OYNAA[C

CWON - TTOYAA[AM - T oY

AAMEIN - T[O]YAFPINET] -

TOYECPWDM - [T CEA

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Sy-S: acc. to Burkitt the words 10D "Adap T0D ’Apvl were added "between
the lines".


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

W and 579 omit the genealogy in Lk completely.
Lacuna: C, E, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

There are certain different genealogies in Lk. Compare above!

Parallel:

NA%? Matthew 1:3 .. ‘Eopwu 6¢ €yévvnoer tov ’Apau, 4 ’Apoy 6¢
eyevvnoey tov "ApLvadof, ...

NAZ Matthew 1:8 ’Acad 6¢ é€yévvnoer tov lwoadat, Twoadut &€
eyévvnoey tov Twpay, Twpou 6¢ éyévvmoer tov 'O Loy,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 40
Minority reading:
NA%" Luke 3:36 T0oD Koivop tod "Apdatnd tod Xnu tod Nde tod Adpey

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

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

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

P4 has the words.

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

T YE‘)A)\[GK O]Y ERE

T OYCAAIATOIYKAIIN[AM
TOYA]’ AZAAT OY[C]H[M
TOYNWETOYAAM[EX

P75, reconstruction:
(This page was integrated into the binding and had not been photographed. Aland
explicitly agrees with this omissign, as "vid", in his collation of P75.)
T‘OY[{AFA]YTOY%) A)\GK]T‘OY[GBG]’
TIOY[CAAAT OYA] A[ZAATO]Y[CHM
TOYNWETOYAAMEX T OYMA[OOYCA
)\AT‘OYGN(DX]TOYIA!GT‘TOYM[A)\6

g

There is an extra file with images on this paledgraphic problem, click here.

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

Context:

NA?" Luke 3:35 t00 Xepovy toD Poayed tod Paiek tod "Efep tod Tado
36 10D Koivop tod "Appafad tod Xnu tod Nde tod Aouey

37 10D MaBovowrx tod ‘Evwy tod Topet 100 Maiedend tod Keivoy
38 tob 'Evwe tod Xno tod ’Adau tod Beod.



http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

LXX parallels:

LXX Genesis 10:22 vlol Xnu Atlop kel Acoovp kel Apdoad kel Aovd
kol Apap kel Kewvoy 23 kol viol Apoy ...

LXX Genesis 10:24 kol Apdoaknd eyévvmoer tov Kowav kol Kolvoy
eyévvnoer tov Yo Xoadw &¢ éyévvmoer tov Efep

LXX Genesis 11:12 kol €(noev Apdpofad €KaTOV TPLOKOVTH TEVTE €TM
kol €yévvmoer tov Kolvoy

LXX Genesis 11:13 kol €{noev Apdpofud pete t0 yevviioal o«0TOV TOV
Kalvoy  €tn  TetpokOoLr  TPLOKOVTOH Kol €yévunoer  Llolg Kol
Ouyatépog kol ameBaver kol €(moev Kolvay €kator TPLOKOVTE €Tn
Kol €yévvnmoey tov Zodw kol é(nocy Koalvay pete to yevvijool odTov
TOV oA €TT  TPLEKOOL TPLOKOVTH KoL €YEVYyNoer LLoUC Kol
Buyatépac Kol amébovey

LXX Genesis 11:16 kol é{nocv Efep €katOV TPLOKOVTE TEOOHPN €TT) KO
eyévvnoer tov Poaiek

But note the Hebrew:

DIXY TIDY TWSRINY MUY 09D oW 32 WTT Genesis 10:22
12p-y TS mow nbws 15* TWIEINY WTT Genesis 10:24
mouN o9 Y ooubu WM M TWSRTN) WTT Genesis 11:12

w‘vw n‘vw g b9 MR TYODIN MM WTT Genesis 11:13
o P31 o2 751*1 MY NIND D3N O

The important point here is that the name Kailvav is not found in the Hebrew
OT. But it appears overwhelmingly in the LXX.
The name reappears in Lk 3:37, where it does parallel Gen 5:9 and 1. Chr 1:1.

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

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

verse 23 omit To0 "HAL **tod MoO8ot c
verse 24 omit ToD MeAyl 1220
omit 00 Tovval tod Twond 1005
omit ToD Towval 115, L1056
verse 25 omit T0D "AUw¢ 1200, q,b, c, e, |
omit T0D Noovp L10
verse 26 omit To0 Maad t0D Mattodiov 544
omit T00 Maod a,aur, b, c,e,l,r!

omit ToD Matt. ToD X. t0oD Twony 716



omit To0 Mottadilov 213

verse 27 omit 10D Twavey tod ‘Pnon N*, L10
omit T00 ZopoPafer tod Zodadind a
verse 28 omit 10D "EApadou L854
verse 29 omit verse 828
omit ToL ‘Incod 157, 2757
omit To0 Aeul 69, 1424, b
verse 30 omit verse 69
omit T00 Twong 213
omit 10D "EALoxiy 213
omit ToD 'EAtakip.. (31) tod Mevva, 1579
verse 31  omit To0 Meiea T. Mevva T. Mottodo 69
omit To0 MeAed a, b, el rt
omit T00 Mevva A
omit T00 Mattodo L854
omit T00 Noabog, 213
verse 32 omit To0 Bodoc N*

omit 100 Nowooowv 71*,157, 1458
verse 33 omit ToD "ApLvadaf ... tob dapec  L76

omit 70D ‘Eopwp ... Tod Tovda 2766
omit ToD ‘Eopwu 10D dapeg 348
omit ToD ‘Eopwp 047, 1005
omit ToD dapec A
verse 34 omit 10D "Tokwf 2766
omit T00 "APpooyl 1071
verse 35 omit ToD Poryod 480*
omit ToD "Efep N*
verse 36 omit ToD Kalvou P75" D
verse 37 omit T00 MaBovoade tod ‘Evwy 1071
omit toD ‘Evwy tod lapet 157
omit T00 MaAedenA e

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

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

LXX Genesis 10:22 vlol Xnu Atdop kol Acoovp kol Apdafed kel Aovd
kol Apop kel Kelvey

ALdop is a brother of KaLvow.



The LXX evidence:

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

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

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

But note:

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

And Julius Africanus (ca. 160-240) wrote in his Chronography, ca. 220 CE:
"And after the flood, Sem begot Arphaxad. Arphaxad, when 135 years old, begets Sala in the
year 2397. Sala, when 130 years old, begets Heber in the year 2527. Heber, when 134 years old,

begets Phalec in the year 2661, so called because the earth was divided in his days." [he clearly
cites the LXX]

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Looking this up in the Gottingen edition, the papyri P833, P911 and P961 omit
Kaiwvav in 10:24, but not 10:22, and have it in chapter 11. Only MS 319 omits in
all cases.
So, the earliest evidence in the LXX we have for Kaivav is from the late 3rd
CE (P911).

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

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

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

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

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 41

NAZ Luke 4:2 TUEPOC TEOOEPOKOVTH TeLpalOheroc LTO ToD SLaBorov.
Kol o0k épayer older év Tole MUEPOLE EKELVULE KoL OLVTEACOBELODY
DTV emelvooey.

BYZ Luke 4:2 N€pag Teooapakovte Telpaloueroc LTO toD SLaBoiov kol
o0k &dayer o0Ber €V Tlg MUEPULE €kelvalg Kol ouvteicofelo®dy
a0TOV DOTEPOY ETELVaoEY
Not in NA and SQE but in Tis!
Byz A, K W,A LY, fl,f13, 33,565, 700, Maj, f, ff%, q, r!, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

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

Lacuna: C, &

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Matthew 4:2 Kol VNOTEVONC MUEPEC TEOOEPUKOVTH Kol VOKTOG
TEO0EPUKOVTH, VOTEPOV €TELVaoey.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 42
NA? Luke 4:4 kel &mekpldn mpog adtov 6 ‘Incodc: yéypamtal OTL
00K €M &pTw Uovw (Noetul 0 Grdpwmoc.

BYZ Luke 4:4 kol &mekptlOn Inoodc mpoc adtov Aéywr, I'éypamtal OTL
Olk €T &pTw Hovw (Noetol &vlpwTog

) s 9\ \ e/ ~

GAA’ el TovTl pNnuotL Oeod.

T&T #4

Byz A,D,A 0,Y,f1,f13,33,579, 892, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®, goth, [Trg]
+ add after PUKTL: EKTOPEVOUEVW BLE OTOUOTOC
118, 157, 205, 209, 1071, 1424, al'®®, bo™*

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

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ’ Matthew 4:4

) s 9\ ey ) ’ \ ’ ~
AL’ €TL TOVTL PNUOTL EKTOPEVOUEVW dLo. 0TOUNTOS OeoD.

1 b s ) \ \ [S4 ~

D,a, b, g 0AL’ €mL TAVTL PNUOTL Beod.

LXX Deuteronomy 8:3 .. QAL €TL ToVTL PNUKTL TG EKTOPEVOUEVW BLO,
0Topato¢ Ocod (Noetal 0 arBpwToC

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

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 43
NA%" Luke 4:5 Kol avoyeywy adToOV
€detker adT® TaonC TOC PaoLiclac THS OlkOUREVTC €V OTLYUE YpPOVOL

BYZ Luke 4:5 Kol Groyoywy adtor 0 duoforoc eic dpog dUmAov
€beLker adT® maonc TG Paoiiclac ThHS olkoupérng €v oTLYuf xpovou

Byz 0 SLxBoroc eic Hpog LYmAoV
A A, 0,¥, 0102, 33,579, 1342, Mqj,
it(d, f, ff%, 1, q), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™S, goth

0 dLaBoAroc eLg opog vlmAov Alow 13, ¢, r', vg™, sa™
eic opoc OWmAOY Alav D, 788(=f13)

ei¢ 6pog LYmAov 014, f1, 700, 2542, pc,
sa™*, boP", arm, geo
eic Opoc W, e
0 dLaBoAroc aur, b, g, vg™*
"satanas" Sy-S

txt 01* B, L, 1241, pc, sa™°, bo

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 4:8 ITaAiy Topodepforver oadtov 0 SLafoloc €ig Opog
VYNAOV Aloy kol Selkvuoly odTt® Toong To¢ Buolielog ToD KOOPOU
kol THY 80fay adTOY

The support is not good for the omission and it is slightly awkward without the
words ("led him up" to what?). h.t. is possible (ON - ON), note the C1 correction
of O1.

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

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean 0 SLaBoroc €ic dpog [[DUmAoy Alawv]] with
DYMAOV ALov in double brackets indicating doubt that text was present there.
This is odd, because both Mt and Lk have UYmMAOV. Fleddermann ("Q - A
reconstruction”, 2005) has 6 dLafoloc €ic Opoc LYMAov without Alow.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 44
NA? Luke 4:8 kol GmokpLBelg 0 ‘Inoodc elmer abTt@d: YéypumtaL: KOPLOV
TOV B0V 00V TPOOKLYMOELS KoL DTG WOV AXTPEVOELC.

BYZ Luke 4:8 koL GmokpLOele adt® eimer 0 ‘Inoodc Ymoye omiow pov,
Yotovd: Déypamtel mpookuvnoelc Kiplov tov 0edv oov kol adT@d
HOVW AaTpedoeLg

Byz A, A, 0,V 0102, f13,157, 1071, Maj, it(b, e, |, q, r'), Sy-H, bo?", Justin'’

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

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

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut (1310 C 25 L)
kol GmokpLBelc 0 Inoodc elmey adT@d* yéypamton: KOPLOY
B has: kel &mokpLBelc adt® elmey Inoolg yéypamtaL: kOpLOvV
It is not clear if the umlaut indicates the word order variant in B or the “YToye
OTLOW WOV variant,

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 4:10 TOTE A€YeEL DTG
BYZ Matthew 4:10 TOTE A€yeL DT

'Inoode: Umaye, ootovd:
'Inood¢ Umoye OTLow Wou YoToVd

¢
0]
¢
o

txt 01,B,C* K, W,A,fl, f13, 565, 579*, 700, 892*, k, vg, Sy-P, mae, bo, Or
Byz (¢, D,L,Z, 33,118° 1582 579 1071, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™®, bo™*
[A, © lacuna]

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 16:23 otpadelc eimer ¢ Iétpw: LToye OTLOW WOV, OOtV
NAZ Mark 8:33  émetipnoer IIétpw kal Aéyel: VTOYE OTLOW WOV, OOTOVA,

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

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 4:17 kol €medodn adted PLPAitov tod mpodrrov 'Howolov kal
GrotOEng TO BLBALoV €lpev TOV TOTOV 00 NV YEYPOUULEVOV*

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

Txt 01,D,A, 0, Y, f1, f13,157, 1071, Maj, Latt

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

Compare:
NA%" Luke 4:20 kol TTUEeg TO PLPALOV &mOdOLE TG LTMPETT €KadLoey:
Kol TovTwy ol 0pOuApol €v Th ouvaywyf oy dtevifovteg adTd.

Regarding avolyw compare also: Rev 5:1-5

Both words mean essentially the same ("open"), but aromTUO0W is used
especially for "unrolling scrolls". It is possible that it is a harmonization to
immediate context, verse 20 (so Weiss). TTU00W means "close (a book)".
GVOTTUO0W is a rare word. It appears only here in the NT and only 6 times in
the LXX. &voLYw on the other hand is a very common word, appearing 260 times
in the Bible (77 times in the NT).

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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~ ’ '? ’
NA* Luke 4:18 TVeDue KUPLOU €T €UE 0L €LVEKEV €YPLOEY e
ey yeALonoBol TTwYO0LC, ATEOTUAKEY e,
’ b 4 b4 \ ~ J 4 b ~
KNpLEol olypoiwTtolg odpeoly kol TupAolg oavePrelily, omooTELAKL
TeOpavopévoug v adéoet,

BYZ Luke 4:18 IIvedua kuplov €m €ué o0 €lvekey €ypLocy e
ey yeALoaoBol TTwy0LE GTECTUAKEY e
LeoooBaL ToLC ouvTeTpLupévoug THY Kapdiay,

4 b 4 b \ ~ b 4 b ~
KNPLEoL  olMeAWTOLS opeoly Kol TuPAOLg avoPAedLy omooTelAnL
TeOpavopévoug v adéocl

Byz A, A, 0,V 0102, f1,1241, Maj, f, vg™s, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™s, Ir-
.. T Kopdly pc??

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

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel. Quote from:
LXX lsaiah 61:1 Tveduo Kuplov €m éué oD €lvekery €xpLocy e
ey yeALonoBol TTwy0LC GTEGTUAKEY e
La00oBol TOUC GUVTETPLUUEVOVC TH KopoLlo
Y kopdioy B, LF, €P
KTPVEXL 0lMOADTOLS dpeoLy Kal TupAole dvaBrefiy

Compare also:
LXX Psalm 146:3 0 LWUEVOC TOUC OULVTETPLUUEVOVS TNV KopSLoy

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 4:26 kol TPOC oLOeploy adTdV eméuddn "HAlag el un elg
Yopento thHe Ldwvriag TPOC Yuvaike YNpov.

X0pay cj. (Julius Wellhausen, 1844-1918)

B: no umlaut

Context:

NA?" Luke 4:25 €m’ GAnOclog &€ A€yw LWLy, ToAdwl yfipol Mooy €V Talg
nuépate "HAlov év t¢) TopanA, 0te €ékAelodn O odpavOg €mi €tn Tplo
Kol PAveg €€, ©¢ €YEVETo ALUOC UEYNC €Tl maoay tnv YAy, 26 Kol
TPOC  oLdeploy otV  €meuddn "HAlag el un elc Xopemto TAC
Ydwrilag TPO¢ Yuvalke YMPev. 27 Kl TOAAOL AeTpol Moy €V T
TopanA €ml "Eiloaiov tod mpodntov, kel oddelc adTtdvy ékoboplodn
el un Noatpor 6 Xipoc.

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

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

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

except Naaman the Syrian."

YNPQV in verse 26 is superfluous, because the widows have already been
mentioned in verse 25 and are referred back to in verse 26 with the words Tprq
00SeU Loy adTAY ("to none of them").

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

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

NAZ Luke 4:38 "Avaotoc &€ a0 ThHC ouvaywyhc €LofAber elc tnv
olkioww Lipwrog T . mevBepa 6¢ T0D LiLwro¢ NV GUVEYOUEVN TUPETD
HEYIAW KoL NPWINOOY aDTOV Tepl DTHC.

T kol *Avdpéov D, it(b, ¢, d, e, ff?, 1, r!), vg™*

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

Parallel:
NA% Mark 1:29 Kol €00U¢ €k thic ovvaywyfic €EeAdovtec NAbov €ig tnv
olkloy Zipwrog kol "Avdpéov pete Takwpou kel Twovvou.

Probably a harmonization to Mk 1:29.

It is also possible that the words have been added to get a plural subject for
the following kol HPWTNOOY ®OTOV.

There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA? Luke 4:41 €&npyeto 8¢ kol Solpovie &md TOAADY kpl[evylalovto
Kol A€yovto OTL oL €l 0 viog ToD Beod. kol EMLTLUAY 0VK
cloe adTa AeA€ly, OTL fieLoay TOV YPLOTOV DTOV €lvil.

BYZ Luke 4:41 EENPYETO 8¢ Kol SoLUOVLX GTO TOAADY Kpalovto,
kol A€yovta 0TL XU €l 0 XpLotoc 0 viog Tod Beod kol €mLTLUAY 0K
€loe adtoe AoAely OtL fdeLoar tov XpLotov alToV €lvul

Byz A, QA 0,VY,0102, f1, f13, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth

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

kpalovTa B,C,K,L,N, O, E, ¥, 1,33, 565,579, 892, 1241, 1424, pm
kpavyalovte A,D,Q,W,T, A, f13, 700, pm, Or

No parallel.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 16:16 aTokpLOelc 6¢ Lipwy Ilétpoc elmev:
ol €l 0 ¥pLotOc 0 vLoc tod Beod Tod (DvToc.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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16.Difficult variant
NAZ" Luke 4:44 Kol fjv knploowy ei¢ ta¢ ovvaywyng the Tovdalog.

BYZ Luke 4:44 kol Y KNPLOOWY €V tal¢ ouvaywynls the Naitietloc.
T&T #5
Byz A,D, A 0,V 13, 33,1071, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H™, bo®", goth, Trg

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

thc Tovdoieg kel TodtAoioc 447,740
the Tadtdotog kol thc Tovdalog — 744° (744* = Byz)

oV Tovdelwy W, 713, 1282°, 2147
aOTOV 517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc° (= 505, 702, 976, 1048, 2522)

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA% Luke 4:14 Kol vméotpefer 0 ‘Inoodc €v T duvvapel tod Treduatog
cic v Dodtdoloy. kol dniun EERABcy kad’ 0Ang Thc TepLywpov Tepl
o 0TOD.

Parallels:
NA? Mark 1:39 Kol HABer knploowy €l To¢ ouvaywyns alT®dV €Lg
oAy v Faitdoloy kol T6 SoLpovie ekBailwv.

"Judaeae"  Lat™ (s. Zahn)

NA?" Matthew 4:23 Kol TepLijyer év 0An 0 Ladtdole SL60okwy €V Talg
OLVYWYRLC GUTOV Kol KNPLoowy TO eboyyerLor Thc PBaoLielog

Note previous verse:

NA% Luke 4:43 0 8¢ €lmev mpo¢ adToLE OTL Kol TOLC €TEPULE TOAEOLY
cvoyyerlonoBol pe 6€l tny Pootielary tod 0OeoD, OtL €ml TodTO
QTEOTUANV.




Note next verse:
NA% Luke 5:1 ... 0TOC NV €0TWC Tape TNV Aluvny Levvnoopét

Note also:
NAZ Mark 1:28 kol €EfABev 1M axkomn adToD €0OLE TovTayoD €l OANY TNV
Teplywpov thc TaAidaloc.

o1*: Tovdatog  (28: Topdavov)

NA% Luke 1:26 'Ev 6¢ T@ unvl T¢) €KTw ameoton 0 dyyeiog [ofpini
&m0 toD Beod elc mOALY Thc [aitdatog ) dvope Noaloped
o1*: Tovdatog  (pe: “Toda)

NA? Luke 23:55 KotakolovOnowool 6¢ ol yuvalkeg, olTiLveC TOOV
ouveAnAvduiol ék th¢ Nodtdalog adTd,
179: Toudénc (IGNTP)

NA? Luke 1:5 ’Eyéveto év toilc mueépetc ‘Hpodov PaolAéwe Thg
"TovdaLog

NA% Luke 7:17 kol €EfAOer O Adyoc oltoc év OAn th ’'Tovdalq mepl
a0TOD Kol Taon Th TEPLYWPW.

NA? Luke 23:5 oL &¢ €mloyvov A€yovtec OTL GVOOELEL TOV AoV
SLoaokwy kod’ 0Anc the Touvdaioc, kol apfapevoc amd the Ladldoioc

V4

€we WOE.

NA% Mark 1.5 kol €Eemopeveto mpog adtov maow 1) "Tovdalo ywpo

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 5:2 kol €ibev 800 mAOLe €0TATH Tope THY Alpvmy: ol 6¢
QALELC G a0TOV amofovtec EMALVOY TO SLKTUX.

800 TAola P75, 01¢, C%, D, A, O, f1, f13, 157, 565, 700, Maj,
Lat, Bois, Trg

TAOLO 01*

mAolo S0 B, W, 579, 892, pc, e, WH, Bal

d0o mAoldpie A, C*, L, Q% P, 1*, 33, 1071, 1241, 1424, al,
a, f, NA*®>, WH", Gre

TAoLpLe 600 Weiss (no MS support)

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 6:23 Ao HAOcr mAoL[apL]e ék TiBepradog €yyug tod TOTOU
0Tov €daryov TOV GPTOV €DYPLOTNOKVTOC TOD KLPLOU.

TAOLK P75, (01), B, W, ¥, 157, pc, Lat
TAOLLP LK A, (D), L, O, f1,f13, 33,579, 1071, 1424, Maj

NAZ John 6:24 évéPfnoov aldtol €ic To  TAolapLe kol MABov elg
Kagopraobp {nrodvteg tov ‘Incodv.

TAOLO (01), A, ©, f1, 28, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maqj

TAolopLe  P75,01% B, L, N, W, ¥, 33,579, 892, 1071, al

NA%" Luke 5:3 €ufac 8¢ €lc €v TV TAolwy,
27 \ 4 ~ 4 b ~ 4 4
NA®" Luke 5:7 KOl KOTEVELOXY TOLG LETOYOLE €V TG €TEPR TAOLW

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

Blass notes that diminutives are not accepted in "good Greek", so it is possible
that scribes changed TAOLXP LW into TAOTL.

Difficult.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 23) notes that it is possible that scribes found the little
boats too small for TOV OxAov of verse 1. Placing 800 in front of TAoLdpLa
should emphasize it. He also suggests a possible conformation to Lk 5:3 and 5:7.



Th. Zahn (Comm. Lk.) thinks that the word order variation of &U0 makes it
suspect.
Rating: - (indecisive)

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

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

NA? Luke 5:5 kol GmokpLOelc Lipwy €lmev: émLotate, 6L° OANG VUKTOC
KOTLOLOOVTEG ODOCY EAaPoUer” €L &€ TG PNUATL 00V YUAXOW T
SLKTLLL.

dLdooKaAe D, a, d (magister)

B: no umlauts

NAZ" Luke 8:24 TpooeABovteg &€ SLnyeLpor alTOV AEYOVTEC: EMLOTOTO
ETLOTATH, GTOALVUEO. O 6€ SLeyepOele EMETIUNOEY TR GVEUL® KoL TG
kAUBWYL ToD V6nTOC Kol €MdonVTo Kol €YEVETO YaAnv).

KUpLE, KOpLE D, d, Sy-C
dLdcokaAe g, c, e, r! (magister)

NA?" Luke 8:45 kol €lmev 0 Inood¢’ Tlg O aopevoc Hov; GpYOoUUEVwY
8¢ moavtwy elmer 0 IIétpog: EMOTATH, Ol OXAOL GUVEYOUOLY O€ Kul
amoBALBovaLy.

dLéaoKaAE 157, a, d, r! (magister)

NA?" Luke 9:33 KoL €y€veto €V T SLaywplleacbul adtovg am’ adTod
cimer 0 IIétpog mpog tov Inoody: EmMLOTOTE, KEAOY €0TLY MUAC WoE
elval, Kol TOLNOWUEY OKNVOG TPELS, ioy ool kol ploy Mwioel kol
wioey "HAlg, un eldwe 0 Aéyel.

dLéooKoAE P45, X, 157, pc, a, b, d, r' (magister)

NAZ" Luke 9:49 ’AmokpLOelc 8¢ Twavvng elmev: EmLOTaTe, €LO0UEV TLVa
€V TG OVOUNTL 00U EKBaAlovto SoLpOVLe Kol EKwADOUEY odTOV, OTL
00K GKOAOVOEL Ued’ MUKV,

dLo0okaAe P45, C*, L, E, 157, 892,1342, pc, e, a, d, r!, Sy-H™, bo
omit: Sy-C

NAZ Luke 17:13 kol altol npay ¢wuvny Aéyovtec: ‘Incod émiotorto,
EAENOOV TUAC.
omit: 472



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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 5:17 kol SUVOLLE KupLlou v €l¢ T0 LaoBul odTov.

BYZ Luke 5:17 kol SOVOLLE KUPLOL AV €i¢ TO &Pl ahTovC.
T&T #6

Byz A,C,D A, 0,Y, 1,13, 33,892, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth, Trg

txt 01,B,L, W, E, 579, 2542, pc®, Sy-S, sa, Trg™
pc = 313, 371, 434,752, 1016, 1264, 1821, 1822

{ ms
TOVTOG K, bo
3 / /
aUTOUC TavTee  Sy-Pal?
UBS and IGNTP have Sy-Pal for the K reading, the conflated extra reading is
only in Metzger's commentary. A.S. Lewis says "all have Tavtag for a0TOV."

omit kal SUvople ... adtdy 1241
B: no umlaut

€l¢ T0 LaobuL hTOVY AcI  “for his healing"
elc 10 LaofaL odTovg "to heal them"

Compare:

NA?” Luke 4:40 Abvovtoc 8¢ ToD NALOL dToVTEC OOOL €LYOV GoBevodVTaGg
VOOOLE TOLKLAGLE TYeryov ahTOUG TPOC GUTOV® O 6€ €Vl €KOOTW 0TV
TG YElpog €mLTLOELS €0epaever adToUC.

Robertson: "neat Greek, but awkward English". Possibly the AcI has not been
understood. €OTOV is the subject of TO L&06wL, not the object.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 5:25 Kol Topoypfiie Graotig évwmior alt®dv, opec €’ O
KOTEKELTO, ATHAOeY elg TOv olkov adtod 6ofalwvy tov Bedv.

NAZ" Luke 5:26 Kol €KOTOOLC €AoBev omavtac kol €56falov TOV Oedv
Kol €TANoBNoar ¢poPou Aéyovteg OTL €ldopey TMapadotn onuepov.

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

\ b4 ({4
KoL €KOTOOLC eAafeEV QTaVTog a

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

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 9:8 180vTec 8¢ ol OyAoL ébofnOnooy kol €60fncoy TOV
Beor TOV SOVt EEouolay TOLXDTNY TOLC GVOPWTOLC.

27 ) \ b ’ e \ ’e\ v \ 4 bl A)\‘e
NAZ Mark 2:12 kol fyépOn kel €0BLC dpac TOV kpoPuttor EERABey
€uTpoafer mavtwy, Wote €Elotaobul mavtec kel dofaleLy Tov Bedv
AEYOVTRG OTL OUTWC ODOETOTE €LdOUEV.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA% Luke 5:33 Ol 8¢ elmay mpog adToV: ol padnrel Twarvou
VNOTEDOLOLY  TUKVG, Kol denjoele  moloDrtal  opolwe kol ol TV
dopLoaiwy, ol 6¢ ool €00lovoLy Kol TLVOLOLY.

BYZ Luke 5:33 OL 6¢ eimov mpoc adtov 6ud Tl ol podntal ‘Twdvvou
YNoTelOLoLY  TUKVK Kol  O€noelg moLodvtal Opolwe Kol oL TV
dopLoalwy ol 8¢ ool €0OLOVOLY Kol TLYOUOLY

Byz 01* A,C,D,R,A, 0,¥,fl,f13, 579, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo"", goth, [Trq]
txt P4(200 CE), 01¢,B,L, W, E, 33, 157, 892, 1241, pc, sa, bo"'

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

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 9:14 Tote mpooépyovtol adT® ol padntal Twovvou
Aéyovtee OLo TL Muelc kol ol Paproniol vmotelopey [ToAin], ol 6¢
LoONTel 6ov 00 YNATEVOLOLY;

NAZ Mark 2:18 Kol nMoov ol pedntal ‘Iwavvov kel ol doproaiot
VNOTEVOVTEG. Kol €PYOVTeL Kol A€yovoLy alT®: 6L Tl ol podntol
Twovvou kel ol pedntal todr daplLoaiwy vnotedouoLy, ol ¢ ool
LoONTel 00 YNOTELOLOLY;

Very probably a harmonization to M+, Mk (so Weiss). There is no reason for an
omission.

The omission makes a statement out of a question. Jesus answers in verse 34
although it merely says: 0 8¢ ‘Incolg elmer TpO¢ adTOUS" So, oh the one
hand it is possible that the 610 TL has been added to create a question. On the
other hand it is possible that the absence of &ﬂOKp LOelc in verse 34 led to the
excision of 6L&. TL in verse 33 (so Hoskier).

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

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

NA% Luke 5:36 "Elecyev 8¢ kol ToapafBoAny mpo¢ obToOLg OTL 008ELE
emiPANUe amo Lpetiov ketvod oyloeg émiPaiiel éml LLOTLOV TOAXLOV:
€l 8¢ un ye, kol TO KelvOv oyloel kol TG ToAuld o0 CUUPWYNOEL TO
emiPAnue T0 &m0 ToD KkoLvoD.

BYZ Luke 5:36 "EAeyer 8¢ kol mopafoAny mpoc avtolg 0Tl O0delg
emLPANUL lpatiov koLvod EMLPAALEL €TL LUKTLOV ToAoLOV:
el 8¢ pnye, kol TO KkoLvov oyller kol TG TeALE) 00 CUHPWVYEL TO
amo ToL KoLvoDd

Not in NA, and only Byz in SQE!

(3 4

LLaTLOL Kotvod A,C,R A, ¥, 565,1071, 1424, Maj, Lat, goth
&mo iuatiov kolvod X, 13, 700, Sy-H

inatiov kawvod oyloog ¥, 157¢, 579
ymooyiloac ipatlov kolvod 0, Sy-P

e ’

amo luotiov kewvod oyloac — P4(200 CE), 01, B,D,L, W, ©, Z, f1, 22, 33,
157*, 892, 1241, pc, d, Co

P4: Acc. to Comfort P4* reads: &m0 Luatiov TaAoloDd oy Llooc which has been
corrected then into txt. This is not noted in NA and IGNTP. Comfort is probably

correct.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Sy-S and Sy-C have lacunae.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 9:16 00delc 6¢ €mLPaAieL EMLBANUE PaKOLC Gyvadoy €Tl
LLoTl oAl alpel yop 0 TANpwue «dtod &mo Tod Luatiov Kol
Ye€lpov oylope ylvetaLl.

NA? Mark 2:21 O08¢€lg ETLBANUE POKOUC GYVadou ETLPATTEL €TL LULETLOY
Todalov: €l 66 pn, oipel to mANpwue &m adTod TO KoLVOV TOD
TodoLtoD Kol YeLpov oy LOWo YLVETAL.



http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

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

Both parallel accounts have the genitive without the preposition, but both use
different words here and also the sense is slightly different. It seems that
oxllw, "tear", is required in the first place, because kal TO koLvov oyilel =
"also the new will be torn" takes up the word again. Possibly it has been added
for this reason?

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA% Luke 5:36 "Elecyev 8¢ kol ToapafBoAny mpo¢ obToOLg OTL 008ELE
ETLPANUK &m0 Lpatiov kolvoDd oylong EMLPAAAEL €TL LUATLOV TAXLOV®
€l 8¢ pn ye, Kal TO KaLVOV oyloeL

Kol T6) oAl o0 CUhpwrnoeL TO ETLBANUE TO 4O toD KoLvoD.

BYZ Luke 5:36 "EAeyer 8¢ kol mopafoAny mpoc avtolg 0Tl O0delg
b 14 [3 ’ ~ b 4 b \ € 4 /4 b \ 14
ETLRANUE LUXTLOV KoLvoD €mLPOAAEL €TL LUOTLOY TRAXLOV® €L O€ UMYE,
Kol TO Kolvov oyllel

Kol TG TeAxLE) o0 ouupwreL T0 QMO TOD KoLvoD

Byz A, KIIR,A ¥, 565, Maj, goth

txt P4(200CE),01,B,C,D,L, W, X,VY,0,A,0211,0233, f1, f13, 33, 157,
579,700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, 2542, al, Latt, Sy, Co
70 &m0 ToD KoLvod EMIPANUO D

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

TWITIAAAID OY [CY M
WDONHCE] T O [ETURIAH

MA T7O0 AT1IO T'OY K[AIN]OY

Lacuna: E, Sy-S and Sy-C

B: no umlaut

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 58
NA?" Luke 5:38 GAAG, 0lvov Véov €i¢ Gokoug kalvolLg BAnTEOV.

BYZ Luke 5:38 GAAX OLVOV VEOV €l¢ GOKOUG KoLvoLg BAnTéov
kol aupdtepoL ouvtnpodvToL.

T&T #7

Byz A,C,D,R,A, 0,Y,f13, Mqj, Latt, Sy, bo™*, goth, [Trg]
BaArlovoLy kol auddtepoL TnpodvToL D, it, Sy-P, Marcion®

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

Lacuna: E, Sy-S and Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 9:17 &AL PailovoLy olvov véov €l¢ dokoLg KeLvolg, Kol
oudOTEPOL GUVTNPODVTOL.

NA?" Mark 2:22 &ALl OLVOV VEOV €L BOKOUC KoLVOUC.
BYZ Mark 2:22 GAAX OLvoV VéOV €l¢ GOKOUG Kalvolg PAntéov.
omit: 01*, B, pc?
pc = 1041, 1282, 2528*
01 corrected by 01¢

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

correct.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 59

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 5:39 [kail] 000€eic MLV TodoLOV BEAEL Véov:
A€yeL yap: O TaAoLOC YPNOTOC ECTLV.

Western non-interpolation

omit verse: D, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff%, 1, r), Marcion, Ir, Eus

WH have the verse in brackets.

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

omit kai: P4, P75"9, 01¢, B, 579, 700, 892, 1241 (see "Minor variants WH").

Lacuna: E, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

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

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

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

The saying also appears in the Gospel of Thomas.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 60
NA? Luke 5:39 [kol] 008l TLOV TeAxLOV OEAEL VéoV: A€YeL Yap:®
0 TAoLOG YPNOTOC E0TLV.

BYZ Luke 5:39 kol 008€LC MLV TaAxLOY €0BEwe OEAeL Véov: A€yel yap
‘0 meAoLog ypnotdTepdc €otLy

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

Byz A,C,R A, 0,Y, 1,13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, goth, Trg™
txt  P4(200 CE), 75", 01, B, L, W, 157, 1241, 1342, pc, Sy-P, Co

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

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

Sy-S and Sy-C have lacunae.

From P75 only the last S of xpnoT0¢ is visible, but space calculations make it
improbable that it read xpNoTOTEPOC.

Lacuna: =

B: no umlaut

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 61

20.Difficult variant

NAZ Luke 6:1 Eyéveto 6¢ év oofBfoty SLamopeeaBol
a0TOV OLi OTOoPLUWY,

BYZ Luke 6:1 'Eyéveto &¢ év ocofBatw Sevtepompwty SLamopedecdol
a0TOV OLK TOV OTOPLULWY

T&T #8

Byz A,C,D,R,A, 0,%,f13, Maj, Lat(a, aur, d, f, ff2, vg), Sy-H, goth, Gre
Lat = sabbato secundoprimo

txt P4(200 CE), P75Vid, 01,B,L, W, fl,69,788(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 579, 1241,
2542, pc®, it(b, c, e, |, q, rl), Sy-P, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co
pc = 588, 697, 791, 1005, 1210, 1365, 2372, 2670

oafBoty) Tpwi e
"sabbato mane"
="in the morning"

cofBatw Sevtépw TPWL cj. Francois Bovon, 1989 (Lk Com.)

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

Compare:
NA% Luke 4:31 Kol katiAber eic Kagoproovuw moily thc Fadlioloc.
kol Y SLdaokwy adToug €V Tol oofpfooLy:

NA?" Luke 6:6 'Eyéveto 6¢ €v €tépw oofBBotw

Compare LXX:

LXX Psalm 23:1 YoeApnoc t@ Aauld thg pLac oopfatwr tod kuplou
LXX Psalm 47:1 JaApog wdfic tolg vioic Kope devtépa oapfotou
LXX Psalm 93:1 JaApnog T6 Aauld tetpadl oofpatwy

External against internal evidence.



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

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

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

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

NA?" Luke 6:1 Kotl joOLOV TOUC 0TOYLEC PWYOVTEC THLS YXEPOLV.

BYZ Luke 6:1 TOUC 0TOYLG KoL HoBLov Jwyovtec Talc XepoLy

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

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

Eustratius (in his life of Eutychius) refers to the 8€LTEPOTPWTT KUPLEKN as
the first Sunday after Easter. The word d€UTEPETYATOC is also known (see Th.
Zahn, Comm. Lk.).

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

It might additionally be noted that SevT€POTPWTW is visually and acoustically
similar to the following word SLamopeleabot.



Compare:

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

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA?" Luke 6:2 TL ToLelte O oVUk €EeatLy TolC oaBBaoLy;

BYZ Luke 6:2 TL TOLELTE O OVK €E€0TLY TOLELY év Tolc ooBBaoLy

ToLELY év Toi¢ oappuoLy A C KIIL 0, Y, f13, 33, Mqj,
q. Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®', goth

TOLELY €V oaffooLy A, A*
TOLELY €V oafPote ¥, £13° (::M1)

ToLElY  TOlC goPBaoLy 01, (D), U, W, f1, 124, pc
t0lc odPBaoLy  TOLELY L

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

” ’ ~ ¢ ’ -~ ’ S 5 ” .
D: 1de TL moLoboLY ol pobntol oov tolg ooPPucLy O OUK €EEOTLY;

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

Parallels:
NA? Matthew 12:2 oL 6¢ Daplociol L8OVTec elmar wdT®® 16OV Ol
HoONTel cov ToLODOLY O 0K €E€0TLY TOLELY €V oofButw.

ToLeELY év toic aaPPooiLy 157, 1071

NA?" Mark 2:24 18¢ tL moLoDoLy tolc oofBBacLy O oVk €EecTLy;

Compare:

NAZ" Luke 4:31 kol v SL8aokwy ahTovg €V tolg oaPfooLy:
NA?" Luke 13:10

"Hy 8¢ L800KWY €V ULl TRV oLVRYWYRDV €V tolc oafBaoLy.

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

The Byzantine reading could be a harmonization to Mt. There is no reason for an
omission. The support for txt is slim. In 4:31 and 13:10 Lk uses €V 7Ol
oofPaoLy. Stylistic reasons?

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 63

22. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 6:3 Kol amokpLBelg Tpog adtoug €lmer 0 ‘Inoodg: ovde TolTo
GUéEyvwte 0 €molnocy Aauld 0Te émelvaoery odTo¢ kol ol pet’ adtoD
[bvrec],

NAZ Luke 6:4 [w¢] elofiA@er eic tov olkov ToD Oeod

omit: P4(200 CE), B, D, Bal
wg  01*, W, 579, [Trq]
TOC 019, L, X, O, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 33, 157, 700, 1241, pc, L890

ovtee W¢ A, C K II, A, 579, 892, Maj, goth, [Trg™], Tis

dvtec T R, f13, 1071, 517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc
TaVTEC TOC 124, 174 (=f13), L211
ovTeC Bois

Lacuna: E, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA% Matthew 12:3 0 8¢ elmer a0TOlC" 00K QVEYVWTE TL €molnoer Awvld
0Te €melvaoer Kol oL pet’ adToD,
NAZ Matthew 12:4 TQ¢ €lofABer €lc TOV olkov toD BeoDd
W: (ﬁ)(;

NA% Mark 2:25 kol A€yel aDTOLS' OUSETOTE GUEYVWTE TL €moinoer Aavld
0Te ypelay €oyev kul émelvaoey adToC Kol ol pet’ adtod
NAZ Mark 2:26 TQ¢ €lofiABer el TOV olkov tod Beod

omit TOg: B, D
add 6V‘EE§: D
add oar: A

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

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

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 64

NA%" Luke 6:4 [w¢] €lofjABer €ic TOV olkov Tob Beod kol TOUC PTOUG
Thc mpobéocwe AaPwr épayer kol €dwkey  tol¢ pet’ ahTod, oG OUK
€EcoTLy puyely el um povoug Toug Lepeig;

BYZ Luke 6:4 w¢ €LofABev el¢ TOV olkov tod Beod kol TOLC GPTOUC TG
TpoBésewe Erafer kal Epoyer kol EdwKey kol TOlC et ahToD 0U¢ ODK

b4 ~ b \ 14 \ e ~
€EeOTLY PYELY €L U1 LOVOUG TOUG LEPELG

Byz 01,A,D,R A, 0,f13, 33,157,579, Maj, Sy-H, bo
txt  P4“9(200 CE), B,L, W, ¥, f1, 372, 1352, 1604, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, sa, goth

omit: kal €dwker Tolc pet’ adtod 700

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

Parallel:
NA%" Mark 2:26 Kol €6wKeV KoL TOL oLV o0TH OVOLY;
omit: D, Lat

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

a harmonization to Mk (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 65

Minority reading: Lk 6:5 D

NAZ Luke 6:4 [w¢] €lofjAbev eic tov olkov toD Ocod kol TOLC APTOUC
Thc mpoBéoecwe Aofwr €dayer kol €dwkey Tolg pet’ ahToD, olg o0k
€EcoTLy poyely el um povoug toug Lepelg; T

The so called "Cambridge pericope™:

T 1 adti) Nuépa Beaoouevdc Tve épyalduevor T¢ oafpatw elmey
o0TGH"

avlpwne €l pev olduc Tl TOLElc pakdpLoc €l. el &€ pn oldeg
EMLKOTAPOTOC Kol TapoBatne €l tod vopov.

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

NAZ Luke 6:5 Kol €Aeyer a0TOlC:

KUPLOG €otLy Tod oofPatov 6 vLog ToD AvOpwTOUL.

BYZ Luke 6:5 K&l €Aeyer aDTOLG OTL
KUPLOG €0TLY O LLOG TOD avbpwTou kol toD cofpetou

Byz A,D,L,R A, 0,V fl,fl13,33, Maj,
Latt, Sy-H, sa, bo®", goth, Marciont, WH™, Gre, Trg

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

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

P4 is not noted in NA. In IGNTP it is not noted as defective and also not in the
apparatus (except that it omits OTL). So one must assume that it reads Byz. But

this is certainly not correct. P. Comfort has P4 for txt, but the ed. princeps (J.
Merell RB 47,1938, 5-22) reads (letters in red doubtful):

[TOYIC IEFEIC: KAl EAE
[FEIN AY T OIC KC ECTIN
[KAI TOY CABBATOY O]
[YIOC] TOY ANOPWITOY
ErENETO A€E EN T W ETE
W CABBAT W EICEAOEIN

This also Skeat (NTS 1997) notes, without presenting the fext: "kol TOD
ooffatou: the Kl is required by the space". From the above reconstruction
this seems reasonable, but it would create a singular reading (note that this is
the reading of the TR in Mtl).

Unfortunately the image I have is too bad to make out any letter.



Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 12:8
KUPLOG yap €otiy tod oafBatov 0 viog tod drfpwmou.
0 Ulog Tob avfpwmov kel tod cofBatov
f1, 33,157,788, 1424, pc, vg (not in NA and not in SQE)
kool ToD oeffotov O VLOC ToD GrOpPWTOU
124, 372, 565, dl, f, vg™, Sy-Pal, TR (1)

NAZ" Mark 2:28 ()oTe
14 14 b [S [ ~ 9 ’ \ ~ 14
KUPLOG €0TLY 0 LLOG TOD avBpwmov kel tob ooffotov.

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

The OTL is not in the Matthean parallel (but there is a y&p, and in verse 12:6
there is a OTL). There is no reason to omit the OTL in Lk. It was possibly added
to separate kKUPLOC from the preceding, because one could interpret the words
as Kol €Aeyer adTolc 0 KUPLOG ...

Note also that some witnesses at Mt 12:8 have the reading with KoL, either as a
harmonization to Byz-Lk or to Mk. Interestingly some witnesses in Mt insert the
Kol between €0TLY and 100 oafPatov, without parallel. This is possibly the
reading of P4 in Lk.

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

NA? Luke 6:10 kol mepLpAeaperoc movtag olToLg ' elmery adTe:
€KTELVOV TNV XELPA 00L. O 8¢ €TOLNOEV Kol GTeKaTeoTadn 1) YELP
®0TOD.

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

T uet’ opyfic fl13, 157, 2542

No MS of f13 omits thisl!

f, vg read txt.

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

Parallel:

NA% Mark 3:5 kol mepLBieaperoc adtolg Wet’ 0pyfg, OLAAUTOVUEVOC
el Th Twpwoel TS kapdlag adTOY A€yeL TG AVOPWTW* EKTELVOV TNV
YELpo. Kol €EETeLver kol amekateotadn 1 xelp adtoD.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 68
27 \ 4 4 b \ > 5 ~
NA“" Luke 6:10 kotl TepLPA€oplevog TEVTOG (UTOVG ELTEV oUTR”
€KTELVOV TNV XELpA 00L. 0 8¢ €TOLNoEV Kol GTeKaTeoTadn 1) YELp
) ~
®0TOD.

BYZ Luke 6:10 kol TrepLPAeiaperoc Tavtog adTolg €lmer adTe
"EKTeLvor Y Y€lpo. 0ov 0 O¢ €ToLNoEY Kol GToKaTeoTodn 1) YeLp
o0TOD DYLNC WC 1) &AAN.

Byz A,D,QW,0,Y,fl,fl13,157, 565, 892, 1071, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal

e ¥

DYLNE We M @AAN  E, M, S,Y,T, A, Q, f13, 28, 700, 1071, 1241, 1424, Maj, ¢

e e

We N AAN Uy 892

e

WC N GAAN A KILQ,U, X A 0,¥,047,0211, 174, 788(=f13), 157,
565, 2542, al,
b, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, goth, [Trg]

4

¢ Kol 1) &AAN D, f1, pe, f, rt

\

LY W, 579
txt  P4(200 CE), P75"¢, 01, B, L, 33, pc, Lat(a, aur, e, ff2, I, vg), Co

Lacuna: C, E, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: umlaut! (1314 B 36 L) 10 .. c0tod. 11 adtol O¢ émAnodnoov

Parallels:
NA% Matthew 12:13 TOTE A€yeL TG AVOPWT®® EKTELVOVY OOV TNV YELPW.
Kol €E€TeLver kol Gmekateotadn LYLNC WS N GAAN.
WC 1N OAAN. it, Sy
UYLNG 01, C¢, 892*




NA% Mark 3:5 €KTELVOV TNV YELPK. KoL EEETELVEY KoL GTEKNTEOTHON 1
xeLp adToD.

BYZ Mark 3:5”EkTeLvov Thy x€lpe 00v. Kol €EETELVEY Kol GTOKTEOTHON
N xelp adToDd LYLNE WC 1 GAAN.

Byz C¢, L, @M, £13,157, 892, Maj, a, b, ¢, Sy-S

omit f)yLn\ C 346,qa,b, c, Sy-S

txt 01,A,B,C* K P, W, A, 0% A, Il f1, 33, 565, 579, pc,
Lat(aur, e, f, 1, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

€0B€we D, it(d, ff2,i, r')

Clearly a harmonization to Mt. The variation is interesting.

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

NA% Luke 6:17 Kol kotefog pet’ adt@dr €otn €ml tomou medLrod, Kol
dyAoc mOALE podnTdr odTod, kol TARBoC mOAL Tod AwoD &TMO ToOTC
thc Tovdalog kol Tepovoany kol Th¢ mepaiiov TOpov kol Xiddvoc,

BYZ Luke 6:17 Kol kotefoc pet adt@dr €otn €mi TOmou medLrod Kol
dyAoc nednTdr adtod kel TARBo¢ ToAL ToD AwoDd 4mO TooMC
thc Tovdatlog kol ‘Tepovoadnu kol TA¢ mapaiiov TUpov kel Zié@dvog

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A,D,Q A, 0,Y¥,f13, 33,1342, Maj, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-H, bo, goth, Trg
oyAoc TV podnt®dy ¥ (Swanson)
0 OyAoc TV pebntdy P (IGNTP)

txt P75,01,8B,L, W, 1,579, 892, 1241, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa
dyroc mOAVC TOV pabnTtdy 579

LeETo TOV pabntdy 157 (without kol)

omit: kKol OYAOC pabnTdY 983

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA% Mark 3:7 Kol 0 'Inood¢ peto TV podntdv adtod Grexwpnocy mpog
My OBodaooor, kol TOAL TARBoc amod Th¢ [NaAidalec [HkoAovdnoev],
kol 6o Th¢ Tovdulog

NA? Matthew 4:25 kol MNKoAOVONOLY DTG OYAOL TOAAOL GTO TfiC
Codtdoloe kel Ackamorewe kol ‘Tepooodlpwy kol ‘Tovdoleg kol
mepav tod Topdavov.

Compare:

NA%" Luke 5:29 Kol émoinoev doynv peyainy Acuvi¢ adt® €év T okl
®0TOD, Kol MV OYAOC TOAVC TEAWVRV Kol GAAWY OL ROoV UET’ adTOV
KOTOKELEVOL.




NA? Luke 7:11 Kal €yéveto év t¢) €Efic émopeldn €lc TOALY KoAovuévny
Neaiv kol ouvemopeborto alTe ol podntal adtod kel 0xAo¢ ToAUC.

The term OyA0¢ (TOADG) WaONTQOV = crowd of disciples, appears nowhere else.
But in Lk 5:29 appears OYA0G TOAUG TEAWVQV.
It is possible that TOAUG has been added as an enhancement or from 5:29. The

support is not very good.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 132) thinks that TOAUC has been omitted, because it

seemed too much for the group of disciples.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA%" Luke 6:17 Kol kotofog pet’ adt®dr €0tn €ml tomou medLvod, Kol
OxA0C TOAVC LodNTOY a0tod, kol TARBoC mOAL Tod AwoDd &mO maong
thc Tovdatog kol Tepovoodny T kol Thg Tapailov TOpov kol

21001v0c¢,

T kol IIipalog  O1* (corrected by 01°%)
T kol Ilepoioc  L150*, L299

T kol thAc Ilepéac W, ff2

=

et trans fretum it (a, b, ¢, ff%, 1, q, rl), vg™s
fretum = "sea, strait, channel"

Lacuna: C, &
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%? Mark 3:7-8 Kal 6 'Inoodc pete TOV podntdr odtod aveyxwpnoecy
mpog v OBdacowy, kol  mOAL  TARBoc  amo  thc  [eAtAalog
[AkorovOnoer], kel amo thc Tovdaleg 8 kol &md ‘IepocoAlpwy kol
amo the Idouvplec kol Tépov tod ‘Topdavov kel mepl TUpov kol
Y6dve mARB0¢ TOAL dkovovtec 00w €molel MABov TPOC adTOV.

Lat = et trans Iordanen

NA%? Matthew 4:25 kol TKoAOUOMOOV odTE OxAoL ToAAOL GTO THC
Coadtdolog kel Aekomorewe kol  ‘Tepooodlpwy kel ‘Touvdolog kol
mépay toD Topdovov. Lat = et de trans Tordanen

This is the area east of the Jordan. A natural addition, possibly inspired from
the parallels, where Tépav toD ’‘lopdavou appears, which represents
approximately the same area.

WH: "e has et _de transmarinis, omitting the following kel THic mapailov,
rendered et maritima by most Latins. The Latin reading probably represents kol
[Tepatlog, which must thus be regarded as Western."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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25. Difficult variant
NA? Luke 6:25 0oDoL DULY, OL €UTETANOUEVOL VDV, OTL TELVOOETE.

oLl , Ol yeA@vtec ViV, 0TL Tevdnoete kol kAwloeTe.
) \ 3 ~ 3 b ’ (V4 I4
BYZ Luke 6:25 0Ual DULY Ol €UmeTANOUEVOL OTL TELVAOETE

obal DULY, ol yeddvteg viv OtL Tevbnoete kol kAwboete

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 6:26 ool | Otorr DHAC KAADG €LTwoLy Tavteg ol GrpwroL:
KOTO T cc0TC Yop €ToLovY TOlg YeudoTpodNToLS Ol THTEPEC hTOV.

omit 1. bUlv: K, L, ©,E, 0147, f13, 579, 892, pc
(not in NA and SQE but in Tis)
f13: 124, 174, 230, 346 have the word.

add 2. DUlv:  P75,A,D,P,Q,R,A, ¥, 33,1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth

omit 2. = txt: O01,B,K L, T, W, X, 0, &, 0147, f1, f13, 157, 579, 700, 892,
1241, al, Sy-S
f13: 124, 174, 230, 346 have the word.

add 6:26 DUIv: D, W*, A, 2, 69(=f13), 1424, pc, b, d, r!, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Ire"

W: In verse 26, dots above the word indicate it for deletion.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
NA? Luke 6:24 TIANY olal VWLV T0l¢ TAoLOLOLE, OTL GTEXETE TNV
TUPAKANOLY DUGV.

The additions can be explained as making the sayings more symmetrical. The
omissions could be made for similar reasons, to harmonize with the following
"woe's" which miss the UULV.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" Luke 6:26 000l OTorV DU KOADG €LTWOLY TOVTEG ol EropwmoL:
KoTo TO 0TC Yop €ToLovy TOlg PeudoTPodNTeLS Ol ToTéPEC adTOV.

BYZ Luke 6:26 000l OTOV KEADG VUAC €LTWOLY oL &vfpwmolL-
koto TodTor Yap €molovy tol¢ YeudoTpodrtaLe ol TuTépec adT@V

T&T #10
Byz D,L,T,A, 28,157, 892*, Maj-part®’, Sy-S, Sy-P, boP’, Marcion"

txt P75,01,A,B,E, H,KII,M,P,Q,R U W,X,0,E, ¥, 0135, 0211, f1, f13,
22, 33,565, 579, 700, 892¢, 1071, 1241, 1424, Maj-part®®,
Lat, sa, bo™, goth
omit oL: W, f13, pc* (f13: 69, 124, 174, 346 have it)
ol &vfpwmoL mavteg 01, pcd

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally TavTeC in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare:
NA%" Luke 6:22 QOKOPLOL €0TE OTOV ULOMOWOLY UUAC OL vOpwToL

Tovteg ol GvOpwmoL is a little strange, because it would be quite unusual if
ALL would speak well to you. Also, TowTeC "was felt to be inconsistent with the
other member of the comparison" (Metzger).

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks it is a conformation to 6:22.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 6:26 000l OToV DU KOADS €LTWOLY TowTeg ol avdpwmoL:
KoTo T 0TC Yop €ToLovy Tolg PeudoTpodnToLs ol TeTéEPEC adTGOV.

omit: P75"9, B, 700*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, sa, Weiss
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" Luke 6:23 yapnte €V €kelvn ThH NUEPE Kol OKLPTNOKTE, LBOL Yap O
LLoBOC VPGV TOALC €V TG oDpav®: Kotk TO ohT YOP €TOLOLY TOLg
TPOPNTALS Ol TOTEPEC DTOV.

There is no reason for an omission. On the other hand there is a strong reason
for an addition: to harmonize it with verse 23 (so Weiss).

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words have been added to supply a subject for
€ToLOLY, overlooking that Tavteg ol GvOpwTOL was the subject.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:
27 ~ ’ ’ b \ \ ’ 4 \ \ 7
NA?" Luke 6:29 T() TUTTOVTL O¢ €TL THY OLOYOVE TOPEXE KoL TNV GAANY,
Kol &m0 ToD alpovrTOc 00U TO LHATLOV KoL TOV YLTOVK U1 KWADOTLC.

eic v deflow owxydve  O1*

eig TV owxyovee  D,P, W, ®, 700,892, 2542, pc, Cl, Or, Tis
émi Ty OefLay owwyove.  E*, 28,579, 983, 1241, 1424, 1675
txt + add gov: rl sa, arm

txt P759, 01 A,B, K II, L, P,R A E, ¥, f1,f13, 33,157, 565, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy, bo, goth

0l: The reading of 01* in NA is in error. NA says SeELav is inserted AFTER
oLyOve. This is not correct according to Tischendorf's facsimile. The error is
confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster.

P75: has a lacuna, but from space considerations it is very improbable that it has
the word SeELa.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 5:39 &AL’ 00TLC o€ parmilel el¢ tny defLow olayove [oou],
otpéior adT@ Kol TNV GAATY"

BYZ Matthew 5:39 GAA 00TLC oc poatioel éml v 6ear [oov] oLoydve
otpefor alTE Kl TNV GAANY:

el tny 8ekLar oou olayove K, II, M, L, ©, f13, 579, 700, 1424, Maj-part,

Gre
eml T oLeyove, 6ou D, k, Sy-S, Sy-C, Aug®®®
emL TN O€fLo oLayove 01, f1, 346(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 892, 1071,
1241, Maj-part, Or, Cyr
elc TV OefLay oLayovo 01*, W, 983, 1689(=f13°), pc (Legg: X?)
one of the previous two: a, f, h, sa

elc TNV O€fLay oLayove oov B, Eus, [NA?], [WH], Bois, Weiss
NA%®, WH have 00U in brackets

Interestingly nobody added oou in Lk (well, one MS did acc. to Legg: 1604), but
quite some omitted 6€ELaV, as does D in Mt.



IQP's Crit. ed. has €ic TNV oLyove, for Q | This reading is not
supported for Mt and only a minority "Western" reading in Lk.
Fleddermann ("Q - A reconstruction", 2005) has €Tl TNV GLocyél/(x oov for Q.

Compare the discussion in Mt 5:39!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 6:31 Kol kabw¢ Bérete v ToL@doLy Lpiy ol &vdpwrot
TOLELTE nDTOLC OUOLWC.

BYZ Luke 6:31 kol kaBwg Bédete Tve moL@doLy LPIV ol &vepwtoL
Kol DUELS ToLeLTe ahTOLE OHOLWG

Byz O1,A,D,L,P,R,W,A 0,E, V¥, fl, f13, 33, 565, Maj,
Lat(b, c, d, e, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth, WH™, Trg
vpelc ToLelte 565, e

txt P75 B, 579, 700, (892), 1241, it(a, aur, £f2, 1), Ir-, €I, WH, NA®®
Opolwc ToLelte 892

KOAQ TOLELTE  r!, vg™:, Sy-S

Tregelles has additionally k&l UUELS in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 7:12 Ilavta odv Ooe €xv BéAnte (vo TOLROLY LULY Ol

AVOpWTOL, OUTWC Kol VUELS ToLeLTe ahTolc:
Kol DULELC TOLELTE L
oUTWC Kol UUELC Opolwe Tolelte 157

There is no reason for an omission. Except possibly to make it more terse, as an
aphorism. The addition on the other hand would be quite natural. It could be a

partial harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). The support for txt is rather slim.

IQP's Crit. ed. has 0UTWC TOLELTE DTOLC for Q, a reading that is neither in
Mt nor in Lk. Fleddermann ("Q - A reconstruction", 2005) has the same reading!

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

NA?" Luke 6:35 TANV Gyamate TOUG €xOpoLC VUGV Kol dyedoToLelte Kol
Socviete under ameAmilovtec:

unbeve. 01, W, E, T1, 1071, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P, WH™
B: no umlaut

pnﬁ%v accusative neuter singular
Undéve  accusative masculine singular

Sovi{w  "lend (money)"
ameATL{w "expect in return"

"But love your enemies, and do good, and lend, hoping for nothing again"
"But love your enemies, and do good, and lend, hoping for no one"

No parallel.

The variant reading indéve does not fit the context. It probably arose as a

transcriptional error: MHACNAATJTICATUZONT CEC
MHACNAJICATIIZONT CC

Accidentally the A has been doubled (so Weiss).

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 33) notes additionally that it could also be a reflection on

TOUC €XOpOoLC which, then, requires the masculine.

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

NA% Luke 6:42 TOC SUVaOKL AEYELY TG GOeAD®D 00L GOEAPE, (deg
ekBaiw TO KapPog TO €V TG O0PBuAUD Tov,

BYZ Luke 6:42 1] TQ¢ Olvaoul A€yely T¢) abeAd® oov "AdeAdé ddeg
exBaiw TO KapPog TO €V TG O0PBuALD cov

Byz A C,D,L P,WA O, E, Y, f1,f13, 33, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, bo, goth, [Trq]

txt B, e, ff?, L1056, Sy-S, sa™, bo™

TG 6€ 01,579, 892, pc

kel TA¢ 1365, pc, g', gat, vg

P75 is not noted in NA, but in IGNTP (as "vid") and in Swanson for txt. From the
facsimile nothing clearly can be seen before the T@¢. Everything is possible. The
remaining ink fraces cannot be assigned to any letters. From space
considerations 1) TGC or Kol TAC is clearly more suitable.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 7:4 ) TQC €PEL TG aBeAPE oov* adec EKPOAW TO KUPPOC
ek 10D 0pOuAnoD oov, kol L6OL 1) G0oKOC €V T() O0DBUAULG GOD;

Previous verse 41:
NA? Luke 6:41 TL 6¢ PAémeLc T0 kappog TO €V TR OPOuAUE TOD
adeApod oov, THY 8¢ dokOv TNV €V T} LOoLw OPOXAUD 00 KUTHVOELE;

The addition of a particle is only natural here to smooth the abruptness of the
text. It could come from Mt (so Weiss).

The support for txt with B only is very thin.

IQP's Crit. ed. has Q¢ as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html
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Minority reading:

~ 4 4 ~ ~ ’
NA* Luke 6:42 T@¢ dUvoool A€YeELy TG GOeEADE 00V ABeAPE, GPeg
bl ’ \ / \ bl ~ 2 ~ b \ \ bl ~ 2 ~
ekPaAw TO KapPPog TO €V TW O0POBAAUD O0L, KLTOC TNV €V TG OPOUALD
oou SokOV 00 PAETWY; DLTOKPLTE, €KPaAe TpATOV TNV OoKOV €k TOD
0pOAu0D oov, kel TOTE SLaPAélele TO Kappog TO €V T¢) OPOUAUE TOD
adeApod 0oL EkPaiely.

D.it (a,aur, b, c, f, ff? 1 q.r"), Sy-S:
(Sy-C has a lacuna herel)

N TO¢ dUvaonl AEYeELY TG AOeAP®R 0oL APec EKPrAw TO KaPHOC
ek 100 0pOaA0D cov, kol LBOL 1) 6OKOG €V TQ) 06 OPOXAUE DTOKELTML
DTOKPELTA, ékPaie TPATOV TNV d0kOV €k T0D O0PBaAuoD 00D kal toTE
SraPréferc exParely T0 kapdoc €k ToD 0pOuALOD ToD adeAdpod cov.

"subiacet? upocrita" a,aur, b, c, f, ff2, |, q, p!
but (1):
"est? upocrita" d, e

!

et ecce in oculo tuo trabes subiacet, upocrita it
ipse  in oculo tuo tfrabem non videns, upocrita  vg
B: no umlaut

UTOKELpL "lie below"

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 7:4-5 1| TQC €PELC TG ABeAPE 00V dpec EKPAAW TO KAPHOC
b ~ bl ~ \ b \ e \ b ~ b ~ ~
ek Tob 0pOuALOD oov, Kol LOOL M OOKOC €V TG 0PBuALE CoD;
5 UTOKPLTO, ekPare Tp@TOY €k ToD 0pOuALoD oD TNHY dokdv, Kol TOTE
SLaPréfielc ExkBarely TO kapdog €k toD 0pOaAUL0D ToD GdeApod oou.

\ b \ € \ b ~ ~ b ~ € ~
Sy-C: KoL LOOUL T O0KOC €V TR 0G OPOUALG LTOKELTOL
UTOKPLTC,

The overall reading of D, it, Sy-S is clearly a harmonization o Mt.

What is most interesting here are the two words UTOK€LToL DTOKPELTO. It has
been suggested (e.g. Vogels) that this is a very early dittography error in a
Greek ancestor of the "Western" text. This may point to an underlying common
ancestor of the Old Latin.

Note also the very interesting fact that Sy-C has this text in Mt (where D and
Sy-S unfortunately have lacunae) !



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 6:43 O0 yap €0ty 6€vdpor kaAov ToLodr kapTOv oampov,
008 TEALY 8EVdpoY cumpor TOLODY KoPTOV KaAOV.

BYZ Luke 6:43 O0 yop €0ty 6€vdpor kaAOv ToLodr kapmov oampov
008¢ 8€vdpor oaTpor ToLodY KapTOV KaAOV

Byz A,C,D,A, 0,Y%, 33, Mgj, Lat, Sy, sa

txt P75,01,B,L, W, E, 0211, f1, 13,157, 579, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 2542,
pc. b, q, bo, [Trq]

uny Cl (Paed. 2.45.1)

IGNTP has 579 for Byz, against NA, Swanson and Schmidtke.
B: no umlaut

TAALY here: "on the other hand: also"

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 7:17-18 OUTWC¢ TV 6€vdpor GyodoV KapmoLC KoAOLG TOLEL,
TO0 8¢ onmpov OEVSPOV KOPTOLC TOVNPOLC TOLEL. 18 o0  Slvatol
8€vdpov  ayodOV KaPTOLC TOVNPOUC TOLELY 006€ SEVSpor  ouTpOV
KOPTOUG KXAOUG TOLELV.

Compare for this use of TaALY:

NA%" Matthew 4:7 €pn 0T® 0 'Inoodc: TOALY YéYypomToL:

NA?" 1 John 2:8 TOALY €VTOANY KLUV YPOdw VULV, ..

NAZ" 2 Corinthians 10:7 ... T0DT0 A0YL(€00W TOALY €’ €xvToD, ..

TAALY is not needed here, but it fits good. There is no reason why it should have
been added here. Possibly omitted as a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA* Luke 6:45 0 ayeBoc avfpwtmoc €k Tod ayobod Onoovpod TG
Kapdlog TpodépeL TO Ayadov,

Kl O Tovnpog €k Tob TovnPod TPOhEPEL
T0 TOVTPOV*

€K YOp TEPLOOEVUNTOC Kopdlog AdA€l T0 0TOMe ohTOD.

BYZ Luke 6:45 0 ayo00¢ avBpwmoc €k ToD ayebod Onoavpod thg kapdlog
a0toD TpodépeL TO Ayabov

kel O movnpog dvBpwmog €k tod movmpod Onoavpod TRc kapdlog
abToD TpodEpeL TO TovNPOY:

€k yop ToD TEPLOOEVUNTOC THC Kopdlog AdAel TO oTope aUTOD

avOpwtoc (Not in NA but in SQE)
Byz 01 A,C,W,A, 0, E, f13, 33,157, 1071, 1241, Mq;],
Lat(aur, c, e, f, ff%, q, r!, vg), Sy, sa™, goth

txt P75,01*,B,D,L, ¥, f1,579,700, 892, 1342, pc, it(a, b, d, 1), Co

B: no umlaut

Onoavpod ThHe kopdloc oltod
Byz A,C A, 0,Y,f13, 33, Mg, it, Sy, bo™

omooupod 69, 788, 828(=F13%), 1342, it(c, e, f, q, r'), vg™*, bo™*
Onoavpod ovtod sa, bo™s

txt P75,01,B,D,L, W, E, 1,579,700, 892, 1241, pc,
Lat(a, aur, b, d, ff2, I, vg), Co, arm
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 12:35 0 a&ywb0c avBpwtoc €k tod ayebod Onoavpod
exPaiieL dyeda,

kel 0 Tornpog Grvlpwtoc ék tod mornpod Bnoavpod ékPaiicl Tovmpd.

Probably a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). A natural addition to make the saying
more symmetrical. The support for the fwo additions is not exactly identical.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 6:48 OHOLOC €0TLY GUOPWTW olkodopodvtL oikloy 0¢ €okonjey
kol EBaduver kol €Onker Bepédlov émi TNV TETPaY: TAMUUUPNG &€
YEVOUEVTC TIPOoEpnEey O TOToUOC T olkle €kelvy, kol olk Loyvoey
oodedool adTHY 6L TO KeARC olkodopfiobel adthy.

BYZ Luke 6:48 OHOLOG €0TLY GVOpWTW 0LKOSOULODVTL OlkLoy O¢ €okoey
kol €Baduver kol €Onker Bepédlov €mi TNV mETPaY: TANUUUPNG O¢
YEVOUEVNC TPooEppnEery O TOTaMOC TR olkle ékelvm kol o0k Loyvoey
oodebool adTNY TeBepellwto yap €Ml TNV TETPAV”

Byz A,C,DA 0,Y,f1,f13, 700°¢, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo?", arm, geo, goth

txt P75"9 01,B,L, W, E, 33,157,579, 892, 1241, 1342, pc,
Sy-H™, sa, bo""

omit: P45"9, 700*, Sy-S (h.t. from tx1?)
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Matthew 7:25 kol Kotéfn M Ppoyxm kol MABov ol Totopol Kol

€MVeuony oL Gvepol Kol Tpooemeony Th olkle ékelvm, kol olk €meoey,
TeOEUEALWTO YOP €TL TNV TETPOV.

The Byzantine reading is probably a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). There
would have been no reason to change it to the txt reading.

It is in principle possible that the omission was the original. And that both
additions are secondary to fill in the gap. But the support is just too slim for
that. It is more probable that the omission was caused by h.t. from the text
reading (.t cOTNY - ..ol OTNY).

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 7:3 dkovoag &€ mepl tod ‘Inood dméotelder mpog edTOV
TpeoPutépoug TAY Tovdulwy EPWTOY adTOV O0TWE EABWY SLaowon TOvV
dobAov avToD.

NA? Luke 7:4 ol 8¢ Tepoyevopevol mpog tov ‘Incodv mapekaiovy adTov
omouvdulwe A€yovteg OTL GELOC €0TLY ) TopéET Todto

7:3 omit: D, f13, 700, pc, it, bo™, arm
f13: 124, 174, 230, 346 have the words.
f, vg have the words.

7:4 omit: D, it(a, c, d, e, ff2, I, r)
TpOC abTOV C, 700
(C not in NA and IGNTP, but in Tis and Swanson. K. Witte
from Muenster confirms this reading.)
Lat(aur, b, f, g, vg) have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" John 4:47 oUtog akovoog 0tL ‘Inoolc fkel ék thc Tovdalag elg Thy
Coadtdoloy amiAber mpoc adtor kol NPWTK Ly KoToff Kol Leontol
a0ToD TOV LLOV, HueAdey yap GTOOVTOKELD.

Strange. No reason for an omission. Note variant 7:6.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 7:6 0 &¢ 'Inoodc émopeleto ovy adtolc. fon &¢ adtod ol
LOKPOY GTEXOVTOC GO ThHC olklog émeper $LAoug 0
EKOTOVTAPYNG AEYWY a0T@ KOPLE, UT) OKVAAOL, 0D Yop LKUVOG €lpL
v DO THY OTEYNY UOL €LOEADBT G

BYZ Luke 7:6 0 6¢ 'Inoodc émopeveto oLv adTolc Non &¢ adtod o
HOKPOY GTEXOVTOC GO ThG olklog émeplier mpog odTor O
EKOTOVTAPYO0C PLAOLC Aéywr aDT® KipLe un okOAAOL o) yop €ijL
lkavoc Tvoe UTO TNV OTEYNY WOL €L0EABNC

Byz 01%, (A),C,D,L,R,(W),A 0,E Y, fl,fl13, 33,157, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, goth, Gre, Trg
em’ adTOV A
mpOc odtove W

txt P75, 01*, B, 579, 892, 1241, 1342, pc, sa, geo®
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare context:

NA% Luke 7:3 akovoac &€ Tepl tod ‘Inood améotelder TPOC oDTOV
Tpeofutépoug OV Tovdalwy EpWTAV adTOV OTWE EABWY BLKOWOT) TOV
dobAov avToD.

NA?" Luke 7:4 ol 8¢ Topayevopevor mpoc tov ‘Incodr mapekaiovy adTOV
omovdulwe A€yovtec OTL GELOC €0TLY W TopéET Todto

There is no reason for an omission. A clarifying addition. Note variant 7:3.

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

NA% Luke 7:6 7161 6¢ adtoD 00 pakpoy améyovtog amod TAC olkieg
émepier dpilovg O ekotovtapyne A€ywr adt®: KOPLE, un okUAAOUL, 0D
Yop Lkovdg elpl Tvoe UTO TNV OTEYNY oL €LoEAONC

NA?" Luke 7:7 610 000€ éuautOv NELwoo TPOC o€ EABeLY:

QAL €LTE AOYw, Kol LeONTw O Tl Wou.

omit: D, 700%, it(a, b, c, d, e, ff%, I, rY), Sy-S

Lat(aur, f, q, vg) have the words.
Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 8:8 Kol GTOKPLOELC O €KXTOVTOPYOC €PN’ KUPLE, ODK €lpl
LKoo v ou LTO TNV OTEYNY €LoEAOC,
GAAL povov elme Ad0yw, kol Lednoetol O Tlg pov.

Probably omitted to harmonize with Mt.
This variant is not in the WH list of Western non-interpolations.

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

NA%" Luke 7:7 810 008¢ €povTOV MELWOE TPOC O EAOELY: dAAG T elme
AOYw, kol LedTw O el Hov.

BYZ Luke 7:7 610 006€ €UautOV HELWOK TPOC 0€ EAOCLY: GAL €lTe
MOyw kol leBhoetal 6 TG pov

Byz O01,A,C,D,R,W,A 0,Y,fl,fl13, 33, Mqj, Latt, Sy, bo, Trg™
txt P75 B, L, 1241, sa, bo™**

T wévor C, ¥, f13,pc, |, rl, Sy-H**

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

eLme imperative aorist active 2nd person singular
leBNTw  imperative aorist passive 3rd person singular
laBnoetaL indicative future passive 3rd person singular

Parallel:
27 4 5 > \ € \ V4 € \ \ ’
atthew 8: ,
NA*" Matthew 8:8 KUPLE, OUK €LPL LKOVOC Lvoe POUL UTO TNV OTEYNV
2 4 J \ 4 2 \ 4 \ b 4 € ~
€LoeAONG, aAda Lovov elme AOYw, Kol LoBnoeToL O TolG HOv.

It is possible that ’Loceﬁoerou is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). On the other
hand it is possible that L®MTw is a harmonization to the immediate context to
adjust the form to the imperative €LT¢. Note that C, ¥ et al. add Wovov as a
further harmonization.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 7:10 Kal Umootpéavtec €ic tOv olkov ol TepudOévtec edpov
tov 6oDAov UyLaivovrto.

BYZ Luke 7:10 Kl UTOOTPEYovTeC Ol TeUPOEVTEC €l TOV OLkov €Dpov
ToV 00Bevodvto, SoDAoY LyLaivovta

Byz A,C,D,R,A, 0,%,f13, 33, Mqj, d, f, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, Gre, [Trg™]

txt P75,01,B,L, W, f1,157,579, 700, 892, 1241, 1342, pc,
it, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

No parallel for this.

It could have been omitted to resolve a possible contradiction: Either he is ill or
in good health.

On the other hand it has possibly been added to make clear who is meant,
because in verse 8 another slave is mentioned. 60Bcvodvto and LyLaivovto
also makes a nice antithesis.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the withesses)
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30. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 7:11 Kol &yéveto év T() €Efic €mopelBn €ic MOALY KOAOLWLEVTV
Noiv kol ovvemopeborto adte ol padntal ahtod kel OxAog ToAUC.

eEfic adv. "next in a series, in the next place"
€v 10 €Efic "soon afterward"

No txt in NAl

~

™ D,d, e, Sy-S

Evéveto T W, pc

&yéveto év T 01%, C, K, II, 28, 124, 174(-f13), 565, 892, 1071, 1424,
Maj-part, WH™, Trq™, Bal

EYEVETO €V TR P75,01%, A, B, L, X, A, ©, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700,
1241, 1342, Maj-part [E,F,6,H,R, U, V, VY, T, A],
WH, NA?

one of the last two: Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

IGNTP has 579 for Byz. Swanson and Schmidtke explicitly and NA implicitly for
txt.

Lacuna: 2

B: no umlaut

Similar:
NA? Luke 8:1 Kol €YEVETO €V TG KOOEETC
€V TR €EN A (not in NA and SQE, but in Tis and Swanson)

m\

NAZ Luke 9:37 'Evéveto 6¢  tf] €fc N

BYZ Luke 9:37 'Eyéveto ¢ év Tf) €Efic Mué g

Byz A,C A, 0,Y,33,6565,700,1424, Maj, Lat
txt 01,B,L,S, W, fl, {13,579, 1071, pc
thc Nuépec P45
dLe ThC Muépag D, it, Sy-S, sa™
tf) €Efi 579

(Only the P45, D variant is in NA and SQE!)




Compare also:

NA%" Acts 21:1 €DOudpounoavtec NAboper eic v Ko, th &€ eEfic elg
mr ‘Podov kakeldev eic Iatape,

NAZ Acts 25:17 ouveABovtwy obv [adtdv] évBade dvaBoiny undeuloy
Tolnoapuerog th €Efg kablong €ml Tod Pruatog ékédcvon GyOfval TOvV
avdpo

NAZ Acts 27:18 0(odp@d¢ &€ yelhalopévwy MURY Th €Efg EkPoAny
€moLoDVTOo

With €Efic sometimes the subject must be supplied:
€v T €Efic - Nuépa
v TR EEfc - xpovy
In Lk we have three occurrences:
7:11  év T g
€v T €Efig

8:1 €V TQ Kobeffc

9:37  (&v) Th €fig

In Acts: Tf] €EfiC (three times)

Other similar occurrences:

€YEVETO €V T ... appears 15 times in Lk.

bl ’ b ~ € 4 .

€YEVETO €V TN (NUEPQ) appears elsewhere only once in Lk 1:59.

In Lk we have one firm occurrence of €V T() and one firm occurrence of €V Tf.
In Acts we have three times T] €EfiC. Elsewhere most often €yéveto €v TG
appears. Thus a certain decision is not possible from internal reasons.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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31.Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 7:11 Kl €yéveto €v 1) €Efg €mopeldn €ig mOALY KoAOULULEVMV
Naiv kol ouvveropeborto adt® ol padntal adtod kol OYAog TOAUC.

BYZ Luke 7:11 Kl €yéveto €V 1¢) €Efic €mopeleto €l MOALY KOAOLULEVTY
Natv kel ovvemopebovto adT® ol padntal odtod Lkevol kel OYAOC
ToAUC

T&T #12

Byz A,C K R,A 0,1I,Y,f1,f13, 33,892, 1071, Maj,
b, c, q, Sy-H, goth, Gre, [Trg™]

txt P75,01,B,D,F,L, W, &, 157,579, 1241, 1342, pc6,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo
pc =79,130, 1604, 2220¢, 2546, 2750

A: No Latin (like multi) is given for LkoVOL.
579:NA does not list 579 for txt, but T&T, IGNTP, Swanson and Schmidtke!

Minority readings:

ouvveTopelovto ol podntel adtod Lkavol A, R, U, X, A, 69, 565,

892, pc
ouvemopelorto adT®  podntol Lkoevol 1, pe
OUVETOPEVOVTO oL podntal ahTod 157

B: umlaut! (1316 € 27 L) ol padntol adtod kol &yAoc

Note next verse:
NA%" Luke 7:12 koL OYA0C TAC TOAEWE LkowOg oLV ohTH

Compare also:

NAZ" Matthew 28:12 AafOVTec GpyLpLo KOV

NA%" Mark 10:46 kol TV podntodr adtod kel OYAoL Lkevod

NA%" Luke 8:27 €xwV SoLUOVLK KKL YPOVW LKOVG OUK €ved0nTo LUETLOY
NA? Luke 8:32 NV 6¢ €kel GYEAN XOLPpWY LKoVOV

NA%" Luke 20:9 KoL GTedNUNOEY YpOVOLC LKoVOVC.

NAZ" Luke 23:9 €mnpwte 8¢ a0TOV €V AOYOLC LKOVOLC,




LKorvOG here: "many, quite a few"

LKoVOC appears 14 times elsewhere in the Gospels, 3 times in Mt, 3 times in Mk
and 8 times in Lk and 18 times (!) in Acts. So, it is a typical Lukan word.
Note especially the occurrence in the next verse with the same meaning.

There is no reason for an addition here, except for a conformation to the next
verse 12 (so Weiss). It is possible that it has been omitted, because it is unusual
and strange to mention so many disciples. Those many disciples have been
mentioned before at 6:17 and here a variation occurs, too:

NA% Luke 6:17 Kol kotofac pet’ adt@®r €otn €ml Ttomov medLrod, Kol
OyAoc moALC podnTOY odtod,

Here, TOAUC has been omitted by:

A, D, Q,0, Y, f13, 33,1342, Mqj, Latt, Sy-S, Sy-H, bo

The difference between these two variants is that in 6:17 it is the Byzantine +
Western text that omits and here it is the Alexandrian + Western text.

Overall, it is more probable that is has been omitted than added.
Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

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

NA% Luke 7:25 aAAx TL €ENABate L6€ly; avBpwTov €V poAaKolg LUeTloLe
AudLeouévor; 160V oL €V LUNTLOWG €V8OEw Kol TPupR LTAPYOVTEC €V
T01l¢ PaoLieloLg eloty.

duayovtec D, K, II, 565, pc’?, l
B: no umlaut

SLyw  “spend ones life, live"
UTOPYW "to be", a widely used substitute in H. 6k. for clvoL.

txt  "have luxury or be rich"
D "spend luxury or live in luxury"

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 11:8 dAAd TL €NABate 18ely; avBpwmov €V UOANKOLG
fubLeopévor; ool ol To dedoke ¢opodvteg €V TOlg olkolg TOV
BaolAéwy elolv.

Compare:

NA?" Luke 8:41 ’Taipog kol 00Tog Gpywy Thg ouvaywyfg uThpyey,
omit: D,c,d
Ay 28

NA®" Luke 9:48
0 YOP ULKPOTEPOC €V TAOLY DUIV UTHPYWY 0UTOC E0TLY HEYOLC.
omit: D

NA%" Luke 11:13 €L 00V UHELC TOVNPOL UTEPYOVTEC
ovtec 01,D,K, I, M, X, 157, 472, 954, 1424, 1675, al

NA%" Luke 16:14 .. ol PapLociol GLALPYLPOL DTEPYOVTEC
ovteg f13, 157, 2542, pc



UTaPYW is a Lukan favorite (15 times in Lk, 3 times in Mt). There are two
different meanings:

a) substantivally as T LTAPYOVTE, with the meaning "possessions, property"
b) with the meaning "to be".

There is evidence that scribes felt uncomfortable with the occurrences of
UTAPYW with the meaning "to be". Almost always some witnesses changed the
word (see above).

The IQP text has the Matthean form for Q. So also Fleddermann.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 7:27 00TOC €0TLY Tepl 0D YEYPATTHL® LOOU GMOOTEAAW TOV
QYYEAOV HOUL TPO TPOOWTOL OO0V, OC KOTHOKELKOEL TNV 080V OO0V
€uTpogBEY oov.

omit: D, it(a, aur, d, |, r'l)

Lat(b, c, e, f, ff2, q, vg) have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Mark 1:2 0¢ KOTOOKELEOEL TNV 080V GovL*

BYZ Mark 1:2 0C KOTUOKEVLOOEL TNV 000V 00U EUTPOTBEY gov,
Byz A, fl, f13, 33, 565, 1342, Maj, Sy-H, Or
txt 01,B,D,K,L,P,W,0,II, ®, 700*, pc*, Sy-P

NAZ" Matthew 11:10 0C KOTOOKELXOEL TNV 080V 0OV EUTPOCOEY Gov.

LXX parallel:
LXX Malachi 3:1 1800 €&yw €EaTmOOTEAA® TOV QYYEAOV HOU Kol

EMLPAEYETOL 060V TPO TPOOWTOL OV

The omission could be due to h.t. (SOU - SOU) or as a harmonization to Mk.

The addition could be a harmonization to Mft.

IQP's Crit. ed. has TV 080V 00V EUTPOCOEY GOV as safe for Q.

If we accept the texts as they are in NA, the words constitute a Minor
Agreement of M1/Lk against Mk.

Compare also discussion at Mk 1:2.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ Luke 7:28 A€yw LULY, pellwy év yervntolg yuvalk®v ‘Twdrvou
008elc €0TLY" 0 6 ULkpOTepog év th Paotiely ToD Beod pellwy adtod
b

€0TLV.

BYZ Luke 7:28 Aéyw Yap LMLV Well{wV €V yervnTolc YUVaLKOY TPodHTng
Twovvov Tod Bamtiotod oddelg €oTiv: 6 O€ ULKPOTEPOS €V T
BoorAele tod 0cod pellwy adtod €oTLy

Twdvvou P75,01,B,L, W, E, 1, 22,157, 579, pc,
Sy-Pal, sa, bo"", arm, geo, Or, Did
mpodntne Twdvvou ¥, 700, pc, Sy-S, arm, Gre, [Trg]
Twavvouv TpodniTne 892, 1342
4
TPOPNT 1241

Twdvvou tod Bamtiotod K, I, M, X, 33, 565, al,
it(a, b, c, e, ff%, 1), Sy-H™, sa™

mpodnritne Twdrvov tod Bamtiotod A, D, (A), O, f13, Maj
Twovvou tod Bamtiotod TpodnNe 1424, pc
one of these: Lat(aur, f, q, rl, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth

Sy-S: There is a lacuna after "Twavvov. Burkitt reconstructs: "a prophet
greater than John [the Baptist ...]'. NA and IGNTP have Sy-S for the omission
of To0 PamTLOTOD.

D has the part uel{wv ... €0TLV at the end of verse 26.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Matthew 11:11 ’Auny A€yw LRIV 00K EYNYEPTOL €V YeVVNTOLg
Yuvalk@dv pellwr Twovvou tod Bemtiotod:

There is no reason for an omission. Obviously scribes felt the need to specify
more detailed who and what is meant. The variety of additions is a strong
indication for a secondary addition. Some added TpodnTNG, some TOD
BomTLoTOD and the Byzantine text as the most complete has both.

IQP's Crit. ed. omits ToL Pamtiotol from Q (= accepts LK).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 7:30 oL &¢ ®aplLociol kol ol voplkol Ty PouvAny tod Beod
foeTnony €ig €xvtovg un Bamtiobévtee v wdTOD.

omit: 01, D, d, pc, sa
B: no umlaut

foETNonY OeTéw indicative aorist active 3rd person plural
"reject, refuse, ignore; make invalid, set aside; break"

"the purpose of God did they put away for themselves"

No parallel.
The words are not really needed. There is no reason to add them. Without the
words the statement is more general.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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32. Difficult variant
NAZ Luke 7:35 KoL €0LKaLodOn 1) oodla 4O TOVTWY TAV TéKVwY adTHC.

BYZ Luke 7:35 kol €dLkotadn 1) codplee &m0 TAV Tékvwy adThg TaVTOY

omit: (01°%),D,L, M, X, O, ¥, f1, 13(=f13), 2, 22, 28, 700, 1241, 1342, al,
d, Sy-C, arm, geo, Ir, Epiph, Bal

Byz A,P A, E, 174,230(=f13),33, 565, 1424, Maj, WH", Gre, Tis, [Trg™]

txt  (01%), B, W, f13, 157, 579, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Co, WH, NA?®, Trg

GO TEVTOVY TOV épywy alTtfic  01*
Qo TV épywy abtfic 01

Latin: "et iustificata est sapientia ab omnibus filiis suis."
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 11:19 kol €8Lkalwn 1 codle amO TGOV €pywr adTAC.

BYZ Matthew 11:19 kol €5LkalwOn 1) cople GTO TRV TEKVWY KOTHC
Minority readings:
QTO TOVTOV TOV Tékvwy alThc 13, 346, 543, 826, 828, 983 (=f13)
GO TOV TeKVWY adTAC TavT®Y  pc
QmO TEVTOV TOV €pywy abThc 124, 788 (=f13°)

In principle different insertion points are an indication for a secondary cause.
But here there is no reason for an addition.
The word could have been omitted to make the difficult saying easier and/or to
conform it to the parallel in Mt.
As to the insertion point no decision is possible. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 198) thinks
that the position at the end is for emphasis. Tischendorf notes: "TaVTWV ante
TOV: at hoc est fere ex usu Latinorum". Th. Zahn (Comm. Lk.) translates the Byz
reading as "justification on the part of her children altogether".

IQP's Crit. ed. has AMO TOV TEKVWY aOTAC as safe for Q! So also
Fleddermann.




A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes:

"Read Xopapelo for codle. We have here a loose quotation in the form of a
proverb from the savage stigmatization addressed to Jerusalem in Ezek. 16:51
Ezekiel 16:51 Kol XopapeL KT TOG MULOELS TOV GUOPTLOY GOU 0oLy
NUapTeEr Kol ETANBLVOG TOC Gvoplag oov UTep adtac (ie. opdpeLoy
and XO80Ue) Kol €dLKOLWONG TG GOEAPUC oov (ie. Zopapelar and
Y080U0) €V TROGLE TOLS GVOWLILE 00V ®lg ETOLNOnC.

The meaning is that Samaria by comparison has proved righteous in her sinful
works. 23:4 Topapete v Ooio kol Iepovoainu v OoAlPe. As Samaria's
sinful works, according to Ezekiel, have been thrown into the shade by those of
Jerusalem, so the sin of your obstinate unbelief has thrown into the shade all
previous known iniquities. In Ezekiel there are further comparisons of Jerusalem
with X08opa and XUpLw; the latter would be nearest palacographically to

oo Le, but on the whole I think ZoopeLe is the most probable lection.”

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 7:38 KoL OTEOK OTLOW Topa TOLEC TOdnG adToD kAnlovow TOLC
SakpuoLy fpEato Bpéxely toug TOdnG adTOD

Bpetev D, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Marciont

rl vg read txt.
Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Compare:

~ ~ ’
NAZ Luke 7:44 kol OTpadele TPOC TNHY YUVKIKe TG Xipwvl édne
BAETELC TodTNY TNV yuvike; €LofABOY cou €i¢ Tty olklov, VWP woL
b \ 4 b b4 ¥4 \ ~ 4 b4 /4 \ /
€TL TOOMC OUK €0WKNG' oUTT O€ TOLG O0KPUOLY €PPeEer oL TOUG TOONC
kol Tolg OpLELly adtiic €fépate.,

Possibly a harmonization to verse 44.
It is also possible that NpETo PpéxeLy is a stylistic improvement.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA%" Luke 7:39 16wV 6¢ 0 PaplLocioc 6 KOAEOKG GUTOV €LTEV €V €XUTE

Aéywy: obtog €l fv TpodnTrg,

0 mpodrTNG B*, E, 205, 482, pc, Weiss
[NAZ%], [WH], [Trg™] all have O in brackets

B (p. 1318 A 12): The 0 has been deleted after the time of the enhancement/
accentuation. It was originally enhanced, then deleted by a slash, and then
additionally imperfectly erased.

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Matthew 21:11 ol 8¢ OyAoL €deyov: oLTOC €0ty O mpodnTng Incoic

0 om0 Naloped thc Nadtduloc.

NA% John 1:21 ob "HAlog €l; kol Aéyel: o0k eipl. 0 mpodnIng €l ov;

NA?" John 1:25 Kol NPWTNOoY adTOV Kol elmoy adt@* Tl ovv PamtifeLg

€l oL o0k €l 0 ypLotoc o0de "HAloug o0de 0 mpodnTng;

NA?’ John 6:14

00TOC €0TLY GANOGE 0 TPOPNTNG O €PYOUEVOC €LC TOV KOOUOV.

NAZ?" John 7:40 00TOC €0TLY GANBRG O TPOPNTNG'

NA? John 7:52 koL 18¢ OtL €k thc [oAtdolag TpodnTng olk €yelpetal.
0 TpodNINC P66*, sa

In the Gospels 0 TPOdNTNG is a Johannine term.

It makes good sense, but there is no reason for an omission here. Weiss
(Textkritik, p. 116) suggests that the term 0 TPOPNTNG was not understood
anymore.

Compare the similar addition by P66* in Jo 7:52.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA? Luke 7:44 cUtn 8¢ TOLC S0KPUOLY EPPEE€r oL TOLC TOSKG KoL TG
OpLELY a0ThC EE€unter.

BYZ Luke 7:44 aUtn 8¢ TOLlC SokpuoLy €PRpeféy Wou TolLg TodC Kol ToLg
OpLEiv TNe kedbaAfic adThc EEcuatey

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!
Byz A, 13,28, 33, Mqj, Sy-S, Sy-C

txt 01,A,B,D K ILL,P,W,X,0,E ¥, f1, 22,157,565, 579, 700, 892,
1071, 1241, 1424, al, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo, goth
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 38:
NAZ Luke 7:38 kol tolc Oplfiv thc kebaific altiic €Eéuaooer kol
KoTeplAel Toug mOdeg adTod Kol NAELdey TG pipw.

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 7:44 kotL 0TpoueLe TPOG TNV YUVOIke T6) EZlpwvl édm: PAEmeLg
TROTNY THY Yuvalke; €L0AAB0V oov elg TNV oilkiay, DéwP poL &l
TOd0C OUK €k aiTn 8¢ TOLC SokpuoLy ERpekér pov TolLg TOdNG Kol
Tl OpLEly ahThic EE€uater.

NA? Luke 7:45 (LANUO Mol ODK €dwkeac: altn 8¢ ad’ mg elofilbor o
SLEALTEY KoToupLAoDOG OV TOUG TOSKC,

elofilbev  L*, 0211, 13, 157, 700, 1071, pc**,
Lat(a, aur, e, ff2, gl, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™*, bo™*°, Tatian

it(b, ¢, d, f, 1, q, r'), vg™ read 1°" person.

L: Tischendorf writes: "€ in €LOT)AB€V secundis primae manus curis in 0 mutatum
est. Fuerat igitur eLofAB0V." (folio 140)
B: no umlaut

7:44 Then turning toward the woman, he said to Simon, "Do you see this woman? I entered your
house; you gave me no water for my feet, but she has bathed my feet with her tears and dried
them with her hair.
“You gave me no kiss, but from the time I came in she has not stopped kissing my feet."

she came in

Jesus is already in the house of the Pharisee from verse 7:36 on. The woman
enters the scene only later, so the 3™ person is perfectly fitting.

It is possible that €Lof)AB0V is a conformation to the previous verse 44. On the
other hand it is equally possible that the difficult 1" person has been changed to
3" person.

Compare:

e J. Jeremias "Lukas 7:45, eLofiABov" ZNW 51 (1960) 131 [He argues for an
Aramaic mistranslation (in which a first singular is identical to the third
feminine singular).]

¢ Hans Drexler "Die grosse Siinderin Lukas 7,36-50," ZNW 59 (1968) 159-173
[Drexler considers the restoration of the original third person unavoidable.]

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

NA?" Luke 7:46 €Aaley THY KehaAny pov odk fHieuoc:
aUTn 6€ pOpw MAeLler tobg mddeg pov.

00K NAellog e  Sy-S, Sy-C
€Aolw TOLE TOdC Lov oUk HAcLpac a, e, ff2, |, Sy-Pal™s
"oleo pedes meos non unxisti"

omit TOLC MOdeg pov: D, W, 079, it (b, ¢, d, q), arm, geo
Lat(aur, f, r', vg) have the words

Toug Todeg pov HAewer L, E, 1342, Sy-S, Sy-P
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA27pLuke 7:38 Kol 0TOOK OTMLOW TP TOUG MOdeC ohTOD KALOvoe TOLC
Sokpuoly fipEato Ppéxely toug TOdeg wdTod kel Talc OpLElv TG
kepodfic altfic €Eéunooer kol  kotepliel  TOLC TOdKC a0TOD Kol
NAeLder 1) pipw.

NAZ" Luke 7:45 pLANUE Lol OUK €8wkeg: altn 8¢ ad’ m¢ elofilbor ob
SLeEALTEY kotopLAoDO® oL TOLG TOSKC.

NA% John 11:2 v 6¢ MapLap 1 adeloeon Tov KUpLov Wipw Kol
ekpaEaon Toug modug avtod Telg BpLEly adThc,

NA?" John 12:3 ‘H odv MapLop Axfodon Altpar pudpov vapdou TLOTLKHS
TOALTLULOU RAeLPev ToLg Todeg ToD Inood kol eEéunter tolc OpLély
a0TAC Toug MOdag ohTOD:

a) TV KebaAny

The reading TNV kedaAnv is clearly the harder reading. The mention of
anointing the head is rather unmotivated, because from verse 45 (and from the
parallel 12:3 in John it appears that the woman anointed the feet of Jesus. Thus
it is only natural to change Y KepaAnV here into TOUC TOdAC or to omit an
object altogether as in Sy-S, Sy-C.




b) ToLC TOSKC OV

Compare the symmetry:
44 you gave me no water for my feet,
but she has bathed my feet with her tears and dried them with her hair.
45 You gave me no kiss,
but from the time | came in she has not stopped kissing my feet.
46 You did not anoint my head with oil,
but she has anointed my feet with ointment.

Inall three verses "my feet" appears in the second part. It is possible that TOUG
TOdKG oL has been omitted as redundant.

Konrad Weil argues that omission and word-order variants are an indication of a
secondary addition. He notes that in verse 38 there is no explicit object for
HAcLder. One could of course use the previous Tovg TOSG 0TOD, but it is also
possible that it should be a simple a)TOV. Then we do not have an anointment of
the feet anymore but a normal anointment of Jesus (probably head). In this
respect then the omission of D et al. in verse 46 is only consequential.

It is more logical that she wiped her tears from his feet with her hair, but you
cannot dry oil. An anocintment of the guests feet is historically unknown
(Petronius: "Inauditus mos!").

It is possible that the Anointment story in Mk 14:3-9 is basically the same story.
Here, too, Jesus' head is anointed.

The parallels in John are inconsistent:
11:2 Mary was the one who anointed the Lord with perfume and wiped his feet with her hair;
12:3 Mary ... anointed Jesus' feet, and wiped them with her hair.

It is thus possible that originally no anointment of feet happened at all and the
D reading in verse 46 is original. The equivocal style in verse 38 and the explicit
John 12:3 led to the addition of TOUC TOSQC in verse 46.

An inferesting conjecture might be noted, originally proposed by S.A. Naber
1881 (Mnemosyne) and repeated by H. Sahlin (NovT 24 (1982) 160-79): That in
verses 44-46 the 00k should be omitted:
7:44 you gave me__ water for my feet,

but she has bathed my feet with her tears and dried them with her hair.
45 You gave me_a kiss, but from the time I came in she has not stopped kissing my feet.
46 You did___anoint my head with oil, but she has anointed my feet with ointment.

Compare:
K. Weif "Der westliche Text von Lk 7:46 und sein Wert" ZNW 46 (1955) 241-44

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 7:47 00 YapLY A€Yyw ogoi, adéwvial ol ouaptiol odthc al
moAAal, OTL AyaTnoey moAl: @ O6¢ OALyov ddletor, OALyoV dyomd.

D: oL YapLy &€ Aéyw ooL, apéwvtal alTH TOAAL

? 4 \ ’ b) ’ ) ~ (3 Q ’
e: oL YopLY 0€ A€Yw ooL, apewvtol oOTH ol oUaPTLOL
O \ b b4 b ~ b
® &€ OALyov adletar, dyomd OALyov.

B: no umlaut
Compare next verse 48:
I ~ 4
NA?" Luke 7:48 €lmev 8¢ adTh dpéwrtal oov ol auaptloL.
The verse is strange:
"Therefore I tell you, her sins, which were many, have been forgiven; because

she did love much. But the one to whom little is forgiven, loves little."

The changes are probably attempts to avoid the ambiguous, dubious OTL
NYOTNOEY TOAD.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 83 kol ‘Twavve yovn Xoula émitpomov ‘Hpwdov kol
Yovoavve kel €tepeal TOAAxL, altivec Sinkovour alTole €k TOV
UToPYXOVTOY DTILC.

adTed 01,A,L, M, Y,IIL ¥, f1, 33, 565, 579, 1241, Maj-part,
it(a, aur, b, I, q), vg™, Sy-H, Co, Marcion™

o0Tolc B,D,K,W,T, A, O, A, Q,047,0211, f13, 28, 157, 700, 892, 1071,
1424, Maj-part [E,F,6,H, S, U, V],
Lat(c, d, e, f, ff%, r!, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, goth

IGNTP has Co for c0TOLC, NA and Tis for ocl’)mf)
Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

"who served for him/them"

Compare:

NA%?" Matthew 27:55 "Hoov 6¢ ékel yuveikee TOAAXL GTO WokpOOey
Bcwpolonl, altiveg NAkorovdnowy t¢ ’‘Incod amo thc [aAtdelog
Srakovoloal adTR"

NA%" Mark 15:40-41 "Hoov 6¢ kol yuvaikeg amo pokpoder Bewpodot, €v
® \ ’ ¢ \ \ ’ ¢ ’ ~ ~ \
aic kel Maplio 1 MaydaAnvn kel Mapie 1 TokwpBouv ToD pikpod kol
Twofitog utne kol Zedwdun, 41 ol Ote qv év ) Lodidole
2 4 b ~ \ /4 3 ~ \ b4 \ (S
NKoAoOLBOLY ®UTE Kol  OLNKOVOUY  oUTQ, Kol O0AAL  TOAAML ol
ouvvavafaont adT@ €ig Tepoooivpa.

And also:
NA%" Matthew 4:11 kol 160V GyyeAor TpoofiABor kol SLnkorouvy adTd.
NA%" Mark 1:13 Kol oL yYyeAoL SLnKOVouY alTE.

Elsewhere in the Gospels only SLnKOvoLY adTE occurs.
Possibly a0t is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).

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

NA%" Luke 85 €EfAOcy 0 omelpwyr Tod omelpul TOV omopov whTod. Kol
€V TQ oTelpely adTOV 0 WEV €meder mapk THY 080V Kol KaTemotnom,
Kol T TeteLve Tod obpovod katépoyer adto.

omit: D, W, pc, it(a, b, d, e, ff%, 1, q), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

Lat(aur, c, f, r!, vg) have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 13:4 KoL €V T() OTELPELY aDTOV O W€V €TEoEV TPt TNV
080V, Kol €ABOVTH TO TETELVE KOTEPOYEY oDTA.

NA? Mark 4:4 Kol €YEVETO €V TG OTELPELY O HEV €Teoey Tope TNV
080V, Kol NABer T TeTelve kol kotépayer odTo.

Compare:

NA?" Luke 9:58 TO. TeTeLVe TOD 00parod

NA?" Luke 12:24 TOO® WEAAOV DUELC SLOBEPETE TRV TETELVRV.
NAZ" Luke 13:19 0. TeTeLve ToD oLporod

NA%" Acts 10:12 kol TeTeLvy ToD oLpoo.

NA%" Acts 11:6 kol T TeTELVO TOD oVporoD.

Compare also verse 12:

NA?" Luke 8:12 ol &¢ Topd TNV 080V €loLy ol dkoDonVTES, €LTo EPYETHL
0 OLaPoloc kol cipel TOV AO0Yyor amO TAC Kapdleg adT®V, (ve pn
TLOTEVOOVTEC OWOROLY.

Lk always adds 10D 0UpavoD after To TETELVA.
The birds here may be taken as a reference to the devil in verse 12. Then the

T0D 0Upavod would of course not be appropriate.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 8:15 TO &€ €V Tf) KA YT}, 0UTOL €loLy olTLVeg €V Kapdly
koA kol &yedf) dkoloovteg TOV AOYOV KTEXOLOLY Kol
KapTopopoloLy €v LTopovh T

Not in NA and SQE but in Tis!

T todtoe AEYwv épUvel 0 EYwy AT AKOVELY, BKOUETK
ES, FC, 65 H, M, M,S™, X, Y, T, A, 0211, 1¢, 22¢, 118, f13, 2, 579, 892°¢, 1071,

1424, al

f13: 788 omits
B: no umlaut

Typical late addition.

Note that the expr'essmn appear‘ed 7 verses before

NA%" Luke 8:8 KL €T€pOV €Teoer €l¢ THY Yy v ayedny kol d)UEV
€ETOLNOEY KaPTOV €KUTOVTHTANGLOVE. TaDTH AEYWV €PWveL O €YWY
WTO GKOVELY GKOVETW.

Interestingly f13 and 1071 omit at verse 8 (not in NA but in SQE).
579 has this addition at Lk 8:15, 12:21, 15:10 (with ©F), 16:18 (alone) and 18:8
(alone)!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 8:16 O06elg¢ 6¢ Alyvov g KoAOTTEL oDTOV OKeVEL T
UTOKAT®W KALYNG TLBNOLY, &AL’ €Tl Avyviog TibnoLy,

v ol elomopevduevor BAETWOLY 1O dAC.

omit: P75, B

Tva ol elomopevdueroL 10 dAc PAETWOLY
f1, 579 (not in NA and SQE)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ Matthew 5:15 000¢ KolovoLy ADYVOV kol TLOEOLY odTOV UTO TOV

’ ) 5 9 N\ \ ’ \ ’ ~ ~ ) ~ >
LOOLOV GAA’ €TL TNV AvYVLoY, Kol AQUTEL TOOLY TOLG €V Ti) OLKLKX.
NA% Mark 4:21 Kal éleyev adtole: pntL épyetol 0 Abyvog tve LTO TOV
LodLov Tedf n LTO TNHY KALYTY; oy Lve €ml TNy Avyviay Tedf;

Compare:
NA%" Luke 11:33 O06elc Alyvov tpoc el¢ kpOmTny tibnowy [od6e LTO
TOV poOdLov] GAA’ éml TNV Avxviay, e ol elomopevdueror 10 GKQ

BAETWOLY.

Mt has different words, but the same meaning. Mk does not have the words.

Is it possible that P75, B had the words in the f1, 579 order and then omitted
them due to h.t. (SIN - SIN)? Otherwise the omission is difficult to explain.
Weiss thinks (Textkritik, p. 190) that the omission is a harmonization to the
parallel in Mk (so also Hoskier and Tischendorf).

It is also possible that the words were adapted from Lk 11:33.

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

NA?" Luke 8:24 Tp0ooeAB0VTEC 8¢ SLnyeLpay adTOV AEYOVTEC: €MLOTOTY
ETLOTOTO, GTOALVUEO. O B¢ SLeyepPele EMETIUNOEY TR GVEU® Kol TG
kAUBWYL ToD Vontoc kol émadoavto Kel €yéveto yaAnvn T .

Not in NA but in SQE!

T ueyodn K, IL A, ©, ¥, 1,124, 174(=13), 28, 157, 565, 1424, dl,
aur, b, f, Sy-H**, sa”, bo, arab™®

Lacuna: 2
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 8:26 kol A€YyeL a0TOLC" TL 6€LAOL €0Te, OALYOTLOTOL; TOTE
eyepBelg Emetiunoey Tolg AVEUoLS kol Th OoAaoon, Kol €YEVETo
VOAT LEYAAT.
NA%" Mark 4:39 kol SLeyepBelg emetTiunoey T
BoAooon: OLWTK, TEGLUWOO. KoL EKOTUOEY
VoAV LEYAAN.

omit LeYoAn: W, e

QUERW Kol elTey T
b4

®
0 (VEROC Kol €YEVETO

Probably a harmonization to Mt/Mk. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 8:25 €lmer 8¢ «ltolc: oD 1) TLOTLC UMAV; dopndévtec 6¢
eBopaonr Aéyovteg TPOS GAAMAOUC TLC (po 0UTOC €0TLY OTL Kol TOLC
GUELOLC ETLTOOOEL Kol TG UO8nTL, Kl DTokoOovoLY elTe);

omit: P75, B, 700, aeth, Tert?, Bois, Weiss

Tert (Marc. 4:20) has the quote up to VOTL, but it is not clear if the other
words follow.
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 26:
NA?" Luke 8:26 Kol koT€TAcvooy €l TNV ywpov ...

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 8:27 ol &¢ AVOpwTOL EBUVUAONY AEYOVTEC: TOTHTOC E€OTLY
00ToC OTL Kol Ol Grepgotl kol T Bodeooe VTG DTEKOVOLOLY;

NA?" Mark 4:41 kol €pofnonoar ¢popov péyor kol €Aeyor TPOC GAANAOULC:
TlC &poe 0DTOC €0TLY OTL Kol O &vepdoc kol 1) OaAnooe DToKOVEL oTE);

It is possible that the words have been omitted due to confusion over the many
KATs.

Otherwise difficult to explain, because the words are needed: order - obey.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 180) says that the words must come from the parallels,
because an omission is difficult to explain.

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

NA%" Luke 8:26 Kol kotémicvooy eig Ty ywpay tédv Tepaonvdy, NrLg
eotiv qutimépe the IuAtialog.

BYZ Luke 8:26 Kal koatémicvoay eic tny ywpey tov Ledepnrdy, NTLC
eotiv qutimépoy thHe TaAtdalog

NA?" Luke 8:37 KotL NPWTNoeY adToV amor 0 TARO0C Thg mepLywpou TV
Cepoonv@y ameAbely am’ adTdv,
BYZ Luke 8:37 kol pWtnoay adTOV amey T0 TARB0C THC TEPLYWPOL TGV
Todopnrdy amedlbely am oadTOV

Lk 8:26

lepaonvev P75, B, D, 0267, Latt, Sy-H™, sa, bo™

Cadoapnvdy A, R, W, A%, ¥, 0135, 13, 1071, Maj, Sy, goth

[epyeonvdr  01,L, X, ©, B, f1, 22, 33, 157, 579, 700*, 1241, 1342, pc,
bo, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Eus, Gre

B: umlaut! (1319 € 7 R) TV Lepaonvdy, fTig €0TLY AVTLTEPN

Lk 8:37
l'epaonvdv P75, B, C*, D, 0279, 579, pc, Latt, sa
Cadapnrar 016, A, R, W, A°", ¥, 124, 346(=f13), Maj, Sy, goth
Cepyeonvdy  01*, €%, L, P, X, ©, f1, 13, 22, 33, 157, 700%, 1071, 1241, 1342,
al, bo, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Gre
B: no umlaut

Mt 8:28

Cadoapnvdy  (01%), B, C, A®", ©, X, 174(f13), 1010, Sy

['epyeonvv  Olc, L, W, f1, f13, Maj, goth

lepaonredr  892c, Latt, sa, mae
B: no umlaut

Mk 5:1

l'epaonvdy  01*, B, D, Latt

Fadapnredr A, C, f13, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

[epyeonvdy  01°,L, A°", (W), ©, 1, 28, 33, 565, 700, 892, 1241, 1424,
Sy-S, bo



Compare Mt 8:28 and discussion there.
Is seems that most MSS have one form in Mt and another in Mk, Lk. From MSS
evidence alone this cannot be judged.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 8:27 €EeABOVTL &€ aDT® €TL THY YAV LTVINOEY GuMp TLG €K
The TOAewe €xwY doLovie Kol Ypdvw ikev® olk évedlonto LUaTLOV
Kol €V olkly 00K €Uuever GAL’ €v Tolg HUNUNOLY.

BYZ Luke 8:27 €£eABOvTL 8¢ aDT® €mL TNV YAV LMYINoer adt@ Gump
TIC €k TG MOAewg OC elyéy SaLpovia, €k YPOVWY LKEVOY KoL LUGTLOV
00K €VedLOVOKETO, Kl €V Olkly 00K €uever GAA €V Tol¢ PUMUaoLY

T&T #13

Byz 01% A,R,D,X,W,A, ©,¥,0135,0211, f13, 2786, Maj, Lat, Sy
amo Yporwy Lkovdy 0c¢ D, (e)

txt P75%¢ 01* B, L, E, (f1), 33, 157, 579, 1241, 1342, 1612, 1627,
Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm
Kol YpOV® TOAAGD f1

B: no umlaut

txt "... who had demons. For a long time he had worn no clothes..."
Byz "... who had demons for a long time. He wore no clothes..."

Compare verse 29:
NA?" Luke 8:29 TOAAOLC YOp YPOVOLC GUVMPTIOKEL DTOV
"For many times it had seized him;"

A question of punctuation and meaning.

The txt reading is the more unusual one, for it is not really important that he
had worn no clothes for a long time.

It is possible that the Byzantine reading is a conformation to verse 29 (so
Weiss).

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

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 8:28 16wy 6¢ TOv Inoodv Grokpofuc TPOOETEoEY oDTG Kol
dwrf peyodn elmev: 1l €uol kol ool, ‘Inood vie tod Beod toD
LPtotou; &éopal oov, pn pe Paooviong.

omit 'Inood: P75, D, R, f1,69, 579, 1071, al, d, e, bo™

omit ToD Oeod: D, E
g',d

, 1,892, 954, 1424, 1675, 2542, pc,
, I, ngs, geomss
B: no umlaut

WH have T0D 0€00 in brackets.

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 8:29 TL ULV Kol 0oL, vie tod Oecod;
BYZ Matthew 8:29 TL Muiv kol ool ‘Inoov vie tod Ocod
Byz: C°, W, ©, 1582(f1), f13, 579, 1424, Maj, it, Sy-P, Sy-H

NA? Mark 5:7 Tl éuol kal ool, 'Incod vie Tod Beod toD Llotou;
omit 'Inoob: f1, 700 (not in NA and SQE!)

Compare:
NA*" Matthew 16:16 0U €L 0 XPLOTOC O LLOC TOD BeoD Tob (BVToC.
NA?" Mark 3:11 oV €L 0 vLOc ToD BeoD.

NA% Mark 10:47 kol A€yelr: T vie Aavld ‘Inood, €Aenoov pe.

" ’Inoov 13, 565

T KopLe 28
NA?" Mark 10:48 uaAlov ékpaler: T uie Aauld, EAéncov pe.
" 'Inoov 13

T Kipie 28,124, 1071

NA?" Luke 1:32 00TO¢ €070l UEYNG Kol LLOC LYLoTOU KAMOMoeTaL
NA?" Luke 4:41 oV €l 0 vioc ToD OeoD.

BYZ Luke 4:41 oV €L 6 XpLoto¢ 0 vlog tod Beod

NA?" Luke 6:35 kol €0eaBe viol Liotov,




The support for the omissions is quite considerable. The omission of ’Incob
might be due to harmonization to Mt. Note the same omission by f1, 700 in Mk.
T00 Oeob is safe in the parallels. The omission could be due to homoioarcton
(tob - ToD).

It is interesting to note that Mk has the fullest form here.

The term LLOG LYLOTOU appears two more times in Lk (1:32 and 6:35).

It is quite possible that 'Inoob and T00 €0l have been added here as a
harmonization to Mt and/or Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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35.Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 8:43 KoL yuvr olow €év puoeL alpatoc Gmo €TV dwdekn, NTLg
[latpoic mpoooveiwonon ooy tov Bior] odk loyuoer am’ olderdg
Bepamevbijvat, T

BYZ Luke 8:43 K&l YUVT) 0000 €V PUOEL GLUTOC GTTO €TOV SWoEKK TTLC
Latpoic mpooavedwoncn OAov TOv Blor odk 1loyuoer UM 00SEVOC
BepaTevBivoL

omit: P75, B, D, 0279,
Sy-S, Sy-Pal™s, sa, arm, geo, Or, NA*, WH, Weiss

D, d read for the final clause: v 00d¢ €lc loyver Bepamedool

txt O01,A,C,L,P,W,A B, & Y, fl,f13, 33,157,579, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™, bo, Bois

Sy-C adds at the end of the verse:
T kol dLedoyileto év éautfi A€éyouvoa éxv dmeAfodoa alwpal K&y TV
iwattor tod ‘Incod cwbfoopat.

0279 is one of the recently (1975) discovered Sinai fragments. It is a
palimpsest of the 8™/9™ CE. B. Aland (Berichte) notes: "strong Byzantine
influence".

Tregelles reads txt but has additionally the words in brackets in the margin.

B: no umlaut

TPOOUVUALOK® / TPOonVeAOw "spend in addition, spend lavishly"

Parallel:

NA% Mark 5:25-26 Kol yuvn ovoo €v pOOEL oLpoTOC dwdeko €T 26 Kol

ToAA TeBoDoK DTO TOAADY Latpdr kol Samovnonce T6 Top’ oOTHC
’ \ \ b ~ ) \ ~ 2 \ ~ b ~

TovTe Kol Unoey wdeindelon aAlo poALOV €Lg TO XeLpov eABoioa,

Sumavow "to pay out material or physical resources, spend, spend freely"



For the Sy-C addition compare:

NA? Matthew 9:21 €Aeyer yop €V €qutf: €av povor apwpal tod Luatlov
a0toD owlnoopuL.

NA%" Mark 5:28 €Aeyer yop OTL €V Gfwuel KAV TOV LUETlor odTod
owBnoouL.

Compare also:

NA% Mark 12:44 Tavtec yop €k ToD TepLooevovtoc adTolc éfador, it
8¢ &k TRAC LOTEPNOEWC abThHC Tavte Ooe €lyer €Paiev OAov ToOV Blov
aOTAC.

The omission is strange. There is no reason for it. Has it o do with Luke being a
physician?

If it is a secondary addition, it is very unusual. Scribes normally harmonize to
the parallels by using identical or very similar words. But here we have a
skillfully rewritten condensation. Aland: "sounds Lukan". P. Comfort: "could be a
true Lukan condensation" (Encountering, p. 333). Nevertheless Weiss (Lk Com.)
thinks that it is a free gloss from Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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36. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 8:44 mpooerfodon OmLoBer Hato ToD kpaomédov tod LUaTiou
a0ToD Kol Tepoypfue €0tn M PvoLE Tod alpatog adTAC.

omit 1: D, ¥, 209*, 1071, pc
omit 2: D, it(a, b, d, ff%, I, r})
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg) have the words.

Nato 0mLober K, II, pc
B: no umlaut

omit 2: Western non-interpolation?
Minor agreement between Mt and Lk (see below)

0mLaBev = "from behind"

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 9:20 ... Tpooerfodon 0mLoBey MNPato ToD Kpaomédou ToD

lhotlov adTod"

NA?" Mark 5:27 €éABolon €v 1@ OxAw OTLoOcr NPoto toD Luatiov ahTod:
add Tob kpaomédou: M, f1, 33, 579, 1071, pc, aeth

Compare:

27 \ 4 ) \ V4 14 N4
NA%" Matthew 14:36 Kol TopekaAoLY aOTOV (v povor wpwrtel Tod
KPOOTESOL TOD LUKTLOL adTOD® Kol 000l NPorto SLecwdnouy.

27 \ 4 b \ ¥4 N ~ 4 ~
NAZ Mark 6:56 kol mapekeAiovy «dTOV Lva KAV TOD KPaoméSov ToD
lpatiov adtod aPwrtal: kel 0ool dv Navto ahtod é0wlovTo.

Both words have been possibly omitted because they are not really needed. The
emphasis is on the touching and the fringe is only marginally interesting, so it is
possible that in the Latin franslation the words have been omitted. It is also
possible that the words have been omitted due to homoioarcton (TOU ..OU -
TOU ...0V).

On the other hand it is possible that the omission is original and the addition
happened very early in the transmission. Note the secondary addition in Mk!

The words T0D KpPKOTESOU constitute one of the so called Minor Agreements
between Mt and Lk against Mk. It is possible that the omission of TOU
KPOTESOL is a harmonization to Mk 5:27.




The omission of OTLGOEV is not clear. It has been omitted neither in Mt nor in
Mk.
Note that K, II, pc have jcto 6mLa0€v (not in NA and SQE).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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37.Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 8:45 koL €lmev 0 'Inoodg Tic 0 adevdc Hov; GPVOLIEVWY &E
Tovtwy eimer 6 IIéTpoc:

BYZ Luke 8:45 kol €lmev 0 ‘Inood¢ Tic 6 afopuerdc Hov aprovuévwy &€
Tovtwy eimer 6 I1étpoc kol ol pet’ odtoDd,

kel oL Pet’ adtod % K, X, A, P, 28, 565, Maj
kol oL oLY a0t 01,A,C% D,L PR U W,O,E, V¥, 0211, f1, f13, 33,
157, (472), 579, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675,

al, Trg, Tis, Bal
one or the other: Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth
txt P75, B, I, 700*, al, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, geo

Tregelles has additionally kal oL oLV 0T in brackets in the margin.
B: no umlaut
Parallel:

NA%" Mark 5:31 kol €deyor a0T® ol pedntal adtod: BAETeLc tov OxAov
ouVvOALBovTa o€ Kol A€yelc TLC pov Meto;

Compare:
/4 ~
NA% Mark 1:36 kol kotedlwEer adTov Lipwy kel ol het’ adtoD,

NA%" Luke 9:32 0 6¢ Ilétpoc kol ol oby a0T® Mooy Befapnuévor LTV

Lk uses four times oL oLV a0TQ (3 times in Acts) and once KXl OL €T’
0T0D (Lk 6:3) which he probably took over from Mk.

oLV 0T uet’ avtod
Mt, Mk, Jo 6 28
Lk, Act 16 8

Thus it is clear that Lk prefers ouv a0T@.

It is strange why so may witnesses inserted here kol OL oLV ®UTQ/MeET’
a0Tod if it's not original. It is rather improbable that it is a partial
harmonization to Mark's ol padntal ®dTOD, but Weiss thinks so. The words
have probably been omitted as awkward. The support is not coherent (II, 700%).



On the other hand the two different wordings of the addition might indicate its
spuriousness.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
add koL ol gLV 0T in brackets.
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NA?" Luke 8:45 koL €lmev 0 'Inoodg Tic 0 aieroc ov; GPUOULEVWY &€
Tovtwy elmey 0 Ilétpog: émiotate, OL OYAOL OLVEXOUOLY o€ Kol
amoOALBovaLY.

BYZ Luke 845 kol €lmev 0 ‘Inoodc Tic 0 aloueroc wov Gprovuévwy 6¢

Tovtwy elmer 0 Ilétpog kol oL pet’ avtod, Emiotate ol OyAol
’ ’ \ b ’ \ ’ ’ [3 3 4 /4

ovveyouvoLy o€ kol amoBALBovoLy kel Aeyelg, Tic O onfouerog ov;

Byz A,C,D,P,R,W,A B, E Y, f13, 33,579, Mqj, Latt, Sy, goth, [Trqg]
kol Aéyelc: Tic pov Mato c*, D, ¥, 0291, 28, 1071, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Ir

txt P75,01, B, L, f1,22, 157, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal™*, Co, arm, arab™®

Note that D+it has 45a as: kol €lmer 0 'Inoodg Tig pouv NPato
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Mark 5:30 ... TL 4oL NPTO TOV LUATLWY;

NA%" Mark 5:31 kel édeyov a0t® ol pebntal adtod: BAEmelg tov OxAov
ouVvOLLBovTa o€ Kol A€yelg Ti¢ pou Meto;

Compare next verse 46:
NA? Luke 8:46 0 6¢ ’Inoodc elmer: MPatd pol TLE, €Yw Yop EYvwy
SOvapLY EEeAnAubular am’ éuo.

There is no reason for an omission. There is no omission or variation in MK.

It seems that scribes added first the Markan words as in C*, D, et al. In a
second step the words are harmonized to immediate context: D conformed 45a
to the added Markan words and A, W et al. changed the Markan words to
conform 45a.

Probably the words have been added from Mk to prepare for Jesus words in the
next verse 46: NPatO HOU TLC (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 8:48 0 8¢ elmev adTH’ Buydtnp, 1 TLOTLC OOV CECWKEV
oc* TopeloL €l¢ elpnvmy.

BYZ Luke 8:48 0 &¢ eimer adtf) Odpoet, BOyotep 1 TLOTLC 00UV OEOWKEV
oc* TOPeLOL €l¢ elpnmy

Byz A,C,P,R,W,A, 0,13, Maj, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P75,01,B,D,L,E, ¥, f1,157,6579, 1241, 1342, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Co, geo, arm
B: no umlaut

Oapoel Oupoéw imperative present active 2nd person singular
"Courage! Take courage!"

Ouyatnp  nominative
O0yatep  vocative

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 9:22 0 6¢ 'Incolc otpadelc kol Lowy adTnY €lmey:
Bapoel, BUYaTEP: N TLOTLC OOU OEOWKEV O€.

NA%" Mark 5:34 0 6¢ elmer a0Tf" Buydtnp, N TLOTLC 00V OEOWKEY o€
C¢ adds Oapoel

Probably a harmonization to Mt.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" Luke 8:54 a0TOC O€ KPOTNONG TAC XELPOC
a0ThC €Prnoer Aéywr: 1) Tolg, EyeLpe.

BYZ Luke 8:54 a:0TOC 8¢ éxPoiwy €Em movTeg, Kol Kpotnoug ThH¢ YeLpog
abThc épvnoer Aéywr ‘H mualc éyelpov.

Byz A,C,W, A, 0,Y,f13, 33, Mqj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, goth
ekBaAdy mavtac €Ew kal A, K IL R, S, U, W, 0, 0211, 124,
174(=f13), 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1424, pc,
Sy-H, arm

txt P75,01,8,D,L, X, 0291, f1,579, 700, 1241, 1342, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C

Lacuna: E
B: umlaut! (1320 € 35 L) altOg € kpathoog ThC

Parallel:

NA?" Mark 5:40 a0T0¢ 6¢ €kBaiwy TavTe TopeAadparel TOV ToTéPR TOD
ToLdlov kol TNV WUntépo kol toug pet’ adtod kol elomopedetol OmTov
v tO ToLdlov.

ekPorr mavtoc w13

There is no reason for an omission.

The words are probably a harmonization to Mk. The different word-order
variants are an indication for a secondary origin.

Note though that €£w does not appear in Mk. But the addition is probably quite
natural. Compare the following:

NAZ Luke 4:29 kol Grootovteg €Eefadov adTov €w ThHC TOAEWC
NA% Luke 13:28 Upaic 6¢ ekPailopéroug €Ew

NA% Luke 20:15 kol €kBadovtec adTOV €Ew ToD GUTEADVOC

NA?" Acts 7:58 kol éxBaAdvtec €Ew

NA% Acts 9:40 ékBadwy 8¢ €w mavtag 0 IIéTpog

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA? Luke 9:1 XuykoAdcoopevog &€ Toug Owdeke T €Swkey odTOLG

’ \ b 4 b \ l4 \ 14 \ 14 4
SUVaPLY Kol €€oualoy €TL TOVTe TO OCLUOVLK KoL VOOOUG BepameveLy

T

T GTOGTOAOUC 01,C, L, X, 0, A, E, ¥, 070,0202, 0291, f13, 33, 372, 579,
892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2542, pc,
Lat(a, aur, c, e, f, vg), Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, goth,
Gre, [Trg™]

T podnTig wdtod €S E,F,H, U, 2,157, al, it(b, ff2, 1, q, r'), Eus

txt P75, A,B,D, K, II, R, W, A, 047, 0211, f1, 22, 565, 700,
954, 2766, Maj, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, geo, Marcion”?
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 10:1 Kol Tpookadeodpueroc Toug dwdeko podntae odtod
NAZ Matthew 10:2 TOV 6¢ 8W8eko GTOOTOAWY T6 OVOHNTH €0TLY TocDTor

NA%" Mark 6:7 Kol TpookaAeitol  TOUC ek
add pedntoc: D, 1071

NA% Mark 3:14 kol €moinoer 8Wdeke [oU¢ Kol GTOGTOAOVEC WVOpNOEV]

Compare:

NA?" Luke 6:13 Kol €KAcEaperog am’ adTOY dWdEKK, 0VUC Kol GTOOTOAOUC
WDVOUaoEY

NA?" Luke 9:10 Kol UTooTpéfortec ol GmOoToAOL

Only &T00TOAOUG has any claim to be original. padntag adtod is probably from
Mt 10:1 (so Weiss). It is interesting how many diverse witnesses support this
addition, which is rather unusual (8wd¢eke GTOOTOAWY appears only once in the
Gospels at Mt 10:2). GTOGTOAOVC is either derived from context 9:10 or from
the parallel Mt 10:2 (so Weiss).

It might be noted here the curious fact that Codex E has this sentence three
times on three pages, one verse per page! This is certainly deliberate and could
be explained as a strong amplification of the word (power over demons and
diseases).



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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 9:2 kol GTéOTELAEY aDTOUC KMPLooeLy Ty Paoticioy ToD Beod
kool LaoBoL [tovc aoBeveic],

BYZ Luke 9:2 Kol Gmé€oTELACY ohTOVG KnpLooeLy Ty Paoticloar tod Beod
kool LaoBoL ToLC aoBevodytoc

T&T #15

omit: B, 2206, Sy-S, Sy-C, NA?®, WH, Weiss
In NA a quote is noted: Marcion® (Dialog of Adamantius 2:12), but this is
very doubtful because the quote breaks off at this point (info from Ulrich
Schmid)!

B: no umlaut

TOUC doBevelc 01, A, D,L, E, P, 070, 0202, f1, 33, 38, 157,
579, 1071, 1241, 1612, 2786, Bois, Gre, [Trqg]

ToUC Ga0evodvToc C,K I, W, X, A, ©,0211, f13, 565, 700, 892,
1342, Maj

one of the additions: Latt ("infirmos"), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, goth

TAVTOC TOUC 6oOevodvTac 2766, pc

vooobvtog 2542

kol 6.ofevodytac Bepamelely 1424 (omit LooBoL)

> ~ . . . .
0oBevelg adjective accusative masculine plural
aoBevodrtac participle present active accusative masculine plural

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 10:7-8 TOPELOUEVOL &€ KNPVOOETE AEYOVTEC OTL NYYLKEV 1)

BaotAelo TV obpav@Y. 8 aobevodrtac Bepamelete, vekpoug EYeLpeTe,

Compare:
NA%" Luke 9:1 Xuykadeooperog 8¢ ToUg dwdekn €dwkey ohTOlg SOVaLLY
Kol €fovolo EmL mavte To Setpovie kel voooug Bepomevely T

" "the infirm."  Sy-C, Sy-S




As Metzger (commentary) notes: "the evidence of the Old Syriac is weakened by
its reading 'the infirm' as the object of ‘heal’ at the close of verse 1. Likewise,
in Lk Loy, except when passive, always has a direct object."

This is true everywhere in the NT.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks the words are from Mt.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
better remove brackets

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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39. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 9:3 KoL €lmeV ﬂpog owtoug pnﬁev OLLpE‘EE €lg ‘ET]V 080V, unte
pafdov M]_e MPaY UNte &ptov unte apyovplov unte [ave] 6vo
YLTOVOG EXELY.

T&T #16

omit: 01, B, C*,F,L, E, 070, 0202, 0211, 372, 579, 1241, 1342, pc5,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo, WH
pc = 494, 1513, 2411, 2737, 2796

txt A, CS, D, KIL W, X, A 0,Y,fl,f13, 33,157, 892, 1071, 2786, Maj,
d, Sy-H, NA®® Weiss, [Trg]

Lat, Sy and other versions are not clear.

Metzger: "... only d, Sy-H and goth express the force of v, but whether the
others simply omit to render the word or whether they rest upon a Greek text
that lacked it, is difficult to say. Sy-S reads: "and not even two coats".

B: no umlaut

oo, here: "each"
Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 10:10 U1 TPV €L¢ 060V uUNndE SV0 YLTOVOC
NA? Mark 6:9 koL U1 €vdvoncBe 6o yLTdVOC.

It is not clear why the word should have been added here. It is not in the
parallels and it is not improving style or meaning.

aV0 appears only 9 times in the Gospels. Meanings:

1. of position in an area: "among, in the midst of"
&.|. ToD oltou Mt 13:25

>

.. TOV OpLlwY AeKOTOAEWC "into the (midst of the) district of Decapolis” Mk 7:31

2. distributive, with numbers: "each, apiece"

Gree dnrapLov "a denarius apiece" Mt 20:9-10
améoTeLAer alTOVC v 600 "he sent them out two by two" Lk 10:1
KALOLOG WO€EL e Tevtnkovte  "by fifties" Lk 9:14



QU LETPNTOC 6V0 1) TPELC "two or three measures apiece" Jo 2:6
QU0 €KOTOV Kol Qv Tevtnkovto Mk 6:40 v.l. Lk 9:3.

The word appears twice in the following context: 9:14 and 10:1. It is possible
that scribes added it here, remembering 10:1. On the other hand it could have
been omitted as carrying no special meaning. The support for the omission is
very strong.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 175) thinks that it has been omitted as a conformation to
immediate context, where 4 times UTT€ without preposition appears.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong = prefer omission)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 9:6 €£€pyOLeroL 8¢ SHLNPYOVTO KOTO TOC KOG
eboryyeALlopevoL kel Bepamedovtee mavtayod.

Supyovto Kato MOAELC KoL KWUOC 1071, it(b, ¢, ff?, 1, q), Sy-S, Sy-C,
Sy-P, sa™, arm, Marcion®

dupyovto amod thic moAewc éxelvne A

kot TOAELC Kol NPYovTo D, d
SLNPYOVTO Kot TOC TOAELC X, pc, a

txt P75,01,A,B,C,L,W, A, 0,Y, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1241,
1424, Maj, Lat(aur, e, f, r', vg), Sy-H, Co, goth

Sy-S, Sy-C and Sy-P are not noted in NA, but are in IGNTP (and Burkitt).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ Matthew 10:11 €i¢c NV & @V TOALY ) KWOUNY €LOEAONTE,

Compare context:

NA% Luke 9:55 kol OOOL OV N O€EXWVTOL DUGC, €EepyouevoL Gmo Tig
TOACWE €KELYNC TOV KOVLOPTOV GO TOV TodGOY UUGV GTOTLVIOCCTE
€lg poptupLov €m ahTouC.

Compare also:

’ ~ ~ 4
NA? Luke 8:1 Kol €yéveto €év 1@ koBeEfic kol odTOC SLWSEVEY KTk
TOALY KOl KWOUNY

NA? Luke 8:4 XvvLovtoc &€ OxAov TOAAOD kol TOV KOTK TOALY
ETLTOPEVOULEVWY TPOC KDTOV €lmer S TopBoAfc:
NA? Luke 13:22 Kol OLemopeVeTo KoTO TOAELC KL KWWK OLONOKWY

Difficult to judge.

TOA€WC appears in the previous verse 5, so it is possible that the addition of
TOAELG is a conformation to immediate context. Possibly it is also stimulated by
13:22. It is not clear why one of those readings should have been changed to the
txt reading.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 9:7 "Hkovoer 6¢ ‘Hpo)dne 0 tetpaapyne o yLVOUeV

TowTo Kol dLnmopetl L T0 Aéyecbul LTO TLvwry OtL Twovvng fyépdn
€K VEKPDV,

BYZ Luke 9:7 "Hkouvoev 6¢ ‘Hpwdng 6 tetpapyne Te yLropeve v odtod
Tt Kol Sunmopel dLe TO  A€yeoBul UmO Twwy 0Tl Twovvng
EYNYEPTOL €K VEKPDV

Byz A.CS,W,0,V¥,fl,33, 124,174, 230, 346(=f13), Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P75,01,B,C*, D,L, &, f13,157, (579), 1241, 1342, 2542, pc,
it(a, b, d, e, ff2, 1, rY), Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm
TavTe To yevdueva 579

D omits also TovTee Kol and reads:
T yLvdueva ATOPELTO SL0 TO A€yeoBoul
B: no umlaut

T’]‘ITOpET,‘EO o’mopéw indicative imperfect passive 3rd person singular
"be at a loss, be in doubt, be uncertain"

6LT]TT(5p€L 6LOCTTOpé(o indicative imperfect active 3rd person singular
"be greatly perplexed, be at a loss"

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 14:1 'Bv ¢ékelvw T¢ koalp® mkovoery ‘Hpwdne o
TeTpoapyne Ty akony ‘Incod,

NA%" Mark 6:14 Kol fikovoev 0 Baoiiete ‘Hpwdng, dbavepor yop éyéveto
TO Ovoue a0ToD, Kol €AEyoV ...

NA% Mark 6:20 0 yop ‘Hpwoéng épofeito tov Twavvny, €ldwg odTov
avdpo SLKeLOV Kol (ryLov, kol oLvetnpel adToV, Kol Gkovonc odToD
TOAAG ATOPEL, Kol TOEWS odTOD TKOVED.

BYZ Mark 6:20 0 yop ‘Hpwdng €pofelto tov “Twovvny eldwe adtov
avdpe. SLKOLOV Kol GYLOV Kol OULVETNPEL oDTOV Kol GKOVOOC oDTOD
TOAAG €TOLeL, Kol MOEwE aDTod fjkovey

Byz A,C,D,fl,f13, 33,1342, Maj, Latt, Sy

txt 01,B,L, (W), 0,27, Co




Compare:
NA?" Luke 13:17 ... €Tl TOOLY TOLC €VOOEOLC TOLC Yivouévolc v adToD.

NA? Luke 23:8 kol AATLEV TL onuelor 16€ly 1T adToD yLVOuevov.

UT’ a0ToD: There is no reason for an omission. It has probably been added
remembering 13:17 or 23:8 to make the meaning more clear.

NTOPELTO is possibly a partial conformation to Mk 6:20, but D reads €molel
here.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 9:10 Kol Umootpéavtec ol dmootorol Sinynoarto adt® 0o
emoinoov. Kol maparafor adtole LTeywpnoer kot Ldlov elc TOALY
KoAovévny Bnloaido.

BYZ Luke 9:10 Kol Umootpéavtec ol @mootoroL dimynoavto adTtd 0o
emoinoay kol Topeiofor adTolg UTexWpnoey kot ioloav €lg TOmOV
€pnuor TOAewC kadoupérng Brnboniday

TOALY P75,01¢, B, L, X, E*, 33, pc, Sy-S, Co, WH, NA®
KWWY D, d

tdmov ¥

OOV MOAEWC f1, 700, Sy-Pal, geo

OOV €PNUoV Lat, bo™ss

omit Kalovpévne BnBoaiday:
TOTOV €pMiLov 01*, 157, Sy-C, arab™®
€pnuov tomov 69, 788(=f13), 1241

TOAMY  kodouvuévny BnOowide — TOTOV épnuor 1342
KOUNY kodovgévny BnBowidn cic tomov épnuor O, r!

€pnuov tomov mMOAEwE A, ES, f13, 565, pc
TOTOV €pMuov ToAewe  C, W, K, II, A, 892, 1424, Maj, (Sy-P), Sy-H, goth

E: The reading of 2 is written in the margin. It is not noted by Tregelles, but
by Greenlee, in his correction of the collation, JBL 76 (1957) 237-41. According
to Greenlee it is the only marginal reading in Z. It's also in NA.

B: no umlaut

Compare second next verse 12:
NA? Luke 9:12 ... €DpWOLY ETLOLTLOLOY, OTL 8¢ €V EPNUW TOTW EOUED.

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 14:13 ’Akovoac 6¢ 0 ’‘Inoolc aveywpnoer ¢ékeibev €v
TAOLW €ic épnuov tomov kot idlav kol dkoloovteg ol OyAoL
froAovONoay adTE Telf 4TO TOY TOAEWV.

NA%" Mark 6:31 8eDte Luelc adtol kot Loloy €lg épnuov ToToV




NA? Mark 6:32 Kol &mfiAfov év t¢) mAolw €ic épnuov tomov kot idlav.

NA?" Luke 4:42
Cevopévne &¢ Nuépoag eEeABwr emopeldn eic épmuor Tomov:

Strange collection of all thinkable variants.

It is possible that TOALY was the original reading and that scribes felt the
discrepancy between the "deserted place" mentioned in verse 12 and the TOALG
BnBowide. It makes no sense to have a feeding in the city. So they changed the
passage in various ways.

On the other hand it is also possible that the Byzantine reading is original. Tt
has the same difficulty: Either there is a deserted place or it is the city
Bethsaida. So the reading TOTOV €pnuov MOAcw¢ KoAOLWEVNC Bnbonidoy
("a desert place of a city called Bethsaida") is a contradiction or at least a
difficulty. The other readings are then attempts to correct this.

It has been suggested that the Byzantine reading is a conflation of TOALV and
TOTOV €pnuov (WH § 143).
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NA% Luke 9:12 ‘H 6¢ muépo NpEato kAlvely: mpooeAfovteg 6¢ ol
Swdeko elmay adT®: amoAvoov TOV OxAov, lve TopevdevTeg €ig TG
KUKA®W KWOUOG Kol GYPOUC KXTHADOWOLY Kol €UpwoLY €TLOLTLOWOY, OTL
WO €V EPNUW TOTW EOUED.

TOi)g ESX)LOUC P75, 01620, 047, 28,157,472, 565, 1424, 2766, pc,
Lat(aur, c, d, ffz, Vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, SY-PO', sa™s bo

To0 OyAou 01*
txt 01 A, B,C,D,L, W, A, O, Y, 1, f13, 33,157, 579, 700,
1071, Maj

B: no umlaut

Context:

NA% Luke 8:42 'Ev 6¢ T¢ UToyeLy adtov ol OyAoL ouvémviyor ohTov.
NA?" Luke 8:45 €TLOTOT, OL OYAOL OLVEYOLOLY O€ kol &TOBALBoLOLY.
NA?" Luke 9:11 ol 8¢ OyAoL yvovtec NkoiovOnooy adt®:

NA? Luke 9:16 AcPfwy &€ TOUC TEVTe GPTOUC Kol ToLg &V0  LyBlag
avaPrePec €l TOv oLpavoV €0AOYNoEY alTOUC Kol KOTEKAXOED Kol
€dLo0ov Tol¢ padnTolc mepadeival TG OYAW.

Tolc OyAoLc D, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, bo™*

NA% Luke 9:18 Tilvo e A€youoLy ol OyAoL elvot;

Possibly an intensification, conformed to the previous oL OxAoL in 8:42, 45 and
the previous verse 9:11. Note that D, Lat use the plural in 9:16 also.

The support is quite strong.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 9:16 AaPwr 8¢ TOLC TEVTE APTOUC Kol TOLC 6V0 LyOvmg
avoPréfiog eic Tov olparor eDAGYNoEr adTOVE Kol KOUTEKANTEY ...

eOAOYNCEV KoL KOLTEKAQLOEY
01, X, 1241, pc, Sy-P, arm

’ \ 98 / 2 o ) A
TPOONULENTO KoL €DA0YNOEY €T’ 0DTOVC
D,d

eOAOYNoey ém’ adtolc Kol KoTEKATEV
it(a, b, ff2, 1, q, r'), vg™, Sy-C, (Sy-S), Marcion®

eOAOYNoey ém’ adTolg

Bois

Lat(aur, c, e, f, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 14:19 Acfwr TOUC TEVTE GPTOLC Kol TOLC OVO LyBlog,
J 4 b \ b \ 9 / \ 4 b4

oavePAefioc €LG TOV OLPAVOV EVAOYNOEV KoL KAXOKG EOWKEV ...

NA? Mark 6:41 Kol AodPwy TOUC TEVTE PTOUC Kol ToLg &V0 LyOlac
avoPréfiog e€ic Tov olpardr €OAOYNOEY Kol KUTEKAXTEY ...

Compare:

NA?" Luke 2:34 KoL €0A0YNOEY DTOVC LUHEWV

NA? Luke 24:30 Aafwv TOV GpTOV €DAOYNOEV Kol KAKOOG €medioou
o0TOLC,

NA?" Luke 24:50 Kl €mOpec TG YXELpeg c0Tod €DAdYNoey ahTOoUC.

€’ a0ToUG appears only 3 times in the Gospels, twice in Lk (and 7 times in
Acts):

NA% Mark 6:34 kol €omAoyyviodn én’ avtolc, "on/for them"

NA%" Luke 9:5 GTOTLVHOOETE €L LapTUPLOV €M aUTOUC. "against them"
NA% Luke 19:27 pn OeAnoavtac pe Baoiiedoul €’ adtolg "over them"

The reading of 01 is probably a harmonization to M+, Mk.
There is no reason why €T’ should have been deleted so universally.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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41. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 9:17 kol €payov kol €xoptaodnooy mavtec, kol fjpln To
TepLooedoay adTole KAXOUATWY KOPLVOL SWdEK.

NAZ Luke 9:18 Kol €éyéveto év 1@ eivol abTOV TPOOEUYOUEVOV KT,
uwovec ouvfiooy obT® ol padntal, kol EmMPWTnoey ohToug A€ywy:
Tlve Je AéyouoLy ol OxAoL elvot;

ouyOnooy 1424, 1675
ourNYTHORY P75?, B*, 157, pc, f, goth, WH in the margin

P75 is not noted in any edition. Unfortunately the text is within a lacuna. Extant
is: KOTO, OVIG O ... O)V. Space considerations make it more probable here

that P75 has ouvmrinoov.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

D has: Kol €yéveto €év 1@ elval adToLC Kot Uovec cuvfioay
"And it came to pass, as they were alone, together with him the disciples"

B has been corrected by the reinforcer (B%): p. 1321 € 20/21. He left the letters
HNTH unenhanced and added a new H at the end of the line.
B: no umlaut

ouvficay olveLuL indicative imperfect active 3rd person plural
"be with, come together, gather "
ouvnyOnoay ovvayw  indicative aorist passive 3rd person plural

"gather together"
OUVMVTNOOV OLVEVTEW  indicative aorist active 3rd person plural
"meet"

Parallels: Beginning and end of Luke's Great Omission (6:47 - 8:27)

NA% Mark 6:44-47 KoL Mooy oL ayovtec [toug aptoug] TevTakLoyLALoL
avdpec. 45 Kal €0Buc fraykeoer toug padntog adtod €uffivel eic to
TAOLOV KoL TpoayeLy €ic TO Tépay Tpoc Bnloaidoy, €wc altog
GToAVEL TOV OYAOV. 46 Kol GTOTOENLEVOC ®DTOLC ATAABEY €lc 0 OpoC
TPoocVEnoboL. 47 Kol OYlog yevouévne MY o0 TAoLOV &V uéow TG
BaAooone, kol o0TOC UOvog €ml thg yAC.



http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

NA%* Mark 8:27 Kol €EfqABer 6 'Inoolc kol ol padntal odtod €ig Tog
kopoe Kotoapelog thic OLAlmmouv: kel €V Th 060 €mnpwte  Tolg
LoOntec adtod Aéywy adTolc: Tive pe A€YouoLy ol avdpwToL elvol;

NA% Matthew 16:13 'EAOwy 6¢ 0 ‘Inoodc eic to pépn Karoopelog thg
OLALTTOL APWTH TOUC MadNTOG odTOD A€ywy: TLve A€youoLy ol
&vOpwToL €lval Tov LoV ToD AVBpWTOoL;

These verses in Lk are the end of Luke's so called Great Omission from Mk.
Streeter (Four Gospels, p. 176-78) has an interesting suggestion here. He
assumes that Luke's copy of Mk actually lacked the omitted part for whatever

reason, possibly mutilation. Luke's copy of Mk looked something like this:

6:44 kol Mooy ol ayovteg [ToLg ApPTovg] TEVTaKLOXLALOL GVdpEC. 45
Kol ... 46 amfiABev €ic 0 0poc mpooeVEnadul. ... 47 Kol o0TOC UOVOC ...

C \ b ~ S ~ b 4 \ \ b ~ 4 b ~
8:27 .. Kl €V T 08Q €émpwrta Toug pedntac adtod A€ywy wdtolc
Tlve pe AéyouoLy ol avbpwtol €lvot;

This explains why Luke omits the local reference to Caesarea Philippi which both
Mk and Mt have. Luke has quite an abrupt end of the Feeding story.

The textcritical problem here is the word cuvfytnoav by B et al. It makes

good sense, because Jesus was alone and then quite suddenly the disciples are
with him?
"And it came to pass, as he is praying alone, the disciples were with him,
and he questioned them"
With the B reading the sense would be:
"And it came to pass, as he is praying alone, his disciples met with him
and he questioned them"
It could be argued though that kate WOVeG is taken with cuvfioa and not
with TpOGELYOUEVOV:
"And it came to pass, as he is praying, his disciples were with him alone
and he questioned them"

Streeter thinks that the B reading is ("as so often") original: "It translates
Mark's €V Tf] 00Q in the only meaning that could be given to it, if it followed
just after Mk 6:47."

In a footnote (p. 177) he adds: "Probably the original reading was fjvtnooy =
‘met’. ouvnoav = ‘'were with', the reading of most MSS, is a very early scribe's
emendation. Someone then tried to correct an ancestor of B by this text and
wrote OULV over the NV, but the next copyist combined the two."



Possibly it is a simple accidental scribal error, ouvfiooV is a rare word (only
three times in the NT, all in Lk/Acts: Lk 8:4; 9:18; Acts 22:11)

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA%" Luke 9:20 eimev 8¢ adtole: LWelg 6¢€ tlve ue A€yete elval; TIétpog
6¢ amokpLBelg elmev: tov xpLotor T tod Beod.
OOV D, 2766, it(d, e, r'), bo™
T Tov LLOVY 28,892, 1675, pc, bo™¢

YU el 0 ypLotdc O vidc tod Beod Tod CAVToC £*, 1 (Mt)
"Tu es Christus filius Dei vivi."

Origen: Mt Comm tom. 1

[N ~ J 4 ~ \ ~ J 4 \ ’

oL yobv avaypaoavtec Mapkog kol Aoukdg amokplBévte tov Iletpov
elpnkéval: "X €l 0 yPLoTOC" KoL Um TPOooBEVTEC TO THPE TG
Mathoie kelpevov "6 viog Tod Beod tod (Gvrtog”.

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 16:16 &mokpLOelc 6¢ Lipwy Ilétpog elmev:

oL €l 0 ypLoTog 0 vLog Tod Beod ToD (WrToc.

NA? Mark 8:29 kol oDTOC €MMPWTE GUTOVC" UHELC 66 Tlve pe A€yete
etvat; amokpLBelc 0 IIétpoc Aéyel adT® oL €L O YPLOTOC.

Compare:

NA?" Luke 23:35 Kol €lotnkel 0 Aad¢ Bewpdv. €ecpvktnpLlor 8¢ kol ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTEC" BAAOUC €0WOEY, 0WONTW €LUTOV,

el oUtoOc €otLy 0 ¥pLotoc T oD BeoD O éxAeKTOC.

add 6 vidg: P75, 070, f13, 157, 579, 1071, L844, pc, Sy-H, Co, Eus
€l LLOC €0TLY O YPLoTOC TOD Beod O ExAekTOC B
€l vloc €l ToD BeoD, €l ¥pLoTog €l O €kAekTOC D, ¢

Possibly added from Mt (so Weiss). Note the same addition at Lk 23:35!
The words ToD 0e€0D constitute one of the so called Minor Agreements of Mt

and Lk against Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ Luke 9:23 "Eieyer 8¢ mpoOc mavtac €L TLC O€iel OTMlow WOv
€pyeabuL, aprnonoduw €xvTOV Kol GPETW TOV 0ToLPOY a)TOD

KO’ TUEPOY KoL GKOAOUBELTW [OL.

BYZ Luke 9:23 "EAeyer 8¢ mpo¢ mavteac KL Tic 0édel OTLOW pov EABeLy,
ATPYNO000w €RLTOV Kol GPOTw TOV OTaUPOV a0TOD
Kol GkoAouBelTw [otL

Byz 01¢,C, D, X, A, 565,579, 1424, Maj, it, Sy-S, Sy-H™, sa™, Or?

txt P75,01*, A,B,K,L,R,W,Y,0,II, &, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 700, 892, 1071,
al, Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Co, goth, TR, Did

omit Kol Gpotw ... kod’ Tuépay D, a,d, |

B: umlaut! (1322 A 9 L) «Utod ko’ Muépay Kol GKoAovdelTw

ko®' MuEpoy "daily"

Parallels:
NA? Matthew 16:24 Kol GPOTW TOV OToLPOV o0TOD Kol GKOAOLOELTW
HOL.
27 \ 5 4 \ \ b ~ \ ) ’
NA?" Mark 8:34 Kol GPOTW TOV 0TEUPOV aDTOD Kol GkoAouBeltw [oL.

Compare:
NA?’ Luke 11:3

\ bl € ~ \ b ’ ’ € ~ \ b} € 4
TOV QPTOV MUAOV TOV €TLOLOLOV dLOOL MULY TO Kab’ Muepoy:

A typical Lukan term, it appears only once in Mt/Mk, but 11 times in Lk/Acts.
The term has very probably been omitted as a harmonization to Mt/Mk.

The omission by D et al. is probably due o homoioarcton (KATIA - KAIA).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 9:26 OC Y&p GV €TaLoyLVOf We Kol TOLG EMolg AOYOUC,
tobtor 0 Llog Tod GUopwToL EémLoyvrdnoetal, Otay €A év th 60
a0ToD kol ToD TATPOC Kol TOV dylwy GyYEAWY.

"whoever is ashamed of me and the mine (my followers)"
"whoever is ashamed of me and of my words"

omit: D, it(a, d, e, ), Sy-C
P45, W have the word

Sy-S: Burkitt writes: "He KoL ... TRTpO¢ Kol TV illegible"
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 8:38 0C Yop €0V €ToLoyuVOf pe Kol TOUg €Uolg Adyoug v Tf
veveq ToUTn TH HOLXeALOL Kol GoPTWAR,

omit: P45 W k. sa
D has the word

The words make good sense both ways. But an omission is more likely, probably
due to h.t. (OUS - OUS). Accidental omission is also supported by the fact that
the supporting witnesses are not the same in both cases.

But note what Ross writes: "The decisive consideration in this case is that
neither Mark nor Luke would have written TOUC éuobg kéyouq unless with the
intention of giving special emphasis to €UOUC, of which there is no sign in the
context; had they wished to convey the sense "ashamed of me and my words"
they would have written TOU¢ AGYOUC WOU. Mark uses the possessive LOU 29
times elsewhere but both he and Luke rarely use €u0¢, and never in a possessive
sense with a noun. [..] It therefore seems highly probable, on stylistic grounds
alone, that A0YOUC was missing from the original text both here and in Luke."

Compare:
J.M. Ross "Some unnoticed points in the text of the NT" NovT 25 (1983) 59-72

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 127
NA? Luke 9:27 Aéyw 8¢ DUV &ANO@C, eloly Tiveg TV adTod €0TnKOTWY
oL 00 WN yevowvTal Bovatov €we av 1dwoLy v Buotieloy tod Beod.

BYZ Luke 9:27 Aéyw 8¢ DUV GANORC €loly TLVeC TRV BDOE €0TWTWY Ol
00 un yebowrtel Bavatov €we dv Ldwoly Ty Pacticlor tod Oeod

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A,C,D,KIILP WA, 0,Y,1582¢ f13, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1424,
Maj

txt P75,01,8B,L,E, f1(1582*), pc
B: no umlaut

a0T0D here: adverb of place; strictly "in the very place"

Parallels:
27 9 \ ’ e ~ (V4 b 14 ~ I e 4
NA*" Matthew 16:28 UMV A€YW ULULY OTL €LOLYV TLVEC TV WOE €CTWTWV

OLTLVEC 0D PN YeloWVTaL Oovatou ...
NA? Mark 9:1 GuNV Aéyw LWLV OTL €loly TLveg wde TOV €0TNKOTWY
OLTLVEC 0D PN YeloWVTaL Oovatou ...

Byz:  TQV WO €0TNKOTWV

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 26:36 koOloote 0ToD €wg [00] AmeAbwY kel TPOoeLEWULL.
wde 33,700
€kel 472

omit: 01, C*, pc

NAZ" Mark 6:33 kotl €160V aDTOUC DTOLYOVTOC KoL €TEYVWONY TOAAOL Kol
el GO THODV TAV TOACWY OLVESpapOV ékel kol mPofABor ahTovC.
D ourfjAbov whToD
565  fABov adTod
f1 AABov kel

Clearly a harmonization to M1, Mk.
Possibly the unusual use of «0TOD has been changed to the more common and
unequivocal WO€. Compare the similar cases above.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 9:35 kolL pwum €YEVeTo €k TRC VedéAng A€yovoon
00TOC €0TLY O ULOC HOL O ékAedeyuévog, a0tod dkovete.

BYZ Luke 9:35 kol pwUT €YEVeTo €k ThHC VedéAne Aéyouon

00TOC €0TLY O ULOC KoL O ayemTog, edToD GkoveTe

Byz A,C* D,P,R,W,A%, ¥, f13, 33, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj,
it(a, aur, d, f2, 1), vg™*, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth, Marcion™ €
0 QyemnTog €V () eddOknoe €3, D, M, ¥, 1689(=f13), pc, bo™

txt P45,P75,01,B,L, 0, E, f1,579, 892, 1241, pc,
Lat(b, c, e, f, q, r', vg), Sy-S, Sy-H™, Co, arab™®
0 éxlektdc O, f1, 22*, pc

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 17:5 kol 180U pwurm €k Thc vedéAng A€yovoa:
00TOC €0TLY O LLOC Pov O &yomToc, €V @ €DdOKNoN” GKoveTe aDTOD.
NA% Mark 9:7 Kol €YEVeto Gwim €k ThC vepéinc:
00TOC €0TLY O LLOC WOU O ayomnToc | , dkoVeTe aDTOD.
add év @ €080know: 01¢, A
add Ov €feiefouny: 0131

Compare:
NA?" Luke 23:35 ... €L 00TOC €0TLY 0 YpLOTOC T0D Beod 0 €KAEKTOC.

NA?” John 1:34 00TOC €0TLY O LLOC TOD BeoD.
P106"¢, 01*, b, e, ff?, Sy-S, Sy-C: 0 €KAEKTOC
a, sa: "electus filius"

NA? 1 Peter 2:4 TPOC OV TpooepyoperoL AlBor (Gvta LTO avdpWTwy
LEV GTOOESOK LULOOUEVOY ot O€ Be® EKAEKTOV EVTLUOV,

Clearly the Byzantine reading is a harmonization to Mt/Mk. There is no reason
for a change to the unusual 0 ékAeieypévoc.

0 €KAeKTOC appears also in Lk 23:35. Note the much discussed v.l. in Jo 1:34.
Note also the reading Ov €EeAcEouny of 0131 in Mk 9:7.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 9:37 'Eyéveto 6¢ tf €Efic Nuépa kateABovtwy adtdr amod tod
Opoug ournuInoer adT® OYA0C TOAUC.

g MUEPOC P45
Sua. Thg Muépag D, it(a, b, d, e, ff?, 1), Sy-S, sa™

€v 1) €kl Nuépe A, C, A, ©, ¥, 28, 33,157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj
T €Efic Nuépe 01, B,L, S, W, f1, 13,892, 1071, pc
TN €Ec 579

Lat(aur, c, q, vg) read txt.
Burkitt has: "and on that day again" Sy-C
"and on that day " Sy-S
The 579 reading is not in NA, but in IGNTP, Swanson and Schmidtke.
Lacuna:
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 17:9 Kol kotofolvoviwy adt@V €k ToD 0pouC EVETELANTO
a0Tol¢ 0 ‘Inooic

NAZ Mark 9:9 Kol katofolvovtor adt@dr ék tod 0poug SLeoTelAnto
o0TOLC

No interval is expressed in Mt/Mk. The omission is therefore probably a
harmonization to Mt/Mk.

Similarly Weiss (Textkritik, p. 129) notes that the €Efic has probably been

omitted because no overnight stay on the mountain is mentioned.

Compare also variant Lk 7:11 and discussion there.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 9:39 kol 160U TveDuo Aoupaver adtov kol enldune kpaler T
Kol OTopaooel odTOV Wett appod Kol HOYLE GmoYwpel & o)Tod
ouvtpifov adtov:

T kol POOoEL 01, 157

T kol paooer odtOV  230(=f13), pc
T kol pnoceL adTtov 892

T \ (N4

KoL PNOOEL (D), ©, f1,579, pc, Latt, Sy-S, arm
IGNTP adds also Sy-C for this reading, probably in error, because Burkitt
does not list it.

/’ \ 5\ b 14 ~ \ R/
D: AouPovel yap avtov €€oidyng mredue Kol P1ooeL

txt P45,P75, A, B,L, W, ¥, f13, 33,700, 1071, Mqj,
Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

paooeL from PNYVULL or PIOOW
"dash to the ground (in convulsions); break forth (of a shout)"

Parallel:

NA% Mark 9:18 kol OTou €y adTOV kotodaPn prooel adTov, Kol
adpiler kol tpilel toLg 0d0VTaC Kol Enpoivetal: kol €lme Tolg
LoONTelc oov o ahTO EKBUAWOLY, Kol OVK Loyuoov.

Compare context:

’ ~
NA* Luke 9:42 €TL &€ TPOOEPYOUEVOL €VTOD €PPMEEY  aUTOV  TO
SoLOVLOY Kol ouveoTopafey:

On the one hand a harmonization to Mk is possible (so Weiss). This is probable
at least in part, because some withesses add the Markan o0TOV, too. It is also
possible that it is a conformation to context 9:42.

On the other hand the words could have been omitted due to homoioarcton (KAI
- KAI) or to improve style (remove redundancy).

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "In several documents this is preceded by kol
pNooeL, which I believe to be right. It was probably omitted because priooeL



was thought to express the same as OTPAOOEL; but it signifies throws down,
and this is what happens to the unfortunate epileptics."

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 9:50 €ler 8¢ mpog ahTov 0 ‘Incodc: un kwAvete:
0c Yop 00K €0TLY Ko’ DUV, DTMEP DUAV EOTLV.

o0 Yyop €0TLY KO LUAV*

000E LTEP DUV

P45

“because he is neither against you, nor for you."

o0 yap €otwv Kod’ Ludy:
0c yop 00K €0TLY ko’ DUV,
LTEP VUGV €aTLV.
L, E, ¥, 33, 892, 1342, pc, Lect™®, Ssy-H**, bo
pc = 7, 60, 267, 349, 659, 1194, 1391, 1402, 1606, 1630, 1654

Lect = L10, L12,L70, L8O, L150, (L184), L211, L299, L1127, L1642
(from IGNTP Lk)

txt + Mk 9:39b (000€lc yap ..)
a,b,rl (c,e, )

txt P75,01,A,B,C,D,W,0, fl, f13, 157,565, 579, 700, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy
ued’ for ke’ (sicl): 579, pc
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Mark 9:39 0 8¢ 'Inoolc elmer: un kwAlete adTOV. 0DSELC Yop €OTLY
0C ToLnoeL SOvapLY €Tl T@ OVOUaTL WOoU Kol SUVNOETOL T
KokOAOYR oL e

NA?" Mark 9:40 0C Y0P ODK €0TLY ko®’ MUV, LTEP NUOY €OTLY.

Note also:
NAZ Luke 11:23 ‘O p1 Qv pet’ €uod kot éuod €otLy,

\ <

Kol O Un ovvaywy pet’ éuod okopTilet.

A strange variation.



a) the P45 reading:

James R. Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 177) is probably correct in proposing
that the P45 reading is a corruption of the L et al. reading due to parablepsis
(ka®” VUV - ke VUOV). The scribe omitted the middle part, "but not making
sense of this, the scribe then inserted 006€ and also, seeking brevity, omitted
the superfluous €oTLV."

So, P45 should be counted to the L et al. reading.

b) The L, Z et al. reading:
There is no obvious reason for a secondary origin of this longer reading. On the
face of it, it appears redundant. But it makes good sense, because it first states
clearly that the man is not against you. Then it is declared that someone who is
not against you, is for you.

Forbid him not!

For he is not against you!

For whoever is not against you, is for you.

So, either the words have been added as a clarification or they have been
removed as redundant.

It is also possible that some form of parablepsis is involved, either as
dittography or as haplography.

Externally the witnesses are overwhelmingly against it.

Nevertheless the support for the longer reading is interesting. On the one hand
we have strong Alexandrian witnesses (L, ) and some mixed ones (33, 892,
1342). But there is also considerable support from the Byzantine: One majuscule
(¥) and (at least) 11 minuscules and 10 lectionaries.

Von Soden labels the minuscules: 7, 267, 659, 1391, 1402, 1606 = I*®

349 =1I%
1194 =1
1654 =I”
60 =KX
1630 = K"

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA?" Luke 9:50 eimerv 8¢ mpo¢ abTtov 0 ‘Inooldc: un kwAlete: 0¢ yop 0VK
€0TLY Ka®' LP@Y, LTEP DUV €0TLY.

BYZ Luke 9:50 kil elmer mpo¢ adtor 6 ‘Incodc Mn kwAdete: 0¢ yop oK
€0TLY Ko MUGY DTEP NUAY €0TLY

Byz 01%, f1, 13,157, 579, Maj, geo

txt P45,P75,01°,B,C, D, K, I, L, M, W, B, ¥, 124(=f13), 33, 565, 700, 892,
1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, pc, Latt, Sy, Co, arm, goth

V... U@y O, 2542, pc
V... MUOY 01, A, X, A, 69(=F13), pc

v
v

cr 13~

®
®

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Mark 9:40 0¢ yop OUK €0TLY ko’ MUGY, LTEP NUGV €OTLV.
BYZ Mark 9:40 0¢ Y&p OUK €0TLY Ko’ DU@V, UTEP VPRV €0TLY

Byz A, D, Maqj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt 01,B,C, W, A, 0,VY,fl, f13, 28, 157, 565, 579, 892, 1241, 1342,
k, Sy-S, Sy-H™, Co

LAV .. \uGY L, pc

DUV ..MUV X, 118, pc

Compare previous verse 49:
NA? Luke 9:49 €TLOTHTK, €LOOUEV TLVO €V TG OVOUNTL 00U EékPaAlovta
SaLUOVLK KoL EKWAVOREY aDTOV, OTL 0K GKOAOLOEL Hed’ Mudv.

The Byz/txt readings are exactly opposite in Mk and Lk. It is possible that in
some cases harmonization occurred, also the accidental change DUDV / TUDV
appears quite often.

It is possible that here in Lk we have a harmonization to the UV of the
previous verse 49.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 9:54 160vtec 8¢ ol padntol TokwBoc kel Twavimg

eimar: kOpLe, Bérelc elmwuer mp ketoffivar amo tod olpavod kol
AVoAdoaL aOTOUC;

BYZ Luke 9:54 180vTec &€ ol podntal adtod TakwBoc kel Twavvmg
cimov, Kipie Béreic elmwper mhp kotoffivel amo tod obpavod kol
avorldool edtolc We kol “HAloc émoinoey

T&T #17

Byz A,C,D,KIIW,A, 0,V 0211, f1, f13, 33, 700¢, 892, Maj,
it(a, b, c,d, f,q, rl, Sy-P, Sy-H, bof, goth, [Trg™]
Acc. to Harnack Marcion read this too.

txt P45,P75,01, B, L, E, 157, 579, 700%, 1241, 1342, 1612, 1627, pc?,
Lat(aur, e, I, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo”', arm, geo®
pc = 17,854, 2735

B: umlaut! (1323 B 22 L) kol arod@dout odTolg; 55 6TpodeLC

No parallel.
The incident is reported in 2.Ki 1:10, 12:

2 Kings 1:10 But Elijah answered the captain of fifty, "If | am a man of God, let fire come down from
heaven and consume you and your fifty." Then fire came down from heaven, and consumed him and
his fifty. 11 Again the king sent to him another captain of fifty with his fifty. He went up and said to him,
"O man of God, this is the king's order: Come down quickly!" 12 But Elijah answered them, "If | am a
man of God, let fire come down from heaven and consume you and your fifty." Then the fire of God
came down from heaven and consumed him and his fifty.

There is no reason for an omission. It has probably been added to give the
reference for the LXX passage.

Zahn thinks that the words have been deleted in connection with the words in
55b-56a. Because only with Elijah included do we have an explicit OT reference,
against which the words in 55-56 are directed. Only in that case the words
would have suited Marcion well. But the support is quite different. See next
variant below.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

Minority reading:
NA?" Luke 9:55 0Tpadelc 8¢ EmeTiunoer ahTolC.
NA?" Luke 9:56 KoL €TOPEVONOOY €LC ETEPOY KWUNV.

BYZ Luke 9:55 oTpadelc &€ émetiunoer adtolc kol elmey, OOk oidwte
olov TveVpatoc €0Te LUELC

BYZ Luke 9:56 0 yap ULOC toDd avBpudmov ovk NABev Yuyog avlpumwy
QTOAECKL, GAAY ORDO0L. Kol ETOPEVONONY €lg €TEPUY KWWMY

T&T #18, T&T #19

B: no umlaut

add only 55b:

add only 56a:

add both:

D, 669, 1675, d,

Marcion(2™ CE)?, Chrys(4™ CE), Epiph(4™ CE), Did (4™ CE)

For Marcion 56a is not documented, but it is possible that he read it, too
(acc. to Harnack).

bo™* (IGNTP)

K,II, M\, U, Y, T, O, A, f1, f13, 2,579, 700, Maj-par'TBOO,
Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, f, q, r!, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal,
boP’, arm, goth, CI?, Tert’™® Ambrose(4™ CE)

TOLOV instead of Olov: D, f1, 579, 700, al?*°

olov pronoun correlative genitive neuter singular
molov adjective interrogative genitive masculine singular

579 has: KoL €LTeEV, Kol TOPELOPEVWY DTV €lTey Tig
mpo¢ abtor, Ok oldute OLOL TVEDUNTOC €0TE LHELS O
vap DLOg tod GropwdTou olk NHABey Yuxog AvlpwTwy
QTOACOML, OAAX O@OCL. GKOAOUONOW OOL OTOL  EQV
amEPY. (Probably mixed up. 579 omits verses 56b and 57a)

add 56a before 55b: pc*

omit = txt P45,P75,01,A,B,C,L, W, X, A, &, ¥,047,0211, 28, 33, 157, 565,
892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2786, Maj-part*° [E, 6, H, S, V, Q],
g', 1, vg™', Sy-S, sa, aeth™s, Basil

omit Kal €lmey ... kWuny 1241 (sicl)




Compare:

27 \ b ’ 9 ~ V4 \ / \ b ~
NA%" Mark 8:30 Kol €TMETLUNOEY adTOLS Lror pndevi A€ywoLy Tepl abToD.
NA* Mark 8:33 0 &¢ €moTpadele kol oWy Toug pedntog ohTod
emetiunoey Ilétpw kol Aéyel Umoye OTLOW Wov, OoToVA,

Compare for 56a:

27 > \ ¢ [ ~ b 4 ~ \ ~ \
NA*" Luke 19:10 ABev yop 0 vlog Tod avBpwtou (NThool Kol oOoKL TO
ATOAWAOC.

NA? John 3:17 00 Yyap GmEoTELAEY O O€OC TOV LLOV €l TOV KOOWOV v
KPLVYT TOV KOOWOV, GAL’ Tvee 0wOT) 6 koopog 8L” adTod.

Chrysostom (4™ CE) mentions the saying 5 times: Homily on Matthew 29, 56,
Homily on John 51, Homily on Romans 22, Homily on 1. Cor 33.

It has often been assumed (e.g. Zahn, WH) that the passages belong together
with the addition in verse 54 (see previous variant).

Th. Zahn thinks that the words have been omitted because they suited Marcion
so well. But why is it that just those Byzantine MSS support the text which are
normally considered the most "catholic"? WH think that the addition of 55-56 is
older than 54b, because it is "bolder", even though the support is not so good. In
their rejected readings section they have 56a in brackets, because it is omitted
by D.

The diverse support and also the content mark the readings as old. For 55b
there is no parallel in the Gospels. It is a very prominent saying, even today well
known to everybody through the Textus Receptus. It could very well go back to
Jesus, but the limited support makes it unlikely that it originally belonged to
Luke's Gospel.

The support for the words is Western (D, Lat + Sy) plus part of the Byzantine
text. Of the better Alexandrian MSS only 579 supports the words, but this MS
shows signs of tampering with the text (see above). The Old Syriac is divided.
Sy-C has the words, whereas Sy-S omits. It could be argued that the originally
purely Western text intruded into part of the Byzantine text with its tendency
to have the fullest, most complete text.

It is possible that the words have been added to explain and expand the short
"but he turned and rebuked them". So, Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words
55b have been added by D to explain the short émetiunoer «lTOLG. The
addition in verse 56 then comes from Lk 19:10.



On the other hand Zahn notes that without the words this piece would appear
"curiously meager" in the row of the 6 short episodes 9:46-62. In all of them
Jesus has a profound answer.

There is a catena by Macarius Chrysocephalus which possibly goes back to

Clement, who then cites 55b. From Tischendorf:
"Clem teste Macar. Chrysoceph agnoscere videtur. Cf Clem fragment ap
Mac Chrysoc or. 8 in Mt cap 8 efc (ed. Mign. 2,765.) At mihi dubium vdtr,
extrema eius loci verba sintne et ipsa ex Clem. excerpta: ToLUTC. TOL KoL O
KUPLOC TPOG TOUG KTOOTOAOUG ELTOVTOG €V TUPL KOAXGL TOUG M)
OeEoUEVOVE (UTOVC KT TOV MALXY® OUK OLOKTE, ¢NOL, TOLOU
TVEVUNTOC €OTE.

Unfortunately we don't know anything about the Diatessaron on this passage.
Harnack (Marcion, p. 204*) thinks that Marcion invented these words. So also
Harris (Codex Bezae, p. 233). Tertullian does not mention this though, and he

seems to have had the words in his own text (see Zahn, Comm. Lk, Exc. VIII).
Tertullian would not have hesitated to note such gross interpolations.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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44. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 9:57 Kol Topevopévwy adTt@dy €V Th 080 €lmér TIg TPOC
a0TOV" GKOAOLONOW oL OTOL EXV GTEPYT).

vmayng P45, D, 157, pc, Lat
B: no umlaut

GTEPYT ATEPYOUAL subjunctive present middle 2nd person singular
"go away, leave"

VTOYNG UTIRY® subjunctive present active 2nd person singular
"go one's way; go away, depart"

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 8:19 Kol TPOOEAOWY €1¢ YPOUUTEVC €lTey DT
SLBOKOAE, GKOAOVONOW COL OTOL XV GTEPYT).

Interesting difference.
amépyT could be a harmonization to Mf.

Usage:
VoYW  oméPYouaL Ratio
Mt 19 35 05
Mk 15 23 0,65
Lk 5 20 0,25
Jo 32 21 15
71 99

Lk uses LTAYW only rarely.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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45. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 9:57 GKOAOUONOW OOL OTOUL €0V ATEPYT

BYZ Luke 9:57 GKOAOUONOW OOL OTOL AV  &TMEPYT KUPLE.

Byz A,C,W,A, 0, Y, 13, 33,579, Mqj, (b), f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth

txt P45,P75,01,8B,D,L, &, f1,157,1071, 1342, pc,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm, geo

SL8aoKoAE, GKOAOVONOW COL ..  sa™, bo™
kUpLe, akoAovdnow ool .. b

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 8:19 kol TPOOEABWY €l  YpupuaTels €lmey  adTR:
SLOAOKOAE, GKOAOVONOW OOL OTOL XV GTEPYT).

NA%" Matthew 8:21 €Tepo¢ 6€ TV pabnt@dr [adTod] elmer adt@: KUPLE,
emitpelior poL TP@ToV &meABely kol Ol TOV TUTEPK HOU.

Context:
NA®" Luke 9:54
Loovteg 6¢ ol pabntoal TokwBoc kel Twavvne elmov: KOPLE,

NA? Luke 9:59 Eimer 6¢ TpOg €tepov: akoAolBeL poL. O 6¢ elmev:
[kUpLe,] €mitpedr poL ameAdovtL Tp@dTor Ol TOV THTEPK HOV.
omit: B*, D, V, pc, d, Sy-S, Or, NA2°, Tis, WH, Gre, Bois, Weiss

NA% Luke 9:61 Elmer 8¢ kol €tepoc' akoAovdnow ooL, KUpLE:

Compare:

NA?" Luke 5:8 €£€ABe &’ &uoD, OTL AVNp GUOPTWAOC €lpL, KUPLE.
omit: 01*, 2, it, Sy-S, Sy-P, arm, Or, Chr

NA% Luke 12:41 KUPLE, TPOC MUAC TNV ToPaBoAny Tadtny AEYELC ..
omit: 13, bo™

NA?" Luke 14:22 KUPLE, YEYOVEV O EMETOENC, KOL €TL TOTOC €O0TLY.
omit: D, 205, 209, 726, 1071, e, c, d

NA?" Luke 19:8 1600 Tt MLloLd oL TGOV UTHPYOVTWY, KUPLE,

omit: 063,579, 1241, it

NA%" Luke 19:16 KUpPLE, T) WY& 00OV 8€KQ TPOOMNPYXLOKTO WVEC.



omit: K

NA?" Luke 19:20 KUpPLE, L8OV T) UVE 00U MY €LyoV ..
omit: 1071, 2757, Sy-C

NA? Luke 19:25 kol elmoy adT@ KOPLE, €XEL OEKo UVAC-
omit: B*

NAZ Luke 22:38 KUpLE, 160U payoLpol wde duo.

omit: 01*, pc, i, Sy-S

The nomen sacrum Kl3pL€ can be easily omitted, as can be seen from the above
examples.

Mt has 6L800K0A€E at the beginning of the words. Clear harmonization to Mt
occurs only in three versional MSS.

KUpLE has possibly been added from context 9:54, 59, 61.

Compare variant 9:59.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 9:59 Eimer 6¢ TpOg €tepov: dkoAolPeL poL. O 6¢ elmev:
[kUpLe,] emitpefor poL ameAdovTL TPp@Tov Bajel TOV TUTEPX OV,

omit: B*, D, V, pc, d, Sy-S, Or, NA?®, Tis, WH, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Bal
Tis notes additionally: V/031, 57, Bas(4™ CE), Thdrt(4/5™ CE)
IGNTP has V, too.

txt  WH™
Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally kOpLe in brackets in the margin.

B (p. 1323 B 39): Corrected by inserting the nomen sacrum (JKC or K€, not
clear) above the line, possibly before the enhancement, but this is not clear. The
enhancer left the N from €1TTEN unenhanced, so he could have inserted it
here. The correction can be very early. Tischendorf has it by B® (= enhancer).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 8:21 €tepo¢ 8¢ TOV padntdv [adtod] elmer altd: KUpLE,
emitpelior poL TP@ToV &meABely kol Oajol TOV TUTEPK HOU.

Compare context:
NA* Luke 9:54

L4 \ ¢ \ T/ \ ’ ) ’
Loovteg 0€ oL pobnral Tekwpog kel Twavvng elmay: KUPLE,

NA?" Luke 9:57 GkoAOUOTOW OOL OTOUL &XV GTEPYT
BYZ Luke 9:57 GKOAOUONOW OOL OTOL AV ATMEPYT KUPLE.
Byz A,C,W,0,Y¥, f13, 33,579, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H
txt P45,P75,01,8B,D,L, &, f1, 157, 1071, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, co

NA% Luke 9:61 Elmer 8¢ kol €tepoc: akoAovdnow ooL, KLpLE:

The word could have been added from the parallel in Mt or as a harmonization to
immediate context (so Weiss). On the other hand the omission by some normal
Byzantine MSS shows that an accidental omission is probable. The above cited
church fathers seem to cite from memory, see Tis.

Compare also variant Mt 8:6 and discussion there.



Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(remove brackets)
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47. Difficult variant:

NAZ Luke 10:1 Meta 8¢ todtoe avédelfery 0 kKUPLOG — €T€POUC
eBdounkovte [600]

BYZ Luke 10:1 Meto &€ Todtor avédetéer 6 KOPLOC KoL €TEPOUC
eBdounkovT

Byz 01,A,C,D,W, A, 0, Y, f1,f13, 33, 1424, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-H, arm, Gre, [Trg]

txt P75,B,L,E, 0181, 579, 892, 1071, pc, r!, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, goth

NA has 1424 for txt, but IGNTP, UBS and Swanson have it for Byz!
But note:

omit 0 kUpLoc: D, 1424, 1675, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, arabM®

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Luke 9:61 Elmer 8¢ kal €tepoc’ dkoAovdnow ool, kOpLe:
NA?" Luke 23:32 "Hyovto &€ kol €tepol kakolpyor 600

Metzger: "internal probabilities are indecisive (copyists may have omitted Kol as

superfluous or inserted it as explanatory)."

Kol €Tepog is a typical Lukan phrase. It appears 10 times in Lk and twice in
Acts, but elsewhere only once in Mt. All other occurrences are safe! It is

possible that we have here a reminiscence of verse 61 (so Weiss).

In his Lk Com. Weiss notes the possibility that the kol has been added to
contrast the Seventy with the 12 apostles: "the Lord did appoint also other

seventy".
Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NAZ Luke 10:1 Metoe 8¢ todtor avédelfery 6 kOpLog €tépoug €fdounkorte
[600] kal dméoteLder adtoLg dva 6Vo [600] TPO TPOOWTOL KdTOD €ig
ooy TOALY kol TOTOV 0D HueAler ahtog €épyeodo.

BYZ Luke 10:1 Metoe 8¢ todtoe Grédeléer 0 KOPLOC KoL  €TEPOUC
eBdounkovte kol améotelder adTolg v 0o mPO TPoowTou altod €ig
TRoY TOALY Kol TOTOV 00 éueAder adTog €pyeodal

Byz 01, A CKILL WA 0,E Y,fl1,f13, 28,157,579, 700, 1071, 1424,
Maqj, f, q, rl, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth, Ir, Cl, Or, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P75,B,D, M, 0181, 372, pc, Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, |, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C,
sa, bo™, arm, geo, Adamantius(4™ CE)

H. NA?° both have 800 in brackets.

s |

Lacuna: 33
B: umlaut! (1323 ¢ 18 R) ¢Pdopnkovte [600] kol dméotelier

Same in 10:17:
NA?" Luke 10:17 ‘Yméotpejor &€ ol €Bdounkovte [600]
BYZ Luke 10:17 ‘Yméotpeyarr 6¢ ol €Bdopnkorto

Byz P45?,01,A,C K IL L M, WA 0, ZE Y, fl,f13,28, 33,157,579, 700,
1071, 1424, Maj, Sy-C, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, Ir, Cl, Or, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P45?,P75,B, D, R, 0181, 372, pc, Lat, Sy-S, sa, arm, geo

P45:

B.M. Metzger writes: "The present writer has examined this passage in P45 under
natural and artificial light, and has assured himself that the Greek character which
follows the letter omicron (standing for '70') is neither b, as Kenyon supposed, hor v, as
Roberts thinks, but merely a dijple, or space filler (>), which scribes would use
occasionally in order to bring an otherwise short line even with the right-hand margin of
the column. In fact, by consulting Kenyon's volume of Plates of P45 anyone can see the
similarity between the disputed character and the diple which appears on the same folio
near the top of the column."

For the reading of R in verse 17 Metzger notes: "ex indice capitum"
The reading of Sy-S in verse 17 is acc. to Burkitt "not quite clear".



B: umlaut! (1324 B 241L)
eBdounkovte [600] peto yopac

No parallel.
Very difficult.

K. Aland argues in a minority vote for omission of the brackets. He sees
(correctly) the overwhelming examples for 70 in the LXX. It would be thus only
natural to use it here too (so also Weiss).

One important parallel are the 70 elders who were appointed to share the
burden of Moses' work (Num 11:16-17, 24-25, Exo 24:1).

It has also been suggested that the confusion has to do with the Septuagint
which is most often referred to as LXX = 70, but sometimes (Aristeas) 72 is
used as the number of translators (6 elders x 12 tribes).

It is noteworthy that the witnesses are almost identical in verses 1 and 17.

If there is a connection with the other U0 V0 variant later in verse 1 is not
clear (see next variant).

Another point has been suggested: A widespread tradition in the ancient world,
both in Jewish tradition and also in Graeco-Roman sources, was that there were
altogether 72 nations (compare Gen 10, LXX). In that case, Luke would be using
the Table of Nations to emphasize the universalistic aspect of Jesus and his
ministry. Ephrem the Syrian (306-73 CE) saw this connection. Against this has
been argued that the disciples were sent in pairs.

Compare:

e B.M. Metzger "Seventy or Seventy-two disciples?" NTS 5 (1958/59) 299-
306; also in "Historical and Literary Studies", Leiden, 1968, p. 67-76 [sees
the evidence very evenly balanced and argues for bracketed 6u0]

e S. Jellicoe "St. Luke and the 'seventy(-two)'" NTS 6 (1959/60) 319-21
[thinks that the Letter of Aristeas is the model Luke used for the story]

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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49. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 10:1 Meta 8¢ todtoe védeLfer 6 kOpLOG €T€Poug efdounkovTa
[600] kol dméoteLier adtoLg ave 6Vo [600] mpo TpoowTou whTod €ig
ooy TOALY kol TOTOV 0D HueAler ahtog €épyeodo.

BYZ Luke 10:1 Metoe 8¢ todtoe Grédeléer 0 KOPLOC KoL  €TEPOUC
eBdounkovTe kol dméateLier adtovg ave 0o TPO TPOoWToL dToD €ig
TRoY TOALY Kol TOTOV 00 éueAder adTog €pyeodal

Byz O1,A,C,D,L,W,A E, ¥, 0181, f1, 124, 174, 230, 983, 1689(=f13), 33,
579, 700, Maj, NA®, Tis, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt B, K1IIY,®,0211, f13, 565, pc, L2211, Sy-H, Eus, Bois
WH have 800 in brackets.

Lat has: "binos"

P75 has B (= numeral "2") at the beginning of a line. The end of the previous line
is missing. It seems more probable, also from space considerations, that P75
supports the omission of the second 600.

P75"9, B, 0181, 579, 700, pc, e, Eus: omit 00TOVC.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ Mark 6:7 Kol mpookaAeital ToUg 8Wéeke kol fpEnto adTOlLg
amooTEALELY SV0 600 Kol €6L60U aDTOLC EE0VOLOY TRV TVELRATWY TGV
akoBapTwy,

ave 6o D, 565, ff2, Sy-S

Context:
NA% Luke 9:3 unte [ava] 800 yLt@drog éxeLv.

LXX:

LXX Genesis 7:3 KoL GO TOV TETELVOV TOV UN Kabop@r 600 800 &poey
kol OfAL SLaBpéfirl oTépUe ETL TRoMY THY YRV

LXX Genesis 7:9 600 600 clofjAfov mpo¢ Nwe

LXX Genesis 7:15 €lofjABov mpoc Nwe ei¢c v kifwtor o Vo &mo
TOONG O0PKOC



Compare:

0 ~ /4 ’
NA%" John 2:6 foor &€ €kel ALOLvaL LOplol €€ Kot TOV KoOoPLOUOV
TV Tovdalwy kelpeval, xwpodoul v petpntog d0o ) Tpeic.

BDAG (3™ ed.):

ave 600 8V0 two by two Lk 10:1; cp. J 2:6;

Also 800 8600 two by two Mk 6:7 (this way of expressing a distributive number
is found also in LXX, Gen 7:3, 9, 15 and is widely regarded as a Semitism
[Wellhausen, Einl.? 1911, 24; JWackernagel, TLZ 34, 1909, 227]. Nevertheless it
occurs as early as Aeschyl., Pers. 981 [but s. Mussies 218: perh. not distributive
but w. emotional value]; Soph., fgm. 191 Nauck® POxy 121, 9 [III AD] Tplo
Tplo;

cp. the mixed expr. kot 800 800 in the magical pap POxy 886, 19 [III AD], in
Medieval Gk. and in Mod. Gk.

On Mk 6:7 see JJeremias, NT Essays: Studies in Memory of TWManson 59, 136-
43.

It is possible that the double form, considered as vulgar and semitic has been
reduced to the singular form.

On the other hand the double form could be a harmonization to Mk.

The support without B would be clearly secondary.

Note also the omission of 60TOUC by several witnesses:

a0TOVG ava 6vo dvo K, Y, ®,II, f13, 565, al, Sy-H, Eus
ave 6vo Vo B

a0TOLC Ave 600 01,A,C,D,L,W,E, ¥, f1, 33, Mqj
avee 600 (P75?), 0181, 579, 700, pc, Eus*= ™ T

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong = omit 600)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 10:11 Kl TOV KOVLOPTOV TOV KOAANOEVTOH MULY €k TS MOAEwC
VUGV €lg Toug TS0 GTOLNOoOUedn VUiY:

BYZ Luke 10:11 Kol TOV kovLopTOV TOV KOAANOEVTH MUV €k THC MOAEWC

ITaYY, G TOLNOOOWEO VLY

Byz A, A, 124,174, 230, 346, 788(=f13), 2, 28, 565,
Maj, aur, vg

txt

elg Toug TodaC P45, P75, 01, B, D, R, 01819, 157, 1241, pc, it

eic touc mMOdac MUY A, C,6,K ILL, M, U, W,0,Z, ¥, fl, f13,33, 579,
700, 892, 1071, 1424, dl, f, Sy, Co, goth

P45, W* omit the preceding UUGV.

For 892 the NA reading is given. IGNTP has 892 for txt. Acc. to Harris (JBL
1890) it reads: €i¢ TOUC MOSKC LUDV, so three different opinions herel

IGNTP has 1241 for €i¢ TOUC TOOKG MUWV. Lake notes explicitly D@V €lg
TOUG TOSC. So also NA.

0181 has a lacuna, but from space considerations it is almost certain that it read
txt (compare Wessely, Stud Pal. u. Pap. 12, p. 241, no. 185 and S. Porter NT
Papyri and Parchments, Vienna, 2008, p. 127).

B: no umlaut

2 4 ", . "
0L TTOLOLOOOML "wipe of f, wipe clean

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 10:14 Kol 0¢ GV Un S€EMTaL VWG unde akovaT Toug AGYOoUg
VUV, €Eepyoperol €w Thc olklog 7 THC TOAEWC €KELYNG EKTLVOENTE
TOV KOVLOPTOV TQV TOdAV LUQV.

Compare:

NA? Luke 9:5 kol 00OL QU PN O€EXWVTOL UUAC, €E€pYOMEVOL GTO TG
TOAEWC €KELUNG TOV KOVLOPTOV GO TOV TOS@OV VUGV GTOTLVNOCETE
€lc poptopLor ém adtolc.

Probably a rather late omission within the Byzantine tradition. Either
accidentally or to improve style.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA®" Luke 10:11

TANY TOUTO YLVWOKETE OTL NYYLKEY M Pooiielo toD Beod.
BYZ Luke 10:11

TANY To0TO0 YLVWOoKeTe OTL NyyLkey éd’ DUdc T Paoiiele tod Oeod

Byz A,C,R,W,A, 0,%,f13,1071, Mqj, f, |, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, goth

txt P45,P75,01,B, D, L, =, 0181, f1, 33, 157,579, 892, 954, 1241, 1342, 1424,
1675, L184, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, arm, geo, Marcion”
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare context:
NA%" Luke 10:9 kol Oepamevete TOUC €V aUTH G0Bevelc Kkal A€yete
a0TOlC" NYYLkeY éb’ vuac M Pootieior ToD Beod.
omit €0’ vpac: T, pc*, bo™

NA% Luke 11:20 €l 8¢ €v SakTUA®w 0coD [€yw] €kPaAiw T Solpovic,
apo €pOooey €’ Ludc M Paoticior Tod OecoD.

Compare also:

NA?" Matthew 3:2 fyyLkey yap T) Baolielo TRV 0DpoVQV.
NA?" Matthew 4:17 TlyYLkeV yop 1) PaoLielo TOV odpav@V.
NA?" Matthew 10:7 TjyyLkev 1| BaoLielo TOV 00pavQV.
NA% Mark 1:15 fyyikev 1| Baoiielo toD Beod:

Probably added from immediate context 10:9 (so Weiss). There is no reason for
an omission. At 10:9 only very few witnesses omits.

It is possible principally that the words have been omitted, because the phrase
is more general then and appears four times without them in the Gospels. But
then it would have happened similarly at 10:9.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 10:14 TATY TiUpw kol XLOOVL GrekTOTEpOV €0TalL €V T
KpLoeL ) DUlv.

omit: P45, D, 472, 1009, 1241, d, e, |, geo®*, arab™®, Bois

&V ﬁuépqc KPLOEWC f13, 1424, 1675, pc, rl Sy-C, sa™*, goth (from Mt)
€v Th Muépe ékelvn W, pe, Sy-S, geo™s (verse 12)

txt P75,01,A,B,C,L, W, A, 0,fl,33,157,565, 579, 700, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co
€v Tf] kploeL dvektOTepov €otol  fl

B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 12:
NAZ Luke 10:12 Aéyw LWLy OTL 20d0MOLC €V TH TMuépa  Ekelvm
QVEKTOTEPOV €0TOL T} TR TOAEL €kelvm).

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 11:22 TANV Aéyw Luly, TUpw kol ZL6OVL dvektOTEPOV
€0TOL €V MUEPN KPLoewe ) LULV.

Compare also:

NA%" Matthew 12:41 avdpec NLvevltol Grootnoovtol €V Th KploeL
NA% Luke 11:32  &wdpec Nivevltol Graotnoovtol €V Th Kploel
NA?" Matthew 12:42 BooiALoon vOTOU €yepOnoetal €V ThH KploeL
NA? Luke 11:31  BoolAioon votou €yepOnoctal €V TH kploel

The reading of f13 et al. is a harmonization to Mt. The reading of ¥ is a
conformation to verse 12.

The omission is difficult to explain. In Mt the words are safe.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €V Tf} kploeL as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(for the omission)
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51. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 10:15 kol 00, Koapapraoly, un éwc odpavod LYwbnon;
BYZ Luke 10:15 kol o0 Kameprooly, 1 €wg Tod odparvod vlwdelow,

Byz A,C,W,A, 0, %, 0115, f13, 33, 892, 1342, Mqj,
Lat(aur, c, e, f,i, 1, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, goth, Cyr
T €Wg obpavod LPwbeloe €, 157, 2542, pc, [Trg™]
N €w¢ 10D oVparod LYPWONC 1582
1 €wg oOpavod LYWONC Tis, Weiss (see below)

txt P45,P75,01, B*, D, (L, E, 579, 700, 1071), f1?, pc,
it(a, b, d, r‘l), Sy-C, Sy-S, Co
un €w¢ tod odpavod LPwbNon; L, E, 579,700, 1071, Gre (in Mt: txt)
N €w¢ Tod obpavod LPwlNoT; 1,22
N €w¢ T0D 00pavod LPWONG BE342
un €wc tod ovdpavod LPwbnoeL BEE?
B: no umlaut

The reading of f1 is not clear. NA and IGNTP have 1582* for the 1 reading
against Swanson, who has it for the L, Z reading (probably in error). Both IGNTP
and Swanson then have 1582 for the above noted reading LYwONGC. Amy

Anderson consulted the microfilm and wrote:

"From my microfilm, I'd say Ephraim almost certainly wrote H. There is too little space for MH
and no sign of erasure.

On Swanson's opinion of a correction in the last word, I'm not sure I agree. There certainly is a
large space there, but Ephraim often does that. What appears to be a smudge where the final
HI would be might be a letter showing through from the other side. I'd have to make overhead
photocopies of both sides of the folio and lay them together to be sure. More important, the
smudge does not include any sign of a high left side extender as is typical in Ephraim's H (looks
like an "h"). And there is really not enough room for the iota adscript. (Though I do have to add
that some of the corrector's erasures are absolutely invisible on the microfilm.)"

B (p. 1324 B 4): The corrections in B are not entirely clear. NA and Tis have H
for BE (Tis: "B3?"). Swanson has MH. The M is there, but it is not clear if it
is enhanced or not. The M is not canceled. It's slightly less dark than the
previous M, difficult to judge. An Y from the verso shines through the page
and can give the impression as if there is a weak cancel bar through it. It is
possible that it has been erased and later rewritten. But, what is clear is that
there is a canceled rough breathing above the H.




The “T"OY has been written above the line in dark uncial script. It is not clear
by what corrector. Tis thinks by B

B¢ also reads LYwBNOeL with the €] written above the unenhanced H. Weiss,
following Tis thinks that the H has been canceled by a corrector. It is possible
that there is a stroke from top left to bottom right through the H. This then
has subsequently been changed into €].

Tischendorf thinks that B* canceled the M from MH (and added a rough
breathing above the H) and canceled the final H from queﬁon, but later
restored it back to MH (erasing the rough breathing) and LiwOTCEL.

For the discussion, see Mt 11:23

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 145
52. Difficult variant
NA%" Luke 10:15 kol 00, Kopopraoy, un €we odparod Dfwonon;

V4 ~ U /4
€ewc Tob qdou ketefnor.

BYZ Luke 10:15 kel 00 Kamepraoy, 1 €wg Tod obpavod uwbeloa,
€we qdov kateSLBoodnon.

Byz P45,01,A,C,L,R,W, A, O, E, ¥, 0115, f1, f13, 33, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, WH™, Gre, Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P75, B, D, 579, 1342, pc, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, arm, WH, NA®, Weiss

Same in Mt:
NA?" Matthew 11:23 kil 0V, Kadapvaoly, un €we obpavod Dliwdnomn; €we
@dov kotefnon
BYZ Matthew 11:23 kol 00 Komeprooiy, 1 €we tod olparod LPwelow,
€we (dov KotofLpoodnon:
Byz 01,C,L, X, 0,ZX, ®,fl,f13,22, 33,700, 892, Mqj,
Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1, bo, Gre
txt B, D, W, 163, 372, 2680, 2737, Latt, Sy-C, Sy-S, sa, Ir'™
B: no umlaut

See discussion in Mt 11:23.
IQP's Crit. ed. has katoffrjon) as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 146

53. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 10:16 ‘O Gkovwy VLAY €uod Grkovel,
Kol 0 GOtV VWA éue abetel

e \ b \ ) ~ b ~ ) b4

O &€ éue aPeTdV (PeTel TOV AMOCTELANVTA V€.

“Whoever listens to you listens o me, and whoever rejects you rejects me,
and whoever rejects me rejects the one who sent me."

[3 \ b ~ ) 4 b) A ~ J 4 4
0 0€ ELOV OKOLVWYV OKOLEeL TOL (X.'ITOO'TELMVTOC, ME.
D, it(d, i, ), Justin

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

0 &€ &ue dOeTV GPeTel TOV dmooTELAOVTA pe

kool 0 €éuod akolwy dxolel tod amooteldovtdc pe.

E¢, ©, 1582, f13, 22, pc, (a, b), rl Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm
f13: 69, 230 have the txt version.

\ Q b ~ ) / b [4 ~
kool 0 éuod akobwy dxover tod méulortdc pe
Kol O ABeTdV LUOG €ue abetel-

e \ b \ ) ~ ) ~ 1 J

0 8¢ Eue GOeTdV GPetel TOV dmooteliavtd pe.

0115, 2766, pc

Apostolic Constitutions 8:46 I
‘O DURY Yop GkoVwY €uod akoveL,
kol 0 €uod dkoVwy dxovel tod amooTelAovtdc Le.

\ <

Kol O DA afet®dr €ue abetel:
e A b \ 9 ~ b ~ 1 b ’ 4
0 0€ eue 0OeT@dV aBeTel TOV OLTOOTELAAVTO LLE.

Pseudo-Ignatius, Ephesians 5

‘O DUOVY GKOVWY €UoD GKOVEL,

kol O éuod akolwy dkovel ToD MEUPOVTOC Pe TOTPOC
0 DUOC 0BeTOV éue abetel:

O &€ éue APeTdV GPeTel TOV MEUDVTH LLE

The same also in Cyprian (Epistulae 59:4 and 66:4).
B: no umlaut

aBeT€w "reject, refuse"



Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 10:40 ‘O deyOperoc DUAG €ue déxeto,
Kol O Eue SeyOuerog Séxetal TOV GTOOTELANVTO |E.

Compare:
NA? John 5:24 0 TOV AOGYOV [HOU GKOVWY

Kol TLOTEVWY TG TEUPovtl pe €xel (wny alwviov
NA%" John 13:20 0 Aopfavwy Gv TLve Teupn eue Aapfovet,

0 6¢ €ue AapPovwr Aapfavel Tov TEUPEVTO. .
NAZ John 14:24 0 UT) &yam@dV pe ToLC AOYOUC oL 00 ThPEL:

Kol O AOYOC OV GKOVETE OVK €0TLY EUOC

aAA TOD MEUPRVTOC e TaTPOC.

Note that akolUw takes a Genitive object.
The addition by © et al. is possibly intended to make the saying more
symmetrical:
He who is hearing you, does hear me;
and he who is putting away you, does put away me;
and he who is putting away me,  does put away him who sent me;
and he who is hearing me, does hear him who sent me;

Joachim Jeremias ("Unknown Sayings") regards the addition as "a pedantic
expression of the parallelismus membrorum'. He thinks that it spoils the
structure of step parallelism.

It is also possible that it is a conflation of the Western reading and the txt
reading.

The origin of the Western reading is strange. Possibly it is just another (oral?)
version of a well known saying?

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 147

54.Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 10:21
Ev adth tf dpa NyeAriconto [év] T¢) mredpatt T6) aylw kol elmer:

BYZ Luke 10:21
Bv adtf) 6 Ope fYRAALEONTO TG) TVEVUOTL 0 ’'Inooic,
KoL eLTey

T&T #20
"At that same hour he rejoiced in the Holy Spirit"

TG TYeEOUATL A, W, A, Y, 69,124,28,565,700, 1424, Maj, Bois
&v TR nvef)u.ocu P45'd 0115, f13, 157, 892, 2542, pc, Cl
T¢) mMreluaTL TO 0yly  P75,B,C, K, 11,0, f1,579, 1071, al*°,
NA®® WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg
év T mredpetl T¢ aylw  01,D,L, X, E, 33,1241, pc, Tis, Bal
one of the last two: Lat, Sy, Co, arm

add 0 'Incoic:

1. before [év] T® TredpatL L, N, X, ©, f13, 33,579, 1071, al®,
Lat(c, e, ff?, r!, vg™*), Sy-P

2. after [EV] T® mvedpatl A, C, W, K, II, ¥, 0115, 0211, f1, 124(=f13), 565,
700, 892, 1342, 2786, Maj, f, q, Sy-H, bo", Cl

3. no addition P45 P75,01, B, D, E, 157, 1241, 1612, pc°,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo"'

Combined (the better withesses labeled):

T TreduatL 1612, pc’
&v T mreduatL P45, 157
é&v T Tveduatl TO 0yLlw 01, D, E, 1241

T mredpatl T® oylw P75, B

0 ’Incodg  pct

TG MVeVUATL 0 ’Inocoic A, W, ¥, 0211, 565, 700, 1342, 1424, Maj
0 ’Inooic év 10 mrevpatt N, f13, 2780, al?’
&v T mreduatL 0 'Incodc 0115, 892, 2309, 2542

0 ’Inoodc év Tt mvebuatL T@ aylw L, X, 33
0 'Inoodc ¢ mreduatL T aylw O, 579, 1071
1 mredpatt t® ayiw 0 ‘Incodc ¢, K, II, f1

B: umlaut! (1324 B 35 L) t¢) TVeVMOTL TG Qyly kol elmev:




Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 11:25 'Ev ékelvw T kelp® GmokpLbelc 0 Inoodc elmev:

Compare previous verse:

NAZ Luke 10:20 TANY &V TOUT® WM XolpeTe OTL T0 TVELUOT DULY
UTOTAOOCTOL, YolpeTte &€ OTL TO OVOUNTE VHOV EYYEYPATTOL €V TOLG
0UPVOLC.

Compare:
NAZ Mark 2:8 kol €000 €émLyrolg 6 'Inoolc t¢) mrelpatt adtod 0Tl
NA%" Mark 8:12 Kol QUooTeVaéng TG Trevpatl abtod Aéyel:
And he sighed deeply in his spirit
NA?" Mark 12:36 a0TOC AoULS €lTer €V T® MVeDUATL TG YL
NAZ Luke 2:27 koL NABeV €V T() TVEDUNTL €LC TO Lepov:
NA% Luke 4:1 Kol y€To €V TG TVEUUUTL €V T EPMUW

NA?" John 11:33 €veBpLUnoato TG TVeOUNTL Kol ETapoEcy €quTOV
he was greatly disturbed in spirit and deeply moved.

NA?" John 13:21 Tabte elmv [0] ‘Inoodc étapaydn T¢ TreluuTL
After saying this Jesus was troubled in spirit

Compare LXX:
LXX Psalm 9:3 e0dpporvdnoopel kel GyeAALooouul €v ool

LXX Psalm 19:6 Gy0XAALXOOUEO €V TG OWTNPLK OOV
LXX Isaiah 65:14 1600 0L SOLACVOVTEC HOL GYOAALOOOVTOL €V €DPPOaUVT
LXX Lamentations 2:19 GVa0To GYeAALOOoL €V VUKTL

The insertion of 0 'Inood¢ at different places clearly indicates a secondary
addition. The last explicit mentioning of Jesus was in Lk 9:62, 21 verses away
and is here only natural.

The omission of TG &YLw is probably due to the strangeness of the phrase. It
is unique in the NT. Weiss (Lk Com.): "the dative instr. gave offence". Externally
the omission is clearly secondary.

On the other hand it could be argued that scribes were used to add Gylw to
TVEOUATL. Or they added the word to distinguish the spirit in verse 21 from
"the spirits" in verse 20.

GYXAALOW sometimes appears with €V in the LXX. The witnesses for the
addition/omission of €V are very evenly divided. It might be worth checking
Luke's dative usage.



Rating: - (indecisive) for €V
Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) for the others



TVU 148

55. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 10:21 'Ev adtf] th opx NyeAiiicooto [Ev] 1@ mrelpatt T¢
aylw kel elmey: €oporoyobuwl ool, Totep, KUpLe ToD oLParod Kol
Th¢ g, OTL amékpuag Tadto o oAV ...

omit: P45, 27* Marcion" €

27* is noted in IGNTP.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 s D) ’ ~ ~ \ € ~ >
NA%" Matthew 11:25 BEv ékelvw ¢ kolp@ omokplbelg 6 ‘Incodg elmev:
¢Eoporoyodual ooL, Tatep, KovpLe TOD oLpavod kol ThAC YAg, OTL
ékpupog TodToe GO 0OPDY  KKL OUVETOV Kol GmekaAvjing DT
ynmioLg:

Possibly the words are a harmonization to Mt?
IQP's Crit. ed. has the words as safe for Q.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 149
NA? Luke 10:22 vt oL mopedddn 1TO tod Tatpdg Wov,

BYZ Luke 10:22 kol otpadeic mpoc tovc pedntac elmev Ilavto po
Topedodn vTo ToD TATPOS KOV

T&T #21

Byz A, C K W,A, 0,V 0115, 124, 174, 230, 346, 983, 1689(=f13), 28, 157,
565, 1071, Maj, it(c, f, ff%, i, 1, q, r), Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, M, E, I, 070, f1, f13, 22, 33, 131, 579, 700, 892,
1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2737, 2786, al**°,
Lat(a, aur, b, d, e), Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm, geo, goth

B: umlaut! (1324 € 3 L) mavtoe poL mopedddn UTO

Compare next verse 23:
NA%" Luke 10:23 Kol otpadelc mpoc tolc podntoc kot Loloy elmev:
HokapLoL ol 0pOuAuolL ol BAETOVTEC 0 PAETETE.

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 11:27 ITovtoe poL Topedodn uTO ToD TaTPOS KOV, ...
Kol 0Tpopelc does not appear in M.

In the Byzantine text Jesus turns round to his disciples in two subsequent
verses. This is very probably in error. It is possible that an early ancestor of
the Byzantine text copied this accidentally from the next verse. It is also
possible that the scribe wanted to move the verse from verse 23 fo verse 22,
but forgot to delete it in verse 23, or he deleted it incompletely and the next
copyist copied it in error.

If the words were omitted to avoid repetition, they would have been omitted in
verse 23 and not in the first place (so Weiss).

It should be noted that at Lk 10:22 a lection begins. This could explain possibly
the move of the phrase? It makes good sense at this position, because it
smoothes down the abrupt transition from Jesus prayer to the words fo the
disciples.

It could be argued that in verse 23 the kat’ L8lay belongs to oTpadelc, so
that in this verse he furns around generally and in verse 23 he turns to the
disciples privately. But Metzger thinks it is more probable that kat’ L6lav has
to be taken with el eV,



IQP's Crit. ed. omits the words in both verse 22 and 23 for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 150

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 10:23 Kal otpagelc mpoc toug pedntac kot’ idley elmev:
LokapLoL ol 0pOuAuoL ol BAETovTee o BAETETE.

omit: D, 1424, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C
IGNTP adds Sy-P

seorsum (“separately, apart from the rest")  f, g
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

It is not clear why Lk says this kat’ 18lav, so the phrase has possibly been
omitted as difficult. It is possible that he said the previous words to all Seventy
and now turns to the Twelve.

There is no real difference in meaning if one takes kat’ Ldloy with oTpadeLg
or with elmev.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 151

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 10:24 A€éyw Yap LUV OTL ToAAoL mpodfital kel BaolAelc
foeAnooy 18l o Uuelc PAEmeTe kel o0k eldav, kol dkoDool o
QKOVETE KoL OVK HKouowv.

omit: D, it(a, d, e, ff2, i, 1), Marcion"
kol OlkaLol b, q, r' ("et iusti")
kol Sikotol Kol PBooLAelc 1424

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

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 13:17 GumV yop A€yw LUV OTL ToAAoL Tpodftol Kol
SlkoLoL €medlunoor Loy o PAémete kol o0k €ldov, kol akoDowL O
QKOVETE KOl ODK TKOLOGV.

omit Kol SLKLOL: B* (added by B

The omission is not really a harmonization to the parallel (as indicated in NA).

A harmonization would have been the replacement of kal PBooLi€ic with kol
SlkoLol (as in b, q), or the conflation as in 1424,

IQP's Crit. ed. has kol BooLA€LC as safe for Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 152
56.Difficult variant
NAZ" Luke 10:30 amfiA00v dpévtec NMuLBav.

BYZ Luke 10:30 4THABOV ddpévtec MuLBovh TuyyrOVTO.

Byz A,C K W,KII A, ¥, 070, f13, 157, 565, 1071, 1424, Maj
txt P45,P75,01,8B,D,L, 0, &, f1, 22, 33,579, 700, 1241, pc

not clearly expressed: all versions
B: no umlaut

TUYXEVOVT TUYXOVW participle present active accusative masculine singular
here: to prove to be in the result, "happen, turn out"

"they left him for half-dead, (as indeed he was)"

Note similar sounding variants (but unrelated) in the next verse:

D: 10:31 KOUTOL  TLYOL Lepelg TLG ("by chance", TOYM)

P75 10:31 Koth, OLYTUYELY Lepelc TLg ("by chance", cuvTuy L)
txt, P75* 10:31 Kot ouykvploy 8¢ Lepelc TLG ("by chance", ouyKUp L)

No parallel.

The word is typical for Lk and appears 7 times in Lk/Acts.

There is no reason why the word should have been added, possibly as an
intensification?

The support is not very good though.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 153

57. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 10:32 Opolw¢ 8¢ kol Aevitng [yevduevoc] kot TOV TOTOV
EABWV Kol LV avtLTopfHiOey.

omit yevopevoc P75,01%, B, L, X, E,070, 0190, f1, 33, 372, 700, 892,
1241, 1342, pc, NA*, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt A, C K, W, A, 0,Y¥,fl13,157,579, 700, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H,
Bois, Tis
omit EABWV P45 D, TI, al, Lat

omit €AV kol  SyS, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm (acc. to IGNTP, but Burkitt has: "when
he arrived at the place")

EABWV at the place of yevouevog: Sy-Pal (Tis, not in IGNTP)

01* omits due to h.t.

(28 in UBS wrongly for the omission. K. Witte from Muenster confirms that it is
wrong.)

B: no umlaut

Compare verses 31, 33:

NA%" Luke 10:31 KaTo OUYKLPLOY &€ Lepelc TG KoTéfolver év Th 066
ekelvn kol Lowy adTOV avtLTapfrOer:

NA%" Luke 10:33 Xopopltng 6€ Tic 06ebwvy MAOer kot odTOv Kol Loy
€omiayyviodn,

Compare:
NAY Acts 27:7 €V Llkovelc &€ muépole Ppadumioodvtec kol HOALG
vevouevor kate tny Kvidov

No parallel.

The sentence with Yevopevog and €AOWV is a bit redundant. The question is if
the Byzantine text is a conflation of the other texts or if the other texts are
attempts to remove the redundancy.

It is possible that the ‘'redundancy’ is intended:

"he came to the place, going and seeing, he passed by on the other side."

If €ABwV was present originally, then there is no reason for adding yevopevoc.
It is possible that scribes missed a verb with kate (in verse 31 koTéPuLvey



and in 33 NABer kat’ ) and inserted YevOuevoc. Later or at the same time
€AWV has been omitted.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 151) argues for the omission, that the word has been
inserted because scribes overlooked that €éABwV belongs to KT TOV TOTOV.
They missed a verb and added yevopevoc.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong = omit yevoueroq)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 154
NA?" Luke 10:35 kil €mL TNV adpLov exBoAwy ..
BYZ Luke 10:35 koL €mL Ty apLov €EeABnv, ékBaiav ..

Byz A,C,W,A, 0, Y, 13, Mqj, q, Sy-H
txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L, X, &, 070, 0190, f1, 33, 157, 579, 892, 1071, 1241,
1342, 1424, 1675, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co

B: no umlaut

el TNV alpLov "the next day"
No parallel.
There is no reason for an omission. Probably added to indicate that the

Samaritan is going forth.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 155

58. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 10:38 'Ev 8¢ 1) mopeteabul ahTovg adTog €LofAber €lg kuny
T yorn 8€ Tig ovopatt MapBe Umedetnto adTov.

BYZ Luke 10:38 'Eyéveto 6¢ €v 1¢) Topeleobul odTolC Kol oDTOG
b ~ ) 4 ’ \ / b 4 4 e ’
€LONABer €lg kwuny Twve yurn 0€ TLG ovopott MopBo vmedetuto
a0TOV €lc TOV olkov alTfc.

T&T #22

Byz A,B% D,W,A, 0,Y¥, 070, f1, {13,157, 892, 1071, 1342, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, WH™, Gre

eic TV oikloy P3vid(6™ CE), 01*, ¢*, L, E, 33, 579, pc,
NA®, WH, Trg™, Tis, Bal

eic TV oiklay adtiic  01¢, C?

eic TOV olkov eauthic P

eic Tov oikov [adtfic] Trg

eic TOV olkov Weiss (no MSS support)

txt = omit: P45, P75, B*, sa

P3 reads: (from the edition of Porter, NT Greek papyri, 2008)
EACEZAT]JOAYTONEICTHNOIK[IAN
KAITHAEJHNAAEAPHKAAOYME[NHMA

It is not completely clear if P3 redds ®DTAC or not, but it clearly reads one of
the longer readings.

B: no umlaut

In B (p. 1325 B 7), the words €1¢ TOV olkov aUTfiC are written above the line
and into the right margin in minuscule script, but have been erased later. Parts
are still legible. The correction is noted neither in Tis nor in NA, but in T&T.

Compare:

NA* Luke 1:56 "Epewver 6¢ Mapiog obr abTf] O¢ ufveg Ttpeig, Kol
uméeatpeier elc TOV olkov olThC.

NA%" Luke 19:6 koL 0Tevong kKotefn kol UTedeEnto adtov yalpwy.

The different additions indicate a secondary cause. The additions are only
natural. There is no reason for an omission.



The argumentation of Weiss (Textkritik, p. 23f.) is this: The words €iL¢ TOV
0LKOV were in the ancestor of B, but B omits due to h.t. (OV - oV). For the
omission of ocﬁtﬁg MSS 01, C et al. are additional proof, but for the decision
olKOV - olkLow Weiss goes with B. [curious!]

UTOSEYOWXL appears 9 times in the Bible, but nowhere with this addition.
The phrase €1¢ TOV 0lkoV appears 15 times in Luke, €l¢ TV olklav 5 times.

The support is slim and not coherent.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 156

59. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 10:41 MapOo MapOo, pepLuvac kel Bopupaln mepl TOAAL,
NAZ" Luke 10:42 €v0¢ O€ €0TLY Ypela: MopLogh yop TV Gyodnr pepldo
€EeA€EnTo NTLc 00K GdoLpednoetal adThC.

omit (see next variant): D, it(a, b, c, d, e, ff2,i,1,rY), Sy-S

OALYywV &€ &oTLY Ypela 38, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, bo®™*, arab™®

4

OALYwV 6€ EoTLy ypelo ) €vOoc  P3(6™ CE), 01, B, €%, L, 070, f1, 33, 579,
1342, pc, Sy-H™, bo, aeth, Or, CyrAe

NA®® WH, Gre
OALYWV € EoTLY n €voc 01*
OALYWV O€ ypela €EOTLY N €EVOC B, Weiss

txt €EVOC O€ EaTLVY Ypelo: P45, P75, A, C*, W, A, O, ¥, 13, 157, 700, 892,
1241, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, Bois

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Basically this is a choice between:

OALywy &€ €oTLv ypelo 1) €voc 01, B, Or ...
and:

€VOC &€ €oTLY Ypelu P45, P75, A ...

Fee: "One is clearly the deliberate revision of the other. The real question the
is, which variant came second? That is, which one can best be explained as the
revision of the other?"

The meaning of the longer reading is probably (Godet, 1890): "There needs but
little (for the body), or even but one thing (for the soul)."

Fee: "Few things are really needed, or, if you will, only one; for that is indeed
what Mary has chosen ..."

This longer reading is rather difficult to understand (Godet: "There is subtlety
in this reading, too much perhaps.").



But there is no reason why someone should change the rather straightforward
txt reading to the longer one. It has been argued that the uncompromising
exclusiveness of the txt reading should be qualified, but is this probable?

Metzger thinks that the longer reading is a conflation of the txt reading and
the reading of 38 et al. But the 38 reading is just too weakly attested to take it
seriously. It seems more probable to see it as an other attempt to smooth down
the longer reading.

The TOAAQ - OALYWV makes a good contrast.

Fee notes that the yop following MapLos makes no real sense with the short
reading (and has been changed to &¢ in the Byzantine text), but it fits good with
the long reading as an explanation of the 1} €V0C.

Possibly the complete omission by D is just another attempt to avoid the

difficult OALywy &€ €0TLY ypelo 1) €V0OC (see hext variant).

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "A locus desparatus. Part of the corruption is M
€V0¢, which probably represents a marginal comment referring to OALYWV and
meaning 'or write €v0C'."

Compare:

G. Fee's article on this passage in "NT TC - it's significance for exegesis"
Essays in honor of B. M. Metzger, Oxford, 1981, p. 61 - 75. He argues for the
originality of the long reading.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
adopt longer reading.

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



TVU 157

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 10:41 amokpLOelc 8¢ eimer abTh 0 kOprog: Mapbou Mapbe,
uepLuvac kol Oopufaln mepl TOAAA, 10:42 €vOC O€ éOTLY Ypela-

Mapiog yoep TNy ayedny peplde EEcAééato NTic oVk ddoLpednoetol
aOTAC.

for the labeled part:
BopuBaln MapiLe D, WH™
M(xgl.& it (a, b, e, ff,i,1,rl), Sy-S
Lat(aur, f, q, vg) have txt
omits only 42a: c

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation.

txt  "Martha, Martha, you are worried and distracted by many things:
there is need of only one thing. Mary has chosen the better part, .."

D: "Martha, Martha, you are worried; Mary has chosen the better part, ..."

Bopupalw "trouble, bother"

This variant is connected with the previous one.

The argument from Metzger that it might be an accidental omission due to
homoioarcton (MAR - MAR) is not probable. It is not clear how exactly this could
have happened. It is more probable that it "represents a deliberate excision of
an incomprehensible passage" (also Metzger).

Note also that D reads not the same as OlLat.

It is possible that this omission by D is a radical attempt to avoid the difficult
OALywY &€ €0TLY ypela 1) €VOC (see previous variant).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 11:2 €lmer 8¢ adTolc” OTor mPooehynode Ayete:
otep,

ayLeoBnTw TO OVOUN oou*

eAbetw M Paotiele oou

BYZ Luke 11:2 elmev &¢ adtole "Otar Tpooclynode Aéyete
ITatep MUY 0 év TOlC 0VPAVOLC,
ayLeoBnTw TO OVOUN oou
eAOETW 1) PooLAelor oov*

/ ) / / e ) 9 A2\ \ \
YEVNOMTw TO BEANUL 00V. WG €V 0DPOVY, Kol ETL TNC YTC.

a) LAV O €V TOLC 0LPAVOLC

Byz A,C,D,P,W, A, 0,Y,070,f13,33" 579, Maj, it, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

txt P75,01, B, (L), f1, 22, 700, 1342, pc, aur, vg, Sy-S, Marcion™", Or
U@V L, pc, arm

B: umlaut! (1325 B 41 L) Aéyete ITatep, oyLoafftw

b) yerndNTw TO BEANUL OOV ...

Byz 01,A,C,D,P,W,A, 0,V 070, f13, 33", 579, 700, Maj,
it, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo
only Yyerndtw TO BEANUE goU  a, vg™*, sa, bo™*

txt P75,B,L,f1, 22,1342, pc, vg, Sy-S, Sy-C, arm, Marcion™" Or

P45: has a lacuna of about 7 lines here, but from space calculations it appears
almost impossible that P45 contained all long variants of the Lord's prayer.
Probably it read txt everywhere.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 6:9 00Tw¢ 00V mpooelyeoBe vueic: Ilatep MUAY 0 €V TOlC
00POVOLE AYLHOONTW TO OVOUK OOV

NAZ" Matthew 6:10 EAOETW T) PooLAclor ooV YerndNTw TO BEANUL OOV, WG
€V oLpov® Kol €ml YAc

Clearly a harmonization fo Mt and/or to the common liturgical usage.



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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 11:2 €lmer 8¢ adTOlc” OToey MPooehynode A€yete:
ITatep,

ayLeoBnTw TO OVOUN oou

EMOETW 1 BooLrelo cou:

700" € Tert(c. 200), Greg-Nyss (4™ CE), Maximus Conf. (5™ CE)
ELOETW TO TVeDUa 0oL TO GyLov €’ HUAC Kol KOOXPLOOTW TUEC

16212‘H’\ CE:
) ’ ) ~ 4 ) 44 \ / Q ~
EMBETW ooV TO TVeDUd TO AYLOV Kol KOOoPLOAT® TUAC

Marcion'(2" CE) or some other early Western text used by Tert:
ELDETO TO ayLov mveduo oov, €ABéTw 1) PacLAelo gou

D, d:
€p’ MUC €ABET® oov 1) BaoLielo

Gregory from Nyssa cites the passage three times:

ELBETO TO ayLov Tveduo oov €’ Mudc Kol KodopLooTw TUAC
ELOETW TO (yLov Tvedud cou Kol KoBopLOOT®w TS
EAOETW €D’ MUAC TO TYedud oou TO @YLOV Kol KoOXPLOGT® TS

B: no umlaut
"Thy holy spirit come upon us and cleanse us"

Compare:

27 b o € ~ \ € 4 b4 /4 ) \
NA?" Luke 11:13 €L 00V Up€lg Tovmpol DTapyovtec oldute SOpoTe. Gy
SL80vaL TOLG TéKVOLG VPOV, Toow WaAlov O matnp [0] € olpovod
dwoeL mveduo oyLov tolc aitodoLy adTov.

Gregory and Maximus state expressly that Luke has "holy spirit" where Mt has
"kingdom".

The wording of the reading in Marcion (known from Tertullian) is not completely
clear. It is possible acc. fo Harnack (Marcion) that it was the same as that in
700.

These readings are probably the adaption of a different liturgical prayer into
the Lord's prayer. Metzger notes: Compare the similar prayer in the Greek form
of the Acts of Thomas, 27:



bl \ \ ¥4 ~ ’ \ 4 \ \ ~ \ \
€ABe TO ayLov TYeDUN Kol KoBopLoov Toug VePpouc oLTOV KoL TNV
KapdLloy auTV.

Possibly the words are inspired from Lk 11:13.

Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 277) writes: "Now in view of the immense pressure
of the tendency to assimilate the two versions of this specially familiar prayer,
and of the improbability that various orthodox Fathers should have adopted
(without knowing it) the text of Marcion, the probability is high that the reading
of 700, 162, which makes the Gospels differ most, is what Luke wrote."

Compare also:
e R. Leaney "The Lucan text of the Lord's Prayer (Lk 11:2-4)" NovT 1 (1956)
103-111

e R. Freudenberger "Zum Text der zweiten Vaterunserbitte" NTS 15 (1968)
419-32

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 11:4 koL &pec MUY TOC GUOPTLOC MUKV,
Kol Yyop odTol ddloper mavtl opeldovt MUiv:
KoL WT) €Loevéykne MUac €lg TeLpaopov.

BYZ Luke 11:4 Kol pec MULY TOC GUoPTLOC MDY
kKol yop adTol adleper vt Opeliovtl MLy
Kol WT) €Loevéykne MUac €lg TeLpaopov

aAAe pdoo Tudc &mo Tod movnpod.

Byz 01, A,C,D,P,R™ W, A, 0, ¥, 070,13, 33,579, Maj,
it, vg™*, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo""

txt P75,01*, B, L, f1, 22,700, 1342, pc,
vg, Sy-S, sa, boP', arm, geo, Marcion', Or

P45: has a lacuna of about 7 lines here, but from space calculations it appears
almost impossible that P45 contained all long variants of the Lord's prayer.
Probably it read txt everywhere.

Lacuna: E

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 6:13 KL [T) €LOEVEYKNC MUAC €LC TELPUOUOY,
aALd pOoal MUAC amo Tod Tovnpod.

Again a clear harmonization fo Mt and/or liturgical usage. There is no reason for
an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 161
27 14 \ 9 e ~ \ ’ 9 ’ [ (3}
NA? Luke 11:11 Tive, 8¢ €€ DUOVY TOV ToTépe altNoeL 6 LLOC
Ly, kol dvtl Ly0voc OdLY adt® EmLéwWaeL;
NA% Luke 11:12 T} kol althoel @OV [egg], €MLOWOEL aDTG OKOPTLOV;

BYZ Luke 11:11 Tlvo &€ DUV TOV ToTépa aitnoeL O LLOG

&ptov, un AlBov émdwoeL adT®:

[ \ 0 ’ > ) ’ Y ) ’ 5 AL

N Kol LyBuy, un avtl LxOBvog 0pLy emLOWOEL AVLTQ;

BYZ Luke 11:12 fj kol € altnomn OV Ut émdwoel adTe) oKopT LoV

Byz 01,A,C,D,L R WA, 0,Y,f1,f13, 33, (579), M|,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, WH™, Trg, Tis
omit 0 VLOC 01, L, 157, 892*, 1342, vg
omit Kol 01,L, 28, 33, 157, 700, 892, pc

txt P45,P75, B, 1241, pc, f£2,i,1, Sy-S, sa, arm, Or, Marciont, Bois, Weiss
ix00v, un 1241, Or, NA®, WH, Gre, Bal

omit 0 LLOC 1241

omit 1] kol L0V pn ... wdTR 174,788(=f13) (h.t1.?)
579 reads Byz, but has ) kol €V altnon WOV ulov from 12a for 1 Kol
LxO0V due to parablepsis.

Tregelles has additionally [&pTov ..1) kL] in brackets in the margin.

Or Mt Comm. tom. 14:25

Tlg 6¢ €€ DUV TOV ToTépe LLOC aitnoel LyBOY, un avti iyOvoc Oy
emLéwoeL a0t

Lacuna: =

B: no umlaut

in particular:
2 4 \ ’ € (S} 2 ’ \
KLTNOEL TOV TOTEPE O LLOG LxOBLY Kol B
b 4 4 € (38} b ’ \
LLTTOEL TOTEPK O LLOG LxOLY kol P75
’ b 4 (3} ) / \
TOTEPN KLTNOEL  LLOG LYOBULY Kol P45
) 4 \ ’ b 4 \
LTNOEL TOV TOTEPL LxOuvr un 1241
Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 7:9-10 f} Tic €0TLV € UUGV GvOpwTOE, OV altnoeL 6 LLOG
a0Tod &ptov, Wn AlBov émdwoel adt®; 10 f) Kol LyOLY aitnoet, um
OPLY ETLOWOEL aDTR;




There is no reason for an omission. Probably a harmonization fo Mt (so Weiss
and Streeter, p. 276).

Metzger notes that one of the pairs could have been omitted due to an accident
in transcription, but it is difficult to imagine how exactly this should have
happened. This difficulty is already noted by Weiss in his Lk Com.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean wording for Q.

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

NA%" Luke 11:13 €l o0V UU€Lg Tovnpol LTapyovtes oldute S0poto dyodo
5180Vl TOLC TEKVOLC LUV, Toow UaAlov O moatmp [0] € olpavod
Swoel mveduo oyLov tolc aitodoly adTov.

Tvedua ayaBov P45, L, pc, aur, vg, Sy-H™

ayoBov 60uee D, it(d®, b, ¢, d, f2, 0,1, rh)

douate dyeBe O, 892, 1241, Sy-S, arm
(892, 1241 not in IGNTP)

f, q read txt.
Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 7:11 €L OOV UH€ELC Tovmpol OvteC oLdute SOpaTo oyodu
5L60VIL TOLC TEKVOLC LUMV, TOO0Ww UEAAOV O THINHP LUQVY O €V TOLG
obpavole dwoel ayobe toi¢ aitodoly adtov.

Compare also:
LXX Nehemiah 9:20 kol TO TVeD® 00U TO GyoOOV EBWKOC
LXX Psalm 142:10 TO TVeDUa 00U T0 &yabov 0dnynocL ue €év yi €0feio

Probably the changes to Gya00¢ are conformations to immediate context
SouaTe Gyadi in the same verse.
IQP has for Q the Matthean 8woeL ayodo.

Compare:

J. Lionel North "Praying for a Good Spirit: Text, Context and Meaning of Luke
11.13" JSNT 28.2 (2005) 167-188 [Learned article, but rather far-fetched.
Discusses the possible meanings of TVebu ayadov.]

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

NAZ Luke 11:14 Kol fv ékPariwy doipovior [kel adto Ar] kwdov:
eyéveto 8¢ ToD  Salpoviov €EeABovtoc EdaAncer 6 KwdOC kol
eBodpaoor ol OyAoL.

T&T #23

omit: P45,P75,01, A*, B, (D), L, 0211, f1, 788(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 892, 1241,
1612, 1627, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, arm, WH
pc = 382, 660*, 1210, 1331

txt A%, C,W,A, 0, ¥, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, NA*®
D, d has:

~ \ b 9 ~ / 9 ~ \ \
todtor 6¢ eimdvtoc odtod Tpoodépete alT® dotpovilduevoc kwdoOS Kol
ékBordvtoc adtod movtec eBodpalov.

Lacuna: &
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 9:33 kol €kPANOévToc TOD SoLoviov EAUANTer O KwhOC.
Kol €0olpoooy ol OxAoL Aéyovtec: OUBETOTE €Parn OVTWC €V TQ
TopoanA.
NA?" Matthew 12:22 T'0te mpoonveydn adte Sotdoviloueroc TupAOC Kol
KwdOg, kul Eepamevoey adToV, Wote TOV KOOV AxAcly kol BAETELY.

Compare:

NA% Luke 1:22 koL o0TOC MV SLavedwy adTolg Kol SLEpevey Kwdog.

NA? Luke 5:1 kol 0TOC |V €0TWC Topd TNV Aluvny [evvmoopét

NA? Luke 5:17 Kol €YEVETO €V ULEL TOV TUEPOY Kol o0TOC NV
SLOAOKWY,

NA?" Luke 7:12 povoyevng vlog tf untpl adtod kol adtn v ynpo,

NA? Luke 14:1 kol oDTOL HOMV TEPETNPOVHEVOL oDTOV.

NA% Luke 17:16 kol oDTOC MV oo LTNG.

NAZ" Luke 19:2 Zok(010C, Kol o0TOC NV GPYLTEAWVTC

As Metzger notes, the expression "appears to be a Semitism in the Lukan style".
But the support for the shorter reading is very weighty.



It is very probable that the txt reading is correct. There is no reason for an
addition. To the contrary, the omission is only natural, fo improve style and
understanding (Weiss: "to directly connect daLuOvLOV with the adjective").
Misreading «0TO as 0TOC would mean, that Jesus himself is mute.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean (9:33) kol €xPAnOEvToc T0D SLpoviovy
EAMANOEY 0 KWPOC as safe for Q.

Matthew has this twice (9:32-34 and 12:22-24). kel «OTOC MV is a typical
Lukan expression (7 times, see above).

Pete Williams comments on Sy-S, C:

"SCread 'and it happened as he was casting out a demon from a deaf man,
and when it came out ..". [...] This expression is probably motivated by a
desire to avoid the dual attribution of the term 'dumb’ as found in Greek
texts. These use KWPOG both of the spirit and of the person from whom
the spirit is cast out. In sum, whatever their Vorlage, SC paraphrase, but
there are plausible reasons internal to Syriac why they might not represent
kel 0TOg NV if it were in their Vorlage."

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 124-25.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(omission wrong)

External Rating: - (indecisive) (!)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA%" Luke 11:15 TLVEC 6¢ €€ aOTOV elmov: €v BeeAlefoLA T¢) dpyovTL

TV SaLpoviny ekPaiiel to dotpuovio: T

T 0 O¢ amokpLBelc elmer: mAc dvatol cotovdc cotovdy EKPAAAELY:

0
A, D, K II, M, W, X, 346(=f13), 157, 579, 1071, al, a%, d, r!, Sy-H, aeth

Lacuna: =
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA? Mark 3:23 Kol TpookeAcoapuevoc odtolg €v Topofoiulc €Acyey
a0TOlC TAC SUvatol ooToVaC ooTavdy eKBaAleLY;

Interesting harmonization to Mk.

Note that P45 has a curious singular reading in this verse:
For €LTOV it reads: EAAANIO0Y O LPOL A€YOVTEG
(’)XUp(')g "strong, firm; substantivally bold persons”
It has been suggested that this is a mishearing of O AOL.
Compare J.R. Royse (Scribes and Correctors, 2008, p. 178).
Perhaps a marginal note that slipped into the text?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA%" Luke 11:23 ‘O un oV Wet’ éuod kot €uod €0TLY, Kol O WT) ouveywy

wet’ épod okoptilel.

okopTileL pe  01*,CS L, 0, %, 33,579, 892, 1071, Sy-S, bo, Gre

Sy-S: Burkitt writes: "At the end of the verse is an illegible word in S: probably
we should read 'scattereth [me] indeed' ".

OL: corrected by 01

P45 omits et’ €uoD.

Lacuna: =

B: no umlaut

okopTi{w "scatter, disperse"

Same in Mft:
NA* Matthew 12:30 0 U1 OV HeT’ €uod Kot €uod €0TLY, Kol O WM
ouvaywY et éuod okopmilel.

okopmileL e
01, 33, 1582*, pc, Sy-H™, bo

See Ehrman "Corruption”, p. 135-136:

If the scribes wanted to supply a prepositional phrase as a personal object (as
with the previous verbs), kot’ éuof) would be the natural addition. The addition
of L€ makes nho sense in context.

Ehrman sees this as a corruption against the Gnostic separation of Jesus and
Christ.

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

NA% Luke 11:24 “Otov 10 akabuptov Tredun €EEABT amo ToD avbpwmou,
SLépyetol dL” qridpwr oMWY (MTodV GUATRLOLY Kol 1) €bplokov:
[ToTe] Aéyer UTooTpéPw €ic TOV olkdy pov 00ev EERABoV:

BYZ Luke 11:24 “Otov 10 akaBaptor mvedue €EEAON amo tod aropwmou
SLéEpyeTal 8L Gridpwy TOTwY (NTODV GUATOLOLY Kol T €VUplokov:
Aéyel YmootpéPw elc Tov olkov pou 00ev EERABov:

omit: P45,01*, A,C,D,R, W, A, Y, f1, f13, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, geo, Or'2, NA®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
WH have it in brackets

txt P75,01% B, L, X, 0, &, 070, 33, 157, 579, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, pc,
b, I, Sy-H, Co, Or'2, [Trg™]

Swanson adds II for txt, against NA and IGNTP.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 12:43-44 “Otov 6¢ 10 akaboptov TVedun €EEABN GO TOD
avOpwTov, SLepyetal 8L° Gridpwy TOTwY (NTodr drameuoLy Kol oLy
€UPLOKEL. 44 TOTE A€YyeL' €Lg TOV OLKOV Hov €mLoTpéw 0Bev €EfAbov:
Kol €EABOV €LpLlokel oyoAaloVTo OEOUPWIEVOY KOl KEKOOUNUEVOD.

It is possible that the T0Te is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss, Hoskier), where
it is save. On the other hand the omission could be a stylistic improvement.
IQP's Crit. ed. has TOTE in double brackets, indicating doubt that text was
present.

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.

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



TVU 167
Minority reading:
NAZ" Luke 11:25 kol €AB0V €DpLOKEL OECOPWUEVOY KoL KEKOOUMULEVOD.

it finds it [empty], swept, and put in order."

oyoiolovto oeoopwuévor kel 019, B,C, (L), R, T, E, ¥, f1, f13, 22, 33,
579, 892, 1342, pc, f, |, r!, Sy-H**, bo, Or
L omits Kal, Sy-H** has 0. kol ©.

H, [Trg™], both with o)yoAalovte in brackets.

txt P75,01*, A, D, W, A, ©, 070, 157, 1071,
Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa, arm, NA®
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 12:44 TOTE kéya €l¢ Tov olkov pov emorpep(o 0Bev
€ERABoY kol €ABOV  eUplokel  0x0A0lOVTO.  OEOMPWUEVOY Kol
KEKOOUTULEVOV.

There is no reason for an omission. The addition is very probably a harmonization
to Mt (so Weiss, Hoskier).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 168
NA? Luke 11:29 Kol onpelor obd 8o0Moetal a0TH € un T0 onuelov
Tova.

BYZ Luke 11:29 kol onuelov od Sobnoetel «dTf €L un t0 onuelov
Tova oD mpodriTou

Byz A,C,W,A, 0, Y, 070, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Mqj,
it(e, f, q, rl), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo

txt P45,P75,01,B,D,L,E, 700, 892, 1241, 2542, pc, L1043,
Lat(a, @, aur, b, ¢, d, ff, i, vg), Sy-Pal, sa, Justin (Dial. 107:1)

A: omits TOV.

Sy-C omits T0 onuelov Twvi. 30 kbW yop €YEVeTo

and reads: €. pn 30 Twvac tol¢ Nivevltolg onpelov, (possibly some kind
of parablepsis TO - T0).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 12:39 0 0¢ amokpLOele €lmer wDTOLS" Yevel TovnPo. Kol
HOLYeALC onuelov émintel, kol onuelor o 8oONoeTol VTR €L PN TO
onuetor Tova tod mpodgnTov.

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 16:4 kol onuelor ob 608nMoctol adTh €L un T0 onueclov
Twva.

BYZ Matthew 16:4 kol onuelor ol SoOnoetol oOTH €L pn TO onuelov
'Tova tod mpodnTou.

Byz C,W,O,fl,f13,33, Maj, it, Sy

txt 01,B,D,L,579,700, pc, Lat

There is no reason for an omission. Clearly a harmonization o Mt.
IQP's Crit. ed. omits ToD TpodrTouL in Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 11:31 BaolALoon VOTOU €yepBnoctol €V Tf KPLOEL HETR TRV
aUdp@dY The yevedc Taltng Kol kotakplrel abtoldg, 0TL HABey &k TAV
Tepatwy The YAg dkolool Tty codlav oioudrog, kel i6oL TAclov
YoAOUOVOC WoE.

o0tV P45, P75, 1424, pc, d, vg™

P75* omits VOTOU (added by secunda manu).
B: no umlaut

"A queen of the south shall rise up in the judgment with the men of this
generation, and shall condemn them"

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 12:42 BocoikLoooc VOTOU éyepeﬁoerm €v Tf) kploel uer& ¢
yeveocg TOTNG Kol KATOKPLVEL adThY, 0TL NABCY €k TRV TeEpaTwy TG
vic akobool TNV codlor ZoAoudrog, kal 6oL TACLOV XOAOUGVOC &
de.

Clearly a harmonization fo Mf.

The meaning is basically the same. In the txt reading the a:0ToUC refers to TGOV
avdp@V, whereas aOTNV refers to TAg yevedg TadTNG.

An interesting combination of support.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 11:32 &vdpec Nivevital Grootnooviol €V Th KPLOEL WeTh THC
vevedc todtne kol katokpivodowy althiy: OTL petevdnoor eic to
knpvype Tova, kel idov TAelov Tova Bde.

omit verse D, d
B: no umlaut

previous verse 31:
NA%" Luke 11:31 .. k&l 160U TA€LOV ZOAOUGVOG WOE.

Compare parallel:

NA®" Luke 11:31-32 NA?" Matthew 12:41-42 reversed!

31, poo Uv'-\OOOC Vé’TOU eyepBrioetaL év Tf 42 Baoiiioow vOToL €yepBnoetaL €v T
kploeL peta v “VépA@V,Tﬁﬁ Yeveag KploeL et Thg yevedc Taldtng Kol
TelTne kel katakpLvel abtole, KoToakpLEl adThY,

0TL MABe €k OV mepdtwy thc Yhi 0TL MABeV €k TOV Tepatwy ThS YAc
arcoboaL Thy 00¢£0WH Yolopdvog, kel Ldob akoboal THY codlay Lolopudrog, kel L6ov
TA€lov XoAop®Vog wde. TAclor ZoAopdroc Kde.

32} &Vﬁpeg\ Nuivevitot &Va(?TﬁGOVl:M &v i) 41 &vdpeg Nivevltal qraotnoovtal €v T
kploeL peta The yevele tautmg Kol , KploeL Weto TRG yeveds Tatng Kol
KOTOKPLVODOLY aUTNY® OTL PETEVONOOY €LG KaToKkpLYoDoLY adTHY, OTL LETEVONoaV €ig
T% knpuype Tove, kel 1dob mAelov Tovd 70 knpuype Tova, kel tdob mAelov Twva
WOE. Woe.

Possibly due to h.t.
Acc. to Harnack Marcion omitted this too, but Marcion completely slashed
verses 11:29-32.

Mt has the same verse in identical wording. But the interesting fact is that Lk
has the fwo verses reversed. Mt has the more logical order because in the
preceding verses Jonah is the topic. It would be natural to end with "something
greater than Jonah is here!" and then go on with the queen of the south.

It is possible that the omission by D is original and that some early scribe added
the verse as a harmonization Yo Mt, but added it at the wrong place. But this is
rather improbable.

On the other hand it is possible that in an ancestor of D the verse has been
labeled for omission and transfer before verse 31. This lead accidentally to
complete omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 171

62. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 11:33 O06elc AUyvov tec €ic kpOTTnY Tibnowy [odde LTO
TOV WodLov] &AL éml v Auxviav, Tva ol elomopeudpevol 10 GGG
BAETWOLY.

omit: P45,P75,L,T, &, 070, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 22, 700, 1241, pc,
Sy-S, arm, geo, sa, Or?, Bois

txt O01,A,B,C,D,W, A 0,Y, 13,157, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, WH, NAZ

OUdelg AUyvov dpog tiBnowy adtor LTO TOV uddLov GAL Eml TV
Avyviay, kel AQumeL TaoLY TOLC €V Ti) oikl. 579 (Mt 1)

OU8ele b Ayvov tpec keAmTelr odTOV okelel f) €lg kpOTINY TLBNOLY
o0oE LTO TOV wodor 28 (Lk 8:16 1)

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Matthew 5:15 008¢ KeLovoLy ADYVOV kol TLOEnOLY adTOV LTO TOV
LOOLOV GAA’ €Tl TNV Auxviey, Kol AGUTEL TAOLY TOLC €V TR olkig.
NA% Mark 4:21 Kal éleyer adtole puntL épyetal 0 ADYVO¢ Lre LTO TOV
uodLov Tefy f| UTO TNV kALvmy; ody Tva éml thy Avyvicy Tebi;

Compare:

NA? Luke 8:16 OUdelc 6¢ Alyvor ofoc KeADTTEL oDTOV OKEVEL 1)
¢ ’ ’ ’ ) ) DAY / ’ ¢/ ¢
UTOKOTW  KALYNG TLOnowy, oAA’ eml  Avyvieg TtLOnoiwy, Lvo ol
€LoTopeLoUeroL PAETWOLY TO GAC.

This addition is very probably inspired from Mt/Mk. There is no reason fto omit
it, except possibly as a harmonization to 8:16, but the wording in 8:16 is
different. This is not very probable.

Compare especially the harmonization by 579.

Weiss (Lk Com.) argues that the words have been omitted as unnecessary: It has
already been noted that the AOxVov has been put €l¢ kpOTTNY, why then put
it UTO TOV pOdLOV?



IQP's Crit. ed. has: kol TiBnow wlbtov [[eic kpOMINY]] with the double
brackets indicating doubt that text was present. They also indicate (by grey
highlighting) that it's not clear what text might have been present within the
brackets. In their earlier, preliminary text they have LTO TOV WOSLOV here (so
also Fleddermann).

In "Die Spruchquelle Q" (WBG, Darmstadt, 2007, p. 127) Paul Hoffmann says
that the IQP editors consider 006¢ LTO TOV WOSLOV in Lk secondary. The
committee was undecided also, if UTO TOV POSLOV (Mt) or €i¢ kpUTTNY (LK)
was the original Q reading.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong = omit the words)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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63. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 11:33 O06elc AUyvov opag eic kpOTTnY tibnowy [odde LTO
TOV pOdLov] &AL’ €ml TnY Avyxviav, tve ol elomopeudperor 10 GGg
BAETWOLY.

BYZ Luke 11:33 O0deic 8¢ Abyvov apog eic kpumtny TibnoLy odde LTO
TOV WOBLOY GAA €L Tty Auxviay Lvo ol elomopevouerol O (GEYYOC
BAETWOLY

From here on Z is not extant anymorel

Byz P45, A K ILL W, T, A, Y, 124,565, 700, Maj-part,
NAZ®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg™, Tis, Bal

txt P75,01,B,C, D, ®, 070, f1, f13, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424,
Maj-part, WH, Trg
BAETWOLY TO GG X, 0211, 118, 205, 209(=f1), f13, pc (8:16 |)

579 harmonizes to Mt:
L ETL TNV Auyvlay Kol AGUTEL TAOLY TOLG €V TR olklq.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 5:15 008¢ KelovoLy Ayvov kol TLOéwoLy odTOV UTO TOV
HOSLOV &AL’ €mL Y Auyviav, kel Aaumel TAOLY TOLG €v Tf) olklq.

Compare:

/ ’ ’/
NAZ Luke 8:16 Ovdelc &€ Alyvor afoc KaAOTTEL oUTOV OKeVDEL T
< ’ ’ ’ > , PR ’ ’ e ¢
UTOKOTW  KALYNG TLOnowy, oAA’ eml Avyvieg TLOnoLwy, Lvo ol
€LOTOPELOPEVOL PAETWOLY TO GAC.

Gospel of Peter 9:

LEYOAT DWWV EYEVETO €V TW O0LPAVW KoL €LO0V avoLyBevtag TOoug
ovparoug Kol duvo avopeg KoteABovtoc ekelBev TOAL Peyyog €yovTog
KoL €YYLOAVTOG TW Todw




dEYY0C appears only 2 times in the NT:
NAZ Matthew 24:29 kol 1) oeAjyn o0 6woeL TO peyyoc T,
NA? Mark 13:24 Kol 1) 0eAnvn ob 8Woel T0 $péyyoc adTic,

In 8:16 PG is safe.

There is no reason to insert G€YYoC here. Weiss also argues that ¢pQO¢ is
probably a conformation to the d&¢ in 8:16 (so also Hoskier).

This is one of the cases suggested by Metzger (“Lucianic recension", 1959)
where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian text. Not
necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

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



TVU 173
64.Difficult variant
NA%" Luke 11:34 ‘O AUyxvo¢ 10D oWuatog T €otLy

BYZ Luke 11:34 ‘O A0yvoc tod oWuatdc T E0TLY

0 0pOxALOC TOV.
0 OPOUALOC :

Not in NA but in SQE (070 not noted)!

Byz 01%,L,A, ©,V¥,070, f1, 33, 157, 892, 1342, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa

T oov ¢)

txt P45,P75,01*, A,B,C,D, M\, W, f13, 1241, pc, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, geo
T gov D, Lat, Sy-P, bo
B: no umlaut

Note also the similar addition later in the verse:
NA%" Luke 11:34 0Tor 0 0pO0ALOC 00V &TAODE T, Kol OAOV TO ORUK GO
PWTELVOV €0TLY® €My 8¢ TovNPoC 1, Kl T TO OGUE 00U OKOTELVOV.

T Olov  01%, f1, 28, pc, Sy-C, Co (not in NA but in SQE)

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 6:22 ‘O AUyvoc T0D oWUaTOC €0TLY O OPBuAMOC T . €owv
o0V f 0 0pOxAUOS cov TAODE, OAOV TO ORUK 00U GWTELVOV E0TL”

T gov B, it, vg®©
NA%" Matthew 6:23 €xv 8¢ 0 OPOXALOC GOL TOVNPOC 1, OAOV TO ORUL
00U OKOTELVOV €0TOL.

Compare verse 34b:
NA%" Luke 11:34 .. 0t 0 OPBuAUOC oov &mAoDC 1, Kol OAOV TO OGO
00U PWTELVOV €0TLY: €TaY &€ TOVNPOC 1, Kal TO OQUK 00U OKOTELVOV.,

On the one hand 00V could have been omitted to shorten the saying like an
aphorism or as a harmonization to Mt.
On the other hand it could have been added from immediate context, 34b.

Note that D et al. add yet another 00U after CWUKTOC.

The addition of OAoV is clearly a harmonization to Mt.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 174

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 11:34 ‘O AUyxvo¢ 10D 0Wuatog €0TLY O 0GOXALOC Tov.
0tor 0 0pOxAUOC cov GTAoDC 1,

Kol OAOV TO OQDU 00U PWTELVOV €0TLY

emoey 66 T movunpog 1,

Kol TO OQWK 00U OKOTELVOV.

Not in NAl

T 0 0bOoALOC GOov P75, X, pc®, a, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo"', arm, geo®'
pc = 213, 343, 713¢, 716, 1229, 2487 (from IGNTP)

P75: This reading is possibly supported by P75 already.

The words are added in small script above the line, but the letters are
impossible to make out with certainty.

Comfort ("The text of the earliest NT Greek MSS") writes: "There are ten
small letters, possibly Coptic, above &€ TOVNPOG."

Aland (collation of P75 Lk in NTS 10, 1963/64, p. 10) writes: "Zusatz von P
iiber der Zeile (+ 0 0GOXALOC OOV = Sy-S,C, sa, boP™ ?) nicht zu entziffern."
(engl. = "addition by C2 above the line, undecipherable")

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 6:22 ‘O AUyvo¢ T0D 0WUATOC €0TLY O OPOXAUOC.
€v obv 1 0 0pBuALOC oov amAolc,

OAOV TO OGUG 00U GWTELVOV €0TOL®

6:23 €ov 6¢ 0 OhBuAUOC oov TOVTPOS 1,

OAOV TO OGO OGOV OKOTELVOV €0TOL.

This is a clear harmonization o M.
It is only remarkable because of its possible support from P75.

The IQP has chosen the long, Matthean form for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

TVU 175
Minority reading:
NA?” Luke 11:35 okOTeL 00V un) TO QD¢ TO év ool oKATOC EéOTLV.
NAZ" Luke 11:36 €L oDV TO 0®ud cov OAov dwteLvdy, un €éxov uépoc Tl
okoteLvdy, éotal GWTELVOV 0Aov ¢ otor O Alyvoc Th dotpamd
’
wtiln oe.

"“if then your whole body is lightened, not having any part darkened, the whole shall be lightened,
as when the lamp by the brightness may give you light."

B: no umlaut

€l oV 10 dQDc TO &V ool okdtoc, TO okOTOC OGOV
DI it(al bl dl el ffZl il ll q' r‘l)/ M
Lat(aur, c, f, vg) read txt.

11:35 okOmeL o0V pun) 1O OO TO €V ool okOTOC €OTLY.
el oV 10 dQDc TO &V ool okdtoc é0Tiv, TO 0KOTOC TOGOV
Sy-C

11:35 okOmeL o0V pun) 1O OO TO €V ool okOTOC €OTLY.

el o0V T0 PO TO €V gol okdtoc éotly, TO OkOTOC TOOOV

11:36 €L o0V TO OQUE Gov OAov QwTeLvdy, un €yov uéPoC TL

okoTeLVOY, €oTal GwTELVOY Olov ¢ Otary 6 A0yvoc TH dotpomi
wtiln oe.

1241

11:35 okOmeL o0V un tO D¢ TO €V gol oKOTOC €OTLV.

€l odv 10 oduo TOV &V ocol AUyvov umn éxov ¢wteLvéy oKoTeLVOV
éoTLY, TOOW paAiov dtow 6 AUyvog [oov] aotpamtn dwtileL O€.

c, f, (reconstruction by WH, see Intro)

“if then your body, the lamp in you not having lightened, darkened is, how much more, when the
lamp is lightened, it will enlighten you."

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 6:23 €av 8¢ 0 O0POXALOC GOL TOVNPOC 3, OAOV TO QU
00U OKOTELVOV €0TOL. €L oDV TO GOC TO €V 0ol OKOTOC €0TLV, TO
okOToC TOCOV.

The D reading is a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).



WH: "“All the extant variations are probably due to the extreme difficulty of
the verse. The passage probably contains a primitive corruption somewhere,
though no conjecture that has yet been made has any claim to be accepted.”

Compare:
W. Brandt "Der Spruch vom lumen internum" ZNW 14 (1913) 97-116
compare also note by A. Pallis (Notes, 1928)

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 176

65. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 11:38 0 8¢ ®oplocioc bWy éBulucoey O0TL o0 TPGTOV
eBatiodn mpo Tod dplotou.

ApEato SLakpLrduevoc v equt® AEYeLy dua Tl
D, pc, Lat, Sy-C, Marcion'

Of the Latins only f reads txt.
B: no umlaut

SLakplvw “"evaluate, judge: recognize, discern"

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 15:1-2 Tote mpooepyovtal T¢ 'Inood amo ‘TepoocoAiiuwy
QopLooiol Kol YPOUMKTELC A€yovtec: 2 St TL oL padntal oou
TopePalvovoLy THY TapadooLy TAV TPeoPuTéPWY; 0D Yap VLTTOVTHL
0 xelpog [adtdv] 0tor dptov €ablwoLy.

An interesting variation. There is no apparent reason for it.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 177

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 11:43 Olal Uiy tolg Paplowiolg, OTL Gyamdte Thy
Tpwtokudedplay év Tolg ovvaywynle ' Kol TOUC GOTHOUOVG €V
Tolg ayopolc T2 .

T! kal TNV TPWTOKANGLAY €V TOlC delmroLg 13 (not 174, 230)

T2 Kl TOC TPWTOKALOLOC €V TOlC O€elLmvoLc ¢, D, 1071, pc,
b,d, I, q,r!, aeth™*

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 23:6 GpLAODOLY 8¢ TNV TPWTOKALOLOY €V TOLC SELTVOLE Kol

TOC TPWTOKKOESPLUG €V THLE OLVAYWYNLE

NAZ Mark 12:39 kol TpwtokaBedplag €V TolC OUVAYWYKLE Kol

’ 9 ~ ’
TPWTOKALOLOC €V TOLG OELTVOLC,

NA? Luke 20:46 TPOOEXETE GTO TOV YPUUUATEWY TAV  BeAdvTwy
TEPLTATELY €V O0TOANIC Kol GLAODVTWY GOTHOROUS €V TolC 0YOpolc
Kol TPWTOKaBedplog €V Talc oLVaYWYHLE KoL TPWTOKALOLKG €V TOLC

deLmvoLg,
Clearly a harmonization to the parallels.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 178
NA?" Luke 11:44 OVl DULY, OTL €0T€ WG TO PUMUeELn
T &dnA, kol ol &vBpwtol [oi] mepimatodrteg émovw odk olduoLy.

BYZ Luke 11:44 ol UWIV Ypoupetele kol dapLoeiol, LTOKpLTeL, OTL
€0TE WG TO PUMUEle To adnAn Kol ol &VvOpwTOL TEPLTATODVTES ETOVW®
00K 0LdaoLY

Byz A,D,W,A, 0,Y,f13,157,579, Maj, it(b, d, f, i, q, r'), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"*
omit LTOKpLTOL D, d, i, rt

txt P45,6P75,01,8B,C, L, f1, 33,1241, pc,
Lat(a, aur, c, e, ff2, 1, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo”", arm, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
Matt. 23:13, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29
NA%" Matthew 23:27 ODoL DULY, ypoupotelc kol PapLoniol LTOKPLTL,

Compare:

NA%" Luke 11:42 @AA oDl LUl toi¢ DapLonioLg, OTL
NA?" Luke 11:43 Olal Upiy toic Paploaiolg, OTL

NA?" Luke 11:44 Oal Uiy, OTL

NAZ Luke 11:47 OdlL DUTV, OTL

NAZ Luke 11:52 Q0oL DUTIV TOLC VOULKOLG, OTL

Probably a harmonization to the Woe's in Mt 23. It is interesting that no such
addition appears in verse 47. There would be no reason to omit the phrase if

originally present.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 179

NA? Luke 11:48 Gp0 WOEPTUPEC €0TE KOL OUVELOOKELTE TOLS €PYOLE TRV
THTEPWY VUGV, 0TL adTOL WeV GmékTeLvay adTolg,

UUELg 8¢ olkodopelte.

BYZ Luke 11:48 &po WAPTUPELTE KoL OLVELBOKELTE TOLC €PYOLE TRV
TOTEPWY VUGV OTL DTOL HEV GMEKTELVOY 0DTOUG
UUELe 6¢ olkodopeite adTAY T0 UVNUELN.

T&T #24
Byz A,C,W,A, 0,V¥,33,700,892, 1071, 1424, Maj, f, q, boP", [Trg™]
txt P75,01,B,D,L, 579, 1241, 2766, pc?,

it(a, b, d, e, i, I, r), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo™, Or

pc = 1446, 1593

Toug Tohoug adT®dV  f1, f13, 157, 1612, 1627, aur, ¢, vg
B: no umlaut

topo¢ "grave, tomb"

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 23:29 OVl UWiv, ypouuotelc kel Poploalol LTOKPLTOL,
OTL OLKOBOUELTE TOVC TOPOUS TAOV TPOPNTAOV Kol KOOUELTE T WUUNUELY
TV dLkolwy,

Compare previous verse 47:
NA?" Luke 11:47 OVl DALY, OTL OLKOSOUELTE TO UUMUELE TOV TPOPNTOV,
oL 6¢€ TUTEPEC VDV ATEKTELVAY 0DTOVC.

In the Gospels 0LkOGOUEW is almost always used transitively with an object.
The two exceptions are:

NA?" Luke 14:30 A€yovtec OTL 0UTOC O GvOpwToc NPENTO 0LKOSOUELY Kol
00K Loyuoer eékteréonl.

NA% Luke 17:28 OUOLWC KOOWC €YEVETO €V TalC Tuépule AWt fjoblov,
émvov, fyopalov, ENWAOLY, EPUTELOV, KOSOULOULY®

17:28 is a listing, an object is not needed. In 11:48 and 14:30 the object must be
supplied from context.



So, the addition is only natural and there is no reason for an omission.
The Tapoug by f1, 13 is from Mf.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 180

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 11:51 @m0 aipatoc “APed €w¢ alpatoc Zoyeplov Tod
ATOAOUEVOL peToED ToD BuoLaotnplov kol ToD OLKOV® Vel A€Yw LULV,
ex{nTndnoetaL o ThHG yevedc TodTNC.

Zoyaptov viod Bopayelov ov épdvevoay dve pécov
D, pc (a, d, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™, bo®", geo)

vood for olkouv: D, pc, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm, geo

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 23:35 OTWC €AY €d’ DUAC AV alpe SLKELOV €KYLVVOUEVOV
eml the YAc &mo Tod alpatoc “APed tod Sikaiov €wg ToD olpetog
Zooyopiov viod Bapoylov, ov éhovelonte petofl Tod vaod kol Tod
BuoLaotnplov.

From Mt.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 181

66. Difficult variant

NA?” Luke 11:53 KdkelBev EEeAbdovtoc adTod

Npéarto ol ypoupatele kol ol dopLoniol SeLv@dg EvéxeELy Kol
amooTopatilely adTOV Tepl TAELOVWY,

BYZ Luke 11:53 Aéyovtoc 8¢ adtod TodTe mPOC odTOLC,
fpéavto ol ypoupatele kol ol DoplLoniol SeLv@dg EVExELY Kol
amootopatilely adtov mepl TAELOVWY

Byz A,D,W,A 0,Y, f1,f13,892, 1071, Maj, Latt, Sy, Gre
txt (P45),P75,01,8B,C,L, 33,579, 1241, pc, Co

Kol 69,788 (=f13)
Aéyovtoc 6¢ tadta mPOC adTtovc EvWmLov TavToc Tod Anod

D, X, ©, 157, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, arm, arab™®
“in the presence of all the people"

P45 omits 0TOD: IGNTP and Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 109) note this as
"vid". I concur with this. Even though the words are within a lacuna, the space is
hot sufficient to include w0TOD. This is not noted in NA.

P45: Kakeilbev €[EeABovToc Npiarto ol yp Jeppotels

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare:
NA?" Mark 9:30 Kdkeil0ev EEeABovtec mapemopevovto Sue thg Nadtdoloc,

Compare for the D variant:
NA? Luke 8:47 amyyelder €vwmior Tortoc toh Awod kol w¢ Ladn
ﬂapaxpnua. 4 b4 4 4 ’
b ~

NA?" Luke 14:10 TOTE €0TOL OOL O0EN €EVWTLOV THVTWY TOV
OUVOVOKELLEVWY OOL,

27 \ b4 e 4 bl ’ \ ~ 4
NA®" Acts 6:5 KOL PECEY O AOYOC €VWTLOV ToVTOC TOD TANBoLG

27 ’ \ ’ ’ bl 4 /
NA“" Acts 19:19 ouVveveyKaVTeG TG PLPAOVG KOTEKKLOY EVWTLOY TOVTWY,

27 \ b4 b I4 ~ ~ bl ’ /
NA“" Acts 27:35 AoPwy apTOV €LXUPLOTNOEY TR Bel EVWTLOV TOVTWV

At Lk 11:47 starts a lection. No place is mentioned in verses 47 - 53. So it is not
clear from where he went outside.


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

The location is mentioned in verse 37: "While he was speaking, a Pharisee invited
him to dine with him; so he went in and took his place at the table."

The addition by D, © et al. is strange, possibly inspired from 8:47? €év@TLov
ToVTOC appears only in Lk in the Gospels. It is possible that it has been added
to explain the hostility, because Jesus denounced them "in the presence of all
the people".

Zahn (Comm. Lk) thinks that the addition was perhaps inspired from Mt 23:1:

NA?" Matthew 23:1
Tote 6 'Inoolc édaAnoer toig OxAolg kol Tolc padnraic adtod

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 182
67.Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 11:54 évebpeovtec adTOV Onpedoal TL €k TOd
0TOUNTOC 0)TOD

BYZ Luke 11:54 évedpetovteg adtov (nrovvteg Onpedoal TL ék Tod
otopatoc hTod Lre KetnyopnowoLy adtod,

a) {NToLVTEC
Byz A,C, (D), W,A, Y, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, [Trq]
txt P45Vid, P75,01,B,L, ©, f1,579, 1241, Co, geo

b) v KetnyopnowoLy adTod
Byz A, C, (D)W, A 06,Y%, fl, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, vg, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Gre,

[Tra]
txt P45,P75,01, B, L, 579, 892*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Co

D, (Sy-S), Sy-C read: omitting €vedpetovtec adTOV

{ntovvtec adopuny Ttwve AeBely adtod va ebpwoly kotnyopfcal
oOTod

it reads: omitting évedpetovteg alTOV

{ntovvtec dadopuny T Aafelv adtod v KOLTTYOPTIOWOLY
o0tod

B: no umlaut

€vedpelw "lie in ambush, lie in wait; plot"
adopun  "opportunity, occasion"
Onpef)w "hunt, catch"

Byz: "seeking to catch something out of his mouth, that they might accuse him."

D, Sy-S, Sy-C:
"seeking an opportunity to get something from him, that they might accuse him."

No parallel.



Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 12:10 kol 160U &vBpwTog xelpo €xwy Enpav. Kol
EMPWTNONY aDTOV A€yovtec: el €eotiy tolc oaPPuoiy Bepamedowl;
Tvo kot yopnowoLy o0tod.

NA? Mark 3:2 Kol TopETpovy adTOV €l Toil¢ oofPaoiy Bepamedoel
a0TOV, Lvo KotnyopnowoLy oDTod.

Lukan parallel has here:

NA%" Luke 6:7 Topetnpodrto 8¢ adTOV ol Ypoupatele kol ol daploniotl
€l &v 10 ouPPatw Oepameler, Tvo lpwoly katnyopely adTob.

The txt reading is rather short and not completely clear: "lying in wait for him,
to catch him in something he might say." The Byzantine addition makes it clear
why they are lying in wait.

On the other hand the words could have been omitted due to h.t. (x0toD -
o0TOD).

WH: "The figurative language of txt is replaced in D et al. by a simply
descriptive paraphrase. ... In Byz both phrases are kept, the descriptive being
used to explain the figurative."

It is possible that the readings by it, Sy-C, Sy-S are just a free rendering of
the Byzantine reading and that the D reading then is a back-translation into
Greek.

Both words adopun) and Onpedw appear only here in the Gospels.
Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 12:1

Ev olc émouvvayBela®dr TV uupLadwy tod OyAov,
WOTE KOTOTOTELY GAANAOUC,

TOAAQDY &€ dYAwV cuvTepLEYOVTWY KUKAW,
WOTE AAAMAOVC CUVTTVLYELY
D, (Lat, Sy)

it: "Multis autem turbis circumstantibus ita ut se invicem conculcarent, .."
B: no umlaut

ouuTVLY® "choke, crowd around, crush"

txt "At which time the myriads of the multitude having been gathered together,
so as to tread upon one another"

D  "But large crowds were surrounding him,
so that they were pressing themselves."

No parallel.
Possibly changed for stylistic reasons?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 12:4 A€yw &€ LULY TOL¢ ¢LAOLC Wou, un doPnbfite amo TV
GTOKTELVOVTWY TO OQUK Kol Het TadTo WUn) EXOVTWY TEPLOGOTEPOV TL
TOLT\O0L.

mtondnte P45, 700
B: no umlaut

TTOEOWOL subjunctive aorist passive 2nd person plural
"be terrified or startled"

Compare:
NA? Luke 21:9 Otary 6€ 0KOVOMNTE TOAEUOUC KOL OKOTOOTOOLOG, KT
ntondfte: &€l yop TodTee yereoBul TPATOV, GAL’ 0UK €VBEWC TO TEAOC.

dopfnbnte D.q

NA?" Luke 24:37 mtondévteg 8¢ kol éudoPol yevduevoL €60kouy Treduw
Bewpelv.

dopndevtec 01, W
BponbévTeg P75, B, 1241 ( BpocopuL "be alarmed or startled")

Compare next verse 5:

/ ~ 4 ~ ’
NAZ Luke 12:5 LTOdeLEw &€ VULV Tlve ¢poPndfite: dpopndnte tov pete To
QTOKTELVOL €xovToe €Eouolay EUPUAELY €lg TNV Yéevvay. Vol AEYw

LMLy, toDtov dopnonte.

A rare word. TTOEOUKL appears howhere else in the NT except in these two
verses in Lk. $oPnONTe appears 3 times in the next verse, where it is save.
Probably accidental.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 12:8 Aéyw 8¢ VWLV, T OC AV OMOAOYNOM €V €uol €umpocbey
TOV alpwTwr, kol 6 LLOC ToD AVOpWTOL Opoloynoel v adT®
€uTpoaBer TV ayyéEAwy Tod Beod:

NAZ Luke 12:9 0 &€ GEVNOOWUEVOS WE EVOTLOY TOV  GUrOPWTWY
ATEPUTONOETOL EVWOTLOV TRV GYYEAWY TOD OecoD.

omit: 01*, Marcion™ ®

01* has an unclear correction in verse 8 for TV a&yyéiwv ToD 6O€od:
According to Tischendorf, Swanson and NA 01* omits TGOV &y yEAWY. According
to IGNTP 01* omits ToL Be€oD.

Tischendorf writes: "TOV &yyéAwy ToD B€oD: haec omnia videtur A scripsisse,
prioribus litteris TV &y in litura positis. Scripserat prima manus, ni fallor, nil
nisi ToL Be0D."

Dirk Jongkind studied the passage and concluded "that Tischendorf was right
but that the replacement of To0 8ol with TGV ayyélwr toD Beod was
made by scribe D and not by scribe A who wrote the main text."

Timothy A. Brown from the Sinaiticus transcription project wrote: In verse 8 the
letters T"AON AT are written by the first hand over an erasure. What the first hand
originally wrote and then erased is not clear. The T"OY ©Y at the end of the line appears to
have been written by a first hand and then reinforced by a later corrector since the article is
certainly a first hand and traces of the associated nomen sacrum appear beneath the
corrector's ink.

Amy Myshrall is the other transcriber in the Codex Sinaiticus Project. She has independently
concluded the same correction scenario I've outlined above.

According to the apparatus of NA, 01* omits both fimes, verse 8 and 9. This is
not correct. Timothy A. Brown confirmed this. The omission in verse 9 is also not
in Tischendorf, Swanson and IGNTP.

omit verse 9: P45, pc, e, Sy-S, bo™ (h.t.)

B: no umlaut



Parallel:

NA? Matthew 10:32-33 II&¢ o0V OOTLC OHOAOYNOEL €V EuolL EUTPocBev
TOV AVBpWTWY, OUMOAOYNOW KAYW €V alT® éumpooder tod ToTpOg Ko
t0D €v [tol¢] olpavol 33 00Tl & AV apvniontal We éumpoofer TGV
AVOPWTWY, APVNOOUKL KaYWw oDTOV éumpooder Ttod matpdc pou Tod év
[Tolc] olUpavolc.

The omission is probably a harmonization to Mt. There is no reason why the
angels should have been added secondarily. The omission by 01 is probably just
accidental.

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

NA%" Luke 12:14 0 6¢ elmer adT®* AvOpWTE, TLC e KUTETTNOEY
KOLTTV T) LEPLOTTY €]’ UUAC;

BYZ Luke 12:14 0 8¢ elmer abt® “AvBpwTe Tl Ue KATEGTNOEY
SLkaoTnV i HePLOTNV ép VUAC

T&T #25

Byz A, Q,R W,A, 0,124,174, 230(=f13), 1424, Ma;
uepLoThy 1 Sikaatty 472, pc®

txt P75,01, B, L, 070, f1, f13, 33,579, 700, 892, 1241, 1627, 2786, pc®, sa
pc = 16, 182,556, 752, 1243, 1528, 1579, 2317

iudicem aut divisorem  Lat (=either Byz or txt), bo

KPLTTV D, a?, c,d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Tert
SLKOOTNY 28, pc’®

LEPLOTNV 1291, sa™

KOLTHV 1) OLkaoTnV 69

&pyovto Kol OLKAOTNV 157, pc?
Gpyovte Kol pepLothy  pclé

dpyovia kol dikootny f uepLotny pc
B: no umlaut

1

hepLotng  divider, one who decides a dispute over inheritance
SLKaOTNG  judge

No parallel.

Compare:

LXX Exodus 2:14 0 8¢ €lmer TIC 0€ KUTEOTNOEY GPYOVTO KoL OLKOOTT)V
€h’ MUV

NAZ Acts 7:27 0 8¢ AOLKOVY TOV TANGLOV GTWONTO aDTOV €LTWV: TLC O€
KOTEOTNOEY GPYOVTO KoL SLKOOTNY €p’ NUDV;

NA% Acts 7:35 Toltor tov Mwiofiy ov fApvioavto eimévtec: Ti¢ o€
KOTEGTNOEY GPYOVTO KOl SLKOOTNV;

LEPLOTNG appears nowhere else in the Greek Bible. 6Lk0OTNG appears twice in
Acts 7, but nowhere else in the NT (13 times in the LXX). Internally §LkaoThg



as the rarer word should be preferred, but externally it is note very well
supported. It is possible that LkaoTn¢ has been remembered from Exo 12:14,
Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the SLkaOTTV comes from Act 7:27 and that D
omits the epLOTTV as superfluous.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 12:15 elmer 8¢ mpo¢ adtolg: Opéte kol puAROOEoe &TO TAOTC
TAcoveblag, OTL ODK €V T® mepLooevely Tvl 1 (N adtod €0ty ék
TOV LTPXOVTWY adTE.

BYZ Luke 12:15 eimer 6¢ mpoc abtovg ‘Opate kol Ppuviaooeobe amo Tg
TAcoveElag OTL oDk €V T¢) TepLooevely TLvl 1) (N adT@ €0TLY €K TOV
UTOPYOVTWY hTOD

Not in NA and SQE but in Tis.

Byz T, A, A, 124(=f13), 28, 565, 700, 1424, Maj

txt P75,01,A,B,D,H,K L M N, QR U W,X,0,II* ¥, 070, 0211, f1, f13,
22, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al, Latt, Sy, Co, Cl

B: umlaut! (1328 B 25 L) ¢puAaooeaBe &md maone mAeovetiog

No parallel.
Either one is greedy or not. Probably T0.oT|C means something like "all kinds of".
The Byzantine variant is also ruled out externally.

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

NA? Luke 12:18 kol €lmer ToDTO TOLNOW, KHOEAD HOL TOC GTOONKOC
kol pellovec olkodounow kol oLvafw €kel TovTe TOV OlTOV Kol TO

ayofd. pov

BYZ Luke 12:18 kel €imer Todto ToLNow KaBeAd Hov TG Gmodnkug Kol
nelt{ovag 0lkodounow Kol oLVOEW EKEL TOVTH TO YEVTUOTO OV Kol T
) 4

oyoBo Lov

Byz A, Q,W,A,0,Y, 33" Maj, aur, f, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H, Tis, Bal

T YEVIUOTA WOV 01*, D, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Gre

txt P45 P75,01% B, L, X, 070, f1, f13, 157, 579, 892, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal, Co
1OV oltov Jov... P75*, 012, f13

\ ~ \ \ /4 / \ \ J [4
TOV OLTOV HOU KL TO. YEVTILOTOL JOL KoL TO oryoBol pov 346

P45 reads TaVTe TOV [ ... lacuna. So probably gltov follows.
B: no umlaut

oltoC "grain, wheat"
Yévnue  “"product, harvest"

No parallel.

Compare LXX:

LXX Exodus 23:10 €& €tn oTepel¢ tny yHv oov Kol OouvaEele T
YEVAUOTO 0DTTC

LXX Leviticus 25:20 €xv 8¢ A€ynte Tl Goyouedo €v T¢) €tel T¢) €BdOUw
TOUT(R €0V UT) OTELPWHEY UNBE OLVEYOLYWUEY TO YEVIULTE MOV

LXX Isaiah 29:1 00oL TOALC ApLnA NV AaULS ETOAEUNCEY OUVIYOYETE
YEVAUOTO EVLOLTOV €T évLantor dayeade yop oLy Mwof

LXX Jeremiah 8:13 KoL OUVGEOUOLY TO YEVNUOTO 0DTAV AEYEL KUPLOC

The unusual TOV oltov kol T0 &yeda has been replaced by a more common
term which now also agrees in number (plural). If the Byzantine reading is a
conflation of txt and the Western reading (as WH see it) is not clear. 346
shows a clear conflation.

It is also possible that the Western reading is an omission due to h.t. from the
Byzantine reading (.0t [LOV - .0t [LOV).



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 26) notes that TOV G1ToV has been replaced by the more
general TO. YeVNUKTe by scribes overlooking that with T& dyabd already a
general term follows.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 12:19 kol €p® th Yuxfi pov, Yuxr, €xelc TOAAL Gyodo
Kelpevo elc €tn moAro: dvamadov, doye, Tie, edppaivov.

omit: D, it(a, b, c, d,e)
Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.
WH have the term in brackets

eic €étn moAla:  Ff2,i, 1, rt
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.

There is no reason for an omission. But also not for an addition. Strange.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 187) notes that the words have been omitted because they
do not seem to fit as spoken to a "soul".

Aland (NT Papyri IT) notes: "without the words the text sounds much softer and

is more 'Gospel-like' ".

Rating: - (indecisive)
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72. Difficult variant
Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 12:21

oVTWe 0 Onoovpll{wr €xvt® Kol un €ic Bedv mAovtdv T.

omit verse: D,d, a, b
WH have the words in brackets

At the end of the verse one finds the addition:

T todto AéYr éDWVeEL O €YWY ADTO GKOVELY, GKOUETW

ES,F¢, H,(S), U, Y, T, A, Q,118% f13, 2,579, 892, 1071, al*®

579 has this addition at Lk 8:15, 12:21, 15:10 (with ©F), 16:18 (alone) and 18:8
(alone)!

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.

Again a strange omission. No reason for an omission or addition.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that it has been omitted for being difficult to
understand. An explanation of the parable is already given in verse 15.

Aland (NT Papyri IT) thinks that the words have been omitted as being too banal
("zu platt"). Snodgrass (JBL 91, 1972, 369-79): "superfluous".

Note that most Old Latin witnesses have the words and only a and b support the
omission. Thus it is not really fully "Western".

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NAZ?" Luke 12:27
KOTEVONOOTE TO KPLve TS odEdveL: ob komLd ovde viiBeL:
"how they grow: they neither toil nor spin"

olte vMPeL olite Ldalver D, d, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, aeth, CI(1),
Diatess, Marcion', NA®®, Tis, Weiss

B: no umlaut

"they neither spin nor weave"

Parallel:

NAZ" Matthew 6:28 TMAC DEAVOLOLY® 0D KOTLOOLY 00de vndouvoLy:

BYZ Matthew 6:28 TG aVEQVEL 0D KOTLE, 00OE VNBeL

This change is strange. Metzger suggests, it might be a stylistic refinement in
view of the following reference to Salomon's clothing.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 48) and Blass see the txt reading as a conformation to Mt.

Compare the discussion at Mt 6:28.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA%" Luke 12:31 TANY {nteite tnr PBaotdelov adtod, kol tadto
TPOOTEOMOETHL DULY.

BYZ Luke 12:31 TATY (nrtelte Ty Baoidelar tod Ocod, kol tadto TovTo
TPOOTEOMOETHL DULY

Byz P45, A, D, Q,W,A, 0,070, f1, f13, 33, 157, Maj, Lat, Sy, Cl
v Pooileloy tod Oeod kol THY OkaLocvny 983, 1689(=f13)

txt 01,B,D*, L,Y¥, 579,6 892, pc,a,c, Co

TV Baoireloy P75

892: Harris notes in his collation that it omits To0 6eoD. This is wrong. Royse
confirmed from the microfilm (Scribal Habits, p. 12) that 892 reads «0T0D. It is
correctly noted in NA and IGNTP.

B: umlaut! (1329 A 17 L) Booiicloy adtod, kel Tedtoe

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 6:33 {ntelte 8¢ mptov Tty Paciticioy [tod OcoD]

omit: 01, (B), pc®, (k), I, sa, bo, Eus, NA®, WH

Compare previous verse:

~ 4 ~ 4 ~
NA* Luke 12:30 Tadtoe yop Towvte T €0vm Tod koopouv emnrodoLy,
VUOV &€ 0 Tatnp oidev OtL ypnlete TovTW.

The Byzantine text is probably a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss). The object to
which «0TOD refers is in the previous verse 0 T tNP. The question is if there
was an object at all originally. There is no reason for an omission, neither for
Byz nor for txt. But P75 is known to omit personal pronouns.

IQP's Crit. ed. has a0TOD safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 12:38 KAV eV Th Sevtépa KOGV €V TR TPLTY
duiok €AY kol €Upm olTwC, WakdpLol e€loLy ékelvol.

BYZ Luke 12:38 kol €xv €AOY €v th Sevtépa puAakf kol €v T TplTy
duAokf €AY kol €Upn oUTwe hokapLol eloLy ol 6oDAoL ékelvol

Not in NA and SQE (only the D, f1 variants)!

Byz A,P,Q,W,157, A, ¥, 13,565, 700, 1424, Mqj, f, q, vg, sa, Trg™
Kol €oy ev T TPl PuAakhy W
157 omits €AON)

txt P75,01,8B,L,0,070, 33,579, 892, (1241), Sy-S, (Sy-C), bo, arm
0, 33,579, 892, arm have oL d00AOL
1241 omits kol ... Ak (h.t.?)
omit ékelvoL: 01*, b, Tis, Bal

D, d,c:

\ 2\ b4 ~ e \ 4 \ N 4 (V4 4 \
Kol €y €ABn Tf) €omepLrn QUANKY KoL €UPTOEL OUTWG TOLTOEL Kol
€V €v Tf) Seutépa kol TR TPl pakapLol €loLy eKeLvoL.

f1, it, Sy-C, Ir-":

\ 2\ » ~ (3 \ 4 A) (V4 ¥4 ~
kol €xv €ABn Tf) €omepivn @uAakn kol €Vpn oLTwg morobvTog
HokapLol eloly 0tL drakAlver odtolg kel Sroekovnoel adTolg
KOV €V ThH SeuTépq KAV €V ThH Ttpltn Puiakf €AON kol
€lpn oUTWC pakapLol €lowy ol 8oDAoL ékelvol

Tregelles has €A1 and GUANKT in brackets in the margin, but ol 60DAOL in
brackets in the text.
B: no umlaut

T €oTePLYN PUANKT] "the first watch of the night"

Compare previous verse 37:

NA? Luke 12:37 poakapLol oL 6oDAoL €kelvol, oV¢ €AWy O KOPLOG
€UPNOEL  YPNYOPOOVTHG: GUNY  A€yw VLWLV  OTL  Tepll{Woetol Kol
AVOKALVEL aDTOVC kol TepelBwr SLakovnoel adTolC.

The variants are probably attempts to expand the rather condensed style.
Words are borrowed from the previous verse. The €oTepLYn GUANKT] is
strange, though. Possibly a common term.



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

NA?" Luke 12:39 T00TO 0€ YLVWOKeTe OTL €L ToEL O 0LkOSeOTOTNG TOLY
WP O KAETTNG épyeto,

olk av adfiker dLopvyxdfveL Tov olkov alToD.

BYZ Luke 12:39 T0DT0 8¢ YLVvWokeTe OTL €l §i6cL 6 0lkodeoTOTNC TOle
WP O KAETTNG épyetoL,
EYpMyopnoey dv kol o0k &v adfiker Stopuyfvel TOv olkov adtod

Byz 01¢,A,B,L,P,Q W,A, 0,¥,070, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo, WH, Trg

txt P75,01%, (D, d), e, i, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, arm, Marcion', WH™, NA%
D, d leave 00k &V but omit the following ddfikev ... ahTOD:
39 ToDT0 6¢ YLVWokeTe OTL €L NoeL 0 0lkodeoTdTNG oLy WPQ

’ b4 b N \ € ~ ’ V4 V4
KAETTNG €pyeTal, OUK Qv 40 Kol UUELG ylveobe €tolyol, OTL
WP 0L BOKELTE O LLOC TOD AVOPWTOL EPYETAL.

=39 O~

Tregelles has additionally [Eypnyopnoey @V keai] in brackets in the margin.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

€YPNYOPNOEY YPNYOPEéw  “"be or keep awake; watch, be alert"
dLopuyxOfraL / dLopuynral "dig through, break in"

5LOpLOOW
both: infinitive aorist passive

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 24:43 'Ekelvo 8¢ yLvwokete OTL €l fdeL 0 0lkodeaToTNg
Tole PUANKTY O KAETTNG €pyetal, €ypmyopnocy Av kol olk GV €laoey
SLopuyOfjraL TNy otkloy odToD.

Weiss and Aland think the words are from Mt. In Mt the words are safe.

It is possible that the omission is due to h.t. (.AI - ..AI). This is supported by
the 01¢! correction.

The later omission by D, d must be accidental, because it makes no sense: "If he
had known the hour the thief comes, he would not (come)." It is possible that D,
d have omitted one line.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the short version as safe for Q.



The support by P75 is interesting.

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

NAZ Luke 12:40 kol UMELC YiveoBe €toipor, OTL N Wdpx 00 OOKeLTE O
vioc ToD avfpWTou épyeTal.

T&T #26

omit: f1(1, 118, 205, 209, 1582, 2193)
131, 2542 have the words.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

27 \ ~ \ € ~ 4 V4 V4 Q) 9
NA%" Matthew 24:44 SL0c TODTO Kol UU€ELG ylveaBe €toiuor, OTL 1) 0D
SOKELTE WPQ O LLOC TOD AVBPWTOL EPYETHL.

Previous verse 39:

NA%" Luke 12:39 T0DT0 8¢ YLVvWokete OTL €l NdeL 0 olkodeomdTng mole

WP O KAEMING €pyetoL, oLk v adfiker OSLopuydfvaL TOV olkov
3 ~

a0toD.

Following verse 41:
NA% Luke 12:41 Elmev 6¢ 0 Ilétpoc: kOpLe, TPOC MUEAC TNHY TepoBOoAnY
TOTNY A€YELC 1) Kol TPOC TaVTOC,

Kol elmey D, d

No reason for an omission.

Is it possible that it originated in a parablepsis omission from €py€toL verse 39
to €pxetaL verse 40 with an subsequent incomplete correction?

It is also possible that the ancestor of f1 read kil €LTeV in verse 41 as does D,
so that a Kol - Kol parablepsis error would be possible.

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

NA? Luke 12:42 KoL €LTer O KUPLOC® TLC (P €0TLY O TLOTOC OLKOVOWOC
0 ¢ppovipoc T, OV KaTaoTNoEL O KUPLOC €Tl Thg Oeparmelog adTod TOD
5L80VaL €V KoLp® [t0] OLTOpETPLOY;

T 0 @ynBOc D, 157,c,d, e, Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 24:45 Tic dpo €otiv 6 TLOTOC 60DAOC Kol PpovLLOC OV
KOTEOTNOEY O KUPLOG €Tl Thg olketelag ahTod ToD Sodral adToic ThY
TPOPNV €V KULP®;

Possibly a natural addition. In Mt the words are safe.

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

NA%" Luke 12:47 'Ekelvog 8¢ 0 d0bAo¢ 6 yvroug T0 BéAnue tod kuplou
a0ToD kol PN €ToLudonc f| moLhong TPOC TO BéAnue ahTod Suproetol
ToAAAC

un €towuaons L, W, f13, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm
Townooc P45
un monoeg D, 69,2766, pc, d, Marcion®, Ir-, Or

aur, f, vg read txt.
B: no umlaut

"and not having prepared, nor having done according to his will"

Compare context:

NA%" Luke 12:43 pokaploc 0 60DA0C €kelvog, ov €Abwy 0 kKUPLOg ahToD
cupnoeL ToLodvTe oUTWC.

NA% Luke 12:48 0 6¢ um 7yvoug, Townowc ¢ &L TANYQOV dapnoetol
OALyocC.

Probably one or the other word have been omitted because it was considered
superfluous.

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

NA% Luke 12:56 UTOKPLTKL, TO Tpoowmov ThA¢ YA kal Tod olparod
oldate dokLualeLy, TOV Kalpov &€ TodTor TGO 00K oLdnTe SokLUAlELY;

BYZ Luke 12:56 LTOKpLTal TO Tpoowmov tfic YAg kol oD olparod
oldate dokLualeLy TOV 8¢ KoLpOy ToDTOV THE 0D SokLpaleTe;

T&T #27

Byz P45, A, (D), W, A, ¥, f1, f13, 157, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, NAZ?°, Gre, Weiss, Trg™, Tis, Bal
o0 dokiualete D, 515, 1505, it, Sy-S, Sy-C
(IGNTP adds: sa™, bo™*, Marcion)

txt P75,01,B,L, 0,070, 33, 892, 1241, 2786, pc*, ff?, |, Sy-H™, Co, WH
mdc odk oldate dokipalete 070
pc = 213, 1215, 1574, 2502

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 16:3 TO pev TPOoWTOV ToD 0DPaVoDd YLVWOKETE SLOKPLVELY
Toe &€ onpele TRV Kalp@Y 00 SOvaode;

G, M,N,U, W, 33,al 00 drvocBe SokLuoleTe;

L oL dokLuaeTe;

It is possible that 0ldaTe has been inserted and the verb changed to the
infinitive for stylistic reasons, to make the saying more symmetrical. On the
other hand the words could have been changed to avoid the repetition.

The meaning is different in the two readings:
txt  "but why do you not know how to interpret the present time?"

Byz "but why do you not interpret the present time?"

Very evenly divided support.
Note the reminiscence in Mt 16:3 to the Lukan form.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 13:7 €ler 8¢ mpoOC TOV GumeAoupyor: 8oL Tplo €tn ad’ ob
€pyopol (NTOV Kepmov €V Th oukf TadTy kol o0y €VPLOKW.

BYZ Luke 13:7 €lmev &€ TpoO¢ TOV qumerovpyor ‘I8ob tplo €t
€pyopol (NTOV Kepmov €V Th oukf TadTy kol oly €VpLloKw:

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!
Byz A,W,A, Y, f1, 33,700, 1424, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa

txt P75,01,8B,D,L, 0,070, 13,157, 372,579, 892, 1241, 2542, pc,
Latt, Sy-C, bo, arm, geo
ad’ 10 157

IGNTP does not have Sy-C and bo, Hoskier has Sy-S for txt, Burkitt for Byz.
B: no umlaut

No parallels.

ad’ oD seems to be a typical Lukan expression ("for, since"). It appears 5 times
in Lk, but nowhere else in the Gospels:

Lk. 8:35, 38; 13:7, 25; 24:21 - All these other occurrences are safe.

Possibly omitted here for stylistic reasons?

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 200

75. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 13:7 €lmey &¢ ﬂpog TOV apﬂekoupyov 160U TpLOL ern agp’ ov
épyopat {nTedv Kocpﬂov €v rn OUKT] ToOTN Kol oVy evplokw. T
éxkoov [o0v] adtny, Lvatl kel tThy YAV Ketapyel;

T bépe TV aklvny, D.d
B: no umlaut

Nestle notes a comment by Jiilicher that this might be a theological gloss to 3:9.
NA% Luke 3:9 101 6¢ kol 1 ¢Elvn mpog TNV pLlar TV dEvdpwr Keltol

TVU 201

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 13:8 0 6¢ amokpLOelg A€yel adT®* KUpLe, ddec adTnY Kol
10010 TO €70¢, €W 0TOL okaiw TePL aOTTHY Kol Paiw KOTPLY,

kObLVYOV KOoTplwy D
cophinum stercoris it(a, aur, b, c, e, ff%,i,1,q,r')
qualum stercoris d

"basket of dung"

cofinum in circuitu f
e, vg read txt (vg: stercora, e: stercus).

B: umlaut! (1330C11L)
BaAw KOTPLE, 9 KAV PEV TOLNOT) KXpTOV

This is one of the readings that suggest that the Old Latins ultimately go back
to one exemplar or tradition.

WH note that it is possible ("from context") that Origen knew this reading, too.
It isin the Latin Rufinus.

Perhaps the reading originated from some sort of dittography?

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 202
NAZ Luke 13:9 KOV W€V TOLNOT) KepTOV €i¢ TO PEALOV: €l &€ un ve,
exkofeLe ahTNY.

BYZ Luke 13:9 K&V Y€V TOLNON KoPTOV * €l O6€ Unye, €ig O UéALoV,
exkoeLe btV

Byz P45“ A, D,W, A, 0, Y, fl, f13, 157, Maj, Latt, Sy, Trg™

txt P75,01, B, L, 070, 69(=f13), 33“, 579, 892, 1241, pc, Co
€ic TO uéAdov: adnoeLc: el de un ve 070

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
txt " ..andif it bears fruit in the future... But if not, you can cut it down."
Byz " ..andif it bears fruit. But if not, in the future, you can cut it down."

A question of word-order and punctuation.

In the txt reading the sentence is left incomplete. The reading of 070 shows
that scribes felt something missing. The Byzantine reading is a stylistic
improvement.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the withesses)
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76. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 13:17 kel Tadtoe A€yovtoc abTOD KATNOXVUVOVTO THVTEC OL
GUTLKELLEVOL ohTQ, Kol TOG 0 OYAOC €xoLpey €Ml MAOLY TOLG €VBOEOLE
T01¢ yLVouévoLg vt ohToD.

omit: P45, D, pc, it(b, (d, e), ff2,i, 1, q, r)

Lat(a, a®, aur, ¢, f, vg) read txt.

D, d, e: KoL Ko IO UVOVTO ol
QUTLKELUEVOL 0DTE,

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Possibly changed to improve style?

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 204

NA? Luke 13:19 Ouolo €0TLY KOKK® OLVATEWS, OV AoPwy GvOpwtTog
Porer elc kAmov €avtod, kal niEnoer kal éyéveto elc 6€vdpov, kol
T0. TETELVR TOD 0DPOVOD KATEOKNVWOEY €V TOLG KAGdOLE a0TOD.

BYZ Luke 13:19 OUOLo. €0TLV KOKK® OLVOTEWS OV Aafr &rOpwtog
Porer elc kfmor envtod kel MEnoer kol €yéveto elg GEvdpor peyw,

Kol TO TeTeLve ToD o0parod KOTEOKNVWOEY €V TOLC KANGOLE hTOD
TA&T #28

Byz P45,A, W, A, 0, Y, f1,f13, 33,157, Maj,
Lat(aur, ¢, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, [Trg™]

txt P75,01, B, D, L, 070, 892, 1241, 2542, pc®,
it(a, a%, b, d, e, ff2,i, 1, r), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, bo”', arm, geo
pc = 251,794,1229, 2437, 2487, 2790¢

(3 b4

Wc Opoc uéye 2660

W¢ for €lc: 892 1424, al®°
ho WC / €LC: D, f1, al®®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA% Matthew 13:32 0 WLKPOTEPOV HEV €O0TLY TOVTWY TRV OTEPUATWY,
0tor &€ adEndf pellov TOV Awyovwy €0Tiv kol ylvetal 6évdpor T, ..
Aayovov "garden-plant, vegetable"
T ué€yo Sy-P™, sa, aeth, geo®

NA% Mark 4:32 kol Otoy omepf), avofoivel kol yivetol well{ov mavtwy
TOV Aoavwy Kol TOLEL KAGSOUC peyoAouvg, wote duvacbul LTO TNV
oKLY a0TOD T TETELVX TOD 00pavod Kataoknrody,

KAdOC branch

It is possible that €Yo has been deleted as a harmonization to Mt. To the
contrary Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that péyo is from the Matthean pellov.

On the other hand it could have been added to heighten the contrast, possibly
borrowed from Mark.



IQP's Crit. ed. has the short form as safe for Q.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 205

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 13:27 Kol €pel A€Ywy UWIYv: oVk olde [budc] moBev éotér
GTO0TNTE QT EUOD TAVTEC EPYHTHL ASLKLOC.

T&T #29
€pel 01, 579, 1627, al*®, Lat, Sy-P, sa, bo"'

EpeEl AEYW P75*, A,D,L, W, A, ©, ¥, 070, f1, f13, 157, 700, 1241, 1424,
Maj, d ("dicet dico"), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, bo™, Gre, Trg

épel Aéywy  P75¢ B, 0211, 205, 892, 2766, al®°
In P75 the N is written above the line, probably contemporary.
IGNTP notes additionally: 0211, 205, 1424, 2766
Swanson has 1424 for A€yw.

Justin(2" CE), Or(3™ CE), 2. Clement 4:5 (in a mixture of quotes)
Justin'/?: Kol TOTE €p@ nDTOLC
Justin'’?, Origen: kol €pd adTOLG

M
g

The assignment of the Sy and Co versions is rather questionable (taken from
NA).
B: no umlaut

€pel indicative future active 3rd person singular

Compare previous verse 25:
NA% Luke 13:25 kol amokpLBelc épel LUV oDk 0ldo LUAC TOPeV €OTE.

Parallel:

27 \ /4 S 4 2 ~ V4 2 ’ b4
NA%" Matthew 7:23 Kol TOTE OHOAOYNOW oUTOL OTL OUBETOTE €YVwy
VUG aToYwpeLte am’ €uod ol épyadoperol THY Groulov.

Compare:

NA% Matthew 25:12 0 8¢ amokpLOele €lmer: auny A€Yw LWLV, oK oLdw
buac.

NA%" Luke 12:19 kol €p® TH Yuxf pov

NA? Luke 15:18 Kl €p® a0TR TATEP,




Compare LXX:

LXX Ezekiel 28:9 U1 A€ywv €peic Beoc elpl €y

LXX 1 Samuel 20:21 &V €lTw Aéywr 6 Toldaple wde 1 oyl &mO 00D
LXX Numbers 11:27 &myyetier Mwuof) kol €lmey Aeywv ...

There is no reason to change any other reading into the txt reading.
This awkward phrase is interpreted by Metzger as the translation of a Hebrew
infinitive absolute: "he will /ndeed say to you".

The simple €pel could be a harmonization to verse 25. Or the A€YW has been
omitted as being redundant.

The €pel A€yw could be a partial conformation to Mt 25:12 (so Weiss).
IQP's Crit. ed. has koL €pel AEYWV as safe for Q.

Fleddermann ("Q - A reconstruction", 2005) has Kol €p@ AEYWV |

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 13:27 Kol €épel A€ywv LUlv: obk olde [udc] ToBev éoté:
GTO0TNTE G EUOD TUVTEC EPYATHL ABLKLOC.

o0k olda LUC 01, A, W, A, 0, Y, f1, f13, 579, 700, 1424, Mq;j,
Lat(a, @%, aur, c, e, f, q, rl, vg), Sy, Co, 2" ¢l, Or, Bois

o0k ol P75, B, L, R, 070, 346(=f13), 157, 1241, 2542, pc,
b, ff%, i, 1, NA?>, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg

o0OETOTE €LdoV LUAC D, d, e (from Mt)

omit OUK ... €0TE: Justin (2 times), Origen (once)

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Immediate context:
NA% Luke 13:25 .. K&l GTOKPLOELG €PEL DULY® 0UK 016 Updc mOBey €0TE.

Parallel:

14 ~
NA? Matthew 7:23 Kol TOTE OMOAOYNOW OOTOLC OTL ODGETOTE EYVWV
VWA amoywpelte am’ éuod ol épyalOuevoL THY Groplav.

Compare also (the parable of the ten Bridesmaids):

NA%" Matthew 25:12 0 8¢ &moKpLOELC €lTer: auny A€Yyw LWLV, oK oLdw
VUOC.

2. Clement 4:5

Kol €p@ DULy: LTayete am’ €uod, olk oLde LURC, TOBey €0TE, €pyoTol
GVOLLLOC.

LXX 1 Samuel 25:11 kol 800w ohTR GUdpaoLy olg olk oldw Todev eioiy
NAZ?" John 20:13 kol 00K 0o oD €Omkov adTOV.




It is interesting to note that UWAC in verse 25 is safe. It is probable that it has
been added in verse 27 as a harmonization to immediate context (so Weiss). It
is also possible that it is a harmonization to Mt (note especially the D reading).
On the other hand it is possible that f)u&c; has been omitted to make for a more
smooth/straight reading.

The meaning is slightly different with or without the DUAG:
a) "I do not know from where you are."
b) "I don't know you, where you are from."

IQP's Crit. ed. has 00k 0L&0 UWAC as safe for Q.
There is no really convincing argument that UWAC is original here. Possibly the

committee assumed that Luke did not write this statement in two different
ways in verse 25 and 27.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
UUGG in apparatus.



TVU 207
NAZ Luke 13:31 'Ev a0tf} Tf dpe TpoofAbay tiveg dapLoaiol

BYZ Luke 13:31 'Ev adtf Tf) Nuépe TpoofA0ov Tivec Paproniol
Byz B, W, A, ©, P, 070, 157, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™, bo, Trg

txt P75,01, A, B*, D,L,R, X, f1, {13,579, 700, 892, 1071, 2766, pc,
d, Sy-H™, sa, Trg™

B: no umlaut

In B (p. 1331 B 31) the (D is cancelled by a slash and HME is written above
it. The (D is left unenhanced and the letters HME are enhanced. The slash
through the (D looks old/unenhanced, but Tischendorf thinks the correction is
by B? (= enhancer). NA disagrees with Tischendorf and assigns this correction to
B!, I agree with NA.

33 has a lacuna here.

No parallel.
A typical variation. In this case NEPX seems to be the more normal expression,
because it is not really interesting if it happened "in that hour".

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 208
NA? Luke 13:35 180U ddletorl DUTY
BYZ Luke 13:35 160U &dletol VUV

0 0lkOg Upwv :

0 0lko¢ DUV €PMUoc’

Byz D,N, A, 0,Y, 13, 346, 828, 983(=f13), 33, 157, 700, 892, 1071, 1241,
1424, Maj-part, Lect®, it(a, b, ¢, d, f, I, q, r'), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®'
€pnuoc vuilv 157

txt P45'¢ P75,01,A,B, K IL LR, S, V,W,Y,T, A, Q,6 047, f1,69, 124, 174,
230, 788(=f13), 565, 579, Maj-part, Lect®,
Lat(aur, e, ff2, i, vg), Sy-S, sa, bo?', arm

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 23:38 180U adletal VLY O OLKOC DUV €PNUOC.
omit: B, L, ff?, Sy-S, sa, boP", NA*®, WH, Weiss

LXX:
LXX Jeremiah 22:5 €0V O¢ pn TTOLT]OT]TE TOUC Aoyouc; ‘L'OU‘L'OUQ KT’
EUOLTOD WUOoK AEYEL KUPLOG OTL €l¢ EPNUWOLY €0ToL O OLKOG 0UTOC

There is no reason for an omission. Probably added to harmonize with Mt (so also
Weiss). It is also possible that the word has been added as a clarification.
Interesting distribution of the minuscules. All the good minuscules (except 579)
are for Byz.

Clement of Alexandria once cites the words with ’épnpog (Paed. 1.79.3), but it is
impossible to know if he is quoting Mt or Lk.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the short form as safe for Q.
A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "the addition being due to misunderstanding
adletal, which was taken to mean /s /eft whereas it means €YKUTOAELTETAL, /s

being forsaken."

Compare discussion at Mt 23:38!

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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






TVU 209

78. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 13:35 180U ddletol DUV 6 0lkog VHGV.
AEyw [6€] Lply, oD pn 1onté pe €éwc [HEeL 0te] elmmre:
€DAOYNUEVOC O EPYOUEVOC €V OVOUNTL KULPLOU.

BYZ Luke 13:35 160U adletal VUiV 0 olkog DUGV €pnuog:
Aéyw 8¢ VULV OTL 00 pn pe 1onté €wg dv Nel Ote elmmre
EdLoynuévog 6 épyoueroc év OvouatL Kuplou

B: no umlaut

onhe of the above:

V4 (74
€WC 0T€

V4 b4 (34 (V4
€WC OV NEEL OTE

Y4 V4

V4
€wC  nEeL OTe

P75,B,L,R, 892, WH

P45,01, M, N, X, (A, ©), f1, f13, 157, 1071, (1241), pc,
e, i, Sy-P, arm, geo

o’ ApTL €wC A A, ©, 1241, sa™°, bo (:: M¥)

Co
K,II, pc

A, W, Y, 124,174,230, 346(=f13), 565, 579, 700, 1424,

Maj, Lat

am’ ApTL €wg AV NEeL Ote A (M1)
... 0TL H

... Otowv 579

NEeL A, W, 28,579, 1424, pm
nén ¥, 565, 700, f13-part, pm

D, 047, 2487, NA?® Gre, Bois, Weiss

IGNTP, Swanson have fl1 for the P45 reading, NA and Lake have it for the
Byzantine reading. IGNTP: 1, 118, 131, 205, 209, 1582.
IGNTP and Geerlings have 788 for the P45 reading, Swanson for Byz.

NEeL Nkw
MeEn

indicative future active 3rd person singular
subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular

"have come, be present, come"



Parallel:
NA? Matthew 23:39 A€Yw Y&p LRIV, 0D WN de Lonte &m’ &pTL €we Qv
€lmmre: €OAOYNUEVOC O EPYOUEVOC €V OVOUXTL KUPLOV.

Compare also:
NA?" Revelation 2:25 TANV 0 &xete kpatnoute dypL[c] ol av w.

NA% Luke 15:4 KoL TOPEVETEL €TL TO GTOAWAOC €we €lpn olTO;

One of the very rare cases where a reading is adopted that is read by D almost
alone!

"you will not see me until  (the time) comes when you say"

0Te with subjunctive (OT€ €LTMTE) is a very rare construction. There is no other
example in the Greek Bible. There are attempts to change that to OTL or 0TV,
The construction with OTaV is common (66 times in the NT).

Therefore it is very improbable that OT€ is a secondary insertion.

The construction of &V with a future ﬁEEL is also rare (2 times in NT, 9 times in
LXX). The normal way would be a subjunctive.

Luke has one other example of this kind at 15:4 ... €w¢ €Vp1 a0TO. Here the
subjunctive is used.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 152) thinks the omission of €L OT€ is a harmonization to
Mt 23:39.

IQP's Crit. ed. has M€l 07e in double brackets indicating doubt that text was
present. Fleddermann ("Q - A reconstruction”, 2005) has it in his text.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 210

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 14:5 kol TpOC 0TOUC €lmer: Tivog LUGY viog 1) Podc [= ox] €ig
Ppéap meoelTaL,

dvoc 01,L,Y,K II, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
"donkey" Lat("asinus"), Sy-S, Sy-Pal, bo

b4

dvoc viog O, 2174, (Sy-C: viog T) Poidg 7 drog)

TpoBator D, d (“ovis", from Mt)

viOg P45, P75, A, B, W, A, 047, 0211, 700, 954, 1424, 1675, 2766, Maj,
e, f,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA%" Matthew 12:11 0 &¢ elmer a0TOLC" TLC €0TaL €€ DUV GVvOpwToC OC
€EcL mpoPatov €v kol éxv éuméon tolto Tolg oaPfuoiy ei¢ Boduvov,
oYL KpaTHoeL ahTO Kol €yepel;

Compare:

27 ) ’ \ 5 ~ S 4 \ 0l N ’
NA% Luke 13:15 GmekplOn 6¢ adT® O KUPLOC Kol €Lmer: LTOKPLTOL,
€KoTog DUV T¢) oePPatw ob Avel tov Bodv adtod §) tov Orov amo
The datrng kol amoyeywy motilel;

Overall the main point is: If it is permissible to rescue on the sabbath an animal
that has fallen into a well, a fortioriit is permissible to heal a human being. LLOG
makes no real sense in this respect. But if it's an error, it must be a very early
one, because the attestation is excellent and widespread.

It has been conjectured (John Mill) that ULOG is a corruption of OL¢ = Sheep
(lat. ovis).

It is possible that "son" was felt a bit inappropriate here and has been changed
to either "donkey" or "sheep" fitting better to "ox".

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that 0vo¢ comes from Lk 13:15 (so also Tregelles) and
TPOPaTOV from Mt 12:11,



This is what Edward Cook wrote on his blog (28™ June 2005):

"I'm still plugging along in Casey's Aramaic Sources of Mark's Gospel. | observe that he approves (p.
30) of Matthew Black's hypothesis of Aramaic wordplay at the origin of Luke 14:5. Here's the text of
the NIV with the proposed Aramaic originals in parentheses: “If one of you has a son (bar) or an ox
(be'ir) that falls into a well (ber) on the Sabbath day, will you not immediately pull him out?”
Casey calls this "perfectly plausible." There are at least two problems with this theory. One is that be'ir
(hwa) is not the Aramaic word for "ox," which is tor (hin). Be'ir just means "livestock, large domestic
animal,” and could include other animals as well as oxen. One of Casey's methodological principles is
that one should not just translate backwards to get at the original Aramaic, but also ask how a
suggested Aramaic original would have likely been translated. In this case, | think that be'ir would
surely have been rendered as ktenos, not as bous, which is what the Lukan text has. Bous most
reasonably points back to tor, and that dissolves the wordplay.

That's one problem. Another one is the textual problem in this verse. For "son" (huios) in the Nestle-
Aland critical text, the Textus Receptus has "ass" (onos), which is supported by Sinaiticus, among
others. "Son" looks to be better attested; on the other hand, "son" spoils the a fortiori argument
apparently used by Christ in this verse (compare the similar story in Matt. 12:9-13): If animal, why not
human? On the other hand, perhaps the argument is not a fortiori, but a maiori ad minus; since the
custom allows the greater breach of Sabbath law, it should allow the lesser: If lifting, why not healing?
It's a toss-up, and the textual decision is interwoven with the exegetical choice.

A remote possibility is that the original Aramaic (if there was such a thing) read bar torin, calf, literally,
"son of oxen," and that this somehow made it into the Gospel as "son or ox" (bar o tor). | doubt that's
what happened, but | mention it for the sake of completeness."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 211

79.Difficult variant

NA*" Luke 14:10

T0TE €0TolL 00L SOFQ EVWTLOV TAVTWY TOV CUVKVEKELLEVWY OOL.
BYZ Luke 14:10

T0TE €0TolL 00L SOFQ EVWTLOV TOV CUVNVOKELEVWOY O0L

Byz P97"“6/7™ CE),D, K, II, W, A, ¥, 28, 565, 700, 1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy-S, goth

txt P75,01,A,B,L N, X, 0,fl1,f13, 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
n, rl Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, geo

b ’ ~ ’ /
€EVWTLOV TWV OLVVIVOKELULEVWY O0L THVTWY L547

P97 reads:

T OT E€EECTAICOI AOZA ENWIIION
T JWON CYNANAKEIMENWN COI

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare the strange addition by D, @ after Mt 20:28.

There is no reason for an omission.

EVWTLOV is a typical Lukan word. It appears 22 times in Lk (plus 13 times in
Acts), but elsewhere in the Gospels only once in Jo.

It is possible that the double ...TwV TV lead to confusion.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 14:15 ’Ako000C &€ TLC TAV OLVAVOKELUEVWOY TaDTO €LTEY
a0T@ pakapLog 00TLS dayetal &ptov év Tf PBaoiiely tod BeoD.

BYZ Luke 14:15 Akoloa¢ 6€ TLC TOV oLVavakeLwévwy tadto elmey
a0T@ pakapLog 0¢  dayetol d&pLotor v th Paoitiele Tod Beod

Byz A*, KS II, W, 047, 0211, 13, 700, 954, 1424, 1675, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, goth

txt P75,01, A, B, D, G, H*, K*,L,N,P,R, A, ©, A, ¥, f1, 174(=f13), 157, 579,
892, 1071, 1241, al, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Cl, Eus

33 has a lacuna.
B: umlaut! (1332 B 15 L) pokapLog 60tLC dayetol &ptoy év

GPLOTOV "meal, noon meal, feast"

Compare context:

NA*" Luke 14:12 Otav TOLRC GELOTOV 1) d€lTvov, ...

It is possible that one is a scribal oversight, because the two words are looking
similar. GpLOTOV appears in the immediate context and is not very good

attested.

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

NA?" Luke 14:17 kol &méateLier Tov SobAor adtod Tf Wpe Tod SeLmrou
elmely TOlg KekANUEVvoLe: épyeade, OTL 1N €ToLud EOTLY

BYZ Luke 14:17 Kol GTéateLAery TOv 60DA0OV ahTOD T Wpy TOD GeLTVOUL
elmely 10l¢ kekAnuévole “EpyeoBe 0TL Hidn €ToLua €0TLY TOVTW.

T&T #30
B: no umlaut

€oTLY TavTee A, (°D),P, W, A, ¥, f1, 13, 157, Maj, Lat(a, aur, d, e, f, r', vg),
Sy, Co, goth, [Trqg]
b / c]_
eLoy movtoe 01

€OTLY B, it(b, ¢, ff?,i, 1, q), WH, NA®®, Bois, Weiss
elow P75, 01*“ L, R, ®, 579, pc, WH™, Gre
one of these two: P45

T&T notes L, R, © wrongly as follows:
€OTLY B,L R O, 192
eloLy P75, 01*¢% 579

P45 is not noted in NA. According to the Editio Princeps and Swanson it reads:
~1TINKAITHPZANT O ATIO MI [ ..

It is also noted this way in Miinster's online "NT transcripts”, but with the T as
insecure (underdot). Probably they did not note it because it is not completely
clear if it is €0TLV or €lowv. From the plate no decision is possible, a Sigma
cannot be ruled out.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

€ToLe adjective nominative neuter plural
Tavte adjective nominative neuter plural

Parallel:

/4 I4 ~ ’
NA%" Matthew 22:4 160U TO GPLOTOV LOUL TTOLWaKN, oL ToDPOL HOL KoL T
OLTLOTO, TeOupévo kol Tovto €tolpe: 6edte €lg ToUC Yauoug.

TOVTE is very probably a harmonization to Mt. There is no reason for an
omission.


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

The more difficult question is, if it reads €0TLV or €lolv. The question is to
what this refers. Since (E,TOLLLOL is neuter, it should be the dinner or the meals:

1. the dinner is ready
2. the meals are ready

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 80) notes that the plural and the addition of mavte could
have originated from the want to indicate that many things must be prepared
for a supper.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €toLua €0TLY as safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) for TavTa,
Rating: - (indecisive) for €0TLV or €LOLV
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 14:24 Aéyw Yap DULY OTL 008ELE TOV AVdpRY EKelvwy TV
KEKANUEVWY yedoetal pov tod delmrou.

BYZ Luke 14:24 A€Yw YaP LWLV OTL OLOELE TOV AVEPRV EKELVWY TV
KekANUévwy yeboetal pov tod Selmvov ToAAol yap elowy kAntol

OALyoL &€ éxAextol

support:  ES,F™, G, H, M*, S, X, Y, T, A, Q,0211, 1, 1185, 13, 2, 28°, 579,
700, 892™9, 1071, 2766, Maj-part, Sy-Pal™, geo™*

B: umlaut! (1332 € 20 L) yeloetal pov tod delmrov

From:
NA? Matthew 22:14 TOAAOL Yop €loLy kAntol, OALyoL O€ ékAektol.

Compare:

NAZ Matthew 20:16 OUTWC €00VTOL OL €0YOTOL TPATOL KKL OL TPKTOL
€oY0TOL.

BYZ Matthew 20:16 OUTw¢ €0ovtoll Ol €0)YnTOL TPGATOL Kol Ol TP@ATOL
€0(0TOL TOAAOL YOp €loLy KAntol, OALyoL 8¢ ékAekTol.

A natural addition, probably from lectionary usage.

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 14:32 €l 8¢ pn ye, €Tl adtod moppw Ovtog Tpeofeloy
GTOOTELANG €PWTR TO TPOC €ipnymy.

eipfivn P75, it
el elpnvmr B, 482, pc, WH™!
T €l elpfvmy K, I, pct
TpO¢ €ipnymy  01*, T, 788(=f13), 1241, pc®, WH

o0 TPOC eipfymy  01%%, A, D, L, W, A, O, ¥, f1, f13, 157, 579, 700, 892,
1424, Maj, aur, f, vg, Sy-H, WH™?, NA®

The (other) versional evidence is not definite.
The omission of T by 788 is given in IGNTP and Swanson, but not Geerlings.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:
NAZ?" Luke 19:42
AEywy OTL €l €yvwe év Th Nuépe Taltn Kl oL T TPOg elpnivmy:

NAZ Acts 7:26 T T€ €mLoLON MNUEPE WPON odTOLC WEYOUEVOLE Kol
ouvnAdaooer adToug €ig elpnumy elmwvy: &vdpeg, adeAdol €ote: Lvati
adLkelTe AAANAOUC;

The omission of TG is probably simply a scribal oversight: €pwtQ - TC.
The decision between €L¢ or TpOG is difficult. Probably idiom.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 15:1 "Hoov 8¢ adte) €yyilovtec TOVTEC OL TEADVaL Kol ol
apopTWAOL dkolVeLy adToD.

omit: W, pc, Lat(aur, b, ¢, I, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™*, aeth
it(a, d, e, f, ff2, i, r') read txt.

B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Probably omitted because it seems impossible that ALL tax collectors were
coming hear.

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

NA%" Luke 15:16 kol €meQipeL yoptoodfivel éx

TV KepaTlwy v fodLov ol xolpol, kol oldele €8L60v adTd.

BYZ Luke 15:16 koL émeBlpel yeulooL thy kolAley abtod dmo
TRV KepaTlwy WY HodLov ol xolpol kul oldelc €580V ndTE

T&T #31

Byz A,P,Q A, 0,Y¥, 157,157,700, 892, 1612, 1627, Maj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth, NA?®, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
Byz but with ék: pc**

txt P75,01,B,D,L,R, fl, 13,579, 1241, 2766, 2786, al*°,
d, e, f, Sy-C, sa, WH, Trg™
al = 251, 343, 494, 589, 609, 695, 716, 794, 809, 827, 1220, 1229, 1396,
1446, 1557, 1593, 1604, 2487, 2546, 2661
txt but with @m0: 69, 1241, pc®

4 \ 4 \ ~ bd \
veulooL THY KoLAlay Kol yopTooOfjval omo W, a

4 9 )} ~ 4 \ 4 Q ~
YEULOOL OLTTO TWV KEPUTLWVY TNV KoLALlay avtod 1228

33 has a lacuna here!
B: no umlaut

€meBUeL €MLOUUEW indicative imperfect active 3rd person singular
"long for, desire"

xopTaodfal xoptalw infinitive aorist passive
pass. "be satisfied, eat one's fill"

veulool yeullw infinitive aorist active

il
veplool TNV kolilow abtod = "fill his belly"

No parallel.



Compare:

~ ~ ~ /4
NA?" Luke 16:21 kol €mLOULUQY YyopToobfjvol amod TV TLTTOVTWY &TO
thc Tpamédne Tod TAouaiou:

The combination of €émLOUUEW and YopTaOOfVL appears only here and in
16:21, where the phrase is safe. It seems quite probable that the txt reading is
a harmonization to 16:21 (so Weiss).

What would be the reason to change it here to "fill his belly"? Zahn (Comm. Lk)
finds it "rough but fitting".

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

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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83. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 15:17 €l¢ €autov 6¢ €ABwy €dm: moooL pioBrol tod Tatpog
LOU TEPLOCEVOVTOL APTWY, €Y 66 ALUGD OdE GTOALLUL.

BYZ Luke 15:17 €i¢ €ovtov 8¢ €éAOwv elmer I1oooL pioBrol Tod matpog

LOU TEPLOCEVOUOLY BPTWY EYW 8E ALLG GTOAALHOL
Byz ALUQ® A P, Q,W,A, 69,174, 230(=f13), 157, 1071, Maj,
sa™, goth

txt AL Wde  P75,01, B, L, ¥, 579,892, 2542, pc,
e, ff%, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, [Trg™]

woe A  D,N,R,U, 0, fl, f13, 22, 700, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo, Trg
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:
NA%? Mark 13:2 kel 0 ‘Inood¢ elmer alt@: PAETELS TOUTHG TOC MEYRANS
0LKOBOUOC; 0D UN GpedT) wde ALBoc €ml ALBov O¢ 00 Wn KoTaALOR.
omit W6¢: A, K, II, M, X, T, 69, 1241, 2542, Maj-part,
Lat(e, ff2, i, k, I, r!, vg), NA?, Gre, Bois, Weiss

Different insertion points are sometimes an indication for a secondary cause.
Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the 08¢ separates ALUG and &mOAALUXL which
belong together. He also suggests that the omission might be due to h.t. from
the D et al. reading: €yw 6¢€ WHe.

Burgon suggests that the D reading could have originated from a
misinterpretation of €yw 6¢ = €I UD A €. Perhaps some scribe reduplicated
the three last letters UD A€ and got éYw &¢ Woe.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 15:21 €imev 8¢ O LLOC adTR® THTEP, NUOPTOV €1 TOV 0DPUVOV
Kol EVWTLOV 00V, OVKETL €Ll dfLo¢ kAnOfveL vidg oov T .

T&T #32

T molnodv pé dc éva TV pLabiwy gov
01, B, D, U, X, 983, 1689(=f13), 33, 700, 1241, 2680, al**°, some Lect’,

d, vg™*, Sy-H, aeth, WH [in brackets]

txt P75,A,L,P,Q W, A 0,Y, 0211, f1, f13, 157, 579, 892, 1424, 1612, 1627,
1675, 2766, 2786, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, goth, NA?®
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare verse 19:

NA? Luke 15:19 OUKETL €ilpl @fLoc kANOfveL vidg oou
TOLNoOV Pe ¢ éve TV ULabiwy oou.

It would be only natural with verse 19 in the back to repeat the phrase here, too
(so argue also Weiss and Zahn).
On the other hand an omission due to h.t. is also possible (SOU - SOU).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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85.Difficult variant

NA% Luke 15:22 €lmer 8¢ O Ttnp TPOC TOLE SovAOLE adTOD!
To(V EEEVEYKATE OTOANY THY TPWTNY

BYZ Luke 15:22 €LTev &€ 0 TaTHP TPOC TOUS S0VAOVE hTOD
eEevéykote TV OTOANY THY TPWTNY

Byz A,P,Q,R,W,A 0O,Y,fl,69,124,174, 230, 788(=f13), Maj, Sy-P, sa™*

txt P75,01,B,D,L, X*, 13, 346, 828, 983(=f13), 157, 579, 892, 1241, pc,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, sa™*, bo, arm, goth, [Trg]

texéwe... D, f13,157
. TNV TPWTNY OTOANY 579

B: umlaut! (1334 A 15 L) odtoD: toy EEevéykote GTOATY

No parallel.

There is no reason for an omission.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 155) thinks that Tocxl‘) has been omitted, because of its
unusual position in front of the verb.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 221

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 16:12 kol €L €V TQ GAAOTPLw TLOTOL OVK €y€veoBe, TO
DUETEPOY TLC DULY SW0oEL;

Nu€Tepov B, L, some Lect?, pc, OrP, NAZ®, WH, Weiss

EUOV 157, e, i, |, Marcion’

a@An6Lvov  33Y9 pc (v. 11)

Léy 2. Cl, Irks’ (versus [LLKPOV, see below)
txt WH™

B: no umlaut

txt "and if in the other's you became not faithful,
your own, who shall give o you?"

var. "our own, who shall give to you?"
"my own, who shall give to you?"
"the true, who shall give to you?"
"the great, who shall give to you?"

Compare previous verses 10+11:

NA% Luke 16:10 ‘O TLOTOC €V €AnyLOT® Kol €V TMOAAG TLOTOC €OTLY,
Kol O €V €Ay LloTw GOLKOC KoL €V TOAARD GOLKOC €OTLY.

NA% Luke 16:11 €l o0V €V T Gdlkw HOMWVE TLOTOL OUK €yéveaBe, TO
GANOLYOV TLC VULV TLOTEVOEL;

Compare also:
NAZ" Matthew 25:21+23 €TTL OALYX MG TLOTOC, €ML TOAARDV O€ KOTAOTNOW'

2. Clement 8:5

AéyeL yop O kOpLOg €v 10 edoyyerlw:

€l TO ULKPOV ODK E€TTMPNONTE, TO WYX TLC VULV BWoeEL;

AEYw Yop VULV, O TMLOTOC €V EA)LOT® Kol €V TOAAG TLOTOC €0TLY,

2. Clement seems to cite from memory. His text is a combination of verses 12
and 10 plus an allusion to Mt 25:21.

The reading of B, L is probably one of the typical HM - UM scribal errors.



On the other hand the Up€tepov could be a conformation to the immediately
following DULY (so Weiss). UETEPOV is certainly the more difficult reading.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 16:17 €UKOTWTEPOV O€ €O0TLY TOV OVPoVOV Kol Thy YAy
TopeABeiv ) ToD vopov play kepoley Teoely.

“But it is easier for heaven and earth to pass away, than for one stroke of a letter in the law to
be dropped.”

TV AOYWY Yov  Marcion'
toD VOUoL pov  cj. (Lipsius)
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 5:18 GUNV Yop AEYW UPIY: €wg AV TopéAdn O olparog Kol
N YA, LOte v §j ple kepoloe o0 un TopEAdn GO ToD VOUOUL, €we AV
VT YEUNTOL.

Compare previous verse 16:

~ ’
NA%" Luke 16:16 ‘O vouoc kol ol mpodfital péxpt Twovvov: amd ToTE 1
BaotAelo ToD OeoD eboryyeAlletol kol maC €lg adtny Bradetol.

“The law and the prophets were in effect until John came; since then the good news of the
kingdom of God is proclaimed, and everyone tries to enter it by force."

It is not really logical to say in verse 16 that the law and the prophets go until
John, and then in verse 17, that the law will never pass away.

It is possible that very early a pov fell out due to h.t. as Lipsius suggested.
Marcion's version is haturally suspect as fitting perfectly his own teaching.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 223

NA*" Luke 16:18

[Iac 0 GmoAbWY TNHY yuvaike c0TOD Kol YOOV €TEPaY HoLYeVEL,
Kol O GTOACAUMEVY QMO GVdPOC Y@y HoLyeleL.

BYZ Luke 16:18

[Iac O &moAbwy THY yuvailke adTOD Kol YLDV €TEPEY LOLYEVEL
Kol TG O GTOACALUEVTY GTO GVEPOC YOUDY HOLYEVEL

Byz O0O1,A,P,W,6A, 0,Y,fl1, f13-part, 892, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P75, B,D,L, 69, 788(=f13%), 983, 1689(=f13°), 157, 579, 1241, 2542, pc,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, geo, Marcion’

omit &m0 &vdpoc: D, 28, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P, bo™
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 5:32 €yw 8¢ Aéyw ULULY OTL TMEC O GMOAVWY TNHY YUVKLKO
®0TOD TPEKTOC AOYOL TOPYELC TOLEL DTNV HOLYELORvL, Kol O¢ €0V
GTOACAVUEVTV YOUTOT), LOLYATOL.
NA? Matthew 19:9 Aéyw 8¢ VWLV OTL 0¢ @V &moAlon tny yuvalke odTOD
un €Tl Toprely Kol younorn GAANY polydtel T.

T BYZKOL O GTOACAUMEVNV YOUNOKG LOLYATOL.

NA% Mark 10:11-12 kol Aéyel adTolg” 0¢ Ay dmoAlon thy yuveike odTod

\ 4 b4 ~ b 9 b 4 \ 2\ b \ J 4
Kl younomn GAAnY pouyxdtel € adtniy: 12 kol €y adth GmoAdoow
TOV QVdpo adTHC YUNon GAAOY LOLYETOL.

Probably added to make the words more symmetrical (so Weiss). There is no
reason for an omission.

The omission of GO GVEPOC is probably a harmonization to Mt.

IQP's Crit. ed. has the short form as safe for Q.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 16:19 T "AvBpwmoc 6€ TLC MV TAOVOLOC, KoL €VedLEVOKETO
ToppUpay kol Poocor eddpolVoperoc kod’ NUEPLY AapTpaC.

T Elmev 8¢ kol e€tépay mopofoiny D, M™, d, Sy-C, vg™, Diatessaron*?"
B: no umlaut

See Scrivener Codex Bezae, p. LI.
Scrivener notes that several lectionaries have the words and also M in its
margin. But this is not unusual, because it's a typical introduction for a lection.

It is not certain though that this addition by D indicates an early lectionary
system. It is more probable that it was just meant to smooth down the abrupt
start of the story after the discussion with the Pharisees.

Zahn (Comm. Lk) notes that from early on (Tert., Ambrose, Jerome) it was the

question if the following story was a parable or a historical account.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA? Luke 16:19 "AvOpwroc 6€ TLC MV TAODOLOC | , Kol €vedLdloKeTo
ToppUpay kol Poocor edppaLroperoc kod NUEpLy AapTPGC.

T ovdpatt Neune P75
T dvouett NLvevn  sa, aeth™s, arab™ ("Niniveh")

Nivevrc  36™

Nivevig 37™
The gloss in MS 36 reads in full: Tov 8¢ TAOLOLOV €V TLOLY
oavtLrypadolc evpoper touvoue Niveung. 37 is probably
dependent on this (see Royse Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 688 and
772/3 for aeth).

Finaeus De pascha computus XVIT (242 CE), anonymous treatise (Pseudo-Cyprian)
Finees Priscillian, tract IX, 11™ letter (4™ CE)

Amonofis gloss in a MS "Aurora" owned by Petrus of Riga

arabM®: Sinai Ar. Parchment 8+28. It was among the new finds from 1975. See NovT 50(2008)28-57.
B: no umlaut

The Latin pseudo-Cyprianic treatise "De pascha computus" written 242 CE in
Africa or Rome declares (ch. 17):

"Fire has been prepared by God for all sinners, in the flame of which, as was
indicated by the son of God himself, that rich man Finaeus is burned."

Compare:

LXXpExodus 6:25 kol Eicalap 0 toD Aapwr €lofer TV Ouyatépwy
dovtind adt® yuvaike kel €teker adT@® Tov PLveec altal ol apyol
THTPLEC ACVLTAV KOTO YEVETELS KDTOV

LXX Numbers 25:7 kol 6wy Piveec viog Eicalap viod Aapwy ToDd
LepEw €EaVEDTN €K EOOU TAC OUVAYWYRC Kol AXPWY OELPORNOTNY €V
T xeLpl

Compare next verse:
Luke 16:20 TTw)0¢ 6€ TLC Ovopatt Aalopog




It seems probable that a name has been added for the rich man, because also
the poor man has a name. Note that the rich man is the more important
character in the story!

Originally proposed by Gressmann 1918, it seems possible that the story
ultimately goes back fo an old Egyptian folktale (at least it resembles it in
certain aspects) in which this name possibly appeared. This then would explain
the emergence of the name in the Sahidic dialect. For the story see Grobel.
Grobel suggests that the name is a combination of the Fayyumic NINE (=
none) and OY € (= someone), resulting in "Nobody".

The name "Niniveh" may also be an allusion to the rich city of Nineveh and God's
judgment upon it.

It is probable that the spelling of P75 is just a scribal error for Niveun,
possibly as a haplography ONOMA T ININEYHC.

In the LXX Aaron's son Eleazar has a son named Phinehas, ®Lveec. The name
appears 34 times in the LXX. It is possible that the names have been associated:
Eleazar = Lazarus; Phinehas = Niniveh? This has originally been suggested by
Harnack (compare Zahn).

Grobel proposes that Finees may be a combination of the Bohairic article ¢ and
the name Nevec.

Amenofis is an Egyptian kings name.

Cyril notes an early Jewish tradition (w¢ T ‘Eppatlwy mapadoolg €xet) that
there was a poor and sick man in Jerusalem with the name Lazarus.
Lazarus is the only named character in any of the parables.

Another suggestion is that possibly the rich man is the high priest Caiaphas:
"According to chapter 16, the rich man wears purple, he keeps Lazarus
‘outside the gate', he's rich, he denied the resurrection, and he had five
brothers. High priests wear purple. High priests opened and closed the
gates to the Temple compoles. High priests are rich. Sadducean high
priests denied the resurrection. Caiaphas was a high priest, he wore purple,
he was very wealthy, he was a Saducee and he had five brother-in-laws who
reigned as high priests in Jerusalem." (Canterbury Tales blog entry by
Taylor Marshall, Aug. 27, 2008)



Compare:

e Th. Zahn Comm. Lk

¢ H. Gressmann "Vom reichen Mann und Lazarus" Abhandlungen der kon.
preuss. Akad. d. Wiss. phil.-hist. KI. 7, Berlin, 1918

e L.Th. Lefort "Le nom du mauvais riche (Lk 16:19) et la tradition copte" ZNW
37 (1938) 65-72

e K. Grobel "Whose name was Neves" NTS 10 (1963-64) 373 - 382

e H.J. Cadbury "A proper name for Dives" JBL 81 (1962) 399 - 402 and 84
(1965) 73

e J.R.Royse "Scribal Habits" 2008, p. 687-90

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA%" Luke 16:21 kol €MLOUMAY yopTaodfijvaL

Gmo TAV TLTTOVTWY &m0 The Tpamédnc Tod TAouaiou:
QAL KoL OL KUVEG EPYOUEVOL EMEAELYOV TG, €AKT aUTOD.

BYZ Luke 16:21 KoL €TLOUUGOY YopToodfvecL
&To TAV YLYlwy TAV TLTTOVTWY amo The Tpamélne Tod TAouslou:
GAAL KoL OL KUVEG EPYOUEVOL GTEAELYOV T €AKN ®DTOD

T&T #35

Byz 01 A,D,P, W, A, 0, ¥, 0211, f1, f13, 157, 33,579, 892, 1241, 2786,
Maj, Lat(a, aur, d, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo®", goth, [Trg]
4mo TV matévtev YLylwy f1

txt P75,01%,B, L, 79%,
it(b, c, e, ff?,i,1,q, r'), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, sa, bo*", Cl
B: no umlaut

YLy lov "small crumb, scrap (of food)"
TLTTOVTWY TLTTW participle present active genitive neuter plural

Parallel:

27 e \ o . \ 4 \ \ \ 4 b 4
NAZ Matthew 15:27 1) O6¢ elmer: vl KOPLE, KoL Yop TO KLvapLe €0Oiel
GT0 TOV YLylwy TOV TLITOVTwY &m0 TthH¢ Tpamelne ToV Kuplwv

5 ~
0TV,

Possibly a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss).

On the other hand the words could have been omitted due to h.t. (TWN - TWN)
or deliberately because the expression is slightly redundant ("of the crumbs,
the falling"). Note 79*, clearly accidentally!

Strong versional support.

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

NA?" Luke 16:31 €lmer 6¢ a0t® €1 Mwiotwe kel TAV TPodnT®dY 00K
GKOVOUOLY, 008 €QV TLC €K VEKPROV GVooTh TELoBNooVTaL.

He said to him, "If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, even if someone rises from the
dead, they will not be convinced."

droot kol GmeAdn mpoc adTolc TLoTEVTOLOLY D
avooth kal ameAdfy mpdg adtove Tiotedoovoly adt® Irtt
Grootf kol &meAdf) TpOc adtoLC dkovouoLy adTtod rt

GVooT] TLoTELOOULY 157, Lat(aur, f, vg), arm
avooTi TLOTEDOOLOLY aTG c, i, |, vg™s, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, geo

ameAO] TLoTEDOOLGLY W, it(a, b, e, ff?, q)
&meAdf| mLotedoovoLy adT@) Sy-S, Sy-C

0meAdn dkovouoLy adtod  Marcion” (IGNTP)

&vepOf meLoBfoovTaL P75, 579
B: no umlaut

TelBw "persuade, convince"

No parallel.

Compare previous verse 30:

NA%" Luke 16:30 0 6¢ elmev: odyl, motep "APpoaoy, GAL &y TLC GTO
VEKPRY TOPELBT TPOC )TOVC WETEVONTOUOLY.

and also:

27 2 o b ~ J ’ ~ \ b b / \
NA" Luke 16:11 €L OUV €V T( 0OLK®W MOMLWVE TLOTOL OUK €YeveaBe, TO
&ANOLYOV TLC VULV TLOTEVOEL;

The D et al. reading is probably a free conformation to the previous verse.
There is no reason why this should have been changed universally to the txt
reading.

The TLOTEVOOUVOLY is either a misreading of TELGONOOVTXL or a conformation
to verse 11.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 17:3 Tpooéxete €qutolc. Eov apaptn 0 GdeApOC oou
ETLTLUNOOV DTG, KoL EXV UETOVONON dpec adTE.

BYZ Luke 17:3 TPOOEYETE €XUTOLC €0V O GUUPTY €LC O€ O AdeApOC oov
ETLTLUNOOV aDTR Kol €0V petavonor adec adTd

Byz D, K II, A ¥, 1582 f13, 157, 579, 700, 1342, 1424, Maj,
c, d, e, q, r.11 ngss, bOmSS, geomssl M

txt 01,A,B,L,W,0,I1I, f1,892, 1071, 1241, 2766, pc,
Lat(a, aur, b, f, ff2, i, 1, A, vg), Sy, Co, arm, geo’, goth, Cl
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 4:
NAZ Luke 17:4 Kol €XV €TTOKLC THAC MUEPNC GUOPTNON €lC o€ Kol
ETTOKLE ETLOTPEYT TPOC 0€ AEYWY* UETOVOR, APNOELS (DTE.

omit €l¢ o€: 1424, 1675, L859, Sy-S, bo™

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 18:15 "Eov 8¢ auaptnon [eic o€] 0 adeAdpoc oov,

BYZ Matthew 18:15 "Eav 8¢ auaptnon €ig o€ 0 adeAdpoc cov
txt D,L,W, 0,078, f13, 33, 892, 1424, Maj, Latt, Sy, mae, boP'
omit 01, B, 0281, f1, 579, pc, sa, boP", (Or) WH, NA®

NA%" Matthew 18:21 KUpLE, TOOOKLE QUOEPTNOEL €LC €UE O AOeAPOC HOov
Kol GPNow adTR; €W ETTAKLE

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context, verse 4.

IQP's Crit. ed. has €l¢ O€ in double brackets, indicating doubt that text was
present. Fleddermann ("Q - A reconstruction", 2005) has the words in his text.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 17:4 KoL €0V €TTAKLE TAC MUEPNC GUOPTNOT €L O¢
Kol €TTOKLG ETLOTPEYT TPOC OE  AEYWV* UETOVO®, GPNoELS aDTE.

BYZ Luke 17:4 Kol €0V €TTOKLS THC NUEPOC CGUEPTY €LC O€
Kol emtakile Thg Nuepac emLoTpédn Aéywr Metavo®d apnoelc adtd

Thg Népag EMLOTPEYT W, K, I, A, ©, f13, 28, 565, 700, 1424, Maj,
E, 13, 983(=f13), pc omit QUEPTNOT) ... NLEPOG
due to h.t.

T NUépac ETLoTpéYm TPOg ok A, A, (f1), 157, 579, 1071, al,
Lat(aur, e, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, bo"", goth
f1: €Ml o€

émotpélm mpdc o 01,B,D,L, X, ¥, 892, 1241, (2542), pc, it,
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, bo?", arm, geo, Cl
2542: €Tl o€

B: umlaut! (1336 A 8 L) €mToKLC EMLOTPEYT TPOC OE A€YROV*

€TLOTPEYT) subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular
"turn, turn back, return"

Compare:
NA% Luke 7:44 KoL 0TPadeELS TPOC THY YUVELKK TG LLILwVL €pn
NA% Luke 10:23 Kal otpadelc Tpog¢ Toug podnrac kot’ Loloy elmey:

TAg Mépag has clearly been added to make the saying more symmetrical.

The main question is if the TPOG O€ is original. It is also possible that it has
been added for symmetry.

The combination of GTpépw with TPOG appears only in Lk in the Greek Bible.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) for TAg MUEPOS
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)  for TpO¢ o€

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

NA%" Luke 17:9 U1 €xeL xapLy T¢) 600AW OTL €moinoey Ta
SLatoryOévTa;

\ l4 b4 ~ 4 b 4 (V4 5 ’ \
BYZ Luke 17:9 U7 XapLV €xeL TG 800AW €Kelvw, OTL €mOiNoey To
SLataryOévte; o0 SoKE.

T&T #36

Byz A, (D, f13), W, A, ©, ¥, Mqj, Lat, (Sy-P), Sy-H, Weiss, [Trg™]
o0T®; 00 dOK®. D, f13, 2, pc35, Lat, Sy-P, goth

txt P75,01, B, L, f1, 22, 28, 157, 1192, 1241, pc®,
a, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geoI
pc = 17,501, 554, 594, 740, 1208, 1210, 1416, 2127
a0TR; X, 213,765, 1612
EKeLvw 214, 2522 (for T0. SLaToyOevTa)
B: no umlaut

00 60K = "T think not"
T dLoteryO€vtee = "what was commanded"

No parallel.
Compare:
NA?" Luke 17:10 oUTWC KoL DUELS, ...

Metzger suggests that the "I think not" might be a marginal note that found its
way into the text.

It is possible that the words have been added to give an answer to the question.

Weiss (Lk Com.) sees no reason for a secondary addition, but thinks that o0
80K ® fell out accidentally before 0UTWG of verse 10.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA% Luke 17:11 Kol €yéveto €év 1@ mopedeoBul €i¢ "Tepovoainu

kol 0TOC dLnpyeto 6L péoor Xopapeloac kel Noitdolog.

BYZ Luke 17:11 Kol éyéveto év t@) mopeleabul adtov eic TepouvoaAnu
Kol hTOC OLNPYETO dLh Wéoov Topopelog kel TaAlAoiog

Byz A,W, A, 0,%, 33,157,700, 1071, 1424, Maj
txt P75 01, B, L, 579, pc

4

LEOOV D
Gvoe pécov 1, 13, Titus Bostrensis (4™ CE)

Sunpyeto Ty TepLyw kol Suo Péoov Xopapeloc 28, it (not k), Sy-C

Swanson has correctly 1424 for Byz against NA, IGNTP! K. Witte from
Muenster confirms this.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

dL0 [LEOOV appears only here in the Greek Bible.

This is the only instance in the N.T. of 810, with the accusative in the local sense
of "through". It is either an error or original. If original, the other readings are
attempts to correct this.

Compare:
NA?" Luke 4:30 o0TOC 8¢ SLEAOWY BLO, WETOL aDTROV ETOPEVETO.
Here the text is safe. It's the only instance of 8L& €GOV in the NT.

NA% Mark 7:31 Kol ToALy €EeAbwr ék tov oplwy TOpov AABer Sia
Yédvoc eic Ty Bodaooay Tthc Nadlialog dve péoor T@V Oplwy
AekomOrewC.

Again safe. It's the only occurrence of dve. €GOV in the Gospels.

GVo. LEoOV is a typical LXX term. It appears there 370 times, but only 4 times
in the NT.

NA?" Luke 23:45 T0D MALOU €KALTOVTOC, €0y LoBN 6¢ TO KOTHTETHOWK TOD
VoD péoov.
"in the midst"



Is it possible that the reading of D is the original (so Zahn, Einleitung)?
For the 28 et al. TepLyW variant compare:
NA? Luke 19:1 Kol eloeABwv Sinpyeto tr TepLyw.

Possibly a scribe read 8L1py€T0 and remembered the verse 19:1 and added tnv
TepLyw.

Please note the reading of fl and f13. One of those rare readings which is
supported exclusively by f1 and f13. Common ancestor?

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NA%" Luke 17:12 Kol eloepyopérov adtod €l¢ TLve KWuny Gmmrinooy
[0T®] 8€ker AeTpol dvdpec, oL  €oTnooy TOppwdey

No txt in NAl

Gvéotnoov B, F, 157,579, pc

txt P75, Olcz, A DL WA 0,VY,fl1,f13, Maj, WH™I
Kol €otnooy D

omit ol €otnooy moppwhey  01*

F, 157, 579 not in NA, but in Swanson and IGNTP! F and 157 also in Hoskier's
collation of 157. 579 is in Schmidtke.

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

avloTnuL  "stand up"
B "who stood up at a distance"
txt "who stood at a distance"

No parallel.

The meaning is different for the two variants. The variation is curious, there is
no obvious reason for it. With €0Tnoay the meaning is clear and normal. There
would be no reason for a change. On the other hand, why should one change
QUéaTNoNY ?

Perhaps GV€GTNOOV has been inspired by the previous GTHVTNOXY ?

The support by F is strange and suggests an error.

Rating: - (= indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 17:14 kol Lowv elmer adtolc: T Topeubévtec émideltute
€LTOUC TOLC LepeDoLy. kal éyéveto €V ¢ LTAyeLY )TOUG
éxodopLadnoay.

T

T teBepamevaBe D, d
T 0ELw, koBopLoBfite: kol eVBéwe ékabaplodnoov P75M9
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 8:3 €AW, koBapLoBNTL: Kol €DOEWC €kabopladn ahToD 1)
AETPO.

NA%" Mark 1:41-42 0€Aw, koBaploOnTL: 42 kol €0BLC amiABer &’ adTod N
Aémpar, kol €koBorp Lod.

NA%? Luke 5:13 0€iw, koBaplodnTi: kol €DOEWC T) A€Tpo amfAder o’
a0TOD.

Compare Egerton 2, line 40-41:

0 On KOUPLOC €Pm adTR* BEAW koBaplodnTL: Kol €DOEwC améotn am’
a0TOD 1 A€TpO

Interesting rare addition in P75.

The addition is only natural. The scribes overlooked that the cleansing happened
only later "in their going".

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 17:19 kol elmer adT®* GUaoTac TOopevou*

N TLOTLC OOV OECWKEV CE.

NA? Luke 17:20 "Emepwtndelc 8¢ 1m0 TV PapLoeiwy

omit: B, sa™*’

sa™%3 have the words
B: no umlaut

The phrase appears 7 times in the Gospels:
Mt 9:22; Mk 5:34; 10:52; Lk 7:50; 8:48; 17:19; 18:42

Compare:
NA?" Luke 18:42 kol 0 'Inoodc elmerv adt®: dvafiefor:
1] TLOTLC 00U OECWKEV CE.

There is no reason for an addition. Probably omitted accidentally. The support
from 7 Sahidic MSS is interesting. It indicates that the error is earlier than B.

Buttmann (TSK 33, 1860) notes that all ten were made clean, not only the
Samaritan, thus it is not really correct that his faith healed him.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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89. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 17:21+23 008¢ €podoLy: 1ol wde 1)° ékel, LdoL yap T
BoorLAelo ToD BeoD EvTOC DUV €OTLY.

BYZ Luke 17:21 o0d¢ épodoly I6ov wde ) ibov 'Ekel ’Isov yop

4 ~ ~ \ ¢ ~ b
BooLAelar TOL Be0l €VTOC LUV €0TLY

1600 o€, A €Kel
1600 o€, A Kel:
1600 Mde, 160V ékel
1800 o€, 100V ékel
1600 O6e, N°  1ooL éxel:

P75,01, B, L, 157, 1241, 2542, pc,
it(e, ff%,i,1,s), Sy-S, sa, arm, geo
O (sic)

IT*, 063, 118, 205, 209(=f1), 69(=f13), pc

W, L1642

A, (D), K II¢, A, ¥, f1, f13, 28, 579, 700, 892,
1424, Maj, Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, f, A, q, rl), Sy-C,
Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, goth, Trg

Tregelles has additionally 1 [L60V] €kel in the margin.
IGNTP has 892* for the IT* reading.
33 has a lacuna here.

B: no umlaut

Minority readings:
NA? Luke 17:23 kol €podoLy DUiv: Loob ékel, [f°] LdoL wée:

UM QmEAONTE unde SLwénte.

BYZ Luke 17:23 kol €podoLy Upiv: 6ol 0de, f)° 160l ékel:
U7 QmEAONTE unde SLwEnte

100V ékel 1600 Woe* P75, B, 579, WH, Bois
160V éxel 1600 Woe 01
1600 ékel i6oL Wée* L, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C,
NA?®, WH", Tis, Gre, Weiss, Bal
1600 Mde, 6oL ékel® D, H, W, 69(=f13), 28, 33, al, Lat(e, q, vg), Sy-P
1600 M6e, 160V ékel 0 ypLatdc K, II, S, 2542, pc
1600 e, L60L ékel A, A, O, ¥, (f1, f13), 157, 700, 892, 1424,

160V M6e, Kol

~

100V ékel’

idoL MWée, N

€Kel”

2

L6oL dde, unde SLwénte A

2

Maj, itP(a, aur, ¢, d), vg™*, Sy-H, bo, goth
it*'(b, f, ff%, i, A, rl,s)
f13, 1, sa

LOoL ékel 0 ypiotdc pn miotebonte (N), f1




Support for omission of N: D,L,W,[H,K,II s], f13, 28, 33, 2542, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

According to Tischendorf B* originally wrote:

160 ®be, ° LOoL Dde  B*

In the facsimile this is difficult to see. That there was some correction is
probable, but what exactly this was is difficult to judge, an W is possible. Also it
is not clear which corrector is responsible for that. Tischendorf writes: "ex e
priore correctum est €kel, a B demum ut vdtr".

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 24:23 T0te €ov TL¢ DULY €Lty
160U Wde 6 ¥PLoTOC, N)° Wde, Un TLoTevonTeE:
NA% Mark 13:21 Kol t0Te €éov TLC DULY €lmy:
16 wde 6 ypLotog, 18€ ékel, un TLoTelete:

The support for the omission of 1 in verse 23 is not very good, mainly Western.
When compared with the addition of 180U in verse 21, the support is similar.
But in verse 21 the committee did not add 180V (not even in brackets). The
brackets have probably been added because 01 and L deviate from B here. But
01 is a singular reading (except for some Old Latins).

The variation in order is probably inspired from verse 21, where it's 0¢ - €kel
without variation. Also a (corrected) scribal error from parablepsis is thinkable
(IDOU - IDOV). There is no reason for a deliberate change to the txt order.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
Brackets: Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)
= read txt, but remove brackets in verse 23.
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 17:23 kol €poDoLy DULY: 160U €ke
UT GméEAONTE unde SLWEnTe.

, [1°] L6obL Whbe-

)

\

un dLwEnte P75, B, 13, 69, 346, 788(=f13), sa, arm
f13:124, 174, 230, 828, 983, 1689 have the words
WH have &méAONTE unde in brackets

un oméAONTE 157, pc, Sy-P, geo

unde SLwénte 1 LOOL €kel O YPLOTOC WUT) TLOTEDONTE
f1, Sy-H™ (Mt)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 24:23 T0te €av TLg¢ LUIv €lmm: L6oL wde 0 ypLotoc, 1) @
Se, Un TLotevomnte

NA?" Matthew 24:26 €&V 0DV €LTwoLY LULV® LOOL €V TR €pNuUw €0TLY, Wn
€EEAONTE: L8OV €V TOLC TaeloLg, N mLotebonte:

NA% Mark 13:21 Kol t0Te €ov TLC UWIv €l 16e wde 0 ypLotdc, e
€KEL, UM TLOTEVETE

P75, B, f13 probably omitted améAONTE UNde as redundant. A secondary
addition of the words is quite improbable. It is also possible that the omission
originated in a parablepsis error from the N reading, or in a h.t. error from the
f1 reading.

The omission by 157, pc is probably due to h.t. (.HTE - . HTE).

The f1 reading is a partial harmonization to Mt.

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 17:24 (JoTep yop T GOTPETY GOTPATTOLON €K TRAC LTO TOV
o0paVOV €lg TNV LT oDPaVOY Aaumel, OoUTwC €0Tol O ULLOG TOD
avdpwTou [év Th Muépe adTod].

BYZ Luke 17:24 (JOTEP Y&p T GOTPATN 1 GOTPOTTOLON €K TAg LT
olpaVOV €lc THY UM obpavOV AMUTEL OUTWC €0Tol O ULOC TOD
avopwTou év th Nuép adTod

omit: P75, B, D, it(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, ff2,i, A, s), sa, WH, Bal

txt 01,A, L, W,A 0,Y,f1, {13, Mqj,
Lat(f, 1, q, r, vg), Sy, bo, goth, WH™, NA?® Bois
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
27 (¥4 \ e ) \ b / ) \ ¥ ~

NAZ Matthew 24:27 GOTEP YOP T) GOTPUTN EEEPYETUL GTO GVXTOADY Kol

dalvetol €w¢ Suopdr, oLTw¢ €otal T Tepoudie tod vlod ToD

GrOPWTOL :

Compare verse 22:

NA? Luke 17:22 Elmev 8¢ mpoOc ToLC podntac: €Acvoovtal MUEpoL OTe
emLBuunoete play TOV Nuep@dr tod viod Tod arfpwTou i8ely kol olk
OYreaBe.

The term could have been omitted due to h.t. (so Weiss). But this is improbable
in light of the variety of very good witnesses. It could also have been omitted as
a harmonization o Mt.

On the other hand the words could have been added as a reference to the "days
of the son" mentioned in verse 22.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 17:33 0¢ éav (mrron Ty Yuymy adtod mepLmoljonodoet
amoAéoel abTrY,  O¢C & Av amoAéon T {woyovnoer adThV.

BYZ Luke 17:33 0¢ €xv (nrnon thy Yuyny odtod ool
GmoAéoel abTY Kol O¢ &y amoAéor bty (woyovnoeL adTny:

TEPLTOLEOUNL "obtain, acquire, win; preserve, save (life)"

Byz 01,A,R,W,A, 0,Y,f1,f13,157,700, 1071, Maj,
Lat(a, aur, e, f, ff2,1,r!, vg), Sy-H
T v Yuyny avtod f13, 28, 1071, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™
oowl for (woyovnoel  f1, 69, 788(=f13%), pc, it

0¢ av BeAjon (woyornoal tThy Puyny adtod amoiésel adTNY, ...
D. d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa

txt P75,B,L,579,b,c,i,q

33 has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 10:39 0 €Lpwv TNV Yuyny odTod ATOAEsEL DTNV, Kol O
amoAéong TNV Puyny adtod €vekey éuod eDpNoeL adTHY.

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 16:25 0¢ yop €xv BEAN TN Yuyny adTtod 0ROl GTOAECEL
a0ty 0¢ 6 av amoAéon TNY Yuyxmy avtod €vekey €uod €LPNoEL
a 0TIV,

NA? Mark 8:35 0C yap €xv O€An tny Yuyxny odtod odonL GTOAECEL
DTNV O¢ & Qv dmoAéoel Tt Yuyny adtod €vekev €uod kol Tod
€DIyYeEALOL 0WoEL DTNV,

NA? Luke 9:24 Oc yop Qv 0€An T Yuyny odTtod 0RONL GTOAECEL
adTY: 0¢ & Av GmoAéon TNy Yuymy adtod €éveker €uod o0TOC 0wWoeL
adTNV.

The reading by D et al. is an attempt to make the saying more symmetrical, by
using the same word as in the second part of the verse. OeAno) is probably an
allusion to the same saying in Mk 8:35par. From here also comes the Byzantine
00w, which replaced the rare mepLmoLonaduL. This word appears 31 times



in the LXX, but only 3 times in the NT (Act 20:28; 1Ti 3:13) and only here in the
Gospels.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NAZ" Luke 17:36
BYZ Luke 17:36

SCR Luke 17:36 600 €oovtal €V T¢) ayp®: O €l mopainddnoetal, kol O
€tepoc apednoetoL.

add verse: D, U, f13,579, 700, 1071, 2766, al, Latt, Sy, arm, arab™®
D reads: 600 €V ayp®: €l¢ TapaindOnoetaL, kul O €Tepog adednoetaL.

69, 788(=f13) omit.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 24:40 TOTe SV0 €00VTOL €V TR GYPQD, €LC TapoAoLBoVeTaL
kol €lc adletol

NA?" Matthew 24:41 600 aAnfovoul €V t¢) WOAW, Wi Topodouporvetoal Kol
wilo Gdletod.

Previous verses 35-36:

NA?" Luke 17:34

800 €Tl KALYNG HLdc, O €lg Tapainuddnoetal kol O €tepoc apednoeToL:
NA?" Luke 17:35

800 aAnBouvonl €mL TO whTO, N pie TapaAnudOnoeTaL, 1) 6¢ €Tépn dpedoeToL.

It is possible that the words have been accidentally omitted due to h.t. This
happened to 01*+pc, for verse 35. 346 copied verse 35 twice.

But the overwhelming evidence is against the originality of the verse, which must
have been borrowed from Mt. Both Mt and Lk present two examples each, but
both different ones.

Note that the complete Latin and Syriac versions have the verse.

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 18:11 0 PapLoaioc 0Tadele mPoOg €xvtor TedTee TPOOTOYETO"

T&T #37

tadte mPOg €xvtOr  P75,01%, B, T, 0, ¥, f1, 131, 579, 892, 1241, 2766,
2786, pc'’, Lat(a, aur, e, vg), Sy-Pal,
NA®® WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg

todToe TPOC ALTOV L

toDTO! 01*, 828, pc? (1481, 1563%), it, sa, geo’, Tis, Bal

TpOg €oqvtov Tadte A, Q, W, A, f13, 157, 700, 1424, Maj, Sy, WH™, Trg™
ka®’ exvtov tedte D, 2542, geo®

omit: 828*, 1071, pc? (=2605, 2788)
bo reads one of the long readings.

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA% Luke 24:12 kol &TAAOer TpOg €qutor Oaupalwy TO YeYovoc.
he went home

LXX 2 Maccabees 11:13 TPOC €qUTOV GUTLRAAAWY TO Yeyovoc Tepl adTOV
by himself he pondered what happened to him ...

The question here is to what TPOC €0UTOV belongs and what it means.

If it goes with "standing", it is difficult fo understand what "standing by
himself" should mean. This interpretation is only possible with the Byzantine
reading, so, it could be that the txt reading is an attempt to get rid of this
problem.



If it goes with "praying", there are two possibilities:
a) it means "standing, he prayed this by himself" or
b) "standing, he prayed this to himself".

The omission by 01 et al. is due to h.t.: TadTe. TPOC €XLTOV MPOONVXETO" So,
one could count it as supporting the P75, B reading.
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong = prefer P75 reading)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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92. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 18:24 1dwv 6¢ adtov 0 'Inoolc [meplAvmov yevduevov] elmev:

T&T #38

omit: 01, B, L, f1,157, 579, 1241, 1541, 1612, 2542, Sy-Pal, Co, geo, arabM®
NA® WH, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal

txt A, (D), W, A, 0, ¥, 078, f13, 33, 700, 892, 2786, Maj,
Latt, Sy, goth, Bois
Ldwr &€ adTov meplAvmoy yevduevoy eimer O ‘Inoodg D, peb, it
v &¢ meplAvToy adtov yevduevov 0 ‘Incolc eimev 1424, pc?
B: no umlaut

TePLALTIOC "very sad, deeply distressed"
"And Jesus, having seen him become very sorrowful, said"

Compare previous verse 23:
NA®" Luke 18:23

0 6¢ akovoac TodTe TEPLAUTOC €yevndn: fY yop TAOVOLOC 0dpOdpa.

Parallels:

NAZ" Matthew 19:23 ‘O 8¢ 'Inool¢ elmev toi¢ padntaic adtod:
NA?" Mark 10:23

Kol mepiprefaperoc 6 Inoodc Aéyel tolg podntalc adtod:

The words are a repetition from the previous verse. The question is if they are
original or not. Metzger argues that it is typical for Lk to repeat a word or
phrase in adjacent passages.

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong = prefer omission)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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93. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 18:25 €0KOTWTEPOV Yap €0TLY KaunAov Sie TPHUETOS BeAdvng
cloeABcly 1 mhovoLlov ei¢ Ty Paoiiciar tod Ocod eloeAbelv.

BYZ Luke 18:25 €UKOTWTIEPOV YOP €OTLY KAUNAOV OLO  TPULOALAC
popLdoc eloeAbetv f) mAoloLov eic Ty Baoiielay T0oD Bcod eloeAbely

Byz TpuueALdc padldoc A, K II, P, W, A, ¥, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj
TPULUaALAC BeAdync f1, f13,579

txt tpNuatoc BeAdvng 01,B,D

TPUTNUETOC padidoc R
TPLTUeTOC BeAdyne L, 225, 157, 1241, pc

TPUTMUTOC PBeAOVNC LodLdc podidoc O (sicl)

B: umlaut? (1338 A 19 L) tpnuatoc Beddvne eloedBely | mAoloLov eic

Parallels:

NA%" Mark 10:25 €DKOTWTEPOV €0TLY kaunAiov o [thic] TpudaiLdc [thc]
podidoc dLeAbely §) mAovoLov ei¢ v PaotAicioy toD Beod eloeibelv.
TPLTNUaTOC BeAdvne 13, pe

TpNuatoc  padpidoc  O1*

NA? Matthew 19:24 TaALY &€ A€yw LWLV, €DKOTWTEPOV €O0TLY KUNAOV

5L TpuTMUatog PadLdoc SLeAbely f) TAoloLov €loeABelv elgc Tnv

BaotAielor Tod Beod.

tputmmuatog 01%,D,L, W, Z, T, A, f1, f13, 2, 28, 33, 579, 892, 1010, 1071,
1241, 1424, Maj-part (Robinson)

TpUMoALEG €, K, M, U, ©,124(f13), 157, 565, 700, Maj-part

TPNUKTO 01*, B, WH, NA®®

A curious variation. The meaning is the same for all.

Compare discussion at Mt.

Nestle speculates that Tpfjuee and BeAdvn is the language of a physician. So
also Hobart ("Medical Language in St. Luke", Dublin 1882, p. 60) who writes:



"The words used by St. Luke are those which a medical man would naturally
employ, for PeAOVUT| was the surgical needle and Tpfijue the great medical word
for a perforation of any kind."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 243
NAZ Luke 18:28 Eimer 8¢ 0 Ilétpog: 18oL mMuelc adévtec o Lo
HKOAOLONOAUEY TOL.

BYZ Luke 18:28 Eilmer &¢ Ilétpoc ‘1600 Muelc admoper ToVTe, KoL
HKOAOLONOAUEY TOL

Byz 01*, A,P,R,W,A, Y, 33,579,700, Maj, Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth
txt 017, B,D’, L, 157,892, 2542, pc, it*(b, ff*, r'), Sy-H", Co

T oL kol 157
T0. 1610 adpeévtec D

mavte To oL @, f1°, £13, itP(a, ¢, e, |, q), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™, arm, geo
ToVTe T 1oL AdEvTeg f1

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 19:27 1800 TUELC APNKOUEY TAVTH KOl NKOAOUONOOUEY GOL*
NA* Mark 10:28 160U MUELE aMKopey TOVTo Kol NKOAOUBTKOUEY OOL.

Clearly a harmonization to Mt/Mk, where the words are safe.
© et al. have a conflation of both.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 244

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 18:29 0 6¢ elmer adTOLG" QUMY A€YW VULV OTL 0DSELE €0TLY OC
adphker olklov f yuvaike 7 déeddpolc T 1) yoveic 1) tékve €vekey Tig
BaoiAetlog tod OeoD,

T 7 adeddic D, X, A, P, 579, 1071, 1241, pc, d, sa™*

579 and 1071 omit | &deAdoug, probably due to homoioarcton.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 19:29 Kol T&¢ 00TLC apfiker olkiog T adeAdolc N adeAdog
N matépo f untépe N Tékve ) Gypolg €veker ToD OVOpNTOC |ov,
ekotovtamAaolove Auletol kol (wnNy alwrLlor KANPOVounoeEL.

NA? Mark 10:29 €pm 0 ’'Inoodc auny A€yw LUly, oLdeLg €0TLY OC
adpfker oikloy 1 adeddolc | adeAdoc N untépa 1) Totépo 1) T€kve f
GypoLC €veker €uod kol €veker tod ebuyyeAlov,

Compare:
NA?" Mark 3:32 kol €kaBnto mepl adtor OxAoc, kel A€youoLy adT®: LO6ov
T UWNTNP oov kol ol &deAdol oov [kol ol GdeAdol cov] €w (mtodoiv
o€.
omit: 01,B,C, K, II, L, W, A, ©,f1, 13, 2, 28, 33,157, 372, 517, 565, 892, 1071,
1241, 1342, 1424, 1675, 2737, 2766, 2786, [6, Y] Maj-part*™®,
Lat(aur, e, ¢, 1, r!, vg), Sy, Co, WH
txt A,D, 124,700,954, [E, F,H,M,S, U,T, Q] Maj-part'™®,
it(a, b, ¢, d, f*, ff%, q), vg™*, Sy-H™, NA®

Probably added from Mt/Mk.
That the words are omitted accidentally by so large a range of witnesses is very
improbable.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 245

94. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 18:30 0¢ o0yl un [&mo]Adfn ToAiamAaolove €V T¢) KoLPG
TOUTW KOl €V T¢) aldvl T¢) épYopévy (wny alwviov.

o’cﬂokocpﬁo'ww "receive, get back, recover"

0¢ obYL Un AdPn B, NA®, WH, Weiss
0c 00 un AdBn M, 2, 472,1071, pcB

Y, un AoBn émtamioclovo D, it

txt 01,A, L, W,A 0,Y,f1,f13, 33,157,579, 700, 1241, Maj, WH™, Bois

5\ \

obYL Un  O1,L, f1, 124,579, 892, 1241
o0 un A KIILP,W,A 0,%, 13,28, 33,157, 700, 1424, Maj

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 19:29 ekotovTamAaolove ANuPetal kol Cwny olwviov
KATPOVOUNOEL.

NA? Mark 10:30 €xv umn Aofn ekatovtamAaolove VOV €V T6) KoLPG

TOUTW amoAafn 01, f1, pc

Compare:

NA%" Luke 6:34 kol €0v dovionte mop’ OV EATL(ete AaPelv,
BYZ Luke 6:34 kol €xv davell{nte mop OV éAmilete dmoiufBely,
Byz A,D,0,Y, fl, 33,892, Mqgj

txt 01,B,L,W,E, (157),579, 2542, pc

Clement ("Quis dives salvetur" IV.10 and XXV.2):
ATOANUPETHL EKATOVTATANGLOVI VDV &€ €V TG KULPG TOUTW

Aopavw is always slightly equivocal. It can mean "take" or "receive". This
problem is overcome by the prefix aTo0.

It is clear that D is a harmonization to Mk. Its support for AdfT) is therefore of
little value.



ATOANUPAV® is a Lukan word (5 times, only once in Mk). Note that also in Lk
6:34 LoPelv has been replaced by amoiufeiv.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 18:30 0¢ oDyl w1 [&mo]iaPn morlamiaciove év @ kolpd
TOUTW KOl €V TG al®dvl T¢ €pYopévy Cony alwviov.

EMTOTAACLOV D, it, sa™, Sy-H™, Diatessaron (Burkitt)
ekotovtaTAolove 472, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C

Lat(aur, f, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 19:29 kol TG 00TLC GdRKey olklog T) ddeAPoULS 1) adeAPiC
N matépo f untépe N Tékve ) Gypolg €veker ToD OVOpKTOC |ov,
ekoTovTamAaoLove Auletol kol (wnNy alwvLlor KANPOVOUnoEL.
ToAluTAxGLOVe B, L, 579, pc, sa, mae-1, Or, NAZ®, WH, Weiss

txt 01,C,D, W, 0, f1, f13, 33, Mqj, Latt, Sy, bo, mae-2

NA%" Mark 10:30 €0V PN AGPY €KOTOVTOTAXTLOV

Compare:
NA?" Luke 8:8 kol QUEV ETOLNOEY KOPTOV €KETOVTHTANTLOV.

Weiss suggests that the more general term has been replaced by a concrete
one.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 18:32 TopadoBnoetal yop Tol¢ €0veaLy kol eumoLydnoctol
kol UBpLoBnoeTal Kol éumTuodnoetal

omit kol UBpLoBfoetaL D, L, 828, 700, 1241, 2766, pc®,
it(a, b, d, e, ff?, i, q), vg™, Sy-P

. \ 3 4 \ 4 1
omit Kol UBpLOONOETAL Kol €umTLoBNOETAL  pc, |, r', arm

omit Kol EUTTUOBNOETL P, R, pc’

eumTLOOMOETOL Kol UBpLoBnoetal 892

P. Williams on Sy-P: "In Luke 18:32, NA27 suggests that P omits Kol
UPpLoBNOETIL with some Greek witnesses. However, P has the same equivalent

as SC have for kol UBpLoONOeTeL, namely the verb iw., but has it at a
different point in the list of actions, and thus inv. 33." (p. 135)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 20:19 Kol TepadwWoovoLy «dTOV Tolg €0veaLy €ig To
euTotEol Kol POOTLYROoNL KoL OTouPp@oeL, Kl TH TPLTY MUEpw
eyepOnoetaL.

NA?" Mark 10:34 KoL €UTOLEOUOLY DT KoL EULTTUOOUOLY oOT(R) Kol
LOOTLYWOOUOLY a0TOV KoL GTOKTEVODOLY, KXl UETK TPELS MULEPNG
AVOOTTOETOL.

Very probably all cases of h.t. (in Latin the words all end in -tur).
There is no reason for an addition. The omission by D, L et al. could also be a
harmonization to Mk, who does not have the word.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 18:40 otafelg 8¢ 0 'Inoodg éxédcvoer avtov aydfval mpog
o0TOV. Eyyloavtog &€ adToD EMMPWINoEY adTOV:

omit: D, f1,22, pc’, it(a, d, e, ff% i, |, 5), Sy-S, Sy-C, Marcion”

omit &yOfvaL TPoOC adTOV: 2766

Lat(aur, b, ¢, f, q, rl, vg) read txt.
Origen Mt Comm. tom. 16:13 has the words.
B: no umlaut

ayOfvaL Gyw infinitive aorist passive

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 20:32 kol 0T 0 ‘Inoodc épwvnoer adtovg kol elmer: Ti
BEAeTe TOLNOW VULV,

NAZ Mark 10:49 kel otag 0 'Inoodg elmer: pwvnonte adtov. kol
dwrodoLy Tov TupAOV A€yovtec adTR: Bapoct, éyelpe, pwrel oc.

Compare:

NA% Acts 5:21 Kol GTEOTELANY €L¢ TO SeopwtnpLov ayxBfvel avTolc.
NAZ Acts 25:6 ékéAevoer tov Tladiov ayBfvaL.

NA?" Acts 25:17 ék€dcvon GyOfvaL Tov avdpe:

NAZ Acts 25:23 kol keAeVoovtog ToD Prjotov fxOn 6 ITadAoc.

Acts 25:6, 17 and 23 show that Luke can use the word absolutely ("fo be
brought"). At these places the words are safe.
Possibly the words have been omitted for stylistic reasons.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 249

96.Difficult variant

NAZ Luke 19:5 koL W¢ NABev €Tl TOV TOTOV,

avoPréfiog 0 ‘Inoodg elmer mpoc adtov: Zokyole,
omevong kataPndL, oNUepor Yop €V TG Olkw 00V S€l e Uelvul.

BYZ Luke 19:5 Kol ()¢ MABev €Tl TOV TOTOV

P ’ <, ~ ) 3 \ % \ 5> -
avoPréfiog 0 ‘Inoodc eldery adtév: kel eimer mpoc adtov, Zokyole
omebong KetaPfndL onuepor yap €V TQ olkw 0oL &€l pe pelval

Byz A,D,Q,R W,A,Y,f13,33" 157, Maj, Latt, Sy-H, goth, [Trg™]
kol OV adtdy ¥
KoL €VEVETO €V T OLépyecBol adTOV €lder kol D
Kol €y€veto év 1@ SLépyeoBal tov ‘Incodv eldev adtov avep. 6 1. 157

txt 01,B,L, T, 0,0139, f1,579, 1071, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare previous verses 3+4:

27 A\ e/ ) ~ \ 5 ~ ’ ) \ ) < !
NA®" Luke 19:3 kol €(nteL LOely ToV 'Inooly TLG €0TLY Kol OUK MOLVKTO
amo Tod OxAov, OTL Tf NALKLY HLKPOC V.
NA%" Luke 19:4 KoL TPOSPOUWY €LC TO EUTPOOBEY GVERN €L OUKOUOPENY
Tve 16 adtov 0TL ékelvng fuerier SLépyeabo.

Com7par'e also:
NA* Luke 21:1
"AveBréPac 6¢ €lder toug BaAlovtac eic T0 yolodpuinkLov

The words could have been omitted due to homoioarcton (EI.. - EI.) or to
improve style (omission of redundant phrase). The combination of GVEPBAET®
with €Ldev is not unusual.

On the other hand it could have been added to indicate that Jesus actually
recognized him: "he looked up and saw him".

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 19:15 Kol €Y€VeTo €V TR €moveAbelv adtov locBovroc ’ET]V
BaoLXELow Kol elmey cbwvn@nvocl. a0T@ TOLUG 60VAOLE TOUTOUC OLC
SedwkeL TO apyvpLov, tvo yrol Tl SLempoyuatelonrTo.

BYZ Luke 19:15 Kol é&yéveto €V t¢) Emaverdely odTov laBovw rnv
Bocmkeww Kol €lTey d)(ovnenvou a0TE TOLG 60VAOLE TOUTOUG Ol
€dwker T0 apyvpLov tve yre Tl Tl 6L€1Tpowuocreuoocro.

T&T #39

Byz A,W,0,047,0211, f1, f13, 33, 700, 1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, NAZ?°, Gre, Weiss, Bal
Tic Tl mpayuatedbonto A
Tl Tl émpoypotebonto 0233, 954, 1071, 1675, 2680, al’®
Tic  mémpoypateloato W (error for TL €m..)

txt 01,B,D,L,R, ¥, 157,579, 1241, 1612, 2542, pc'®, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, Or, WH
TL  émpoypatedonvTto 157,179, 1612, 2542
TLC SLETMPOYLaTEVOOVTO 1241, pc®
(IGNTP does not list 1241 for ..00(VTO)

Origen: Mt Comm. fom 14:13
B: no umlaut

Byz "what any one had gained by trading"
txt "what they had gained by trading"

Compare:

’ ’ 4 ~ ~ /
NAZ" Luke 19:13 kodéoog &€ Séka S0VAOUC €xuTOD €dwkey oUTOLS OEKK
WVOC KoL €LTer TPOg adTOUC" TPUYUKTEDONOBE €V ) €PYOMNL.

It is possible, as Metzger argues, that the Byzantine reading arose as an
attempt to make the text more precise: Not what they all, together, gained, but
what each man on his own gained.

It is also possible that an early error lies behind this, a confusion of the TISTI
(so Weiss): TLG requires the singular, but without it the plural is needed.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NA%" Luke 19:24 K&l TOLC TPEOTOOLY €lTey: dpate &m’ adTOD
TNV UVaY kol 80Te TG T0C 6éko UVAC €XOVTL-

NA?" Luke 19:25 kol eimay adt®: klpLe, €yeL Oéka Lvac-

NA? Luke 19:26 A€yw LIV OTL VTl T6) €xovtL dodnoetul, ...

T&T #40

omit verse 25: D, W, pc®, d, b, e, ff?, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo
pc = 16, 60*, 282, 690, 930¢, 1454, 1510, 2591

B: no umlaut
h.t. (6ékoe UVaG - 8€ka LVaC): 047, 69, pc'®

24 He said to the bystanders, 'Take the pound from him
and give it to the one who has ten pounds.’

25 (And they said to him, ‘Lord, he has ten pounds!")

26 'I tell you, to all those who have, more will be given;

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 25:28 (pate o0V &1 aUTOD

TO TRAXVTOV Kol 80TE TG €XOVTL T OEKK TOAXVTOS
NA*" Matthew 25:29

TG yop €xovtL ToVTL 600NCETOL KKl TEPLOTELONTETNL,

There is no reason why the words could have been added later. Metzger
suggests as a possibility a marginal comment that found its way info the text,
but considers it improbable. He notes that the sentence has the ambiguity as to
who is it that speaks €lTOV. Are these the "bystanders" noted in verse 24 or

are they the people to whom Jesus was telling the parable?

It is more probable that the words have been omitted either to improve style or

to harmonize to Mt. It is also possibly connected with the h.t. error.
IQP's Crit. ed. omits this verse in Q, too. So also Fleddermann.

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

NA% Luke 19:32 &meABOvVTec 6¢ ol ameoTaApevolr ebpov kabwg elmey
ovtole T .

NA? Luke 19:33 AUOVTWY 6¢ a0TOV TOV TOAOV €imar ol KUpLOL adTOD
TPOC ahTOUS" TL Alete TOV TOAOV;

Not in NA and SQE but in Tisl!

T TOV TOAOY U

T €otTO. TOV TOAOY 157, 1071, 2766, al**,
Lat(t), arm, aeth, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™?, arm, Or
157 omits TOV
D, d omit v. 32, 33.

1071 omits 33a: AVOVTWV ... TOAOV

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 16:18

e ~ \ ~_/ n? ’ ) () ’
kel 0 Aovkag 6€ toLabtoe PnoLy: "ameABOVTEC O€ OL LTECTAAUEVOL
€Upov kabwe elmer adTole €0TOTE TOV TOAOV"

B: umlaut? (1339 C 25 R) a0TQOV TOV TOAOV €lmay oL KUpLOL
(See also next variant!)

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 21:6 TOpeLOEVTEC 6¢ Ol padbnTal kol ToLNoarTeC Kabwg
ouvvétater avtoic 0 ‘Inooic

NAZ Mark 11:4 kol GmAABor kel €Dpov TOAOV dedepévor mpoc BLpay
€Ew emL tod aupodov kol AvovoLy adToV.

No exact parallel for the words.
The addition is only natural, possibly inspired from Mk. There is no reason for an
omission.

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

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 19:31 kil €av TLG UUAC épwtd du TL Adete; oltwg épeite
0TL 0 KOpLO¢ ohTOD Ypelay €xel.

NA?Z" Luke 19:32 qmeABdvtec 8¢ ol dmeotoAuévoL ebpov Kadwe elmey
oOTolC.

NA?" Luke 19:33 ALOVTOWY &€ adTOV TOV TOAOV €imoy ol kvpLol adTod
mpOC adTolC: Ti AVeTe TOV TOAOV:

NA? Luke 19:34 oL &€ elmav: 0TL 0 kOpLo¢ adToD Ypelay €xel.

omit L Tl Aete: D, it

D, d: kol dmeABdvTec, dmekplOnoay

G*, 063, 477 omit verses 32-34 due to h.t.
(0 kUpLog adToD ypelor €xel - 6 KUPLOC DTOD YpeLoy €xeL)
g' omits verse 33 due to h.t. (it reads €0TATH TOV TOAOV in verse 32)

B: umlaut! (1339 C 25 R) aDTQOV TOV TOAOV €lmor ol KUpLOL
(Compare also previous variant!)

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 21:3 Kol €0V TLC LY €L TL, €pELTE OTL O KUPLOC aDTOV
ypelay €xel €0Bug 8¢ amooteiel adTolc.

[Mt inserts LXX quote here, verses 4-5]

NA?" Matthew 21:6 TOPeLOEVTEC &€ Ol podntel kel ToLnoavteg Kabng
ouvvétater adtoic 0 'Inoodc

NA%" Mark 11:3-6 KoL €0V TLC UMIV €Lt Tl Tolelte tobto; €lmute: O
kUpLog adTod ypeloy €xel, kol €0BLC adTOV ATMOOTEAAEL TOALY €. 4
kol omfrBor kol e€bpor AoV Sedepévor mpog Blpay €Ew €ml Tod
aupodou Kol ADOLOLY aDTOV. 5 KoL TLVEC TOV €KEL €0TNKOTWY EACYOV
o0TOLC" TL TOLeELTe AVOVTEC TOV TOAOV, 6 OL 8¢ €lmoy aVTOLS KoOWC
elmev 0 'Inoodg, kol adfikar adtolc.

It is possible that D shortens the story to bring it more in line with the shorter
text of Mt. Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words are omitted as superfluous.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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98. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 19:38 A€YOVTeC: €DAOYNUEVOC O EpYOUeEVOg, O PBaoLAelg v
OVOUITL KUPLOL® €V oDpav® elpnym kol 60fw €V DYiloTolc.

BYZ Luke 19:38 Aéyovtec EdAoynuévoc 0 épyouevoc Baolielc év
OVOUITL KUPLOL® €lpnyn €V olpav® kol 60fw €V DYloToLg

0 épyduevoc PooLrelc 012 A, L, A, O, ¥, f1, f13, 157, 892, 1241, 1424,
Maj, Lat(aur, f, q, vg), WH™', Gre, Trg

BocaLAele H, 063, pc
0 €pyouevoc W, A*, pc, vg™*, bo™
0 ¢

b /

pyOuevoc O épyduevoc O épyduevoc 579 (sicl)

0 BaoLdelg  01*, 69", pc, Or, WH™?, Tis, Bal
0 épyduevoc, O BaoLAiedc B, 372, WH, NA®
0 épyOuevoc  €v OVOUaTL Kuplov €DAoYMUérog O BoolAelg D, it
0 &pyopevoc BooLAelc v OvouatL Kuplov edAoynuévog Buotdels Topani
157, r!, Sy-H**
c0AOYNUEVOC 0 PBooLAelg 0 €pyOpevoc €V OVONTL KupLou Co

For the 699 reading Geerlings notes that 69 reads "€p". This indicates that the
69 reading is probably just an error.
B: no umlaut

Byz "Blessed be he who comes as king in the name of the Lord."
txt "Blessed be he who comes, the king, in the name of the Lord."

Parallels:
€PYOUEVOC €V OVOUATL KUPLOUL:
4

NA%" Matthew 21:9 €0AOYTULEVOC

NAZ Mark 11:9  €DAOYNUEVOC O EPYOUEVOC €V OVOUNTL KUPLOU®

NA% John 12:13  €DAOYNUEVOC O €PYOUEVOC €V OVOUNTL KLPLOU,
[kal] 0 Boortieve tod TopanA.

-

¢

(0)
3
o

-

The omission of 0 BagLAelc is clearly a harmonization to the parallels (which
are safe).

D expands the txt reading in fwo separate clauses.

The support by B only is extremely slim.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 121) considers the B reading difficult which then results in
various changes. He notes that the omission by 01 might be due to h.t.: O
Epyoperog, 0 PaolAielc. D to the contrary moves the difficult 6 BaoLielc
after €OAOYNUEVOC.

Zahn (Comm. Lk) notes that the 01* reading is very improbable because in this
case €V OVOUATL KUPLOUL would depend on €DAOYMUEVOC, which is a very
unusual construction.

The article before BuoLAelG also has to be rejected because in that case €V
OVOUITL KUPLOU is not connected with 0 €pyOUEVOC anymore.

The Byzantine reading is for Zahn also not acceptable due fo its strange word
order. €V OVOUKTL KUPLOU and O €pYOUEVOC belong together. Zahn therefore
favors the D reading.

On the other hand it is quite possible that one of these more difficult readings
gave rise to the smooth D reading.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? Luke 19:42 A€ywv OTL

€l éyvwg €v Th NMuépe telTy Kol oL T TPOG elpnumy:
VOV 8¢ €kpUPn &mo OPOUALGDY GOU.

BYZ Luke 19:42 Aéywv OTL
El éyvwg kel o kol ye év T NMuépe oov TadTh) T0 TPOC eLpnvmY*
T vl 8¢ EkpUPN Ao OGOXALGY cou*

T&T #41
B: no umlaut

Kl oV kol ye €V Tf Nuépa oov todtr N, R, W, A, f13, 700, 2786,

Maj, vg, Sy-H, Eus, Tis, Bal

Kal o Kol ye €V Th Muépw To0TT) A, W, f1,131, 124,565, al'*°
kel Ye év T Muépy oov talty kol o0 1241, Trg™

kel ob ev ThH Muépe Tl D, ©, 2542, pc,
it, geo, Gre, Trg
Kol oV €v Th Nuépa Tabtn Npwtnoag &v 157

€v Th Muépe tedty kel ob 01, B, L, 579, 892, pc’?, Or
pc = 5, 871, 968, 1011, 1012, 1048,
1416, 1451, 1566, 2126, 2328, 2437

Kol e limiting "at least"
intensifying "even; though"

after eLpNV:
T oov AW, A Y, 1, f13%¢, Maj, Sy, bo

T ool D, f13°, 157, pc, Lat
txt 01,B,L, 0,579, pc, sa, bo"'
No parallel.

The txt reading is clearly the more difficult one:
tXt  "If recognized on this day even you the things that make for peace!"
Byz "If recognized even you, at least, on your day the things that make for peace!"

The addition of KalL Y€ is probably for intensifying purposes. There is no reason
for an omission.



Zahn (Comm. LK) thinks that the kol Y€ short after kil provoked changes. He
also thinks that the oov after elprjyny is original.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 19:45 Kol eloed®wv eic t0 Lepov Mpkato EkPoAleLy tolg
TwAobrTog

BYZ Luke 19:45 Kol eloed@ov el t0 Llepov fipEato éxPaiiely tolg
Twlodvtac €V adt® kal ayopalovtog,

Byz A,C,(D),R WA 0,Y,f13, 33,157,700, 2542, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, goth

kol toue dyopalovtoc C,¥

Kol ayopalovtog N, f13, 2542, pc

&v adt®) kol dyopalovtac év 1) iep®d 28

ev .. ayopaloviac + Mt 21:12b: D, A, pc, it, vg™*, Sy-H**, arm

txt 01,B,L, fl1, 22,579, 1241, pc, Sy-Pal, Co, geo, arab™®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ Matthew 21:12 Kol elofil@ev Incolc €ic t0 Lepov kol EE€Puiey
TavTec Tolc Twiodvtec kol ayopdlovtoc €V TG LepR, Kol TOC
Tpamelac TOV KOAAUBLOTOV KaTEoTpeler Kol ToG KaBedpug TV
TWAODVTWV TOC TEPLOTEPNC,

NA%" Mark 11:15 Kol ’épxovrocL €Lg ‘Iepooélvuoc Kol eloeAbwv €lg 0
Lepov anocro eKBoALELY TOVC TWAODVTOC Kol roug ayopalovtac €V T¢
Lep®, kol rocg TPamECHC TAV KOAAUBLOTOY Kol TOG KOOESPHC TOV
TWAOUVTWY TOG TEPLOTEPLS KUTETTPEYED,

Probably harmonizations to Mt/Mk (so also Weiss).
h.t. is possible (.NTAS - .NTAS), but the diverse additions indicate a secondary
cause.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 257

99.Difficult variant

NA% Luke 20:1 Kol €y€veto €v pLlt TV NUEpdY 6LE0OKOVTOC
a0ToD TOV A0V €V TG Lep® Kol €DoryYeALOUEVOL EMECTNONY
oL GPYLEPELC KoL Ol YPOUUKTELS 0LV TOLC TPEOBUTEPOLG

BYZ Luke 20:1 Kol &yéveto €V pLg TV HUEPRY EKELVWY, SL8aoKoVTOoq
a0TOD TOV A0V €V T¢) Lep@ Kol €DayyeALOpevoL EMEaTNOnY
ol LepElg Kol Ol YPOUUKTELS oLV TOLG TPECBUTEPOLG

Byz A, KII, A°" 047,0211, W, 700, Maj, goth, Tis, von Soden, Gre, Bal

txt 01,B,C,D,L,M,N,Q,R,0, ¥, fl, (f13), 33,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241,
1424, al, Latt, Sy, Co
Ol YPOUUOTELC Kol OL GpyLepele f13

add ékelvwr: A, C, W, A, ©, f13, 33, Maj
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 21:23 Kol €A00vtoc a0tod €ig T0 Lepov mpoofiAbor adTtd
5LO0OKOVTL Ol apPyLEPELE Kol ol Tpeafitepol tod Awod

27 \ b ~ e ~ ~ 3 ~ b4 \
NAZ" Mark 11:27 Kol €V TQ Lep® mepLmatolrtog ahTod €PYovToL TPOg
aDTOV OL GPYLEPELC KoL Ol YPOUUUOTELS KoL OL TpeaPuTepolL

Compare also:
NAZ Acts 411 AaAoOVTOY 8¢ a0TOV TPOC TOV AaOV €TEOTNONY oDTOLE Ol
Lepelc kol 0 otpatnyog tod Lepod kol ol Xaddovkeiot,

This is a case of external against internal arguments. Internally everything is in
favor of Lepeic. But the external support is overwhelmingly against it.

It is possible that ol GpyLepeic is a harmonization to Mt/Mk. Especially the
combination with Ypoupuatelc and TpeoPutépolc makes a change to Gy LEPELG
likely.

OL GpYLEPELC appears 33 times in the NT, but nowhere else is a variation,
except in Mk 2:26 where A reads Lepéwc but for a different reason (internal
difficulty).

To the contrary, in some of the cases, where iepeig appears, some witnesses
changed it to o’cprepe"Lq (Mk 1:44 by f13, 33, 892", pc, Lat; Mk 2:26 by 28,
579, Lk 5:14 by 047; Lk 17:14 by 047, pc; Jo 1:19 by Sy-S, C).



So the only possibility for a change from Gp)LePELS to LEPELC is an accidental
error. If on the other hand Lepeig is original, the error must be a very early one
to have infected all strands of the transmission.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 25) notes that it might be a reminiscence of Act 4:1 where
also the apostles talk TPOG TOV AxOV.

H. Greeven argues in favor of the Byzantine reading (NTS 6, 1959/60, 281-96,
p. 295).

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 258

27 o \ S ’ ~ b ~ ’ ’ . 4
NA“" Luke 20:13 €lmer &€ 0 KUPLOC TOU OUTEADVOG" TL TOLNOW; TeUPw
TOV LLOV HOU TOV GyammTov: Lowg TodTov EVTPUTTNOOVTHL.

BYZ Luke 20:13 €lmer 6¢ 6 kUpLoc tod qumeddvoc TU Townow Teudo
TOV LLOV HoU TOV GyammTov: Lowg Todtov Lddvteg évtpamoovtal

Byz A,R,W,A, O,f13, Mqj, Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, [Trg™]

txt 01,B,C,D,L,Q, Y, 0211, f1, 33,157,579, 892, 1241, pc,
it, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo
B: no umlaut

10w¢ adv. "perhaps, it may be"
EVTPUTNOOVTHL EVTPETW indicative future passive 3rd person plural
pass. "respect, regard; be ashamed, be made ashamed"

Compare next verse 14:
NA? Luke 20:14 160vtec 6¢ a0TOV Ol Yewpyol ...

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 21:37-38 UOTEPOV O¢ GTEOTELACY TPOC UTOUC TOV LLOV
aDTOD A€YWY* EVTPOTNOOVTEL TOV LLOY [OU. 38 Ol &€ Yewpyol LOOVTEC
TOV ULOV ELTOV €V €nuTolC

NA% Mark 12:6-7 €TL €V €lyer LLOV GyomnTor: QTECTELAEY aOTOV
€oyator mPOC adTOLC AEYWY OTL EVTPOMMOOVTHL TOV LLOV [OV. 7
€KELVOL 8€ Ol YeWPYOL TPOC €XVLTOVG €LToY

Probably a harmonization to immediate context, verse 13.
On the other hand it is possible that the word has been omitted as a
harmonization to Mt/Mk, or to improve style (2 times ’Lﬁévreg).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 259
NA? Luke 20:19 kol épopnonoov tov Awdy, €yvwoav yop OTL TPOC
a0TOVLC €lmer TNV TapafoAny TadTnv.

BYZ Luke 20:19 kol épofnonoay €yvwony yop OTL TPOC
a0TOLC THY Tapafoiny tadtny elmey

Not in NA but in SQE!
Byz 6,S5,V,Y.T,A, Q, 047,565, 700*, 1342, 1424, Maj-part

txt O01,A,B,C,D KILL W,A,O,Y, f1,f13, 33,157,579, 700¢, 1071,
Maj-part, Latt, Sy, Co, goth
Tov OxAor N, W, ¥, 0117, 22, pc
ToUg OyAoug Sy-H

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 21:46 €popnidnooy toug OyAouc,

NA% Mark 12:12 kol €dopndnoay tov 0yxiov,
Probably an accidental omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 260
Minority reading:

27 \ ’ b ’ bl /
NA Luke 20:20 Kol TopotnpnoeVTeC ameOTELAXY  €YKOBETOUG
UTOKPLVOUEVOUG  €xVTOLC  dlkolovg elvet, Tvo émAdPwrtor  adtod
Loyou, cote Tapadodral adtov T Gpyh kel ThH €ovoly tod Tyeuovoc.

amoywpnouvtec D, O, it, aeth
vmoywpnoovtee W

weto todta Sy-S, Sy-C
omit: Sy-P

aur, vg read txt.
B: no umlaut

TOPETNPEW "watch closely; observe, keep"
ATOXWPEW / DTOXWPEW "go away, leave"

"So they watched him and sent spies"
"So they left him and sent spies"

Compare previous verse 19:

NA? Luke 20:19 Kol €litnoor ol YPoUUeTeELC Kol Ol GPYLEPELC
EMLPoAEiy € alTOV TOC Yelpog €V adth Th Wpe, kol épopndnoar Tov
Aoy, Eyvwony yop OTL TPOS adToLE €lmey Ty Tapefoiny tadtny.
"When the scribes and chief priests realized that he had told this parable against them, they
wanted to lay hands on him at that very hour, but they feared the people."

Compare:

27 \ 4 9 \ b ~ 4 4
NA“" Mark 3:2 KoL TPeTNPOLY aLTOV €L TOLG ooPPucLy Bepomevoel
a0ToOV, v kKetnyopnowoLy adtoD.
NA?" Luke 6:7 Topetnpodrto &€ altor ol ypopuuatelc kol ol PapLoniol
NAZ Luke 14:1 koL DTOL MOV TEPETNPOVUEVOL oDTOV.

Compare also:

NA? Mark 12:12 Kol é/ntouv altov kpetfout, kol €doprdnocy tov
OxAov, €yvwoory Yyop OTL TPOC aDTOVC TNHY TapafoAny €lmev. Kol
adevTec odTOV ATMAABOV.  “So they left him and went away.”




WH: "the absolute use of TaPATNPNOKVTEC was evidently a stumbling block."

In Lk 6:7 Topatnpéw is combined with transitive with a0TOV: "they watched
him". Here we have no personal pronoun "him". They were watching their chance.
Interestingly no one added a pronoun.

The replacements "go away" might have been suggested from Mk 12:12 o add
the missing departure of the YPOUUOTELG Kol OL ap)LEPELE from verse 19.

There is no reason to change the D, W, © reading into the txt reading.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 261
NAZ Luke 20:23 KaToVOnong O€ odTOV TNV TOVOLPYLOAV €LTey TPOg
ovTolC

BYZ Luke 20:23 KaToVOnone O€ oDTOV THY Tavoupylay €lmey mpog
o0TolC TL pé melpdlete

Byz A,C,D,P,W, A 0,Y,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, goth, [Trg™]
TL pe melpalete, LToKpLTalL C, 0211, 1071°, p, |

txt 01, B,L, f1,0266", 230(=f13), 157, 579, 892, 1241, 1424, pc,
e, Co, arm, arab™>
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 22:18 yvoug 6¢ 0 ‘Incodc tny movnplay adT@V elmey:
TL pe meLpalete, LTOKPLTOL]

NAZ Mark 1 0 6¢€ €L6w¢ DTV TNV LVTOKPLOLY €LTer alTolE:

Tl pe merpalete; Ppépeté poL dnyapLov ive Ldw.

Clearly a harmonization to Mt/Mk. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 262

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 20:24 dclfaté poL onuaprov: T tTlvog €xeL elkove Kol
emLypadny; ot 8¢ elmor: Kolowpoc.

T ol O¢ €delfay odT))” kol elmev-

01, C,L, N, 0211, 02669, f1, 13, 33, 157, (579), 892, 1071, 1241, 2766, al,
Sy-H, Co, arm

T oL &€ fveykay mpoOc adTOV dnyapLov: Kol elmev: 579, c

txt A,B,D,KIL MP,UW,0,Y¥, 565, 700,1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, goth
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%? Matthew 22:19 émLdelénté pOL TO VOULOJK TOD KNYOOv. oL &€
Tpoonveykay o0t dnrapLov.

NA? Mark 1 Tl pe merpalete; pépeté pot dnrapLor ive 18w.
NA%? Mark 12:16 oL &€ fjveykav. kol A€yel adTOLS TLVOC 1) €lkwy alTh
Kol T €mLypadn; ol 6¢ elmov adtd® Koalowpoc.

There is no reason for an omission. Probably an early addition to separate the
two sentences, inspired from M1/Mk.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: - (indecisive = possibly addition original)
(after weighting the withesses)



TVU 263

100. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 20:27 IIpooeAB0vtec 8€ TLveg TV Xaddovkalwy,
oL [GvTL]AéyovTec GrooTaoLy Wn elvol, EmMPWINoay ahTOV

BYZ Luke 20:27 IIpooeAB0vTec &€ TLveC TOV Laddoukolwy
OL GUTLAEYOVTEC QUAOTROLY PN €LVOL ETMPWTNONY KDTOV

T&T #42

oL utLAéyovtec A, P, W, A, f13, 157,700, Maj, a, Sy-H, NA®, Weiss
contradicentes A
contradicunt a

ol amoprobvtor 79 (“deny")

oL Aéyovtec 01,B,C,D,L,N,©,0211, f1, 22, 33,131, 372, 565, 579,
892, 1071, 1241, 1612, 2680, 2737, 2766, 2786, al®®, Lat,
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, goth, WH, Trg

olTLvec AéyovoLy P, pc? (MK)
B: no umlaut

GVTLAEY® "object to, oppose”

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 22:23 'Ev ékelvn T Nuépe mpoofiAbor adt® Zaddoukwlot,
AEYOVTEC UM €lval GrooTaoLy, Kl émnpwtnoay adTov

BYZ Matthew 22:23

[ol] Aéyovtec un €lvol araotooLy ...

NA% Mark 12:18 Kol €épyovtal Xaddoukalol Tpog adTov,
OLTLVEC AEYOUOLY GVOOTOOLY [T €LVOL, KoL ETNPWTWY adTOV AEYOVTEC:

GUTLAEYW is used 7 times by Luke (3 times in the Gospels and 4 times in Acts,
always basically safe). It is used elsewhere only once in John (also safe).



LT)/00K sometimes appears after verbs which have a negative sense, but is left
untranslated. Compare:
NA?" 1 John 2:22 0 apvoluevog 0tL ‘Inoodc odk €otiy 6 XpLoTog;

"who denies that Jesus is the Christ?"

There is no reason for a change to GUTLAEYw. Overall it seems more probable
that the 01, B reading is either a harmonization to Mt (so Weiss) or an attempt
to remove the difficulty with the double negation. It is extremely good
supported though.

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.

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



TVU 264

NA?" Luke 20:28 Keyovreg SLOGOKOAE, Mwuong eypoabev npw €OV TLVOC
aéeld)og omo@own exwv yuvelke, kol obTog (tekvog 1, Tva Aafn
0 GbeAdpoc adtod TNy yuvaike Kol EEQVoOTNOT OTEPUE TG GOEAPED
oLTOD.

BYZ Luke 20:28 A€yovtec Aldaokore Mwofic €ypaler Muiv €ow TLvog
adeAdOc amobavn éxwr yuvelke kol 0UTOC Gtekvog GmoBavrn Tve APy
0 G8eAdpoc adtoD TNY yuvvelke Kol EEqVaOTNOT OTEPUE TG GOEAPD
®0TOD

Byz A, W, A, 0,fl13, Maj, it"(a, f, c, i), Sy-H, goth

txt 01%, B,L,P, ¥, f1, 33, 157,372, 579, 892, 1071, pc’,
Lat(aur, e, ff%, 1, q, r!, vg), Co, arm, geo

"‘

MV  01%,579 (01* omits due to h.t. YUVXIKO - YUVKIKO)
amoBavn (Tekvoc Exwy yvvalike D, d, e

1241 has amoBavn un éxwv tékvo Aofol for amobov ... ve AP (MK)
B: no umlaut

7 €lpl subjunctive present active 3rd person singular

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 22:24 €V TLC GTOOUVT UM €YWY TEKVWK, ETLYOUPPEVOEL ...
NA? Mark 12:19 dLdaokaie, Mwiofic €ypoler Muly OTL €LV TLVOG
adeAPOC GmoddYT Kol KOTeALTTY Yuvelke Kol un adfi tékvov,

The Byzantine reading is probably a harmonization to immediate context. It
removes the one-letter word 1), which might cause trouble for the reader.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 265
NA?" Luke 20:30 kol 0 SeUTEPOC

BYZ Luke 20:30 koiL éAaBer O deltepoc TNV yuvaike, Kol oUTOC oméedovey
0 TEKVOC.

Byz A,P,W,A 0,Y,fl1,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, goth, [Trg™]
kel O Sevtepog €éAafer ... O, 579
omit Kol EABer O delTEPOC TNV YLVOIKO: 2766

txt 01, B,D,L, 02669, 157, 892, 1241, pc, d, e, Co, geo
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA% Luke 20:29 €mte o0V adeAdol Roav: Kol O TPRTOC AXBWY YUVKIKO
amédovey GTekvoc

NA?" Luke 20:31 kol O Tpltoc EAoBer oDTNY, WoolTWC O Kol OL €TTe oV
KOTEALTOV TEKVO KoL QmeBavov.

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 22:26 OUOLWC KoL O 8e0TEPOC Kol O TPLTOC €WC TOV €T,

NAZ Mark 12:21 kol O 6e0Tepoc €AaPer adtny Kol Gmédavey un
KOTOALTWY OTEPUN” KXL O TPLTOC WONDTWC:

The Byzantine expansion is probably a harmonization to immediate context,
verse 29 and 31, and to the parallel in Mt/Mk to expand the condensed style.
There is no reason for an omission, except possibly to shorten the repetitive
style.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 266
NA?" Luke 20:32 VoTepoV KoL 1) yuvn oméBovev.

BYZ Luke 20:32 D0Tepor O¢ MAVTWY GmeBovey kol 1) yuvn

Byz A,P,W,A, 0,Y,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, sa™*, goth, Trg™
Kol T) yorn améBovey 8¢ mavtwy 33

txt 01,B,D,L, 0266 f1, 157,579, 892, p,
c,d,i, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™*, bo

UoTepor 6€ MAVTWY Kol 1) YuvT) Gmédovey 1241

omit 8¢: 01*, B, D, f13, 33, 579, 700, Maj-part[ E, H, S, A, A, Q, 047, 0211, 2],
Lat(aur, ¢, d, i, vg), Sy-H**, sa™, bo™*
01: corrected by 01¢

omit MavTwy:  it(a, ¢, d, ff3, 0,1, r)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 22:27 V0TepoV 8¢ TOVTWY ATEOVEY T) YUuUN.
BYZ Matthew 22:27 U0OTEpOV 8¢ TAVTWV GMEBNVEY Kal 1 YLVT

NA% Mark 12:22 Kol OL €TTO OUK GpAKoY OTEPUE. E0XNTOV TOVTWY Kol
T Yurn Gmédavey.

Clearly a harmonization to Mt/MKk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 267

101. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 20:34 kol elmer adtolc 0 Inoodc: ol viol tod aidrog TovTovu
T yopoloLy kol yoplokovtol,

T YevvQUToL Kol YEVVQOOLY D, itP'(a, d, r'), vg™,

"are begotten and beget" Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, ‘Or

YEVVAVTOL KOL YEVVROLY but omit YoloDOLY Kol Yol LOKOVTOL:
it*'(c, e, f,i,1,q)

Lat(aur, f, vg) read txt.

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 17:34
Kato, Ny tov Aouvkay Todto ol (mtnnoetol, aveypoerte TOV

owthpo elpnkévet: "ol viol ToD al®rog TOoUTOU YEVV@AOLY Kol
YEVVRVTOL YooDOLY Kol Yo lokovTtol,"

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Weiss (Lk Com.): [the addition is] "not unskillful".

Burkitt: "I incline to regard it as a genuine clause of S. Luke's Gospel."
(Evangelion Intro, p. 299).

Zahn (Comm. Lk) considers the words original: "appropriateness immediately
evident".

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 268
Minority reading:
NA? Luke 20:36 00d¢ yop amobovely €Tl dUvawtol, LoayyeloL yap eloLy

\ 3 14 2 ~ ~ J 4 ¢ \ b4
Kol viol eLoLy 0eod ™Ne XYuooTHoeEWS LLOL OVTEC.

wéAlovoLy D, W, @, it, Sy-H™, Cyp, Marcion™"

LodyyeloL yop €ioLy tQ Oekd D, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff2, i, 1), vg™
todyyeloL yop eioLy r!, vg™, Sy-S

AAN ¢ &yyeloL eioLy Beod kal 157

todyyeloL €écovtal, Tékva Tod Beod Justin (Dial. 81:4)

aur, f, q, vg read txt.

B: no umlaut

But there is one on the next line (1341 C 9 R):
AVOOTHoEWC LIoL dvteg. 37 OtL &€ éyelpovtal

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 22:30 €V vyop T OGraoteoel olte yopuodoLy  olte
vopLllovtal, GAL w¢ ayyeAoL €v TG ovpard €LoLy.

NA%" Mark 12:25 OToV Yop €K VEKPDV GVaOTOOLY 0UTE YoloDoLY olTe
vopLllovtol, GAL’ €loly W¢ dyyeloL €V Tolg oLPaVOLC.

Probably attempts to avoid the difficult violL eloLy Beod.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 269

102. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 21:4 TLWTEC Yo 0ODTOL €k TOD TepLooevovtog adTole éPaiov
elc T 6dpa , aUTn 8¢ ék ToD LoTepnuatog adThC TavTo TOV
Blov ov elyev éPalev.

BYZ Luke 21:4 &mavteC Yop oDTOL €k ToD TepLooeVortoc adTolc éfaiov
elc To 6dpo Tod Beod, alitn 6¢ €k ToD VoTepnuatog ahTAC AmavTe TOV
Blov Ov elyev €Puiev

Byz A,D,Q W,A 0,Y, 13, 33,157, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Gre, [Trqg]
txt 01,B,L, X, f1,579, 1241, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, Co, geo
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA% Mark 12:44 TOVTEC YOp €K TOD TEPLOGELOVTOC (DTOLE ERmAov,

aUTn 8¢ €k TR LoTepnoewe adThg Tavte Oow €lyey
€Boder 0Aov TOV Blov wbTAC.

Compare context:
NAZ Luke 21:1 ‘AvoPréfoc 8¢  €lder toLg PoAlovtog €l TO
volopLAAKLOY TR SDPK DTAY TAOVGLOVC.

There is no reason for an omission. Probably an explaining gloss.
T 6dpe. ToD BeoD appears 6 times in Lev 21-23. It's a special term of an
offering.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

NA%" Luke 21:4 TavteC Yop 0oUTOL €k TOD TePLOoEhoVTog aUTOLE éPaAov
elc 0 ddpw, altn 6¢ €k ToD VLoTepnuatoc abTHC Tavte Tov PBlov Ov
elyev Potev T

T todtoe AEYv épvn, 0 éxwr OTo GKOVELY, GKOVETW

ES, 6, H, M, 5, T, A,063,0211, f13, 892™, 1071, 2766, al, Lect'®, Sy-Pal

B: no umlaut

A typical addition.

Lk 20:46-21:4 was a Saturday lection.

579 has this addition at Lk 8:15, 12:21, 15:10 (with ©F), 16:18 (alone) and 18:8
(alone)!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 271

103. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 21:6 ToDtoe O Oewpelte Edcboovtal mMuepel €V olc olk
dbednoetar Tt AlBoc éml AlBw T* B¢ ol kotoAvOrioeTaL.

T&T #43
36 X, fl,22,33,131,579, 1241, pc'°, e, Sy-C, (Sy-S)
™ (36 01,B,(D),L,f13, 892, 2542, pc?, it, Co, WH

€V TOlLYW Wde D, it(a, ¢, d, ff2,i,q,r', s)
(totyog "wall")

txt A KILQ W,T, A, 0,Y, 157,700, 1071, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™, bo™, NA?®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 24:2 0 &¢ amokpLBeic elmer adToic: ob PA€mete Tadto
/ ) \ ’ e ~ 9 \ 5 ~ T ’ b \ ’ (3 )
TOVTE; Y A€YW LPLY, oL U1 adedf) wde ALBog eml ALBov oc ov
Ko TOALONOETOL.
W* omits WO€, otherwise save.

NA%? Mark 13:2 kel 0 ‘Inood¢ elmer abt@: PAETELS TOUTHG TOC MEYRANS
0lKk0BOUOG; 00 Un GdedT wde ALBoc éml ALBov OC 00 Wm KoTeALOR.
omit wde: A, K II, T, 69,157, Maj-part, Lat, NAZ, Gre, Bois, Weiss

Compare also:
NA?" Luke 15:17 €y 6¢€ ALULGD W€ GTOAALUOL.
BYZ Luke 15:17 €YW &€ ALUG  GTOAAUMOL
Byz AP, Q, W, 69,174, 230(=f13), 157, 1071, Maj, sa™
txt  ALUG® wde  P75,01,B,L, ¥, 579,892, 2542, pc, e, ff?, Sy-H, Sy-Pal
wde AU  D,N,R,U, O, f1,f13, 22, 700, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm, geo

The reading of X, f1 et al. is clearly a harmonization to Mt/Mk.
The reading of 01, B et al. could be a harmonization, too, but with the addition of
wOe at a different position, but this is rather improbable.



On the other hand it could be argued that the 01, B reading is original and that
the omission (of the W&¢ in position 2) is a harmonization to Mt/Mk (improbable,
too). Or it has been omitted to improve style. The Wd€ at position 2 does not
appear in the parallels and it seems rather out of place.

Note the omission of (8¢ in Mk 13:2, also by the Byzantine text. It is possible
that the omission is intended to make the saying more general. Compare also the
omission at Lk 15:17.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
change to 01, B reading

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



TVU 272
NA?" Luke 21:11 O€LOMOL T€ PeYOAOL KoL KOTO TOTOUE ALUOL Kol AOLUOL
€oovtoL, GOPNTP T€ Kol &M oDPavoD oNueln peyaAx €0TOL.

BYZ Luke 21:11 O€LOMOL T€ peYaAOL KOTO TOTOLC KoL ALJOL Kol AOLUOL
€oovtol GOPNTPI TE Kol OMpeler & ovpavod peyade €otol

Byz A,D,W,A 0, Y, fl, {13,157, Mqj, Gre, Trg™
txt 01, B,L, 0211, 33,579, 1071

omit Keel:  0102'¢, 892, 1241, pc
If one enlarges the length of the variation unit, B has a singular reading:

\ \ /4 A \ A\ b4
KoL KOLTOC TOTOUC AOLUOL Kol ALUOL €covtol B
\ 14 \ \ \ b4
K0T TOTOUC AOLUOL Kol ALUOL €covtol 1241
KoTo TOTOUG ALMOL Kol Aolpol €oovtal 01029, 892, pe
KoTO TOTOY Kol AOLUOL Kool ALMOL éoovtal 157
Kol KoTee TOTOuC ALWOL Kol AoLpol écovtel 01,0211, L, 33, 579, 1071
KOTO TOTOUG Kol ALMOL kel AoLuol €oovtal A, D, W, O, P, f1, f13, Maj
KOTO TOTOUC Kol Aorpol €oovtal Y€, 69, pc?
KoTO TOTOUC Kol ALOL éoovtal X, pc®
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 24:7 €yepOnoetal yop €0voc eml €0voc kol Puoiielo €l
BaotAelow kol €00VTOL ALUOL KXL OELOMOL KT TOTOUC

27 b 14 \ b4 b ) b4 \ 4 b \
NA“" Mark 13:8 eyepbnoetoL yop €Bvogc em’ €Bvog kol PooLAelo emL
BaolAelor, €00VTOL OELOMOL KOTX TOTOUG, €00VTOL ALUOL:  GpYT
WéLlvwr Tt

The meaning is different regarding the position of KuL.
txt "there will be great earthquakes, and in various places famines and plagues"
Byz "there will be great earthquakes in various places, and famines and plagues"

The term O€LOWOL KOTO TOTOUG appears in the Matthean and Markan parallels.
It is thus possible that koL has been moved after TOTOUC as a harmonization to
the parallels. The evidence of 0102, 892 and 1241 regarding KoL is indecisive,
because it is not clear at what point in the sentence kol has been omitted.



Rating: 2? (= NA probably original)

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



TVU 273

Minority reading:

NA? Luke kol €0€00¢ pLoovperoL DO TAVTWY Ll TO OVOUE KOU.
NA?" Luke 21:18 kol Opif &k ThAc kepaAfic DUAY o0 un amoOAnToL.
NA? Luke 21:19 €V Tf] UTOULOVE DAV KTHoooBe T YPuyde DUOV.

omit verse: Sy-C, Marcion®
B: no umlaut

17 "You will be hated by all because of my name.
18 But not a hair of your head will perish.
19 By your endurance you will gain your souls."

Parallel:
NA? Matthew 24:9-10 Tote TopadwoovoLy VUG €lc OATYLY kol
QTOKTEVODOLY DUAC, Kol €0€0Be WLOOUUEVOL DO TaVTWY TOV EOvQY

516 TO OVOUO [OL. 10 Kol TOTe OKavdoALoBNoovToL TOAAOL Kol
GAANAOUC TPEBWOOUOLY KoL [LLONOOLOLY GAANAOLC!

Compare also:
NA?" Matthew 10:22 Kol €0€0Pe [LLOOUUEVOL UTO TAVTWY OL0 TO Ovopo

LoV O 8¢ LTOUELVOG €LC TEAOC 0VTOC OwONoETHL.
NA%" Mark 13:13 Kol €0€a0e ULOOUMEVOL LTO TOVTWY OLd TO OVOWUO [OU.
0 6¢ UToueLvag €lc T€Aog 00TOC 0WONoETHL.

NA? Matthew 10:30 VUV O¢ kol ol tplyec The kedoAflc maooL

NPELOUNUEVaL €LoLy.
NAZ Luke 12:7 &AM kol ol Tplyec TAC kedboAc UUQV  maooL

fElOunvToL. un goPelobe: TOAALDY 0Tpovdiwy SLudépete.

It is possible that the words have been omitted as harmonization to Mt, but this
is improbable, because the following words are different in Mt and Lk. It is also
possible that the words have been omitted as inappropriate at this place.

There is no reason why the words should have been added secondarily.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 274

NA? Luke 21:24 kol T€00DVTOL OTOMATL Meryoipng Kol
alyloAiwtiodnoovtal elg T €0vn Tavta,

kol “TepouvoaAn €0TolL TTOUUEYT LTO €BVQY,

GypL o0 TANPWODOLY KoLpol €OvRY.

No txt in NA!

KoL €govtal KoLpol B, D?, [WH], Weiss
KoLPOL Kol éoovtol kowpol L, 892, 1241, bo

txt O01,A,C,W,A 0,Y,fl,f13, 33,157,579

WH have kol €00VTwl in brackets.

D omits [kal €oovtal] kaLpol €BvAV (parablepsis from B reading? see next
versel )

Tischendorf adds Sy-H™ “? for the L reading.

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:
NA%" Luke 21:25 Kol éoovtal onueio €V NAlw Kol oeAnvn Kol GoTPoLc,
BYZ Luke 21:25 Kol €otol omueio

€oovtal 01, B, D, pc

€éotoaL  A,C L, W,0,Y, fl,f13,33,892, 1241, Mqj

Either this is a curious multiple error, or the B or the L reading is original. Since
both the B and the L reading are rather awkward, it would be only natural to
change them.

Also the meaning of the sentence is not clear.

Robertson (Wordpictures) writes:

"Until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled" (xypL OV TANPWOWOLY KoLpOL
€Bvwv). First aorist passive subjunctive with aypL O like €w¢ OL. What this
means is not clear except that Paul in Ro 11:25 shows that the punishment of the
Jews has a limit. The same idiom appears there also with cypL OU and the aorist
subjunctive."

The D reading makes no sense, because an object is missing. The only explanation
is that it is a parablepsis error from the B reading. D therefore seems to be a
witness for the B reading.



It is possible that ki €oovtal fell out due to homoioarcton koL - Kol (from
the B reading) or KoLPOL - KaLpol (from the L reading).

A secondary origin of kol €oovtal is difficult to explain. Some kind of
dittography error has been suggested with the beginning of verse 25, but I
cannot see how this could be reasonably explained. It appears more probable
that either the B or the L reading are original.

Note that only 01, B, D read €00VvToL in verse 25.

The only possibility I can see is that perhaps someone wrote KoL €00VTIL hext
to Kl €0Tal in verse 25 as a possible replacement and a subsequent scribe
added it at the wrong place.

With the B, L et al. reading it is possible to take kol €00VTaL KOLPOL with the
following:

"and Jerusalem shall be trodden down by nations, till the times be fulfilled.

And there will be times of the Gentiles, there will be signs in the sun, the moon,
and the stars, ..."

Rating: 1?2 (= NA probably wrong)



TVU 275

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 21:30 Otav mpoPaiwoly T 181, BAETOVTES A’ €avT@Y
YLVWOoKeTe OTL {On €yylLe TO B€pog éotiv:

T 1OV KopTOV a0tV D, 157, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™

"folia" rt
Of the Latins only a reads txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 24:32 "AT0 8¢ Tfg OUKTC KoOeTe THY ToPOPBOANY*
otor Ndn 0 kAadoc o0TAC vévnrol omedoc kol o dUAA ékdim,
YLVWokeTe OTL €yyUe TO Bépoc:

Probably a clarifying addition.

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes: "D, it add the object to TpoPeAwaLy, but wrongly,
because the fruits do not come when the summer is near."

Possibly a misreading/misunderstanding of 0€poc "summer" with Be€pLOOC
"harvest, crop".

Mt correctly has OALe ("leafs").

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 276

104. Difficult variant

NA?" Luke 21:34-21:35 IIpooéyete &¢ €avtolc pnmote BopndRoLy UGV ol
KapdLlol €V KPoLTaAn Kol WO kol Peplurole BLwTikelc kol €mLoTh

) s € ~ ) ’ Q e 4 ) 4 e 4 b 4 \
€Q’ LMOC oLPVLOLOC T) TMEPQ EKELYT) 35 WC TYLG EMELOEAEVLOETOL YOP
ETL TAVTOG TOUC KAOMUEVOUC €T TPOOWTOV Taone THe YAC.

BYZ T NUépo Exelvn® 35 ¢ Tayle yop émeAeboeTal

Byz A,C,W,A, 0,Y,fl,f13, 33, 1241, Maj, Lat(aur, f, q, r', vg), Sy
txt 01, B,D,L, 070, 0179, 157, 579, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff2, i), Co

IGNTP omits the yop after emeLoeretoetal for 01%, B, D

T has a lacuna exactly after TTOLYII.C.
B: no umlaut

W¢ Tyl = "like a trap"

€MLOTT €PLOTNL subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular
"come up, to or before, approach; stand by or near; appear"

aldpridLog "sudden; unexpected"

The difference here is one of punctuation, ruled by the position of the yap:

Ixt:
"... and suddenly that day may come on you 35 like a trap.
For it will come upon all who live on the face of the whole earth."

Byz:
"... and suddenly that day may come on you. 35 But like a trap
it will come upon all who live on the face of the whole earth."

Compare:

LXX Isaiah 24:17 ¢pOPoc kel BOOvrog kol Toyle ép’ DUAC TOUG
evoLkobvTog €Ml The YAC

“Fear, and the pit, and the snare are upon you, O inhabitant of the earth!"

The overall meaning is basically the same.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 277

105. Difficult variant

NA? Luke 21:36 aypumvelte O¢ €V ToVTL KoLpe Oeopevol  Lva
katLoy0onte ékduyely tadto TVt To HEAAovTe  YiveoBul kol
otadfval éumpooder Tod viod tod ArdpwTov.

BYZ Luke 21:36 Gypumvelte oLV €&V TaVTL KoLpw OcOuevol Ly
kotefLwBfite Ekduyely mavte To pEAAOvTe YiveoBulL Kol oTaORvoL
€umpoafer tod viod tod AvdpwTou

Byz A,C,D,R A, 0,f13,700, Maj, Latt, Sy, Trg™

txt O01,B,L, T,W,X,Y¥, 070, f1, 33,157,579, 892, 1241, pc, Co
KoTLOY OO0 TE W
KoTLoyvontor 0179, 579

B: no umlaut

KaTLoXVOTTE KUTLOY VW subjunctive aorist active 2nd person plural
"be able, have strength, overcome, prevail"

KoToELwORTE KaToELOW subjunctive aorist passive 2nd person plural
"count worthy, make worthy"

txt ".. that you may be able to escape all these things ..."
Byz "... that you may be accounted worthy to escape all these things ..."
Compare:

NAZ Luke 20:35 ol 6¢ koTofLwBEvTeC TOD al@dUOC €kelvou TUXELY Kol
The avaotaoewe ThHe €k vekpdy olte yopuodoly olte youllovtol:

NA%" Matthew 16:18 Kayw 6€ goL A€yw OTL oV el IIétpog, kol €Tl TauTn
T TETPpE OlKOSOUNOW HOL TNV €KKAnolor kol TOAXL 60U O
KOTLOYVOOLOLY aDTHC.

It is possibly at least in part a misreading of the similar looking words:
KATICXYCHTE

KATAZIWOHT €

Both are rather rare words (KOLTOLELC')&) two times in LKk, KocrLoxf)(o 3 times,
twice in Lk, once in Mt).

It is possible that kaTaELOW has been adopted from 20:35. kaTLoy VW could
come from the well known Mt 16:18.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 278

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 21:38 kol Ta¢ 0 Awoc WpBplLlev mPoOC adTOV €V TG Lepd
axoveLy adtod T .

T insert John 7:53-8:11 f13

f13a: 13, 346, 543, 826
f13b: 69, 124, 788
f13c: 983

174, 230, 1689 have the pericope in John only, with a similar text as f13 here.

Note that some MSS read OpeL here (C*, U, pc®, Lect), instead of Lep@. This is
probably due to the influence of the PA and lectionary usage. Interesting is the
early attestation by C*!

B: no umlaut

The lectionary reading for Pentecost was Jo 7:37-52 + 8:12. Some MSS excised
the PA therefore and placed them at some other appropriate place. One such
place was after Lk 21:38, because the situation seemed similar to that described
in John 8:1-2.

Luke 21:37-38 "Every day he was teaching in the temple, and at night he would
go out and spend the night on the Mount of Olives, as it was called. 38 And all
the people would get up early in the morning to listen o him in the temple."

John 8:1-2 "while Jesus went to the Mount of Olives. 2 Early in the morning he
came again to the temple. All the people came to him and he sat down and began

to teach them."

See the extra file on the PA for a detailed discussion.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 279

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 22:5 KoL €Xapmocy Kol ouv€Berto adTe) apyvpLov 6olvuL.
NAZ Luke 22:6 kol €EwpoAdynoev, kol €(nrteL  edkelploay  Tod
Topadodvel adTOY aTep OYAOL KDTOLC.

omit: 01%, C, N, L48, L150*,L292, L1599, it(b, ff%, i, |, q), Sy-S, Eus
0L: corrected by 01¢!
N: Kol &m0 TtoTe €(MNTEL (M)

Lat(a, aur, c, d, e, f, r!, vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 26:15 ¢lmev: Tl B€Aeté poL dodrat, KAyw VULV ToPodWOw
aDTOV; oL &€ €0Tnoav aUTE TPLOKOVTE aPyLPLE. 16 KoL GT0 TOTE
b 4 b 4 V4 3 \ ~

e(nreL edkaploay v adTov Topadd.

NA? Mark 14:11 ol &¢ GkoUooVTEG €XOPNONY Kol EMMYYelAlavto odT@
apyvpLov 6odvel. Kol €(NTEL TAC wDTOV €DKaLPWS ToPadolL.

It is possible that the omission is a harmonization fo Mt/Mk. This is supported
by the fact that N adds the Matthean &m0 TOTE, too.

It is also possible, at least in part, that the omission is accidental, due to the
many KAIs in the immediate context. Note that e.g. f1 omits KoL €xapnooy in
verse 5.

The words are also omitted in several lectionaries, so maybe there is a
lectionary reason? Lk 21:37-22:8 was the normal Friday lection (12th week) in
the Synaxarion.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 280
NA? Luke 22:14 Kol 0te €yéveto 1) pa, GUETEOEY Kol
oL ambéotoAoL oLy alTd.

BYZ Luke 22:14 Kl 0Te €Y€Veto 1) Qpo GUETEOE Kol
ol dwdeko gméaToloL oLV TR

Byz 01 A,C,P,W, A, 0, Y, 1, 13,579,700, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, Marcion®

txt P75,01*, B, D, 157, pc, it, Sy-C, sa

oL €vdexo amdéotoAoL 348

ol dudeKa 014, L, X, 1071, 1241, pc®, sa™*
ol pedntol odtod Sy-S

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 26:20 "Oyilog 6€ YEVOUEVTC GVEKELTO UETO TRV 8Wdeka, T.
T add poBntdv: 01, A, L, W, A, ©, 33,892, 1424, pm, Lat, Sy-H, Co

NA% Mark 14:17 Kol OYrleg yevopévng €pyetol Uete TV Suwdek.

Compare:
NA% Matthew 11:1 Kol €yéveto 0te €téieoer 0 'Inoolc SLataoowy TOLG
8Woeke, podNTole adToD, HETEPN €kelBer Tod SLONOKELY Kol KNPUOoELY
€V TalC TOAEOLY aDTQV.

omit: f1, 22, pc, mae-2

NA? Mark 3:16 [Kal €émolnoer Toug dwdeka,]
omit: A, C%,D,L,(W),0,fl,(f13), 33,892, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, arm, geo, Gre, Bois
txt 01, B, C*, A, 565,579, 1342, pc!, sa™, WH, NA?, Weiss

5woeKe is a natural expansion probably derived from Mt/Mk. Note the similar
expansion in Mft.



On the other hand it has been suggested that 6wdekw has been omitted to avoid
describing Judas Iscariot as an apostle (note the reading by 348 | ). It is
possible that the other readings are also attempts to remove the problem.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 281

106. Difficult variant

NAZ Luke 22:16 A€yw Y&p UULY OTL 00 un dayw odTd
€we 0Tov TANPWOH €v Th Paotieie Tod BeoD.

BYZ Luke 22:16 Aéyw yop DUV OTL 0DKETL 00 PN dayw & adtod,
€we 0Tov TANPWOR €év Th Paotiely T0d Beod

oVKETL 00 1) payw & odtod C%,P,W,A, ¥, 157,700, Maj, NA®, Gre
oUKETL PN dayopar am adtod D, d, pc
o0kéTL 00 un dayw am’ odtod 13

o) un dayw & odtod A H, 0
OUKETL OV pn) dayw  odtd C*?, f1, 22,1071, Lat, Sy, Or,
Weiss, [Trg], Bal

txt o0 un dayw o0TO P75, 01, B, C*?, L, 0211, 1(=f1), 579, 892,
1241, al, a, Co, WH

That MS 1 reads txt is not noted in NA and Swanson, it is in Lake and IGNTP
though.

Swanson and Tischendorf's NT have C* for txt, NA and IGNTP for the fl
reading. Tischendorf/IGNTP have labeled C* "vid". In Tischendorf's C-edition is
only the correction given, in smaller letters. He writes: "Inde ab O7T"]
scriptsit B. Ante defuit OYJET ). Praeterea non assequor an quid aliter
habuerit; conjecerim quidem pro €Z AY T OY fuisse AY T O."

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

OVKETL "ho longer, no more"

No parallel.
But compare:
NAZ Mark 14:25 QUMY A€yw UWIY OTL OUKETL 00 PN Tiw €k Tod
YEVNUOTOC THC GUTEAOL €w¢ TRAC MuEpac €kelvng Otar ohTO TV
Kelvov €v 11 Paotiely oD Beod.

omit oUkeTL: 01, C, D, L, W, ¥, 0103, 892, 1342, pc**, a, f, k, bo

Compare also next variant 22:18



NA? Luke 22:18 A€yw yop ULy, [0tL] o0 un miw &mo tod vdv &mo tod
YEVNUOTOC THG GUTELOL €wg oD 1) PaoLiclo ToD Oeod €AOM.

On the one hand 0UKETL could have been added to soften the abrupt saying:
"I will not eat until..." -"No more will I eat until..."

On the other hand 0UK€TL could have been omitted to remove the double
negation. The same thing happened in Mk 14:25. It is also possible that the
omission is a conformation to verse 18.

Of course it is also possible that the omission in Mk is due to harmonization to
Lk.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that OUKéTL could have been omitted accidentally in
front of 00. If 00kéTL would be a harmonization to Mk, a better insertion point
is of course verse 18.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "[the variant €& «0T0D] seems to me to be far
preferable to aTO, for it is intelligible that a0TO should be substituted in
accordance with the foregoing T0 TXOYX (YELY, whereas I do not see that
any one would think of altering @0TO into the less obvious construction of €&
ovuTOoL."

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 282
NA? Luke 22:18 Aéyw yop ULWIY, [0tL] o0 un miw &mod tod viv &mo tod
YEVNUOTOC THG GUTEAOL €we 00 1) Paotielo ToD Oeod €AOM.

BYZ Luke 22:18 A€Yw Y&p VLWLV OTL 00 Wn Tiw &m0 ToD
YEVNUOTOC THS GUTEAOL €we OTou M BactAielo ToD Beod €O

Byz A,C A, 0,%¥, 13, Maj, Lat, Sy-H

txt P75,01,B,D,6,K,II, L, M, W, f1,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, [Trg]
amo toh viv od un Tlw D, 6, f1,157, pc, e, Sy-S, Sy-C

omit OTL: P75 B C,D,L, f1, 157

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 b \ ’ e ~ V4 b ’ b \ ’ 9 ~
NA% Mark 14:25 GuUTV A€Y®w LWLV OTL OUKETL OV PN Tlw €k ToD
YEVNUOTOC THC OUTEAOL €w¢ TRAC TUEPNC €Kelvng Otay ohTO0 TLvw
KaLvov €v tf) Paoliely tod Oeod.

NA?" Luke 22:16 A€Yw Yop UULV OTL 00 un ¢payw ohTo
€w¢ 0Tov TANPWOR €v Th Paotiely Tod Beod.
BYZ Luke 22:16 AéY®w YOP UULY OTL ODKETL OV PN ¢poyw €€ ohToD,
€w¢ 0tou TANPWON v T1) Paorieily ToD Beod

omit OTL:  C*, D, N, X, pc

The phrase a0 T0D VOV appears in the Gospels 5 times in Lk (+ once in Acts)
and once in the PA (Jo 8:11). In the LXX it appears 29 fimes (15 tfimes
apocrypha).

It is interesting to note that in verse 16 Byz adds OUKETL, whereas here Byz
omits &m0 TOU VOV (compare previous variant):

verse 16 verse 18
Byz  OUKETL -
txt - amo ToD VOV




The omission by Byz is either due to homoioarcton (&0 TOD - MO TOD) or
deliberately to avoid the double G0 TOD.

Note that D et al. moved the phrase in front of 00 pun Tiw (and omitted OTL)
probably for that reason.

Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests that it has been omitted as a harmonization to Mk by
scribes who overlooked that it replaced the 0UK€éTL of MK.

OTL: A€YW YopP UULY appears almost always with OTL. In 22:16 it is omitted

also by some witnesses. The other instances in Lk (Lk 3:8; 10:24; 14:24; 22:37)
are safe. The support for the omission in this case is very good.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 283

107. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 22:19-20 kol AoBwy &PTOV €DYopLOTNONG EKANOEY Kol E8WKEV
a0TOLC AEYWV: TODTO €0TLY TO OGUA HoL TO UTEP UPGY SLé0uevoy:
10DTO TOLELTE €ic TNV EUNV GrauvnoLy. 20 kol T0 ToTHPLOY WoalTwC
Leta TO0 SeLmviioal, A€ywy: todto TO TOTNPLOV 1 Kalvn SLodnkn év
T oipatl pov TO LTEP LUAV EKYULVVOUEVOV.

omit: D, it, (Sy-C), Weiss

it=a,b,d, e, ff% il
NA?°, WH both have the words in double brackets.
omit verses 17+18: L32, Sy-P, bo™, Marcion(probably, Harnack)

verse 17,18 after 19a: b, e
verse 17, 18 after 19b:  Sy-C (omits verse 20), Trg™ (1)

vs 19 + 20a + 17 + 20b + 18: Sy-S

Marcion has the words basically. The exact wording is not clear, but he had the
longer text.

Tregelles writes in the margin: "17 et 18 forsitan post ver. 19 et postea om. ver.
20."

Lat(aur, ¢, f, q, rl, vg) read txt.

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 26:26 'EaOLovtov 6¢ adtdv Aoefav 0 Incodc dptov kol
€0AOYNONC €KAnOEY Kol S0UC TOlg padntolc elmev: Aafete payerte,
T00TO €0TLY TO OQUO WOoU. 27 Kol Aafwr TOTNPLOV Kol €DYePLOTNO0G
€dwkey adTolc Aéywy: Tilete €€ adtod TovTe,

NA% Mark 14:22 Kol €00L0vtwr adt@dv Aafwr dptov €DA0YNoKC €éKAnoey
Kol €0wkey alTOlC Kol elmer: AdPete, ToDTO €0TLY TO ORUK WOv. 23
Kol AdBWY TOTNPLOY €DYoPLOTNONG E6WKEY UTOLE, Kol €mLov €€ adTod
TOVTEC.




Compare:

NA?" 1 Corinthians 11:24 kol €0YoPLOTNO0C EKANTEY Kol €LTer: ToDTO Hov
€0TLY TO OQUK TO UTEP DUDY* TODTO TOLELTE €L THY EUNY GVoUYnoLY.
NA?" 1 Corinthians 11:25 WOKVUTWC KoL TO TOTNPLOV WETO TO SeLmrijot
A€ywy: ToDTO TO TOTNPLOV 1) KKLVT) SLAONKT €0TLY €V TQ) U@ alpatl:
T00TO TOLELTE, O00KLE €0V TLUNTE, €LC TNV EUTY GUapLMoLY.

Compare also Didache 9:2-3:

2 TPWTOV TEPL TOU TOTMNPLOU €VXOPLOTOULUEV OOL THTEP TMUWV ULTEP
NG ayLeg OUmeEAOL OoULS TOU THLOOG OOV MG EYVWPLONG MULY Lo
Inoov Touv mrL60¢ gov goL M dOEK €LC TOUG KLWVOG

3 mepL O€ TOU KAMOUNKTOC €ULYOPLOTOUMEV OOL THTEP MUWVY UTEP TG
CWNG KOL YVWOEWG MG €YVWwPLOKG MLy Ot Inoov tou moléog cov oot
N 60Ex €LG TOUG KLWVOG

This is the same sequence as preserved in D et al. (cup - bread).

Externally the longer form is clearly superior. That Marcion supports the longer
text is a strong argument for its originality. Schiirmann makes it probable that
also Justin and Tatian attest the longer form.

The proponents of the shorter form normally argue that the longer version is an
adaption of 1.Co 11:24-25. This is possible, but it is equally probable that the
words are so similar, because they are used liturgically from early on.

Sequence:
15 eat this Passover

16 T will not eat it until
17 Then he took a cup,
18 from now on I will not drink

19 he took a loaf of bread,
20 the cup after supper,

The problem felt by some scribes with the longer text was possibly that they
mixed the two separate blocks. If one takes verses 17+18 with 19+20, then the
strange sequence cup - bread - cup appears.

For this reason D et al. omitted 19b+20 getting the sequence cup - bread. A few
witnesses similarly omitted verses 17+18 to get rid of the problem. This is the
argumentation of Metzger.



The first problem with these explanations is that it would have been much
better for a scribe to omit the first cup (verse 17) to get the normal Pauline
sequence bread - cup. It is the first cup, that is problematic, not the second. It
would be very improbable that a scribe chose that part of the section for
omission that was most familiar to him through Paul’s words in 1. Cor.

It could be argued that a scribe, who had written 17-19a already, noted the
strange composition only then and chose to omit the last cup.

The second problem is, why has verse 19b been omitted?

The simplest way to get rid of the problem of the wrong sequence is shown by
the Old Latin b and e: Taking the short version, they transposed verses 17+18
after 19a and got the common Pauline formula.

Another attempt was apparently more successful: The addition of an adaption of
Paul's familiar words.

The reading of Sy-S is a secondary attempt fo remove any repetition in the
sequence.

Along these lines is the argumentation of WH for the shorter reading.

Chadwick notes that in verse 15 the bread is not explicitly mentioned but
implied. Perhaps Luke found in his source only 15-18 and added 19a for the
overlooked bread? "“The result of this operation was tfo produce the
extraordinary confusion of the shorter text. .. it was the third evangelist
himself who initiated a long development of correction and expansion."

Schiirmann also argues that the verses 15-18 are a closed unit to which 19a did
not belong. Then some redactor added 19a. But 19a is a torso, a rudiment of an
originally two-part liturgy. Continuing from 19a with verse 21 IIANV 6oV ... is

awkward (J. Jeremias: "duBerst hart"):
19a Then he took a loaf of bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke
it and gave it to them, saying, "This is my body."
21 But see, the one who betrays me is with me, and his hand is on the
table.

Other internal observations:
Schirmann observes that verses 19b-20 contain 7 differences to the Pauline
text 1.Co 11. This makes a direct adaption from Paul unlikely.

It is possible that the differences in order and wording reflect actual
differences in the execution of the Supper in the various early Christian groups.
Note e.g. that Paul has the cup separately "after" the meal and not during the
meal.



Steven Notley wrote [private communication, Jan. 2003]:

“The blessings at any Jewish meal (regardless whether this is a Passover or not) over the bread
(and always in conjunction with the wine) is at the beginning of the meal. Certainly not during or
after the meal. In pre-70 Jewish Passovers there was also an additional cup following the meal
(thus also Paul). Mk/Mt clearly present Jesus reversing the order of blessings (unlike Paul).
Something that is unheard of in the history of Jewish tradition outside of Qumran. I presented
a paper at SBL last year and have an article forthcoming exploring what might possibly have
motivated the early Church (and perhaps also the Qumran sectarians) to change the order."

and, clarifying:

"At all Jewish meals (including Passover) there is a blessing (Qiddush) at the beginning of the
meal which is always cup-bread. In addition at Passover there is an additional cup (or cups).
Prior to 70 the evidence indicates that at Passover there was only one additional cup (the Kos
Brachah--cup of blessing) after the meal.

Luke's shorter and longer versions both accord with Jewish tradition. In other words, at the
beginning of the meal the order was cup-bread (Qiddush). Mk/Mt by presenting the bread-cup
together give us an order of blessing for the Qiddush unknown outside of the DSS.

What is scarcely noticed by scholarship is that Paul's deft insertion of META TO DEIPNHSAT
indicates he is not following Mk/Mt's presentation of a reversal of the Qiddush. Instead, he is
now identifying the cup as that which followed the meal (i.e. the Kos Brachah) not the cup at the
beginning of the meal (as Mk/Mt)."

Nestle, Zahn, Dobschuetz, Burkitt and others think that the shorter form is
original. Of the newer scholars it is defended by Ehrman and Parker.

Ehrman and Parker note that in the short form there is no reference to the

death of Jesus. Parker writes (Living Text):

"It is a rite more or less just handed over - the cup is given with the brief instruction 'Divide it
among ourselves." They are to do this ‘in memory of me'. Jesus has no part in this. He will eat
and drink only in the kingdom of God. There is virtually no liturgical elaboration and above all no
reference to the death of Jesus. .. It is [this] absence that shorter Luke stands out most
markedly as an original contribution. .. This leads us fo conclude that shorter Luke is to be
preferred. For longer Luke harmonizes on two counts: in wording with 1Co, and in sense with
Mark (who is here Pauline in thought).

Compare:

e F. Blass "Zu Lk 2 ff." TSK 69 (1896) 733-37 [who thinks that originally
the complete verses 19 and 20 were missing. All readings are attempts fo
insert the Last Supper somehow.]

e WH, Intro - Notes on select readings 63-64

e P.Benoit "Le recit de la cene dans Lk 2-20" RB 48 (1939) 357-93

e K. Goetz "Das vorausweisende Demonstrativum in Lk 22:19.20 und 1. Cor

11:24" ZNW 38 (1939) 188-90
H. Chadwick "The shorter text of Luke 2-20" HTR 50 (1957) 249-58



e H. Schirmann "Lk 22, 19b-20 als urspriingliche Textiberlieferung" in

"Traditionsgeschichtliche  Untersuchungen  zu
Evangelien", Disseldorf 1968, p. 159 - 192

¢ Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 198 - 209.

e DC Parker, Living Text, p. 151 - 157

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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

den

synoptischen



TVU 284
Minority reading:
NA% Luke 22:22 OTL O ULOC pev TOD AVBpWTOL KAt TO WPLOUEVOV

b

’ \ 5 N\ ~ ’ ) ’ , ® ’
TOPEVETHL, TANY OLKL TR AVOPWTW €KeLVW OL” 0L mopadLdOTOL.

omit: D, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Bois

For ANV olal: oDal O€ L950, geo

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 26:24 0 WeV LLOC TOD GVOPWTOL UTYEL KOOWEC YEYPOTTOL
Tepl ohToD, olal 8¢ T¢) avdpwmw ékelvw &L” 00 6 vLLOC ToD AVBPWTOL
Topadidotal: kadov MY adT® €l obk €yervnon 0 Grdpwtog EKELvoc.
NA% Mark 14:21 OtL 0 HeV LLO¢ ToD avdpWdTou UTHYeL KaBWE YEYPOTTOL
Tepl o0ToD, olal 8¢ T¢) avlpwmw ékelvw 8L” o0 6 vLLOC ToD AYBPWTOL
ToPadLOOTHL: KAAOY aDTE €L 00K €yevvnon 0 avlpwToc EKELVOC.

The words could be a harmonization to Mt, Mk.
It is possible that the words have been omitted to avoid repetition.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 285

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 22:30 Tvo €00nte kol Tivnte €ml the Tpamédng 1ou

év Tf] PooLdele pov, kol kabnoeobe €Ml Bpovwy Tae dwdeko GUANLS
kpLvovteg tod TopanA.

BYZ Luke 22:30 {vo €00inte kol Tivnte éml ThC TPaméelnNg 1ov
kel koOloeoBe €Ml Bpovwy kplrovteg Tog SWoekw

duroc tod Topani
Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tisl!

omit: E,F,G,H,S,V,Y,T,A, Q, 047,174, 230(=f13), 2, 22, 565, 1342, 1424,
1675, al, geo™

txt P75,01,A,B, (D), K IL L M,N QU,T WA, 0B,Y, fl1,f13, 157, 579,
700, 1071, 1241, Latt, Sy, Co
omit pou: D, d, e, [, vg™*, Sy-C
IGNTP erroneously has W for the omission. Bruce Prior confirms that the
phrase is there from the facsimile.

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Probably omitted due to h.t. (MOU - MOU) or for stylistic reasons. There is no
reason for a secondary addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 286

108. Difficult variant

NA*" Luke 22:31 Yipwy Zipwy, 1600 0 oatavig
€Entnonto LG ToD owviaonl W¢ TOV altov:

BYZ Luke 22:31 €lmey &¢ 0 KipLog, Zipwr Zipwy 1ol 6 Zotavéc
eEnTnonto LG ToD owviaonl W¢ TOV altov:

Byz 01,A,D,Q W,A, 0,Y,f1,f13,157,579, 700, 1071, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™*, [Trg]

txt P75, B, L, T, 1241, 2542¢, 11231, Sy-S, Co, geo

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

With the previous verse the 'Dispute about Greatness' ended. But Jesus
continues o speak, so a new introduction is not needed.

On the one hand the words could have been added for lectionary purposes to
indicate a new pericope.

On the other hand the words could have been deleted as being inappropriate
with Jesus still speaking.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words have been added to smooth the abrupt
transition from the promise to the disciples to the warning of Peter.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 287

109. Difficult variant

NA% Luke 22:34 0 6¢ elmer Aéyw ooi, Ilétpe, o0 dwrnoeL onuepov
GAEKTWP EWC TPlg pe dmoprnon eibévol.

BYZ Luke 22:34 60 6¢ clmer Aéyw oov Ilétpe ob pn ¢wrnon onuepov
GAEKTWP TPLY A Tpig dmaprnon uf eibévol e

txt "...unftil three times you have denied that you know me."
Byz "... before three times you have denied, (not) to know me."

od P75,01,B,L,Q, T, X, 0, ¥, 372,579, 892, 1241, 2542, pc’®

00 Un A, D, W, A, f1, 13,157,565, Maj (not in NA, but in SQE)
un % by: A, D,W,A, 118, 1582(=f1), f13, 565, 700, 892, 1241, 2542, Maj,

mpLY f} Tplc dmopvnion un eldéval pe A, W, A, 565,700, 1424, Maj

TPLY A TPlc amapvnon un eiLdéval 118, 1582
TPLY A} TPlC Amopvnon pe eiLdévaL ¥ 1
TPLY Tplc dmopvnion Ue €LdEvaL Qc

€wc 0Tov Tplg pe dmoprnon pf €idéval pe D, pe
€wc o0 TPLC  amopvnomn un €idéval pe K, 1241, al

€wc Tplc  dmoprnon Un €idévol pe Bal
€wC Tplc pe amoprnon un €Ldéval 13, 2542, NA%®, Weiss
€we TPLC W€ Gmoprnon un €idéval pe 892

€wc o0  Tplc  amopvion  €idévoL pe M, T1, pc

€we TPLC L€ Gmoprnon  €idéval p75Y9 01,B,L, T, ®,579, WH
€wC Tpic qmoprnon pe  eidéval 157
Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

2 ! "oyt : "
amoepreounl “reject, disown



Compare:

NAZ Luke 20:27 IIpooeA@Ovtec &€ Tvee TRV  Xaddoukolwy, ol
[GvTL]AéyovTeC GraotaoLy un eival, Empwtnoay cdTov

GUTLAEYOVTEC by: A, W, f13, Maj, Sy-H

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 26:34 €pmn adTe 0 ‘Incodc Guny A€yw ool OTL €V TaTT
TH VUKTL TPLY dA€kTope. dWIAionl TPLS GTEPYNON UE.

NA? Mark 14:30 kol Aéyer adte) 0 ’Inoodg: auny Aéyw ool OTL OV
onuepov TalTy TH VukTL TPLY A Olc GAékTope dwrfionl TPlg e
GToPYNOT).

NA?" John 13:38 amokplvetol Incodc: tny Yuyny couv LTEP éuod ONoeLg;
GUNY QUMY A€YW 00L, 00 U1 GAEKTWP GWwrNon €wc ol Gprnom e Tpic.

As in Lk 20:27 and 22:16 we have here the problem of a double negation. In both
cases it is the Byzantine textform that has the double negation.
This addition of W) is probably intended to intensify the negation as in 00 ).

One additional problem is that 1) and |L€ sound identical. Since both make sense
it was probably the origin of several readings. E.g. the variant by ¥, 1 is probably
one.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the 00 U1 comes from Jo, but the €w¢ has been
changed into TPLY T from (Mt)/Mk. The Un has been omitted accidentally
after GmepYNOT and the e has been moved to the end to supply an object for
eldévoL.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 288

110. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 22:36 €lTev 8¢ adTolc” dAAX VOV O €xwv Pailaviiov GpdTw,
OLOLWC Kol TMpaY, KoL O UT) €YWYV TOWANCOTW TO LUaTtLov altod Kol
QYOPOOGT®W HoYoLPML.

Not in NA but in SQE!
apel D, d

TWAR oL D
TWANOEL E,6,H N,S V,A T, A Q 047, 0211, f13, 2, 565, 700, 1342,

2766, pm

dyopoodoeL D,
E.F.H,N,S,U,V, YT, A, Q, 047, 0211, f13, 2, 157, 565, 700,
1342, 2766, pm

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

b 4 . . . . .
PeTW  imperative aorist active 3rd person singular
apel indicative future active 3rd person singular

o’cyopocoo'cr(o imperative aorist active 3rd person singular
ayopaoel  indicative future active 3rd person singular

TwANooL infinitive aorist active
TwANoeL indicative future active 3rd person singular

BaArovTLov "purse"

No parallel.

Nestle (Intro) notes a comment by Basilides (4™ CE):

GEATW NToL Apel: olTw Yop Kol T6 TOAAX TV AVTLYPOPWY EXeL ...
WC UM €lval TPOOToYUK GAAX TpodnTelay TPoA€yovtog tod Kuplov:

= "&PATW or GPEL: Because so [ Gpel ] the majority of copies have it. ... as it
is not an order, but a prophesy said in advance by the Lord."



It makes quite good sense if it is not an order ("Take it!" - "Buy onel!"), but a
future prediction: "he will take it" - he will buy one".
The meaning of TwANOL in D is not clear, possibly it is just an error.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 289

NAZ Luke 22:37 Aéyw Yyap LWLV OTL T00T0 TO yeypouuevor el
TedeoBfvaL €v éuol, TO° Kol HETh GUOpwy €AoYLoON: Kol yop TO Tepl
€nod TELOC Exel.

BYZ Luke 22:37 Aéyw Y&p OUULY OTL €T TODTO TO Yeypouuévor o€l
TedeoBfval €v €uol T0 Kol peta aropwy éroylodn: kol yoep to mepl
€uod TELOC €xel

Byz K,IL N, A, 0, %, f13,565, 700, 1071, 1342, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy

txt 01,A,B,D,H,L Q T, W,X,fl, 157,579,892, 1241, 2542°, L844, pc®,
b,d, f, rl, Co

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA%" Mark 8:17 kol yroug A€yel adtolc Tl dLadoyileoBe OTL GpTOLC ODK

€xeTe; OLTW VOELTE 0DBE OLVLETE, TEMWPWUELTY €XETE THY KoPSLow

VUV,

BYZ Mark 8:17 kel yvoug 0 ‘Inoodg Aéyer adtoic TL SiaAoyileabe OtL

GpTOUC 0UK &xete olTWw Voelte 00dE Ouviete €TL TEMWPWUEVNY ExeTe

Y KaPdlay VPOV

Byz A, K, II, 157,700, 1071, Mqj, f, |, vg, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P45'd 01,B,C,D,L, N, W,A, (©),0143" 1, f13, 28, 33, (565), 579,
892*, 1241, pc, it, Co

NA%" John 4:35 oU) UMELC A€yete OTL €TL TETPOUNVOC €0TLY Kol O
OepLopog €pyetol;
omit: P75,D,L, S, II, Q, 086", 118, 13, 28, 1241, L844*, pm, Sy-C

NA? Romans 5:8 oLVLOTNOLY 6€ TNV €LTOD GydTmV €l Muac 0 Oeoc,
OTL €TL QUOPTWARY VTV NUEY XPLoTOg LTEP UKDV aTeduvey.
omit: 131, 460, 618, 1836*, 2147

It is possible that €tL fell out accidentally after OTL, or that it has been
omitted for stylistic reasons to avoid the awkward OTL €TL. Note similar
omissions at Jo 4:35 and Ro 5:8.



It might have been added to make clear that the fulfillment of the prophecy has
yet to come (suggested by Weiss).

Note the addition of €TL at Mk 8:17 with similar support.

Usage €TL: Mt: 8 times, Mk 5 times, Lk 16 times, Jo 8 times.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 290

111. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 22:43-44 [[dOn &€ odt® dyyedoc am oVpovod €évioydwy
oa0TOV. 44 Kol YEVOUEVOC €V &Ywrig EKTEVECTEPOV TPOONUYETO® Kol
eyéveto 0 LOpwc adtod woel Bpdufor aipatoc kotafoivovtec €mi TV

yiv.]1]

T&T #45

omit completely:
P75, 01¢, A, B, N, R, T, W, 0211, 13*, 579, 1071*, pc*, f, Sy-S, sa, bo,
Hier™*, arm, geo, CI?, Or?, Weiss
pc = 158, 512*, 552, 1128
P69 also omits v. 42 and 45a (see below)!
01%: the words are cancelled by curved marks AND by dots.

A omits the words, but has the Eusebian numerals for the passage in the margin.
WH, NA%® both have the words in double brackets.
Bal has the words in single brackets

omit verses 42-44: P69(3™ CE), see below

add the words: 01*¢ D,K,II, L, Q, X, A*, ©, ¥, 0171, f1, 13™9, 174,
230(=f13), 157, 565, 700, 892*, 1071™, 1241, Maj, Lat,
Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo™*,
Jus, Ir, Julian, Chrys, Did, Hipp, Eus, Hier™®, Bois, Trg

with obeli: A€, TI¢, 230(=f13), 0171, 892™9, 1424, pc**, bo™*
Harnack adds: E, S, V, T, pc
The 0171 fragment contains only the end of verse 44, with a dot at the end.

add after Mt 26:39 and after Lk 22:42:  f13
T&T additionally add: E, M™9, S, V, T, I1, Q, 118%, 131(=f1), 1241, pc?®, Sy-Pal
probably in error!

e C has alacuna in Lk, but adds the words at Mt 26:39 in the margin!

¢ Note that the verses in Lk originally stood in O1.

¢ One Sy-P MS has in the margin: "Haec pericope non reperitur in evangeliis
apud Alexandrinos."

Lacuna: C, 33
B: no umlaut



Variants in the text: .

~ ~ 4 4
43 [[DdON &€ adT® dyyeroc T am oUpavold EVLoYLWY oDTOV. 44
Kol yevdpevoc év dywvie éktevéotepor mpoondyetor kol &éyéveto" O
¢ \ 5 ~ rlz¢ \ ’ s r2 ’ > N (A ~ \2
Lopw¢ ocvtod Twoel BpopPol alpotoc “kKotoPalvoveg eml ‘tny yRvY.]]

s T2

™ kuplou 1424, pc, ¢, Sy-H
™2 gmd Tod D,Q, U, 0, ¥, 828, 983, 1071°, 1241, pc
1 &yévero 8¢ D, L, A, ©, (f13), Maj, Sy-H
txt: 01%, V, X, ¥, f1, 157, pc, Lat
T ¢ D, 2542
" kotofoivovtoc  01%, X, 346, pc, Lat, Sy-P
? g YA Q, %, ¥, 892, pc
f13:

The situation for f13 is rather complicated (check Clivaz):

o All f13 MSS, except 174 and 230, have the text in Mt! But 174 has a
reference to Lk in Mt and 230 has a reference to Mt in the margin of Lk. 174
and 230 are probably just displaying the standard Byzantine text here.

e 124,543 do not have the text or a note on it in Lk at all, but have a link to Lk
in Mft.

e 13*,69, 788 and 826 have 01 O¢ either in the text or in the margin of Lk.

e 13 and 346 have the verses in the margin of Lk. 13 unfortunately has a lacuna
in Mt. 346 has the verses in the text of Mt.

o 828, 983 and 1689 have the verses in the text of Lk without signs of doubt,
but all three have also a reference to Mt (828 in Mt and 983 in Lk).

So the f13 reading is to have the text in Mt. But all f13 MSS show and note
some knowledge that the verses also belong to Lk. Five MSS actually have the
full text in Lk (139, 346™9, 828, 983, 1689). The simple statement in NA "f13
om. hic et pon p. Mt 26:39" is therefore misleading.

f13 shows other signs of such textual variations for liturgical purposes, e.g. the
transfer of the PA from John to Lk 21:38.

MS C/04:

C unfortunately has a lacuna in Lk. A corrector notes the verses in Mt in the
margin with a reference to Lk. The beginning is unreadable: ... [A]ovka k.
omy" WPOL 6€ ALTW OYEAOG ... KL QVOOTOG KO TNG TPOCEVYELC EPYETE"
CTL. ¢ K. poth. on~.



Clivaz writes: "The scribe even indicates the Eusebian number of the Lukan
passage, and quotes from Lk 22:43 to 22:45a ... Three little crosses can be seen
in this marginal note ..."

Regarding the date Clivaz writes: "This marginal note in C has not been dated by
NA. Returning to Tischendorf's remarks, we can learn that the little crosses are
a reminder of the text's use in liturgical readings, and can be traced to the
second corrector, who lived in Constantinople in the 9™ CE (€3)."

0171 is our earliest Greek witness (ca. 300 CE). It is fragmentary and preserves
only a part of verse 44.
It reads:
T OKAIETENETO]OT A
WCAY T OYWCEIBFO
OIAITMAT O]CKAT ARBA]
NONT EC €]11] T HNITHN

new column:

PR AIANACT ACATI[O ..

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lectionary usage:

The reason for the inclusion of the verses in Mt is clearly lectionary usage.
Raymond E. Brown writes ("The Death of the Messiah" p. 181, n. 4):

"Luke 22:43-45a was read on Holy Thursday (between Mt 26:21-39 and Mt
26:40-27:2); when it became customary fo read Lk 22:39-23:1 as a pericope on
Tuesday of the last week before Lent, Lk 22:43-44 was omitted from it to avoid
duplication."

It is thus clear that the transfer of the verses between Mt and Lk has no
impact on the textual problem of the originality of these verses. This variation
is secondary and is due to liturgical influences.

Aland is wrong if he assigns f13 a strategic role here for the solution of the
problem: "This kind of fluctuation in the NT manuscript tradition is one of the
surest evidences for the secondary character of a text."

This may be true in other cases, but here it has no relevance.

It is possible that the omission in later witnesses has to do with this lectionary
usage. Hoskier (Codex B, I, p. 407ff.) thinks that the passage was labeled with
certain marks either fo indicate transfer to Mt or simply fo indicate the passage
for lectionary use. These marks then misled some scribes to omit.

Compare:
T. van Lopik "Once again: Floating words ..." NTS 41 (1995) 286-291


http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

P69:

In P69 (3™ CE, POxy 2383) also verse 42 is omitted. Due to the fragmentary
state of the papyrus the text is not completely safe. After verse 41 it continues
probably with verse 45 kol GVOOTAG ... Possibly this indicates a secondary

deletion in the exemplar of P69?
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

P69 probably reads:

JIACOHATIAY TWNWC]JEIANIOOYER[OAHN
KAJIOEICT ATONATATIPOCIHY XET O
[KAIANACT ACATIOTHCIIPOCEY XHC]
EAOWNITIPOCTOYCJMAOHT ACKO]
MWMENOYCATIOTH]CAYTIHC[K]AJ
ENIEN AYTOIC - .ca 4. JTIKAOEYAE

T EANACTANTECIIpOC]EY XEC[O]E
INAMHEICEAOHT EEICTIEIPJACMON

Note that this reconstruction is based on a new suggestion for line 4 by T.A.
Wayment (ref. below). The old reconstruction by Turner (ed. pr., followed by
IGNTP) suggested an omission of verse 45aq, too. This is obsolete now.

P69: reconstructed text: P69 omits the red parts.
41 [kol a0tog Gmeonaodn an’ adtdv wolel AlBou BloAny kal Oelc T
Yovate Tpoo|nbyeto
42 AEywr: motep, €L BovAeL Tapéveyke TOUTO TO TOTNPLOV GT
€Lod: ANV U1 TO BEANUK OV GAAX TO OOV YLVEGHW.
43 QPO 6¢ adT® Gyyeloc am’ obpavod EvLoxlwV adTOV. 44 Kol
YEVOUEVOC €V GywVie EKTEVEATEPOV TPOONUXETO® Kol €YEVETO O
L6pwe ohToD woel Bpopfor ipetoc katafulrovteg €L TV Yiv.
45 [kl arooteg amo TG Tpooevyfic €ABwY TPOC TOUC] UoBMTOC
koL[uwpévovg amo  thjg Admmg, 46 kel [kel elmer wdtoic] Tl
koBevde[te; draotavtec  mpooledyeoBe, [lvae  un  eloédbnte el
TeLp Juoudv.
Discussion of P69:
According to Aland (Festschrift Ramon Roca-Puig, 1987) this omission points to a
deliberate excision of the prayer.
If the verses 43-44 were present in the exemplar of P69 is impossible to say.
Agreements of P69 with the D text may increase the probability that the verses
were originally present.



http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

There are two possibilities:

1. The P75, A, B et al. reading is original. Then the scribe of P69 deleted
verse 42, perhaps deliberately to get rid of the equally problematic saying
of the cup to pass from him.

2. The 01*, D et al. reading (inclusion of the verses) is original. Then the
scribe of P69 deleted the words either accidentally or deliberately,
similar to point 2.

Both points are equally possible and probable. Therefore one cannot assign
P69 as a withess for the omission of verses 43-44, but only, as a "third way",
for the omission of 42-44.

Clivaz suggests that P69 could be "a fragment of Marcion's redaction of the
Gospel of Luke". The excision only makes sense "in a type of Christianity that
preserved a single Gospel, as did Marcion", because the sentence of the cup
is present also in Mt 26:39 and in Mk 14:36. We don't know for certain, but
there is no evidence that these verses were in Marcion's gospel (compare
Clivaz for references).

P69 is not noted in NA and incorrectly (for the omission of 43-44 only) in
SQE.



Fathers evidence:

Justin (2nd CE): Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 103
€V YoP TOLG OTMOUVNUOVELMKOLY - [YEYPUTTHL] OTL LOPWEC WOEL
OpouPoL KOTEYELTO GUTOU EUYOUEVOL KoL A€YOVTEC TUPEADETW, €L
duVHTOV, TO TOTEPLOV TOUTO.
“For in the memoirs - [it is recorded] that with sweat like drops he was covered, while He
was praying, and saying, 'If it be possible, let this cup pass.'
It is noteworthy that Justin does not mention blood, he only says: "sweat
like drops".

Irenaeus (2" CE): Against Heresies, IITI, ch. 22

" .. nor would he have wept over Lazarus, nor have sweated great drops of blood
(ovd’ av Ldpwoe BpopPfoug oLpKTOC), nor have declared, 'My soul is
exceeding sorrowful' nor, when his side was pierced, would there have come
forth blood and water. For all these are tokens of the flesh which had been
derived from the earth, which he had recapitulated in himself, bearing salvation
to his own handiwork."

Hilarius (ca. 350 CE), De Trinitate X:41 (text from CCSL 62A as found in

CLCSTY:
"Nec sane ignorandum a nobis est, et in graecis et in latinis codicibus
conplurimis uel de adueniente angelo uel de sudore sanguinis nihil scribtum
repperiri. Ambigentes, utrum hoc in libris uariis aut desit aut superfluum sit
incertum enim hoc nobis relinquitur de diuersitate librorum;
Certe si quid sibi ex hoc heresis blanditur, ut infirmum adfirmet cui opus
fuerit angeli confortantis auxilio, meminerit creatorem angelorum
creationis suae non eguisse praesidio; fum deinde necessario eo modo eum
confortari, quo modo et tristem esse. Nam si nobis tristis est, id est
propter nos tristis est, necesse est ut et propter nos sit confortatus et
nobis: quia qui de nobis tristis est et de nobis confortatus est, ea
confortatus est condicione qua tristis est. Sudorem uero nemo infirmitati
audebit deputare: quia et contra naturam est sudare sanguinem, nec
infirmitas est, quod potestas non secundum naturae consuetudinem gessit.
Neque ad heresim infirmitatis pertinere ullo modo poterit, quod aduersum
heresim fantasma mentientem proficiat per sudorem sanguinis ad corporis

ueritatem."

“Certainly we cannot overlook that in very many Greek and Latin manuscripts nothing is
recorded of the angel's coming and the sweat like blood. So, someone may have doubt, if
this, in different books, is either missing or considered redundant - this is left
undetermined, because of the differences in the books.

Some heresy utilizes the words, to assert Jesus weakness, who needed the help of an
angel, but please consider that the creator of the angels does not need this protection.



[...] The bloody sweat is a witness against the heresy, which speaks mendaciously of an
illusion [of Jesus body, docetism], the sweat manifests the truth of the body."

Epiphanius, "Ancoratus" 315 and 37.1 (374 CE) writes (from Harnack, NT
Textkritik, 1931):
GAAG KoL "EkAouoer" keltoal €V TR Aoukav edoyyeilw v Tolg
aOLOPOWTOLE AVTLYPaPOLS, Kol KEXPNTOL TR WEPTUPLE O 0YLOC
Elpnratoc év t¢) kate alpéoewy TPOC TOuC doknoel Tov XpLoTov
Tepnréval  Aéyovtag.  0pBodofoL 8¢ adelAiavto  TO  pmTOV
doPndévtec kol PN vonoavtec abTOD TO  TEAOC Kol  TO
Loyupotatov:
"ol Yevduevog €v dywvig idpwoev, kol €yéveto 0 Lopw¢ ohToD
¢ BpouPor alpatog kel WO dyyerog évioydwy odtov."

NA for comparison:

44 Kol YeVOUerog &V Gywrle EKTEVETTEPOV TPOOTIOYETO" KOl
€yéveto 0 Lopw¢ adtod woel BpduPoL alportoc katePalvovteg émi
my yiv.

43 3pON S¢ adTH &yyerog & odpavod évioxdwy adTov.

Harnack thinks that Epiphanius has read the words in reversed order, but this
might simply be due to inaccurate quoting.

Jerome:
"In quibusdam ["certain"] exemplaribus tam Graecis quam Latinis invenitur
scribente Luca: Apparuit illi angelus ... "

Testament of Abraham 20:5 (original probably Jewish, 15" or 2™ CE):
KaTHAOe 0 LOpWe €k ThHC OYewe adTod woel Bpoufol alpetog
"the sweat came down from his eyes like drops of blood"
This is the closest verbal parallel to Lk 22:44, perhaps a Christian
interpolation? The Testament also presents the theme of the cup (as
"bitter cup of death"), the confrontation between the will of Abraham and
the will of God, and Abraham's triple request to Death for going away.

Justin the Apostate (331-363 CE) is quoted by Theodore of Mopsuestia, possibly
from the (now lost) Emperor's 2" book against the Galilaeans (= Christians):
aAAG Kol TolaDTor Tpooevyetal 6 Inooig,
ola, aVBpwWToC GOALOC OUULPGOPIY GEPELY €DKOAWE 00 SUVHUEVOC,
kKol T QYYEAOU OV EVLOYVETOL.

"And even such things Jesus prays, such as a wretched man unable to bear misfortune calmly,
and from an angel being strengthened."




Historia passionis Domini (Latin, 14™ CE): cited from Clivaz/SQE
"Sequitur Luc. 22. Apparuit autem ei angelus de celo confortans eum.
Qualiter autem angelus Christum in agonia sue oracionis confortaverit
dicitur in Evangelio Nazareorum. Et idem ponit Anselmus in planctu suo.
Constans esto domine modo enim venit fempus quo per tuam passionem

redimendum est genus humanum in Adam venditum."

"According to Luke 22. So an angel appeared to him, strengthening him. And the words by
which the angel strengthened Christ in his struggle in prayer, are reported in the Gospel
of the Nazarenes. And the same is also adduced by Anselm in his lamentation: Be constant,
Lord, for now comes the time in which through thy passion mankind sold in Adam will be
ransomed."

WH: "These verses and the first sentence of 23:34 may be safely called the
most precious among the remains of this evangelic tradition which were rescued
from oblivion by the scribes of the second century." They also write:
"Notwithstanding the random suggestions of rash or dishonest handling thrown
out by controversialists there is no tangible evidence for the excision of a
substantial portion of narrative for doctrinal reasons at any period of textual
history."

Metzger writes: "Nevertheless, while acknowledging that the passage is a later
addition to the fext, in view of the evident antiquity and its importance in the
textual tradition, a majority of the Committee decided fo retain the words in
the text but to enclose them within double square brackets."

Nestle: Not original, but from an early time.

Vocabulary and Style:

Harnack (and also Blass) think that the words are original: They have a typical
Lucan flavor. Compare:

NA? Luke 1:11 (0N &€ adT® yyeAog KupLov ...

OhO* appears 10 times in Lk/Act, but only once in Mk (9:4) and once in the
parallel Mt (17:3).

Hapax legomena: &ywvie, Ldpwe, OpoufoL appear only here in the NT. But this
is not really surprising, Luke has an extensive vocabulary.

R. Brown (Death) writes: "in style and vocabulary this passage is closer to Lk
than to any other NT author."




Hoskier notes that the use of yLvouaL in yevouevog €v aywvig and Kol
€yéveto 0 Lopw¢ adTod might be medical language, at least language typical
for Luke. Compare:

NAZ Acts 10:4 éudofoc yerduevog "becoming afraid" (again 24:25)
NA%" Acts 12:11 €V €XUTE) YEVOUEVOC "came to himself"

NA?" Acts 16:27 €EuTvog 8¢ yevOUero¢  "having come out of sleep"

NA?" Acts 16:29 €VTPOUOC YEVOUEVOC "trembling"

NA?" Acts 15:25 Y€VOUEVOLS OROOUULASOV "come together with one accord"
NA?" Acts 28:8 €YEVETO &€ ... TUPETOLE Kol SLOEVTEPLW
"lay sick with fever and dysentery"

This indicates that the wording in this passage appears to be typical for Luke.

On the other hand &yyeAog am’ oVparoD appears nowhere else in Lk nor the
NT. Lk uses G;yyeAoc kupLoD etc.

Compare also John 12:27-30:

“Now my soul is troubled. And what should I say 'Father, save me from this hour'? No, it is for
this reason that I have come to this hour. 28 Father, glorify your name." Then a voice came from

heaven (pwVT €k TOD 0UPavoD), "T have glorified it, and T will glorify it again." 29 The
crowd standing there heard it and said that it was thunder. Others said, "An angel has spoken to
him." 30 Jesus answered, "This voice has come for your sake, not for mine.

According to Harnack these words were adapted from Lk. But John changed
them considerably: the angel and the blood have been removed, the
strengthening is not for Jesus, but for the others.

So, if John was inspired from Luke, he must have read the verses in his edition
of Luke.

Luke parallels several accounts of his passion narrative in Acts. It has been

suggested (Tuckett), that the Agony story is paralleled by Paul's shipwreck:

Acts 27:23-25 For last night there stood by me an angel of the God to whom I belong and whom
I worship, 24 and he said, 'Do not be afraid, Paul; you must stand before the emperor; and
indeed, God has granted safety to all those who are sailing with you." 25 So keep up your
courage, men, for I have faith in God that it will be exactly as I have been told.

The parallelism seems clear.



R. Brown (Death of the Messiah, p. 186-7) notes that there might be an allusion
to the LXX version of Deu 32:43:
LXX Deuteronomy 32:43 €0dppardnte olpavol oo odTE Kol
TPOOKLYMOATWONY 0T@ Tovrtec viol Beod eddpardnte €0vn uetd
t0D0 Awod adTOd KoL EVLOYUOGTWONY oDTG TEVTEC GyyeAol Beod
0TL T0 alpe TOV ULV «ltoD €kdLkaTol Kol €kdLKNoeL Kol
avtamodwoct dikny Tolg €xBpolc kal TOl¢ ULooDOLY GUTHTOSWOEL
kol ekkodoplel klpLog Ty yAv Tod Anod adtod
“Rejoice, ye heavens, with him, and let all the angels of God worship him. rejoice ye
Gentiles, with his people, and let all the sons of God strengthen themselves in him; for
he will avenge the blood of his sons, and he will render vengeance, and recompense justice

to his enemies, and will reward them that hate him; and the Lord shall purge the land of
his people."

Discussion:

The words were known from the earliest times on. Justin and Irenaeus (2" CE)
quote them and they appear, already in an expanded form, in the Gospel of the
Nazarenes (2™ CE).

The wording appears to be typically Lukan.

It is possible that the verses had been edited outf, because it was felt
inappropriate for Jesus to show such human weakness (dyovie and
strengthening by an angel). Elsewhere in Lk Jesus is always calm and in control.
This is supported by Epiphanius, who thinks that the passage was suppressed by
anxious orthodox (anti-ebionitic). Also Hilarius hints at this (see above).

On the other hand it has been suggested that the words have been added to
show that Jesus was a real human being and not a super-human God (anti-
docetic, ebionitic).

See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 187 - 194: ".three writers of the 2nd
century: Justin, Irenaeus and Hippolytus. Remarkably, in all three cases the
verses are cited to the same end, to counter any notion that Jesus was not a
real flesh and blood human being."

But is a strengthening by an angel really necessary to show that? The agony and
sweat would have been sufficient.

So, either

a) someone omitted the words because they possibly indicated a not fully divine
Jesus, or

b) someone added the words to show that Jesus was a real flesh and blood
human being.



It is noteworthy that the equally shocking word from the passing of the cup,
which was so offensive to Celsus, has not been edited out in the same way. We
only know this omission from P69.

Both, addition and omission are explicable on doctrinal grounds, so not decisive.
In favor of the omission is the note by Epiphanius. Hilarius notes both
arguments (ebionitic and docetic). Very early patristic support and stylistic
reasons support the originality of the words.

Against this stands strong external support for the omission:

P75,01%, A, B, R, T, W, 579, Sy-S, sa, bo.

But the support in favor of the words is also not bad:

01*%, D, L, Q, 01713 € {1 892, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy-C

Very difficult! Overall, I think there is a slight edge in favor of the words.

Compare also the variant Lk 23:34, where the external evidence is similar.

Compare:

A. Harnack "Probleme im Texte der Leidensgeschichte Jesu, I. Zu Lk
22:43-44" in "Studien zur Geschichte de NT und der Alten Kirche, I: Zur
Neutestamentlichen Textkritik", 1931, p. 86-91

L. Brun "Engel und Blutschweil Lk 22:43-44" ZNW 32 (1933) 265-276
[argues for the inclusion of the words with the argument that Lk nowhere
else shortens the account of Mk without adding some replacement.]

J.H. Neyrey "The Absence of Jesus' Emotions - the Lucan Redaction of Lk
22:39-46" Biblica 61 (1980) 153 - 171

B.D. Ehrman and M.A.Plunkett "The angel and the agony: The textual
problem of Lk 22:43-44" CBQ 45 (1983) 401-16 [argues for the short
text]

M. Patella "The death of Jesus: The diabolic force and the ministering
angel", dissertation, Paris, 1999, esp. p. 9-15, 64-73

CM Tuckett "Luke 22, 43-44, The Agony in the Garden .." in "Festschrift
Delobel, Leuven 2002, p. 131 - 144

Claire Clivaz " 'A Sweat like Drops of Blood' - at the crossing of
Intertextual reading and textual criticism", SBL contribution 2004.

Claire Clivaz "The Angel and the Sweat Like 'Drops of Blood' (Lk 22:43-
44). P69 and f13" HTR 98 (2005) 419-440

T.A. Wayment "A new transcription of POxy 2383 (P69)" NovT 50 (2008)
351-57



Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
in single brackets in the text.



TVU 291

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 22:47 "EtiL adtod AxAodvtog L6oL OxAog, kol O Acyoperog
Tovdog €lc TOV Owdeko Tponpxeto «dToLE Kol HyyLoer 1@ ‘Inood
pLAfooL adTtov T .

T toDT0o Yop onuelov dedwkel adtolc: Ov dv dLinow adtidc EOTLY

D,E, H, X, 0,0211, f13, 2, 700, 1071, 2766, pm,

it(aur, b, ¢, d, rh), Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, geo, aeth

f13: 174, 230 omit

Lat(a, f, ff2, i, 1, q, vg) omit.
Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 26:48 0 6¢ TPedLOOVE KDTOV €dWKEY DTOLE ONUELOV
AEywr: oV Y GLANow a0TOC €0TLY, KPOTNONTE CUTOV.

27 4 \ < \ b \ ’ ) ~
NA“" Mark 14:44 dedwkeL 6€ O TaPaOLOOLG QUTOV OCULUCOTMUOV KUTOLG
AEywr: OV oY GLANow alTOC €0TLY, KPOTNONTE oDTOV Kol OToYyeTe
ROGoUARDC.

Probably added from the Mt/Mk parallels. There is no reason for an omission.
The diverse supporting witnesses indicate an early date of origin.

D. Parker (Living Text) writes: "The harmonization is interesting, in that it is not
simply a verbatim transference of the material, but a slight revision, or rather a
number of independent revisions, so that Matthew's words will fit the Lukan
context better."

For the exact wording of the various witnesses check the IGNTP volume.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 292

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 22:51 amokpLOeic 6¢ 0 'Inoolc elmer: €édte €wg TOUTOL®
kol oapevoc Tod Wtiov idooto odTov.

D, it(a, d, e, f, ff2, rl), arm™:
\ b ’ \ ~ (Y4 9 - \ b 4 \ » 9 ~
Kol ékTelvoc TNV Yelpo Nleto adtod kol amekoteotadn To ovc odtod
from Mt? from verse 50

Lat(aur, b, c, g, vg) read txt.

omit verse: 0171, Marciont

Marcion omitted 22:49-51 according to Epiph.

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

EKTELVW "stretch out, extend"
Compare previous verse 50:

NAZ Luke 22:50 kol émotofer €lc TG €€ abT@Y ToD GpPYLEPEWS TOV
SoDAov kol adpelier T0 o0¢ odtod TO SefLov.

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 26:51 Kal 1800 €ic TV pete ‘Inood éktelvag Tty xelpo
améoTooey  THY  dayelpoy  «dtod kel Tetefec Tov  SodAov  ToD
GEYLEPEWS adpelicy adtoD TO Wtlov.

Compare also:

NA? Luke 5:13 Kol €ékTelvoc TNV yelpo NPato adtod Aéywr: OEAw,
KoBopLloOnTL: kel €0BEwe 1) A€mpo amAABer am’ adToD.

NAZ Luke 6:10 kol TepLprefapevoc mavteg odtovg €lmery  adTR:
€KTELVOV TNV XELPO 00L. 0 8¢ €TOLNoEV Kol GTeknTeoTodn 1) Yelp
o0TOoD.

Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests that the rephrasing is due to a supposed discrepancy:
In verse 50 the ear is cut off, so, how can he touch it and heal it? This then has
been changed by D into:

"And reaching out his hand he touched him and restored his ear."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 293
112. Difficult variant
NAZ" Luke 22:61 TPLV GA€KTOPR GpwITHONL ONUEPOV GTPYNOT UE TPLC.

BYZ Luke 22:61 IIplv aAéktopa pwrhiont GTPYNOT e TPLC
Byz A,D,W,A, 0,Y¥, 0250, f1, 565, 700, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, sa™*

txt  P69(3™ CE), P75,01,B,K, I L, M, T, X, 070, f13, 157, 579, 892, 1241,
al, b, ff?, 1, Sy-S, Sy-H**, sa, bo
f13 has onuepov pwriical

\

ol  Sy-C

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

onuepov "today"

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 26:75 OTL TpLV dAékTope Gwrfonl TPLC ATOPYNON e
NA?" Mark 14:72 Tply &Aéktope pwvriioal SLg TPLC pe amaprnon:
Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 26:34

€v TohTN TH VUKTL TPLY dAékTopo pwrfioel TPLC ATHPVNON L.

NA?" Mark 14:30

oL onuepor TalTN TH VUKTL TPLY 1} dl¢ dAékTopa Pwrionl TPLC e dmapvnon.
NA?" Luke 22:34

00 PWUNOEL OTUEPOY GAEKTWP €WC TPLS HE ATaPYNON €LbevuL.

OMUEPOV appears in the Jesus prediction in Mk and Lk, but not in Mt. In the
exact parallels oMuepov does not appear in Mt and Mk.

On the one hand it is possible that oNuepov has been added from the
prediction accounts.

On the other hand it could have been omitted as a harmonization to Mt/Mk (so
Weiss).

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 294
Minority reading:
NAZ Luke 22:62 koil €EEABOV €EEW EKADVOEY TLKPGC.

omit verse: 0171'9, it (a, b, e, ff2,i, 1, rl)
WH have the verse in single brackets.

Lat(aur, c, d, f, q, vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallel:

NA? Matthew 26:75 kol éuvnodn o IIétpoc tod pruetoc ‘Inocod
€lpnKoToC OTL TPLY aAékTopo dwrfioel TPLC OmePYNOT e Kol
eEe APV €W Ekdouoer TLKPGC.

NAZ Mark 14:72 kol €00UC €k B€LTEPOL GAEKTWP €PWUNOEY. Kol
avepvnodn o Ilétpoc t0 PAux W¢ eimer wdt® O ’Inoodg OTL TPLY
aA€kTOpo pwrfionl Sic TPLe pe amuprnorn” Kol EmLBoiwy ékAnLev.

Compare next verse 63:

NA?" Luke 22:63 Kol oL &vdpec ol ouvvéyovteg adtov évémuLlov
a0TE OEPOVTEC,

BYZ Luke 22:63 Kl ol &vdpec ol ouvexovteg tov Ingody évemuilov
a0T@ SEPOVTEG

It is basically possible that the verse has been added as a harmonization o Mt
(so actually the NEB!). But the support is just too weak for that. It is therefore
more probable that the words have been omitted accidentally (the next verse 63
also begins with kol).

The text of fragment 0171 has been carefully reconstructed by J. N. Birdsall:

J. Neville Birdsall, "A fresh examination of the fragments of the Gospels of St.
Luke in MS 0171 and an attempted reconstruction with special reference to the
recto)" in: "Philologia Sacra", Festschrift for Frede/Thiele, Freiburg 1993.

He concludes: "We have confidence that the study of the extant fragments
have laid a sure foundation for our contention that, ...the whole of verse 62 was
not found in the folium when still undamaged."



D. Parker writes (Living Text): "There is no obvious reason why a scribe should
deliberately omit the reference, and the likelihood is that the words are a later
addition from Matthew."

A serious objection fo the originality of the verse comes from the fact that the
®DTOV in the next verse 63 does not refer to Peter, but to Jesus. In verse 62
Peter is the subject. So the o0TOV would naturally refer to Peter in verse 63,
too. This has been felt from early on and the Byzantine text replaces TOV
‘Inocodbv for
aOTOV.
61 The Lord turned and looked at Peter. Then Peter remembered the word of the Lord,
how he had said to him, "Before the cock crows today, you will deny me three times."

62 And he went out and wept bitterly.
63 Now the men who were holding him began to mock him and beat him;

On the other hand without verse 62 the situation is not much better. In verse
61 still Peter could be seen as the last mentioned subject.

CM Tuckett (in 6. Strecker "Minor Agreements", p. 134) writes: "The theory of
a textual corruption of the text of Luke, with a harmonizing addition being made
fairly early, still seems to be the best solution. Such a theory can claim (little)
support in the manuscript tradition; it eases the problem of the Lukan narrative
sequence; it makes the gospel texts differ; and moreover, when coupled with a
theory of Matthew's text is a secondary attempt to explain and ease the very
hard Markan text, it provides a reasonably coherent explanation of the
manuscript evidence of all three synoptic texts."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 295

113. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 22:64 kol TepLkodOavteg adTOV ETMPWTWV
Aéyovteg: TPodNTELOOY, TLC €0TLY O TLOKG OF;

BYZ Luke 22:64 kol TepLkadDiovteg odtov étumtor adtod tO Tpoowtov,
Kol EmMPWTwy adtov, Aéyovtec Ilpodrtevoor Ti¢ €0TLY O Taloog o€

"and having blindfolded him, (they were striking him on the face)"

Byz A,D,W,A, 0, Y, 13,157,579, 700, 1071, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, ff%,i, 1, q, vg), Sy-H
o0tod T0 Mpdowmov étumtov adtOvy D, d

abToD TO mpdowmov 063, 070, f1, pc, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa
(063 acc. to Gregory, Textkritik, IIT, p. 1059 and IGNTP)

txt P75,01,B,K II, M, L, T, 1241, pc, it(b, c, e, r'), bo
EmMPWTOY odtov 01

063 not in NAI
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 26:67-68 TOtTe €véMTLUOOY €lc TO TPOOWTOV olTOD Kol
ekoradrLocy adTOV, oL O€ €PUTLONY 68 AEYOVTEC: TPOPNTELOOV TULV,
YPLOTE, TLC €0TLY O Tolowg O€;

NA? Mark 14:65 Kol fpfavtd Tiveg eumtiely adT@ Kol TEPLKOADTTELY
a0toD 10  mpoowmov kol koiudllewy alTOV kol Aéyewy  alT®:
TpopNTELOOY, KoL OL UTMPETHL PaTiopaoLy adtor édafov.

Compare previous verse 63:
NA%" Luke 22:63 Kal ol avdpec ol ouvvéxovteg adtov evémullov adTe
Sépovrec, 8€pw "beat, strike, hit"

The Byzantine reading adds the striking in verse 64 a second time. It could have
been omitted therefore as being redundant.

The words could have been added as a harmonization to the parallels, but the
words are not identical.



Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests that the words have been added, because of the
following ToLowcg.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 296
114. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 22:68 €0V 8¢ €pWTNOW, OV UT GTOKPLOATE.

BYZ Luke 22:68 €0V 6€ KoL €PWTNOW OV UT) GTOKPLOATE oL,
A dmoAldonte.

T&T #46

Byz A,D,N,W,A, Y, 0211, f13, 700, 1278°¢, 2786, Maj, Latt, Sy, Weiss, [Trg]
| amoAvonrte 892, pc*®
f| &moAvonte por/ue pc’, a
€0V 8¢ EPWTNOW, OV UT amoAlonte. 2542

txt  P75,01,B,L, T, 1241, 1278*, bo
poL O, f1, 22,157,579, 1612, pc*, vg™, sa

omit verse: pc® (901, 2729), e, vg™
T&T has © and ¥ wrong (interchanged).
Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

"you will not answer me or send me away"

No parallel.

It is possible that the words have been omitted due to h.t. (HTE - HTE, so
Weiss). Note the evidence of 1278! It appears that the personal pronoun has
been added independently.

It is possible that the words have been added to give some kind of explanation
as to what the question might be.

The whole verse is slightly strange, so it is no surprise that some witnesses
omitted it altogether.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words are too difficult to have been added
secondarily, note the missing object!

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 297

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 23:2 “Hpfavto 6&¢ katnyopely odtod A€yovteg TodTov
eOpaper Slootpébovta O Broc MOV 7' kal kwAilovte dbpouc

Kaloopt 8186var T kal Aéyovto €outdv ypLotov Paciiée elvot.

T1 \ 4 \ A ~
kol kotoedbovto TOV vOUoV kol todC TpodnTac

it(b, c, e, ff,i, 1, q), vg™*, Marciont

™2 kol dmooTpédovTa TOC YUVKIKNC KoL TO TEKVW
c, e, Marciont

but c, e have it at the end of verse 23:5:

et filios nostros et uxores avertit a nobis;

non enim baptizantur sicut et nos, nec se mundant.

"and our sons and wives he turns away from us"

“for they do not receive baptism in the same way as we do, nor do they purify
themselves."

Lat(a, aur, d, f, r!, vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" Matthew 5:17 M) voulonte 6tL HAOoV kataADool TOV VOROV 1§} TOUG

mpodriog:
Possibly omitted as conflicting with Jesus teaching, e.g. Mt 5:17.

On the other hand the first insertion fits perfectly to Marcion's doctrine.

JR Harris (Codex Bezae, p. 230f.) also sees these as Latin Marcionite
corruptions. Both these accusations are the same as those presented against
Marcion and his followers, "who do not hold fo the perfunctory method of
baptism, but demand a severe ascetic preparation for the rite."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 298
NAZ" Luke 23:6 [TLABTOC 8¢ dkoVO®G EMMPWTNOEY
el 0 avBpwtoc IaAlAnloc éoTLy,

BYZ Luke 23:6 ITtAdtoc &¢ dkolong [aAldaloy émpuwtnoey
el 0 avOpwtoc NadlAnloc éoTLy:

"And Pilate having heard of 'Galilee’ ..."

Byz A,D,R,W,A, 0,Y,fl,f13,157,579, 700, 1071, Maj, Latt, Sy, sa, Trg
txt P75,01,B,L, T,070, 1241, bo, arab™®

Tregelles has additionally [I'aALAclocr] in brackets in the margin.
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
A natural addition of the missing object.
On the other hand the word could have been omitted as redundant.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 299

NA? Luke 23:8 ‘O &¢ ‘Hpwdne idwv tov 'Incodv éxapn Alav, fv yop &€
LK@V xpovwy BEAwY Lol adTor SLi TO GKoVeLY Tepl wdTOD
kol NATLCEY TL omuelor L8ely LT wdTOD YLVOpEVOoV.

BYZ Luke 23:8 0 6¢ ‘Hpwdnc 6wy tov ‘Incody éxapn Alov Av yop
BEAwy €€ Lkorod L8ty adTov dLi TO GkoVeELy ToAAL Tepl adToD Kol
NATL(EY TL onuelov Loely UT adtod yLvopevov

Byz A ,W,R A, Y, 13,892, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H
Tepl adtod moAA  f13

txt P75,01,B,D,K IL L, M, T,0,070,fl, 157,579, 1241, al,
d, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA? Matthew 14:1 'BEv ¢ékelvw T¢) koelp® Hkovoer ‘Hpwdng o
TeTpoapyNe Y akony ‘Incod,

NA%" Mark 6:20 0 yop ‘Hpgdne époPeito tov Twavvny, €ldwg adtov
avdpe SLKoLOV KoL GyLoV, Kol ouvetnpel oDTOV, Kol GKoLooC oDTOD
TOAAX NTOPeEL, kol NOEWC odTOD NKOVEV.

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 300

115. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:11 €EouBevnoac 6¢ odtov [kal] 6 Hpodne oby tolg
OTPUTEVUNOLY aDTOD Kol €umoifoc mepLPadwy €00fita Aapumpoy
aremepper adtov ¢ ILAdTw.

adTOV 0  A,B,D,K IL R, A, O, f1,174, 230, 983, 1689(=f13), 157, Maj,
Lat, Sy, bof", sa, WH, NA®®, Weiss, Trg
adTOV W, 063, 1241, 2542, al

adTOV kel 0 P75,01,L,N, T, X, ¥, f13, 579, pc, a, d(!),
Sy-H™, bo?', WH", Bois, Tis, Bal, Gre
Kool ac0TOV 0 070

omit 2" kal: P75

IGNTP does additionally list 13 (against NA, Geerlings and Swanson), but omits
2542 for the W reading.

Lacuna: 33

B: no umlaut

€EovbeVEw "despise, treat with contempt"
Compare:

NA%" Luke 22:63 Kol ol avdpec ol ouvveyovtec adtov évémallov odT@

6ép0V‘E€Q, "And the men who were holding Jesus were mocking him, beating him;"

No parallel.
Kol here with the meaning "even, also".

The kol could have been added as a connection to the previous verse:

NA? Luke 23:10 €LOTNKELOY 8€ OL GPYLEPELS KUL OL YPOUUOTELC
€VTOVWE KoTNYopodvtee ohToD.

10 The chief priests and the scribes stood by, vehemently accusing him.

11 But having treated him with contempt also Herod with his soldiers, and

having mocked, having dressed him in a bright robe, he did send him back to
Pilate."



On the other hand it could have been omitted because an explicit rejection is
not mentioned. Both arguments are not very probable.

It is possible that it has been added to intensify the expression, "even he".
It is also possible that the word has been omitted because of the rare meaning.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 165) thinks that the KoL has been added (in view of the

following éuTlEaC) in retrospect at verse 22:63.
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original = tendency to omit brackets)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 301

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 23:12

&yévovto &€ piloL O te

‘Hpo)dne kol 0 ITIiAdtoc év adth T Nuépe HeT’ GAANAWY"
TpoiUTApYoV Yap v €xOpa dvtec mPOC oOTOVC.

Ovtec O€ &V dndla O
IIilatoc kol 0 ‘Hpwdnc éyévovto dilol év aldth Th nuépe
D,c,d

Cum essent autem in dissensionem (d: lite) Pilatus et Herodes facti sunt amici in
illa (d: ipso) die.

Note that in the text version there is a word order variant of the names, as in
the D-reading:

‘Hpw)dne koL 6 ITuddtoc  P75,01, B, L, T, ¥, 070, 124, 579, 892, 1071,
1241, 1424, 1675, Lat, sa, bo™
IMidatoc kel O ‘Hpwdne A, D, K, II, N, W, O, 1, f13, 28. 157, 565, 700,

Maj, Sy
Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut
TPOVTAPYW = "be or exist previously"
€x0pu = "hostility, ill will, hatred"

Ovtec €v andle = "being at odds"

No parallel.

Strange variation.

The D reading contains the rare word andle which appears nowhere else in the
NT and only once in the LXX (Prov. 23:29).

The only reasonable explanation is that the verse has been changed to improve
style.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 302
NA? Luke 23:15 GAL" 006¢ ‘Hpwdne, avémeuler yop adTtov TPOg MUAC,
kol 180 o0der GELov Bavotou €0TLY TETpayuévor adTd:

BYZ Luke 23:15 &AL 006¢ ‘Hpwdne avémeufo yop OUdc oG odTOV
kol 180 00der GELov Bavatou €0TLY TETPaYUEVOY alT®:

Byz A,D,W,A, ¥, fl,124,174, 230, 346(=f13), 700, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Trq

txt P75,01,B,K, I L, M, T,0, 070,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
aur, f, vg™°, Co, Trg™
avémepliay... 070

avéTeplier yop abtov TPog LUAC 13, pc, vg™t, Sy-H™
grémeplie  yap adTOV TPOC VUAE 788, al, vg™

grémepio yop odTtov mPo¢ adTOVY  Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, arm, geo?

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Neither has Herod [found this man guilty]
txt "for he sent him back to us"
070 "for they sent him back to us"
Byz "for I sent you back to him"
f13 "for he sent him back to you"
788 "for I sent him back to you"
Sy ‘"for I sent him back to him"

Compare verse 7 and 11:
NA? Luke 23:7 [ IILAd&toc] avemeper adtov mpoc ‘Hpwdny,
NA% Luke 23:11 [ ‘Hpwénc] avémeuper adtov 16 ITiAatw.

Metzger writes: "In the ftransmission of this clause, copyists became hopelessly

confused..."

The txt reading makes the best sense. First Pilate sent Jesus to Herod, Herod
sent him back to Pilate. So the natural answer of Pilate would be: "Herod has not

found this man guilty, for he sent him back to us."

The Byzantine reading seems to mean: "I have examined him in your presence
and have not found this man guilty - nor has Herod - for I sent you back fo him."

The Byzantine reading does not deal with the Herod clause at all.



The other readings are probably just errors.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 303

116. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 23:17

BYZ Luke 23:17 grorykny 6€ elyev dmoAVely adTOlc KT €0PTNV €va.

T&T #47

Byz 01,(D), W, A, ©, ¥, f1, f13, 131, 157, 1071, Maj, Lat, Sy, bo®", [Trg™]
dvoykny &€ elyer kot €opthy dmoAlely altolc évo.
D, ®, ¥, 579, 892™, 1424, 1675, pc**
add €éva 6éouLov: al'??
ouvndelow for Graykny N, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, sa™* (from Jo)

add after verse 19 D, pcz, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, aeth
(not noted in T&T)!

txt P75, A,B,K I, L, T, 070, 0211, 892*, 1241, pc?3, a, vg™, sa, bo"!

Lacuna: 33
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:15 Koto, 6€ €optny €lwbel 6 Tyyeuwy GmoAvely évo T6
OxAw S€opLor ov fBeiov.

NA? Mark 15:6 Koatd 6¢ €optny améAver olTolc €ve. OECULOV OV
ToPMTOLVTO.

NA?" John 18:39 €0TLV 8¢ ouvvnBelo VUIV Tvo €ve GmoAbow UULY €V TQ
OO0

Compare next verse:
NA?" Luke 23:18 "Avékparyov &€ TopmANOelL AEYOVTEC ...

It is possible that the verse has been omitted very early due to homoioarcton
(@vaykny &€ - "Avékpayor 6€). Later some withesses inserted it at the wrong
place. But the insertion after verse 19 could also be explained as D having an
exemplar that was originally without the verse. Possibly the words were written
in the margin and then inserted at the wrong place.

On the other hand it is possible that the sentence has been added as an early
attempt to harmonize the text with Mt/Mk (so Weiss).



Problematic with this view is that the harmonization is not exactly like the
Mt/Mk wording. Especially dvaykn does not appear here. GVOYKT| appears 3
times in Lk and once in Mt. Note that some withesses have ouvn@eLav here
from John.

It has also been suggested that without the words the story is rather difficult
to understand.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 304

117. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 23:23 oL 6¢ €MEKELVTO PwVILE WeyoAnLS olToOueroL odTOV
oTaLupwOHVEL, Kl Katloyvor al dwral cdTtdv.

BYZ Luke 23:23 oL 6¢ €TEKELVTO GWVOLE HEYOAXLE alTolpevoL adToV
oTaLPWOHVEL Kal KeTloyvov ol dwral adTOY Kel TOV GpYLEPEWD.

T&T #48

"And they were pressing with loud voices asking him to be crucified, and
prevailing were the voices of them, and those of the chief priests."

Byz A,D,N,P,W,A, 0,V¥,0250, f1, 13, 131, 157, 579, 892, 1071, 2786, Maj,
c.d f, Sy, [Trg]

Kol TOV apyOvTwy 1253
Kol TV dpyovToy Kol TV GpyLepéwy 1424
Kol TV TPedBuTéEpWY 2680

txt P75,01, B, L, 070, 130, 755, 1241, Lat, Co, arab™®

Lacuna: 33
B: umlaut! (1346 B 40 L) ¢wval adt@dv. 24 Kal ITLA&TOg émékpLyey

No parallel.

Sounds like an afterthought.

It is possible that the words have been omitted to improve style. It is also
possible that they have been omitted due to h.t. (.WN - .WN).

On the other hand the words could have been added to specify those who were
responsible for Jesus death.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 305

118. Difficult variant:

NA?" Luke 23:27 "HkoAo0BeL 8¢ adT@ TOAL TAROOC ToD AxoD kol
YUVOLKQDV 0L €KOTTOVTO Kol €0prvouvy adTov.

BYZ Luke 23:27 'HkoAo0Bel 8¢ adt@d moAL mARO0¢ ToD AnoD, kel
YUVOLKQDV 0L KoL €KOTTOVTO Kol €Bpnrouy adtov.

No noted in NA, but in SQE (Byz only)!
Byz C% K IL P, W,A, 0, f1,f13, 157, 565, 700°, Maj, Sy-H

txt P75, A,B,C*, D,N, X, ¥, 0124, 0211, 33, 700*, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424,
1675, 2542, 2766, Lat(a, aur, b, d, e, f, ff2, g%, 1, vg), Co, arm

kel 69,579, ¢

o1,L,r
but L reads aikOTTOVTO for i €KOTTOVTO

o
3
—+

Compare:
NA%" Mark 15:41 oL ote v v 1 [oAdtdole korovBovy )T
BYZ Mark 15:41 ol kol, 0te v €v T [adtdole, NkoiolBour adtd,
ool 01, B, ¥, 083, 33, 892, 1424, pc, it, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co
kel A, C, L, W, A, L8445 al,l, vg
ol kel D, O, f1, f13, Maj, Sy-H

Regarding the Syriac Pete Williams comments:

"In Mark 15:41, while NA27 is right that it is unlikely that the wording of
5P could have been produced from a text reading kol for #xt's al, the
outside possibility that S or P were produced from a text reading il Kol
as D © ' 9% should not be overlooked, when full consideration is made of
the tendency of Syriac translations to overlook Kl in the meaning of

‘also’.

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek

Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 146.

It is probable that the variation here is due to the similarity of the letters. The

question is if it's an omission or an addition.



On the one hand it is possible that kol has been omitted to improve style
(omitting a redundant word) or due to parablepsis. On the other hand kol could
have been added to avoid an error like that in L, mixing up the two e-sounds.

Bill Warren suggests on the textualcriticism list (13. Sept 2006) that the kol
has been added to get the meaning "both ... and" or "not only ... but also":

"and among them were women who were both lamenting and wailing for him."
Warren writes: "Clarity is added that the women (professional or customary
social mourners?) were the ones doing both acts of lamenting him and
singing/wailing a funeral dirge for him (and not the large multitude of the
people, although such an understanding would be awkward anyway). kol could
have been added for both clarity and as a fairly common way to unite the two
participles with a common subject."

It is possible that kol has been added for this reason. On the other hand ol
kol could already be the original reading with this meaning.

The support for kel without al is just too slim, otherwise one could presume
that ol Kol is a conflation.
Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 306
NA? Luke 23:32 "Hyovto &¢ kol €tepol kakodpyoL 600 obv adtd
aveLpebiraL.

BYZ Luke 23:32 "Hyovto &¢ kol €tepol &0 kakodpyoL ovv adTe)
aveLpedfivoL

Byz A,C,D,L,P,Q W,A, 0,%¥,6 070,0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-C, Gre, Trg, Bal

txt P75,01,B
d0o 1071

omit %‘EEpOL: e, ¢, Sy-S, Co

Tis printed 600 kakoDPYOL but wrote in the corrections:
"text eodem modo voluit Tischendorfius kakobpyoL 600"
B: no umlaut

txt "Also other criminals, two, were led with him"

Byz "Also others, two criminals, were led with him"

Compare:
NA%" Luke 10:1 Meta 8¢ tadto dvédelfer 0 KOPLOG €TEPOVE €BSouNKoVT

The txt version could be read as describing Jesus as a criminal.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 307
Minority reading:
NAZ Luke 23:32 "Hyovto &¢ kol €tepol kakoDpyol S0 obv adt® T

X 2
avolpebirar T

T! Toathas et Maggatras |

T2 et Capnatas r! (having a lacuna before)

B: no umlaut

Codex Rehdigerianus, | (8" CE) reads in full:
"ducebantur autem et alii duo latrones cum illo Toathas et Maggatras
crucifigerentur

Codex Usserianus, | (7™ CE) reads in full:

"duceba]ntur autem et alii duo m[aligni] cum illo

ut crucifigere[ntur ..] et Capnatas

(the MS suffered damage from fire and water, so only one name is left.)

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 27:38 T0te otaupodvtal obv adTE 6V0 Anotel,
€lc &k deELdr T kal €lg ¢ edwripwy T

1 .
" nomine Zoatham ¢

2 )
nomine Camma ¢

T

The same addition occurs in Mk 15:27 by the same MS c.

NA% Mark 15:27 Kal ovv adte) otavpodoly 800 Anotic,
e ) ~ T1 \ e 9 3 ’ —,—2 3 ~
€ve, €k OeELOV T Kol evo €€ eDWVLUWY ovTOD.
Tl .
nomine Zoathan c

2 )
nomine Chammatha ¢

T

See "Names for the Nameless in the NT"
in B. Metzger "New Testament Studies", Leiden 1980

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 308

119. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:34 [[0 &€ ’Incodc €Mleyev: mdtep, ddec adtolc, oL Yop
otdaoy ti moroboiv.]] Siopepilouevor de T ipatie dtod EBaAov

KAPOULC.

T&T #49

omit: P75,01¢, B, D*, W, ©, 070, 579, 1241, pc’, a, b%, d, Sy-S, sa, bo, Weiss

txt

NA?°, WH both have the words in double brackets.
oL 8¢ 579
pc = 31*, 38, 435, 597*, 1808*, 2622%, 2633

01*%, A, C, D% K, II, L, Q, X, A, ¥,0250, f1, f13, 33, 131, 157, 700, 892,
1071, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*, arm,

Diatess, Irt®", Cl, Or, Eus, Chrys, Cyr, etc., Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal

In E with asteriscus.

A omits TATEP
01¢: The words are deleted by curved marks, similar to 22:43-44

D: Scrivener: "not earlier than the 9™ CE."
I am not so sure, I think that they could be earlier. The words were
added at the bottom margin where verse 33 ends and the Section
number TK has been added after the words have been added. Also
TKA has been added within the last line before SLopepLlopevoL.

b: (from Hoskier's review of the ed.pr.) "What happened in b was this.
The first hand omitted dividentes etiam vestimenta ejus miserus
sortem, but had clearly written Ihs autem dicebat pater dimitte illis
nesciunt quid faciant. In order to repair the omission of the second
clause the second hand of b calmly effaced the whole of the first
clause “But Jesus said Father forgive them ..” and wrote IN ITS
PLACE the second clausel!

B: no umlaut



Gospel of the Nazarenes (2" CE): for the Latin texts see SQE to the passage
e "As it is said in the Gospel of the Nazarenes: Due to this word [Lk
23:34a], Thousands of Jews who were standing around the cross
became believers." (found in Haimo (of Auxerre, 9™ CE) Halberstatensis,
Comm. in Isa 53:12)
e "Note that in the Gospel of the Nazarenes one can read that due to
this word, 8000 have been converted later, namely 3000 on

Pentecost (Acts 2) and later 5000 (Acts 4)." (found in Historia passionis
Domini f. B5r, also quoted in Chronicon Salernitanum, see Flusser)

Gospel of the Hebrews (possibly, quoted by Jerome in epistle 120, 8, 9):
But so much loved the Lord Jerusalem, that he wept and lamented over
the city and, hanging on the cross, he said: "Father, forgive them, for
they know not what they do." And he achieved what he begged for, and
immediately many thousands of Jews believed, and up fo the 42nd year
they had time to repent. (see SQE for the Latin).

Marcion (2" CE), acc. to Epiphanius Haer 42.11.6, lemma 0w’ (71), reads:
23:33 Kol mnAO0vtec €lc tomov Aeyopevor Kpoaviov tomoc,
cotapwony adTOV 34 kol Slepeploovto To Lpatie whTod Efaiov
KANPOUC, 45 Kol €0KoTLoOn O MALOC.

Tatian (2" CE): Arabic Diatessaron:

SECTION 52: 1 And after that, Jesus knew that all things were finished; and that the scripture
2 might be accomplished, he said, I thirst. And there was set a vessel full of vinegar: and in that
hour one of them hasted, and took a sponge, and filled it with that 3 vinegar, and fastened it on
a reed, and brought it near his mouth to give him a 4 drink. And when Jesus had taken that
vinegar, he said, Everything is finished. 5 But the rest said, Let be, that we may see whether
Elijah cometh to save him. 7 And Jesus said, My Father, forgive them: for they know not
what they do. And Jesus cried again with a loud voice, and said, My Father, into thy hands I
commend my spirit. He said that, and bowed his head, and gave up his spirit.

Fathers evidence:

No early father can be found for the omission in the 2nd 37 op 4™ CE, except
possibly Marcion.

For the full record compare IGNTP Lk vol. 2, p. 217-18.

Ignatius (2" CE), to the Ephesians, ch. 11
He threatened not, but prayed for His enemies, "Father, forgive them,
they know not what they do."



Irenaeus (2™ CE), Against Heresies Book III
16.9 and when He underwent tyranny, He prayed His Father that He would
forgive those who had crucified Him.
18.5 He exclaimed upon the cross, "Father, forgive them, for they know not
what they do,"

Clement of Alexandria (around 200 CE)

Recognitions book VI, ch. 5
Wherefore, in short, the Master Himself, when He was being led to the
cross by those who knew Him not, prayed the Father for His
murderers, and said, "Father, forgive their sin, for they know not what
they do!"

Homily XT
For the Teacher Himself, being nailed to the cross, prayed to the
Father that the sin of those who slew Him might be forgiven, saying,
"Father, forgive them their sins, for they know not what they do."

Origen™® (early 3" CE), Homily on Leviticus 2,1

Hippolytus (early 3" CE), Zahn quotes Hippolytus c. Judaeos 3:

Christ, talking in Psalm 69, is saying: €Acyov: "Totep, Gdpec adTOLS" TOLC
€0veaLy

Expository Treatise against the Jews: David the son of Jesse. He, singing a certain
strain with prophetic reference to the true Christ ... in which (strain) the Christ who
humbled Himself and took unto Himself the form of the servant Adam, ... speaks thus in
the 69th Psalm: ... Wherefore "they that sit in the gate spoke against me," for they
crucified me without the gate. "And they that drink sang against me" that is, (they who
drink wine) at the feast of the passover. "But as for me, in my prayer unto Thee, O Lord, I
said, Father, forgive them," namely the Gentiles, because it is the time for favor with
Gentiles. "Let not then the hurricane (of temptations) overwhelm me ...

also "Benedictions of Jacob" (EiL¢ tag evAoyLog tov lakwf):

Kol yop O OWwInmp Oeduerog LTEP adTOV €EAeyer: Tatep, (beg
®DTOLE, 00 Yop OLdNoLY O TOoLODOLV.

(compare: Texte und Untersuchungen 38.1: C. Diobouniotis "Hippolyts Schrift iiber die
Segnungen Jakobs")

Didascalia Apostolorum (3rd CE), ch. 6, I1.16:
For our Saviour Himself also was pleading with His Father for sinners, as it
is written in the Gospel: My Father, they know not what they do, neither
what they speak: but if it be possible, do Thou forgive them.




Apostolic_Constitutions (4™ CE), an adaptation of the Didascalia Apostolorum
Book II, ch. 16 For our Saviour Himself entreated His Father for those
who had sinned, as it is written in the Gospel: "Father, forgive them;
for they know not what they do."
Book V, ch. 14 And a little afterward, when He had cried with a loud voice,
"Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do,"

Hilarius (ca. 350 CE) quotes the word several times in refuting Arian
misinterpretations, De Trinitate I: 32, X:48, X:71.

Pseudo-Justin (ca. 400 CE), Quaestiones et Responsiones ad Orthodoxos, no. 119
(Some manuscripts ascribe this work to Justin Martyr (about 150), but it is generally recognized as a much later work. It
has been ascribed to Theodoret (who died about 458), to Diodorus of Tarsus (about 370), and left as an anonymous work
of about 400.)

TOTE HEV AEYWV O KLUPLOG  TOTEP KPEC QUTOLE OL YoP OLOKOL TL
TOLOVOL (see Harnack for full quote).

Jerome (ca. 400 CE), epistle 120, 8, 9

He quotes 23:34 as a prove for Jesus' love for Jerusalem and adds:

"Itaque inpetravit quod petierat multaque statim de Judaeis milia crediderunt."
(compare the Hebrew Gospels above)

Cyril Alex.
(ca. 425 CE) considered the words an interpolation in his book XIII of 'Contra

Julianum' (lost, but cited by Arethas in his "Commentary on Revelation", 9™ CE):
"Tatep, Gdec adtolg, o0 yap oldwoL TL ToLodoLy." €l kol
Kupliiew 16 AdeEoavdpel év 1y’ tdv kot IovALarod EAéyyw TPoOg
vobov toDTo TO0  PNTOV €8ofer amookuBaAlonL: GAA’ €l €kelvog
oUTWE, MULY o0 7ToDTO BOKeL. OTL UNdE TOVTEC OL MUPOVTEC
Tovdolol TAC TOAUNG TAV APYLEPEWV EKOLVWVOLY, OVC TEVTOC
elko¢ Votepov oppayLobfjval T mlotel, kabO kol doVAOUC KDTOUC
Ocov 0 "AyyeAlog KoA€L. (from: J. A. Cramer "Catenae Graecorum Patrum in
Novum Testamentum VIII", Oxford 1840, p. 287 on Rev 7:4-8)

No Gospel parallel.

Other parallels:

The stoning of James the Just, transmitted by Hegesipp (ca. 180 CE):

Eusebius Church History book 2, chapter 23

"And they began to stone him, for he was not killed by the fall; but he turned
and knelt down and said, ‘T entreat you, Lord God our Father, forgive them, for
they know not what they do.""




K. Haines-Eitzen notes that the words can be seen as a reminiscence to Isa
53:12:
LXX Isaiah 53:12 KoL SL0 TOC OUaPTLOG DTOY Tapedoon

“and for their sins he was given over"
Haines-Eitzen notes Luke's fondness for Isa 53 and verse 12 (compare Lk 11:22
and 22:37): "Each time, the reference cites a portion of the Isaiah verse in
chronological order."

K. Haines-Eitzen notes also the following interesting parallel:
NA% Acts 3:17 Kol vy, adeAdol, olde OTL Kot yvoLey empatute
WOTEP Kol Ol GPYOVTEC VPOV
“"And now, brothers, I know that you acted in ignorance, as did also your rulers."

Compare also: The Stoning of Stephen

NA% Acts 7:60 Oclc 6¢ TO YOvoTo €kpofer GwUf WeyoAn: KOPLE, UT
0TNONE aVTOLC TUTNY TNV GUOPTLOY. KoL TODTO €LTWY €KoLunom.

Then he knelt down and cried out in a loud voice, "Lord, do not hold this sin against them."

It is possible that the words have been omitted, because
1. of anti-Judaic tendencies in the post-apostolic church. The words could
be interpreted as Jesus forgiving the Jews. The discussion in the early
church shows that this word was very offensive to Christians in light of
the strong anti-Judaism.
2. they might contradict Jesus previous pronouncement of judgment (23:29-
31).

The words basically fit Luke's thinking and motives. The vocabulary is typically
Lukan. It can also be noted that Luke uses TATeP as an address in prayer several

times, two more times in the passion narrative (22:42, 23:46).

Blass, Zahn and Harnack consider the words genuine.



Note the similar support for the verses 22:43-44!

23:34

omit: P75, 01%, B, D*, W, ©, 579, 1241, Sy-S, sa, bo?'

txt  01%% A,C,D% K IL L, Q, X, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 892, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P,
Sy-H, bo™, Diatess

22:43-44:

omit: P75,01¢, A, B, N, R, W, 579, 1071%, pc*, f, Sy-S, sa, bo""

txt  01*“ D,KIL L, Q, X, 0, V¥, fl,174, 230(=f13), 892*,
1241, Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, bo"
C has a lacuna. f13 has txt at Mt 26:39.

Of the important MSS only A, D, © and 1241 read different in both verses.
Especially interesting is that 01 has been corrected in both verses by (I,
obviously from a different source! (This has already been noted by Streeter:
"Four Gospels" p. 123)

This looks very much like an intentional deletion (‘recensional activity'). Both
words are clearly problematic on doctrinal grounds. But the deletion must have
happened very early, because the support is early, widespread and good.

But these arguments were not convincing to all textual critics:

Hort wrote: "Its omission, on the hypothesis of its genuineness, cannot be
explained in any reasonable manner. Willful excision, on account of the love and
forgiveness shown to the Lord's own murderers, is absolutely incredible: no
various reading in the NT gives evidence of having arisen from any such cause.
[..] Few verses of the Gospels bear in themselves a surer witness to the truth of
what they record than this first of the Words from the Cross: but it need not
therefore have belonged originally to the book in which it is now included. ...
Nevertheless ... it has exceptional claims to be permanently retained, with the
necessary safeguards, in its accustomed place."

Nestle: "ganz merkwiirdig" (quite peculiar).
Weiss: "schlechterdings nicht [zu] erkldren”

(= [secondary omission] quite impossible).

The problem is to come up with a good explanation for a secondary addition of
the words.



It has been suggested that the words have been added in reminiscence of Act
7:60. It is also possible that the words come from Hegesippus (Stoning of James
the Just, see above). This has been suggested by D. Flusser. But why only in Lk
and not also in Mt and MKk, which are very similar at this point? And why with a
different wording?

The words do not fit very good into the context:

33 When they came to the place that is called The Skull, they crucified Jesus there with the
criminals, one on his right and one on his left. 34 Then Jesus said, "Father, forgive them, for
they do not know what they are doing.” And they cast lots to divide his clothing. 35 And the
people stood by, watching; but the leaders scoffed at him, saying, "He saved others; let him save
himself if he is the Messiah of God, his chosen onel!"

This might indicate a secondary interpolation.

It should be noted that from a narrative point of view, Jesus words are probably
not directed to the Jews, but to the Roman soldiers. They do not understand
what is happening. Nevertheless the words have been taken as directed to the
Jews (compare the Jewish Christian Gospels above).

Whitlark and Parsons give another argument by pointing out that with these
words, the number of sayings spoken by Jesus from the cross is now Seven.
Seven is a symbol for completeness. When the four Gospels were collected into
a single collection, it was realized that one saying was 'missing’ o make up a
complete Seven. This lead to the addition of the saying from some “floating
tradition". Perhaps it was Tatian, our first witness to the saying, who originally
added the words?

Whitlark and Parsons also point out that the support for the reading prior to
the 4™ CE is limited to the Western texttype. This is interesting, because such
an addition fits the character of the texttype.

Peter Head comments on this (ETC Blog, Aug. 2006):

“To me this argument is interesting, even somewhat clever, but not actually convincing. To be
fair I don't accept the starting point about the four-gospel collection, so never really get on
board with the basic assumptions, but for me the whole approach seems a little problematic.
Basically to accept this argument you have to be able to envisage a scribe in the mid-to-late
second century, familiar with a four-gospel collection, interested in counting the sayings of
Jesus, finding something problematic in the resultant number six, having access to a "floating"
saying (perhaps through the Diatessaron) and adding this in order to make up the number to
seven, not after the other six but at this point in Luke. I find most of these steps fairly
problematic myself. They certainly haven't shown any evidence that a scribe is likely to count
sayings like this."

Very difficult!



Compare:

o E. Graf "Uber die Echtheit und die Bedeutung der Worte in Lk 23:34:
Vater, vergib ihnen etc." TSK 34 (1861) 749-64

e A. Harnack "Probleme im Texte der Leidensgeschichte Jesu, I. Zu Lk
23:33.34" in "Studien zur Geschichte de NT und der Alten Kirche, I: Zur
Neutestamentlichen Textkritik", 1931, p. 91-98

e D. Daube "For they know not what they do: Lk 23:34", Studia Patristica
4.2 (1961-2) 58-70

e D. Flusser "Sie wissen nicht, was sie tun" in: Kontinuitdt und Einheit,
Festschrift Franz Mussner, Freiburg, 1981, p. 404-7

e JH.Petzer "Eclecticism and the text of the NT" in "Text and
Interpretation" Brill, Leiden 1991, p. 47-62, esp. 54-60

e T.M. Bolin "A Reassessment of the fextual problem of Lk 23:34a"
Proceedings: Eastern Great Lakes and Midwestern Biblical Society 12
(1992) 131-44

o J. Delobel "Luke 23:34a: A Perpetual Text-Critical Crux?" in Festschrift
T. Baarda, 1997, p. 25 - 36 [where he argues that the parallelism with
Acts 7:60 is intended and typical for Luke.]

e K. Haines-Eitzen "Luke 23:34a" in "Guardians of Letters", Oxford, 2000,
p. 119-124

e J.A. Whitlark and M.C. Parsons "The 'Seven' Last Words: A Numerical
Motivation for the Insertion of Luke 23:34a." NTS 52 (2006) 188-204

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
put the words in single brackets

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



TVU 309
NA? Luke 23:35 Kol elotrkel 6 Aad¢ Bewpdv. éEcuuktnipll{ov 6¢ kol ol
&PYOVTEC A€YOVTEC

BYZ Luke 23:35 kil €LOTNKeL O AaOC Ocwp®dv. Eecpuvktnpll{or 8¢ kol ol
Gpyovtec oLY adTOLE, AEYOVTEC

Byz A, W, A, O, f1, f13, Mqj, Lat(a, aur, f, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, Eus

txt P75,01,B,¢, (D), L, Q, X, P, 070, 69, 788(=f13), 33, 157, 579, 892, 1241,
pc, it, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co

\ ¢ 4 e \ b ~ 5 4 ¥ \ \ b4 9 ~
D: Kol €LOTNKEL O AXOC OPQV. €LLKTNPLLOV QUTOV KoL €EAEYOV CUTR”
B: no umlaut

eKUKTNPLL W "make fun of, ridicule"

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 27:41 OUOLWC KL OL GPYLEPELC EUToL(OVTEC HETH TOV
YPOUUUOTEWY Kol TpeoPutépwr éreyov:

NA? Mark 15:31 OMOLWC Kol oL apylepeic éumeilovteg mPog GAANAOULC
LETO TAV YPOUUTEWY EAEYOV:

There is no reason for an omission, but also not for an addition.
There is a slight redundancy with the words, because the kol = "also" already
indicates that they do it fogether:
"and the rulers also were sneering with them"
But it is also possible to read the kol as "even':
"And the people stood by (silent), but the leaders even scoffed at him"

Possibly the 6LV 00TOLG has been added to blame all the Jews more clearly.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 310

120. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 23:35 Kal €lotnkel 0 Aad¢ Becwp@dv. €cuvktnpLlor 8¢ kol ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTECT RAAOUC €0WOEY, OWONTW ENUTOV,

el oUtdc €oTLy O YpLotdg Tod Beod O éxAektdc.

BYZ Luke 23:35 Kol €LOTNKEL 0 AxO¢ Bewpdv €EepuvktnpLlor &€ kol ol
dpyovTec oLV wbTOLE, A€yovtec "AALOUC €0WOEY OWONTW EXLTOV
el oUtdc €oTLy O XpLotdg 0 tod Beod éxAektdc

Only incomplete in NA and SQE!
B: no umlaut

Byz ¢l oUtOg €0TLY 0 YpLotog 0 toh Beod EkAekTOg
A C KILMN,Q A 0,Y, 33,700, 892, 1241, Mqj, Lat, Trg

* b ol ’ b [S \ [ ~ ~ [ bl 4
01*: €L 0LTOG €0TLY O XPLOTOC O TOD BeoD O €kAEKTOC

txt €l o0To¢ €atiy 0 ypLotog tod Beod O ExAekToc.
014, L, W, f1, WH, NA®®, Trg™

€l oUTOC €0TLY O YpLotoc 0 videc toD Beod O ékAektOc
P75, 070(omit é), f13, 157, 1071, L844, pc, |, rl Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, Eus

€l o0TOC €0TLY 0 vidc toD Beod O ékAextic
579, geoI

b e ) [3 \ ~ ~ e 4
€L vVLOg €0TLY 0 YPLOTOC TOD Be0D O €KAeKTOC B

el vidc el toD BeoD, el ypLotOC €l O ékAektOc D, ¢

omit O EKAEKTOC: 047, e

Sy-S, Sy-C do not support LLOG.

K. Witte from Muenster confirms that 892 reads Byz here.



Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 27:40 000V 0€LTOV, €l LLOC €l toD Beod, [kal] katafndL
amo Tob 0TeupPoD.

NA%" Mark 15:30 000V 0eLTOV KatoBeg &m0 ToD oTovpPoD.
NA% Mark 15:32 0 ypLotoc 0 Pooiiete Topond kotofdtw vOv &mo Tod
O0TOLLPOD,

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 16:16 &TokpLOelc 6¢ Lipwy Ilétpog elmev:
oL €l 0 ¥pLotOc 0 LLoc tod Beod Tod (DrrToc.

NA?" Matthew 26:63 KXL O GPYLEPEVC €LTEV aDTR" €E0pKL{w O€ KoTK TOD
Beod oD (Brtog Tra Muly €lmme €l oL €l 6 ypLoTog 0 Lo ToD Beod.

A

NA%" Mark 14:61 0U €L 0 ¥pLOTOC O LLOC TOD €DAOYNTOD;

NA%" Luke 4:34 €a, Tl Muiv kol ool, 'Inocod Nalapnvé; RAOec dmoréont
Muéc; olda o€ Ti¢ €, 0 tryLog tod OeoD.

LLOC 579

NA?" Luke 9:20 eimev 8¢ adtole UWElg 6¢€ tive pe A€yete elval; IIétpog
6¢ amokpLBelc elmev: tov xpLotor T tod Beod.

T ULoY D, it, bo™

T TOv LoV 28,892, pc

NA% Luke 9:35 Kol Qw1 €YEVETO €K ThHC VepeAnc A€youon: oUTOC €OTLY
0 ULOC WoU O ékAedeyuévoc, oDToD GKOVETE.

>

NA? John 11:27 €y® TemLoTEVKK OTL 0L €L 0 YPLoTOC 0 LLOC ToD BeoD 0
elc TOV Kkoopov épyoueroc.

NA?" John 20:31 todtoe &€ yeypamtal Lve miotev[o]nte otL ‘Inoodc €otLy
0 YPLOTOC O LLOC ToD BeoD,

Clearly 6 vLO¢ TOD Beol is secondary, a well known phrase from Gospel

context.
Is it possible that the B reading is a misreading/hearing of 0UTO¢ / LLOG ?

Note that this phrase is a Minor Agreement of Mt and Lk against Mk, who does
not have it.




Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 311

Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 23:37 kol A€yovTec

€l oL €l 0 Boorevec TV Touvdalwy, odoor ceautov.

Aéyovtec: Yolpe 6 BaoLielc TV Tovdaiwvy,
TepLTLOévTe 00T Kol ddvOLvor atédovoy
D, c,

Aéyovtec: yolpe: €l o €l 0 BaoLrielc TV ‘Tovdaiwy, o@cov ceavtiv.
TepLTLOévTec DTG Kol akdvOLvoy oTébavoy
Sy-S, Sy-C

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:29 kol TAEEavTec otébovov €€ akavddy émednkoy éml
e kepoAfic adtod kol kaAopov €v o TR 8efLd  wbTOD, Kol
yovumetnoavteg éumpoofer altod évémuiiar adT@® Aéyovtec: YULpE,
Bootred TV Tovduiwv,

NAZ Mark 15:17-18 kol €vdLdiokovoLy  adtor  mopdlpar Kol
TepLTLféooLy a0T® mAEEvTeC akavOLvor otébavov: 18 kul MPEEVTO
aomoleaBotl ovTOV: Yolipe, BooLied TV Tovdalwy:

NA%" John 19:2-3 kol OL OTPTLOTEL TAEEavTEC 0T€Davov €€ dkardRy
eméonkoy ohTod Th KebaAf kol Lpatiov Toppuvpody mepLéfurov adToOV
3 kol MpYovto TPOC alTOV Kol €Aeyor: yolpe O Paolielc TGOV
Tovdalwy: kol €6L6000Y DTG POTLOUKT.

It seems to be a harmonization to the other Gospels, but in a strange way. It
appears that the first part of the verse is nearest to John and the second part
is nearest to Mark. Also the order of the events is interchanged: The Yo/llpe
comes before the crowning.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 312
NA%" Luke 23:38 )y 8¢ kol €mLypadn €n’ adTR
0 Baoirevg TV Tovdalwy ovTOC.

BYZ Luke 23:38 v &€ Kol €TLYpadn YEYPOUULEVT €T DT
vpoupeowy ‘EAAnvikoic, kal Pwpoikoic kol ‘Efpaikoic,
00To¢ €0TLY 0 PBaoiievg TAV Tovdalwy

Byz 01*, A, C% D, Q,R,W,A, 0O,V 0250, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Ma;,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™, Gre, [Trg™]

ém’ adT® YpAuUaoLY. .. 01*, 372

EmLyeypouévn €m aldTd. .. A, D, Q

€T 00TG) YEYPOUUEDT. .. X, W, f13, 33, 2766, pc

... ‘EAMvikolc, kol ‘Efpoatkolc, kol ‘Pwpolkolc 157, pc®

... ‘EAAnvikoic, kel Popoikoic 69*, 346

txt P75,01° B, L, 070, 1241, q, sa, bo?", arab™®
ém’ a0T® YeYPoULEYN C*, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™
oUTN YEYPOULEV 579*
[eTLyeypoppévn] € adT@®  Trg (no MS support)
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NAZ" Matthew 27:37 Kal émédnkoav eémavw thg kepaific adtod Ty altioy
o0Tod yeypouuévny: oltoc éotLy ‘Inoodc 0 Paoiievc TV Tovduiwv.
NA% Mark 15:26 kol MV 1) €mLypadn ThHc altlog adtod EmLyeypauuévn: O
Boatrelc TV Tovdalwy.

NA?" John 19:20 kol M yeypouuevor ‘Efpatioti, ‘Pwuciott, ‘EAinviorti.
BYZ John 19:20 kol Qv yeypopuévor ‘Efpaiotl, ‘Eiinvioti, Puuaiorl.

There is no reason for an omission. A secondary cause is indicated by the
different introductory words in early witnesses and the different order of the
languages. On the other hand the diversity is limited. It is interesting that the
wording and order of the languages is not identical to that in Jo. This seems fo
indicate a recollection from memory (compare €TLYEYPXLLEV by A, D, Q from
Mk).



It is also interesting to mention that in John f13 and 579 add the words not in
verse 20, but in verse 19, the position where they are in Lk (579 has them again
in verse 20):

NA?" John 19:19 €éypaler 8¢ kol tithov 0 IILAdGToC kol €Onkev €ml ToD
oteupod: fr 8¢ yeypoppuévor T - ‘Incodc 6 Noalwpolog 6 Paoitiele
oV Tovdalwy.
T ‘Efpaioti, ‘Pwpaiott, ‘EAAnviotl  f13

‘EBpaioti, ‘EAAnvioti, ‘Poucioti 69,579

This indicates that scribes felt this to be an appropriate place for the words.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 313

121. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:39 Ei¢ 8¢ TtV kpeuaobévtwy Kkakolpywy EPAaodnuel
aOTOV AEYWVY: oVYL oL €l O YpLoTOC, 0OV GENUTOV Kol MUAC.

omit Aéywy: B, L, 1241, WH, NA®®, Weiss, Tis, Bal

omit Aywv ... Nudc D,d, e

Tregelles has A€YWV in brackets.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 27:39-40 Ol &¢ TopomopeLoperoL  €BAxodnuovy  adTOV
KLVODVTEC TOC KEPUAKS DTV 40 KoL AEYOVTEC: O KOTOADWY TOV VOOV
Kol €V TPLOLY TUEPKLE OLKOSOUDV, 0BO0V OeULTOV, €L LLOC €L TOD
Bcod, [kol] kotapnOL amo Tod otovpod.

NA? Mark 15:29-30 Kal ol Topoamopevoueror  €Braopnipovy  adTov
KLvoDvtee T0¢ KeDaAdC odTOV Kol AEYOVTEC: OLK O KOTOADWY TOV
VOOV Kol OLKOSOUDY €V TPLOLY TUEPULE, 30 0BOOV OENUTOV KoToPog
a0 ToD 0TeUPOD.

In the parallels they are the passers-by who insulted him. One Old Latin (l)
replaced the words omitted by D, e, with the words from Mt/Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 314

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 23:43 kol €lmey aDTQ® GUNY 00L AEYW, OMUEPOV WUeT’ €uod
€on €V TR Tapadelon.

A punctuation issuel

B reads: ANEMWCHMEFON.MET EMOY

This is also the interpretation of Sy-C for which Burkitt has:
"I say to thee today, that with me thou shalt be in the Garden of Eden."
(Sy-S has the normal text, in this respect.)

AéYw OTL, onuepor L, 892,L1627,b, ¢, Co, Sy

wet’ €uod €om év 1@ Topadelow onuepoy  AM 118 Ps 8, 11 (1.8)
uet’ éuod €om onuepov v T¢) Tapudelow  Apo, Hil

D: amokpLBelg 8¢ O ‘Inoodc eimer () émLmAnooovtl, Gopoel onuepoOV
Let’ Euod €om €V TQ Tapudelow.

B p. 1347 A 39: There is a brown dot, a low point squeezed between the N and
the M. I would term it "of unknown origin". There is no extra space between the
letters which one would expect if this is a comma. It is at least clear, that this
is not from the original scribe. First, he did not use such dots and even if he did,
he would have added an extra space, but there is none. So, it is either a blot, or
someone for whatever reason added a dot later. The ink looks similar to that of
the letters, so it is either enhanced or has been added later with a similar ink.
If it is deliberate, it is unusual, the enhancer did not add such things.

Those dots appear elsewhere. I have not looked into this systematically, but
have been pointed to p. 1452 (Rom 7-8) in B. Here those dots appear quite often.
There are high and low points. B uses high points elsewhere, probably at least in

part by the original scribe. This should be investigated in more detaill
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

If the dot in B is deliberate one could interpret this as:
"Truly T tell you today, you will be with me in Paradise."
against txt:
"Truly I tell you, foday you will be with me in Paradise."



http://www.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html

Note also the Gospel of Nicodemus (4-5th CE, compiled from older sources):
cited from Tischendorf

0 O€ ELTEV qUTW® OMUEPOV AeYw OOL GANBELY LV O€ €W €LC TOV
TapodeLoov pet’ euov. (Part 1 Acts of Pilate)

"And he said to him: ‘Today I tell you the truth, that I should have you in Paradise with me.""

KoL €VOUC ELTEY LOL OTL QUMY OV OTUEPOV A€YW OOL, LLET’ €UOL €0M)

€V 10 TapadeLow. (Part 2: Descent of Christ into Hades)
"And immediately he said to me: Amen, amen, tfoday I tell you, You will be with me in Paradise.""

The question has also been discussed by church fathers:

Makarius of Magnesia (ca. 400 CE): Zahn writes in his commentary on Lk:
"Makarius agitates against those who, unable to believe in Christ's ability
to reach the paradise, punctuate after onuepov.”

Hesychius of Jerusalem (5th CE), Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 93, columns 1432-33.

[Twg n vmooyeoilg Tov KupLov mpog tov AnoTny memAnpwtoL, OTL
XMUEPOV ET €UOV €0M €V TW ToPudeLow; Meto yap TOV OTOLPOV
0 XpPLOTOG €L odOU €TL €EAELBEPLE TWV VEKPWY TOPOYLVETOL
EdeL 6e koL tov Anotny, vmevburov ovia Tw VoUW TNG PUOEWC.
Tveg pev outog avayLV@WOKOLOLY: Auny Aeyw OOL OMUEPOV, Kol
UTOOTL{OUOLY  €LTO  €TLHPEPOULOLY, OTL €T’ €UOV €0M €V  TO
TOPOOELOW. ["Some indeed read this way: 'Truly I tell you today,' and put a comma;
then they add: 'You will be with me in Paradise.'"] Qc av eLmoL TLE, OTL Aunv
AEYW OOL OMUEPOV €V Tw OTvpov wv, Kon pet’ euov ev tw
TopaoeLow. KL 0e KoL ovoyLvwokeLy d€L, w¢ Tn ouvvndeln SOKEL,
OULOEV EVAVTLOUTHL® TOU 2WTNPOC MUWV, TN ATEPLYPUTTW KUTOU
BeotnTL, OUK €V ®Om MOVOV TOPAYEYOVTOG, OAAL KoL €V
TOPEOELOW OLel T ANOTM, Kol €V adov, kol pete Ilatpog, koL €v
T TP ATE TO TUVTE TANPOLVTOC.

Theophylact (12th CE), Edition: Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 123, column 1104.
AldoL 0e exPralovtol TO prue, OTLEOVTEG €LG TO XLMUEPOV LV €
TO A€YOUEVOV TOLOUTOV® AUNY €Y OOL OTLEPOV €LTO TO WET €OV
€0M €V TO TMUPUOELOW €ETLPEPOVTEC.

"But others press upon the saying, putting a punctuation mark after 'today,’ so that it
would be said this way: 'Truly I tell you today'; and then they add the expression: 'You will
be with me in Paradise.'"



Scholia 237, 239, 254. found in Tischendorf
axAloL - to pnrov ekPiefovTtoLs A€EYOuOL Yyap O€ELY LTOOTLLOVTOG
OVOCYLVWOKELY® oMY AEYW OOL OMUEPOV, €LT OUTOC €TLhEPELY TO
ILET €OV €0M) etc.

"Others press upon what is spoken; for they say it must read by putting a comma thus:
'‘Truly T tell you today," and then adding the expression this way: 'You will be with me'
etc."

Burkitt comments on the Syriac:

"Ephraim quotes the words of Jesus three times and each time without the
prefixed 'To-day', as in C and in A 437. But he says also ‘Our Lord shortened his
distant liberalities and gave a near promise, To-day and not at the End ... Thus
through a robber was Paradise opened.” The punctuation attested by C is
referred to but not approved by Barsalibi, who says (in his Commentary on S.
Matthew): 'Some hold that when he said Today, it was not of that Friday that
he said that in it the robber should be in Paradise, but at the end of the world;
and they read the passage Amen, amen (sic), to-day, adding a colon, and
afterwards With me thou shalt be in Paradise, i.e. at the end of the world.' But
possibly this is an extract from some Greek commentator, for in Greek no
change would be required in the text if this view were adopted, while in Syriac it
involves [a] transposition." [Burkitt Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe, Vol. 2, p. 304]

It might also be interesting that already Origen (185-254 CE) writes: "It
belongs to the resurrection that one should be on the first day in the paradise
of God" (Comm. John, book 10, 21). But this is only a general statement, not
focusing on this verse and should be read in context.

This punctuation is a relevant issue for Jehovah's witnesses, because they have
the comma after "today" in the NWT, which suits their beliefs.

If we accept the dot in B to be deliberate, then the only thing we can safely say
is that one person at one time found it useful fo place a comma here. It was
certainly NOT the original scribe.

The dot in B is not of much relevance because the punctuation question exists
independent of it. The punctuation, if there was any at all, was, like spelling,
very irregular in the early MSS. Any punctuation in ancient MSS is VERY
doubtful. The punctuation in Nestle-Aland or GNT is NEVER based on a
punctuation in a MS. It is ALWAYS a decision based on grammar, syntax,
linguistics and exegesis.

Some MSS added a OTL, to make clear that ONuEPOV has to be taken with the
following. D adds OapoeL.



This is not really a textcritical issue, but one that has to be decided by
exegetes and translators. An immediate thought is that it would be banal, to
note that Jesus is saying this today, when else should he be saying it? I+ would
be rather awkward. On the other hand it is not clear that Jesus entered the
paradise on that day. Was he not in Hades for three days?

Interestingly B. Weiss concludes ("Die Vier Evangelien"), that the ﬂap&SELoog
must therefore be within the Hades.

Carl Conrad wrote on the Bgreek mailing list (Jan 15 2000):

"T have personally come around to think that associating the SHMERON with AMHN LEGW SOI
is not only likely but that Jesus-saying here cited in Luke's narrative seems better suited to its
context. I'll add too, that while some may have theological reasons for wanting to understand
SHMERON with ESHi MET' EMOU ..., my own thinking here has more to do with a judgment of
historical probability in the context.

I should add also that one thing about this text that's always struck me as fascinating is that,
IF one assumes that SHMERON belongs with ESHi (as I have until now thought preferable), this
Jesus-saying is surely inconsistent with the generally-consistent futuristic eschatology of a
delayed Parousia which we find set forth in Luke. And while one may occasionally find items in
any one NT book that are hard to square with other data in the same NT book, yet this is
jarringly inconsistent, and the more I've thought about it, the more unlikely the meaning derived
from understanding SHMERON with ESHi seems to me."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 315
NA?" Luke 23:45 ToD TALOv ékALmOVTOg, €0)LOOT 8¢ TO KOTHTETHOWK TOD
VoD eoov.

BYZ Luke 23:45 kol €okoTiofn O fALog, kol €oyloBn TO KATOTETOOWUO
70D Voo péoov

T&T 50

Byz A,C% D, QR WA 0,Y,f1,f13,157, Mqj,
Latt, Sy, Or™S, Marciont, Trg

txt P75,01, B, C*, L, 070,579, 2542, pc’, Sy-H™, Co, Or™s
P75 and B have éKA€LTOVTOC, which can be present tense or an itacism.
2542 has EKAGUTOVTOC
pc = 597, 968, 1012, 1451, 1626, 2528, 2705

Origen: Byz: "most copies", txt: "some copies"

100 NAlov ékALmdrtoc kol éokoTiabn O MALoc 22, pc'®

omit: C%, 33, pc®, vg™ (homoioarcton? KAI ES.. - KAI ES..)
pc = 159, 443*, 1137, 1195*, 1373*
IGNTP notes also 1424 for the omission against NA and Swanson.

Sy-Pal adds at the end of the verse:
"and the moon hid its light and the stars fell and the rocks split and graves were
opened and the bodies of many saints arose and were seen by many."

B: no umlaut

EKALTOVTOG €KAELTW participle aorist active genitive masculine singular
“fail, give out; cease, end"

€okotiofn okotl{opwl indicative aorist passive 3rd person singular
"be or become darkened"



No parallel.
Compare:
> ) N ~ \ 34 \ b 4 b 14
LXX Job 31:26 1] 0U) OpW WEV MALOV TOV €TLOUOKOVTE EKAELTOVTH
oAy 8¢ ¢pOLrovoay o yop €T ahTOLE €0TLY
“do we not see the shining sun eclipsed, and the moon waning?"

LXX Isaiah 60:20 00 yop O600€Toll 0 MALOC OOL KoL T) O€AYM 0OL OUK
éKXEl’,gl]EL "or your moon (shall not) withdraw itself"

LXX Isaiah 13:10 ol Yyop GoTépec T0D 00parod kol O ‘Qplwy kol TaC O
KOORo¢ ToD 00parod T0 GR¢ 00 SWooLoLY Kol OKOTLoOMoeTaL ToD
MALOL GUaTEéALOVTOC Kol M) oA 00 8wWoeL TO GO adTTC

“For the stars of heaven, and Orion, and all the host of heaven, shall not give their light; and it
shall be dark at sunrise, and the moon shall not give its light."

€

LXX Amos 8:9 Kol €oTal €V ékelvm Tf Muépa A€yel kipLog 6 Bedc kol
dvoetol 0 NALOC peonuPploc kol ovokotaoel €ml Thc YAC €V NMuépy TO
ul8le

“"And it shall come to pass in that day, says the Lord God, that the sun shall go down at noon, and
the light shall be darkened on the earth by day"

LXX Psalms of Solomon 17:31 TL GwTELVOTEPOY NALOL Kol TODTO €KA€lTeEL
"What is brighter than the sun? Yet it can be eclipsed."

The txt reading is a Genitivus Absolutus. The meaning is not entirely clear. It
could mean "the sun's light failed" or "the sun was eclipsed".

The Byzantine reading is the easier reading. It is possible that the prophesies
of Isa 13:10 and Amos 8:9 provide a basis for reading the verb okoTL{opoL.

33 omits probably due to homoioarcton (KAI ES.. - KAT ES..).

It is possible that the txt reading indicates an (at full moon impossible) eclipse.
Then a change is only natural.

[Jews and others in the ancient Near East followed a lunar calendar in which
each month averaged 29.5 days in length. They had twelve months in most years,
each month beginning with a new moon. The Old Testament specifies that the
Passover/Pascha is to be observed on the 14™ day of the first month
(alternately known as Abib or Nisan, see Deuteronomy 16:1-7).]

Zahn (Comm. Lk) thinks that the txt reading is an attempt to explain the
darkening in a physical way as an eclipse. He tends to adopt the Byz reading.



According to him it is not the sun which caused the darkening, but that the
darkness was so complete that also the sun was dark.

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



TVU 316

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 23:49 Elotnkelonr 6¢€ Tovteg ol yvwoTol alTE GO hokpodey
kol yuvelkeg ol ovvexoiovBodool odte G0 Thg Todtdalog OpRooL
ToOTLL.

"the wives who followed him"

TOV oLUVaKOAOLONOAVTWY  Dura-Europos fragment (0212)
"the wives of those who had followed him"

et mulieres eorum ¢ (interpolated, noted in W. Petersen "Diatessaron")
"and their wives"
B: no umlaut

Plooij suggested that the difference in the Dura fragment originated by a
mistranslation from a Syriac vorlage (see Petersen's "Diatessaron").

Compare:

D. Plooij "A Fragment of Tatian's Diatessaron in Greek" Exp.Tim. 46 (1934-35),
471-476

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 317

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 23:53 Kol KoOeAwV €vetOALEer adTO OLwdOVL Kol €Omkev
a0TOV €V UVNUeTL Aoeut® oD oVk MY o0delg obTw kelpevog T2 |

™! kol mpooexOALoer Aoy uéyoy &ml thy 00pav Tod urnuelov.
U, f13, 700, al, bo™?, aeth
f13: 69, 788 don't have the addition

2,070, (1071), ¢, d, sa

D: kal Oévtoc oltod éméOnker TGO uvnueiw ALBov v udyic €lkoot
4
€KLALOV

1071: kol Te Bévtoc ohToD EMEONKEY TG UVnUEL® AlBov

070(=0124): kol Oévtoc adtod éméOnkay Tt prnuely) AlBov péyay ov
uoyLc €lkoal &vdpoc exuvAiilov

d: "et posito eo inposuit in monumento lapidem quem vix viginti
movebant"
c: "et cum positus esset in monumento, posuerunt lapidem quem vix viginti
volvebant"

Note also that D, d add 10 o@ua toD "Inoov for aUTO, probably a repetition
from the previous verse.
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:60 Kol TPOOKULALOKG ALOov péyay T BUpa ToD prnueiov
aTHADeD.

NA?" Mark 15:46 kol TPooekUALoey ALBov éml try B0pav tod pvnuelov.
NA% Mark 16:3 TLC GTOKLALOEL MUIV TOV ALBoV €k Tfc BUpac Tod
Lunueiov;

NA?" John 20:1 TH &¢ pia TV oePpatwy Maplo 1 Maydainvn €pyetol
TPWL oKoTlog €TL 0DONG €l¢ TO pvnuelor kel PAETeEL TOV ALBov
APULEVOY €k TOD pumuelou.



Context:
NA? Luke 24:2 €Dpov 8¢ TOV AlBOV GTOKEKLALOPEVOY 4O TOD Wumuelov,

1. The additions by f13 et al. are from the Mt/Mk parallel. There is no reason
for an omission.

2. The addition by D et al.:

This is thought to be a Latin verse which was translated into Greek by the
scribe of D (so J. Rendel Harris) and which Scrivener has traced back to
Homer's Odyssey (IX. 240).

Odyssey IX. 240: The part is from the Cyclops story:

QTOP EMELTH €MEDMKEY Bupeoy péyar LPdoE aelpog OBPLULOY.

But then  heput adoor-stone large high  lift up strong.

00K GV TOV Ye 600 Kol €lkool ouefol €00AnL TETPOKUKAOL

Not up it af least two and fwenty wagons good four-wheeled

amo obOeog OyAlooelor tooony HALPaToV €mEONKer BlpNaLY.

from the earth move so great  high he put the door.

“Then he [the cyclops] rolled a huge stone to the mouth of the cave, so huge that two and

twenty strong four-wheeled wagons would not be enough to draw it from its place against the
doorway."

Compare also:

Vergil "Aeneid" 12.899:

"Nec plura effatus saxum circumspicit ingens, saxum antiquum ingens, campo
quod forte iacebat, limes agro positus, litem ut discerneret arvis. Vix illud lecti
bis sex cervice subirent, qualia nunc hominum producit corpora tellus."

“Then, as he rolled his troubled eyes around, an antique stone he saw, the common bound of

neighboring fields, and barrier of the ground; So vast, that twelve strong men of modern days
The enormous weight from earth could hardly raise."

And note also:
Josephus' Wars of the Jews, Book 6, chapter 5, paragraph 3

“Moreover, the eastern gate of the inner [court of the] temple, which was of brass, and vastly
heavy, and HAD BEEN WITH DIFFIFULTY SHUT BY TWENTY MEN, and rested upon a basis
armed with iron, and had bolts fastened very deep into the firm floor, which was there made of
ohe entire stone, WAS SEEN TO BE OPENED OF ITS OWN ACCORD about the sixth hour of
the night."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 318
NA? Luke 23:55 KotakoiovOnowool 6¢ ol yuvelkes, oltive nooy
ouveAnAvduiol ék thc Tadldalog adTe,

BYZ Luke 23:55 KatakoiovOnooootl 6&¢ YuvalkeG olTive Mooy
ouveAnAvBulol a0t €k The TaAitdalog E0edonvTo TO PUNUELOY Kol WG
€TEON TO ODUK aDTOU

Byz 01,A,C,W, A, 063,2,700, 2766, Maj, Tis, Bal

txt P75,B,L,P, X, 0, ¥, 070, f1, f13, 22, 33, 157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, al,
Sy, Co

one of the above: Lat(aur, c, f, vg)

Kocl TR (Tischendorf: "cum minusc VIX mu"), probably an error by Erasmus.

d00 D, it(a, b, d, e, ff%, q, r'), vg™, Trg™
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%? Matthew 27:61 "Hv 0¢ éxel Maprog 1 MoydaAnvn kol 1 GAAN
Maoplo kabquevel amevartL Tod Tadov.

NAZ Mark 15:47 1 6¢ Moploe 1 Moydainvn kol Mopie 1 Twofitog
€Bewpouvy Tod T€BeLTOL.

Compare:

NA*" Luke 23:49 K&l YULVOIKEC ol ouvakoAiovBobool adTe

NA?" Luke 24:10 fioarr 8¢ 1| MorydaAnvn Mapto kel Twavve kel Maplo
N TokwBouv kol ol AoLTal oLV adTElC. €A€YOV TPOC TOUC GTOGTOAOUC
TadTo,

It is possible that ail and 600 are attempts to specify that known women are
meant. The names are given in Lk 24:10 (more than twol). 600 possibly comes
from the parallels, which have the two Marias at the tomb.

On the other hand it is equally possible that the word has been omitted because
it is not clear which women are meant.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 121) thinks that the omission is a thoughtless conformation
to verse 49. He further notes that L writes A€ € FYNAIKGC, which
could then easily result in an omission.



Regarding the proposed Erasmus error Kol YUVKLKES it might be interesting to
check the actual MS 2, which contained printer notes. The only other MS
besides MSS 1 and 2 Erasmus did use (for the Gospels) is MS 817. He did know
69 also.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 319

122. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 24:1 TH 8¢ pL TV ooffatwr 0pOpov Bubéwe €Ml T0 Urfjue
fAOoV (pEépovonl 0 NTOLLHOKY GPWUKTL.

BYZ Luke 24:1 Tf] 8¢ uLd tov oofPPatwr 0pbpov Bubéogc MABov €ml To
LUfile Gp€povoal o MTolpaony pwuote kel TLvég oby adTolg

Byz A,C% W, A 0,Y,fl,f13,157,579, 700, 1071, 1241, Maj,
f,q.r!, Sy, sa, bo™s

txt P75,01, B, C*, L, 124*(=f13), 33, Lat, Sy-Pal™, bo

kol TLvéc oy abTolc

b 4 \ b 3 ~ \ b4 b 4 1 4
eAloyL{ovTO 0€ €V €nLTOLC' TL 0P GTOKLALGEL TOV ALOBov
D, c,d, sa

(they omit &pOUKT)

dpWueto. Kol TLvéc aby aldtolc

b 4 \ b 3 ~ A} b4 bJ 4 3 ~ \ /
eAoyLCOVTO O€ €V eauToic’ TL 0pe OTTOKUVALOEL MULY TOV ALBov
070

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA?" Mark 16:3 KoL €A€YOV TPOC €qUTAC" TLG GTOKLALOEL MUY TOV ALOov
¢k thg BVpac tod prnuelou;

Compare verse 10:
NA?" Luke 24:10 foary 6¢ 1) MorydeAnun Mopio kol Twovve kel Moplo
N TokdBou kol ol AoLmal oLy adTelc.

Compare:

Lk 23:53 T D, 070, (1071), c, sa

kel 0€vtoc altoD €médnker 1@ urmuelw AlBov Ov uoyLg €lkoot
eKvilov:

The Byzantine addition is strange. In 23:55 only "women" are noted. So why is it
needed fo add here "and certain others with them"? Is it possible that it is
inspired from the similar term in verse 10?



The addition by D et al. is a harmonization to Mk. Note that the same witnesses
also have the addition of the large stone at 23:53. Possibly Tatianic (see JR
Harris, Codex Bezae, p. 188f.).

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 320

123. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 24:3 eloeABobonL &€ oby €Dpor 10 oDux ToD Kupiov ‘Incod.

toD ‘Inood 579, 1071, 1241, pc?, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo™
omit: D, it(a, b, d, e, ff3, 1, r)
WH have the term in double brackets.

txt P75,01,A,B,C,L, W, A, 0,%¥, 070, f1, f13, 33, 157, 892, Mqj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [ToD kvuplou] in brackets in the
margin.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.
Compare:

NA*" Luke 23:52

? \ ~ ’ LA \ ~ ~ 9 ~ \
ovto¢ TPooeAbwY t@ IiAdTw MTNoato 10 odur Tod 'Inoob 53 kol
KoOEAWY EveTUALEEY aDTO OLYEOVL Kol €0nKer adToV €V PUMUNTL
AaEeutd 00 obk M 00deLC oUW Kelpevog.

for 00T0: TO oQue tod ‘Inoou D, d

NA% Mark 16:19 ‘O uev obv kvpLog ‘Inoodc peta T0 AaAfjoul adTolg
aveAnNUdOn €ic Tov olparor kol ékadLocy €k SeELdr Tod BeoD.

WH: "the combination of 0 k0pLo¢ "Inoolc is not found in the genuine text of
the Gospels, though perhaps in Mk 16:19".

But the term is found in Acts 15 times! In the epistles it appears 37 fimes and
twice in the Revelation, in sum 54 times. So, actually it is rather surprising that
the term is NOT in the Gospels, except here. It is possible that the title
kUpLo¢ 'Inoolc was intended only for the resurrected Jesus and has therefore
been omitted here.

If the term is not original here, it must be a very early addition. Why should it
have been omitted? See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 219: It might be an



"orthodox corruption" tfo make sure that it was indeed the body of the Lord
Jesus that was in the tomb. When the verse ends with 0@, it could mean that
the heavenly Christ has left the (physical) body of Jesus before he died.

D. Parker (Living Text) speculates of "a three-stage development of this ftext,
from:
'And entering they did not find the body’ to:

' ... the bodly of Jesus' to:

' ... the body of the Lord Jesus'".

But it is also quite possible that the variant by 579 et al. is probably influenced
from 23:52.

Note that D alone adds T0 o@ue. ToD ‘Inoov in 23:53. Probably this is simply a

repetition from verse 52, but it shows that the scribe seems not too concerned
with this issue.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 321

124. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 24:6 OUK €0TLY DO€, QALY TYEPON. wvmodnte ¢ édaAnoev
OULY €t OV év 1) Dadtiole

omit: D, it, arm™s, geo™, Bois, Weiss
nYéPON Marcion®
AYEPON €K VeEKPRDV ¢ ("resurrexit a mortuis")
o0k €0TLY WOk, Ayépdn  C*, Sy-P
00K €0TLY O8€, AAAL AVETTN "

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

NA®, WH both have the phrase in double brackets.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation
Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 28:6 0UK €0TLY W€, NY€PON Yop KobBwc elmev
NA% Mark 16:6 Ny€pOn, o0k €0TLY Wde* 18 6 TOTOC OTOL €OMKay KdTOV.

It is difficult to imagine why the words would have been deleted. Aland (NT
Papyri II) suggests that OUK €0TLV o€ has been omitted as superfluous,
because it is very clear that Jesus is not there.

The problem is that without the words, the text does not really make sense:
5 The women were terrified and bowed their faces to the ground, but
the men said to them, "Why do you look for the living among the dead?
He is not here, but has risen. 6 Remember how he told you, while he was
still in Galilee, 7 that the Son of Man must be handed over to sinners,
and be crucified, and on the third day rise again."

The wording is not the same as in the parallels. Nevertheless 00k €0TLV o€
could be a harmonization o the parallels (so Weiss).

The reading of C* is clearly a harmonization to Mft.

The words could have been added to clarify and strengthen the reality of the
Resurrection.



Weiss in his Lk Com. notes that the words are not needed, because already in

verse 3 the women noted that he is not there:
NA?" Luke 24:3 €loeABodonl &€ oy €bpov 10 oBpx ToD kuplov ‘Inood.

A good suggestion came from Jim Snapp (on the TC list, 6 Dec. 2002). If the
reading by it-c was the original (Western) reading, then the omission could be
due to h.t.:

verse 5: ... TL (ntelte OV (QUTo UeTh TOV VEKPOY:

verse 6:  NYEPON €K VeKPOV. UIModNTE WG EAAANCED ...

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 322

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 24:9 Kol 0mootpéfaont 4mo tod pvmuelov amyyetior todto
TRVTO TOLC €VOekn KoL TOOLY TOLC AOLTOLC.

omit: D, it, arm, geo

Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.
WH have the term in single brackets
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallels:

NA% Matthew 28:8 Kol ameABoboal tayL amd tod pvrnuetov pete Gpopou
KoL YOG UEYOANG €BpooY amayYelAol Tolg padntale ohToD.

NA? Mark 16:8 kol €EeABobonl €puyov amO TOD WVMUELOV, €lyer yop
a0TOC TPOUOC Kol €KoTaoLG: kol o0devl older elmov: épopodvto yap.

Compare verse 2:
ol 14 4 ~ 14
NA*" Luke 24:2 €0pov &€ TOV ALOOV GTOKEKUALOLEVOV GO TOU UVTMUELOV,

The words could be a harmonization to Mt/Mk, but it is more probable that they
are an accidental omission due tfo homoioarcton (AP.. - AP..). It is also possible
that the words are omitted as superfluous (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 323

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 24:9 Kl Umootpéfioonl 6mo Tod wrmuelov amyyeliay todto
TRVTO TOLC €VOekn KoL TOOLY TOLC AOLTOLC.

NA? Luke 24:10 foov 66 1| MaydaAnvt Maple kol Toavve kel Moplo
N TokwBou kol ol Aol oLy adtelc. T €deyor TPOC TOUC GTOGTOAOUG
Todta,

omit: A, D,W,T, 788(=f13), 1241, al, Lect??, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H**
fv 8¢ K, II,U, ¥, f1, 69(=f13), 2, 22, pc, Lat, Co
txt P75,01,8B,L, A, 0, 070, f13, 33,157,579, 700, 1071, Mqj

Tol 01K, 0, Y, 700, Maj

Tregelles has Yoo 6¢ in brackets.
B: no umlaut

The sentence Noar 6¢ ... aOTKLC breaks the continuation from verse 9 to the
following éAcyov ... It looks like an editorial gloss. Note especially the double
Kol TAOLY TOLC AOLTOLC - kol ol AoLmol oLV o0TOLC.

By omission of the fjoa &€ it is possible to continue the sentence from verse 9
and to supply a subject for amMyyeLAov. It is also possible to start a new
sentence with | MaydaAnun Moplo though. In that case a &l is not allowed
before €Acyov.

foay 8¢ without a «l could mean that a new sentence starts with kol ol
AoLml. In that case the curious situation is that it were the unnamed ol
AoLTil who report the events to the disciples. To avoid that interpretation a ol
was added.

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

Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 24:12 ‘O 6¢ IIétpoc avootoc €dpaper émi TO UVYnuelor Kal
mapokOloc PAEémeL T O00OVL pOve, Kol GmAABGey TpOC  €nuTOV
Bovpalwy 1O yeyovdc.

omit verse: D, it (a, b, d, e, |, r'l), NA®® Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the verse in double brackets.
Tregelles has the verse in single brackets.

Lat(aur, c, f, ff%, vg) have the verse.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation.

Parallel:

NAZ John 20:3-6 'EffjiAOcr obv O IIétpoc kol O GAAOC MaONTNC Kol
NPXOVTO €LC TO pVnueiov. 4 €tpexor &€ ol 600 Opod' kol O GAAOC
LoONTNe Tpoédpoper taxLov tod Ilétpou kol HABEY TPRTOC €Lg TO
Uunuelor, 5 kol ToepokLYae PBAETEL kelpeve o 000vLe, o0 péVTOL
clofiABev. 6 €pyetal odv kol Xipwy IIétpoc dkoAovBRY odTE) Kol
€LofjAfer €l T0 prmuelor, kol Bewpel Tt 0B0VLe Kelpevo,

NA?" John 20:10 amfiA0ov 00V TaALY TPOC aDTOUC Ol HodnTel.

Luke John

‘0 &¢ TI€tpog GraoTog 3 0 Ilétpog

€dpoLey 4 TPOESPOLEY

€L TO UUMUELOV 3 €lg TO pvnuelov

Kol TopekOfio BAETEL 5 kol TepokOpiag PAETEL
Toe 000VLY LoV, 5/6 T 0OOVLKL

\ b ~ \ € \ b ~ o) 4 \ 2 \
Kol omnABery mpog exvtov 10 amhABOV oLV TOALY TPOG oLTOUG
Bocupalwy TO yeyovoc.

The verse could be a composition from Joh 20:3-6,10 (so Weiss). But this would
be a rather creative composition, which was alien to later scribes. Luke is
missing the other disciple. Also the reaction of the disciples is described
differently: in John it is faith, in Luke it is astonishment. Luke 24:12 would be a
clumsy summarization of John 20:3-10, for Luke 24:12 misses the essential point
of John 20:3-10. So either this verse in Lk is a very early addition or both



evangelists drew from a common source. Aland (NT Papyri II) writes: "If there
is a connection between Lk and Jo, then Lk is primary and Jo is secondary."

This verse has an un-Lukan feature, the historic present BA€TeL. Of the 93
occurrences of the historic present in Mk, Lk changed 92 (Ehrman, Orthodox
Corruption, p. 212 - 217). Compare also the present in Lk 24:36: AéyeL, another
Western non-interpolation. Luke has 12 instances of the historic present in his
Gospel, mainly verbs of speech.

Other words or phrases not used by Luke elsewhere are: TapakOjing, 6000vLw,
amiABer TPOC EVLTOV.

All these features appear in the Johannine parallel.

On the other hand there are some typical Lukan features as well:

1. QVooTOG: appears 28 times in Lk/Acts. Elsewhere 2 times in Mt and 6
times in Mk.

2. Boopalw: Mt-Mk-Lk-Act: 7-4-13-5

3. TO yeyovoc: this term appears 5 times in Lk and 3 times in Acts, but
elsewhere only once in Mk.

Neirynck: "the joining of the verb Boupdlely and TO Yeyovdg in one
expression creates a valid example of Lukan style."

If the verse is a secondary addition based on John, its origin is difficult to
explain. M. Matson ("In Dialogue with another Gospel, SBL 2001, p. 207) writes:
"The scribe must have
1. turned to a copy of Jo 20:3-10, or known it fairly closely by heart
2. modified the account by deleting the reference to the other disciple
(despite the presence of a reference to another disciple in 24:24)
3. added the Lukan stylistic form of a pleonastic GVaoToC
4. modified the term TPOESPUEY, in which TPO must clearly refer to the
race between Peter and the other disciple, to €6pajiev, yet
5. left the term BkéﬂEL uncorrected, and
6. added the Lukan terms 00w and TO Yeyovoc.
In other words, the interpolation would not have been a simple harmonization to
a variant version in John. What is necessary to this reconstruction is a fairly
sophisticated editor of text or traditions with an eye to Lukan style."

It is very difficult to find a reason for the omission of the verse, except
accidental. In John there are two disciples, in Luke it is only one, perhaps this
discrepancy was a reason for deletion? Ehrman suggests that the verse has been



omitted to avoid its Johannine flair within the Synoptics since there was a
significant opposition to the Gospel of John in the 2" and third CE.

Note what Ehrman writes in footnote 129 (page 254/55): "Franz Neirynck has
convincingly shown that Marcion, the Diatessaron, and the Palestinian Syriac
cannot be cited in support of the Western text here, despite their appearance
in most of the apparatuses. See his "Lc¢ xxiv 12: Les temoins du texte occidental.
[Evangelica, p. 313-28, Leuven, 1982]"

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that when the apostles in verse 11 found "these words ...
an idle tale, and they did not believe them" it is not really logical for Peter
getting up and running immediately to the tomb. Also the €£ a0T®OV of verse 13
refers back directly to verses 10/11 (@0UTGV).

Compare:
NA?" Luke 24:10 foecv 8¢ 1) MoydaAnvn Moplo kel Twovve kel Moplo
N TokWdBouv kol ol AoLTal oLV adTELC. €AEYOV TPOC TOUC GTOOTOAOUG
todte, 11 Kol épavnooy evwmor alT@V Woel ARPOC T PTUeTO
TodTe, KoL MTLoTOLY DTG,
¢ \ ’ ’ A ” N\ \ -~ \
12 ‘0 6¢ IIéTpoc GrooTaC E0paper €Tl TO UVMUELOV Kol
’ 4 \ bl 4 4 \ 3 ~ \
TopakLag PAemel T oBovia pove, Kol omfABev TPOg
covtov Bovpalwy TO YeEYoVoc.
13 Kol 6oL 600 €€ adtdr €v obTh TH MUEPE MoKV TOPEUOUEVOL €LC
KOUNY  améxovoay otadlovg €Enkovte amo lepouvoaAnu, 1 Ovouw
‘Eppeote,

The verse could be omitted without disrupting the sense and flow of the
narrative.

It also seems that verse 24 is in contradiction to verse 12, because in verse 24
one is told that more than one went to the tomb:

NA% Luke 24:24 kol GTAAOOV TLVEC TV OLY MLV €TL TO UVNMUELOV Kol
€UPoV oUTWC KoOWE Kol ol yuvaike elmor, adTov 6€ oVK €ldov.

"Some of those who were with us went to the tomb and found it just as the women had said; but
they did not see him."

This contradiction could be an argument for the originality of the shorter
reading, but could also be the cause for the omission of verse 12.

Compare:
F. Neirynck "Luke 24:12" in Festschrift Delobel 2002, p. 145 - 158



Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA% Luke 24:12 ‘O 8¢ II€Tpoc GUoOTOC EOpOEY €TL TO UVMUELOV Kol
TopakOPoe PAETEL Toe 0BOVLK uwove, kol GTHABEr TPOC €LTOV
Bacupalwy TO yeYovoc.

BYZ Luke 24:12 ‘O 8¢ IIéTpoc Qvaotoc €8papelr €mL TO UVMUEloV Kol
TopokOPog BAETEL T0 000VL KELWEVD, MOVe Kol GTHAOEY TPOG €auTOV
Barupalwy TO YeYoroc

Kelpevo pwove. A, ©, ¥, f1, 13, 33, 157, 700, 1241, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, ff%, vg™*), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, bo™
udve kelpevo L

Kelpeva, A, K, 1,063, 69(=f13), 579, 2542, al, vg

uwove. P75, 01%, B, W, 070, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co

omit: 01*, sqmss?

Weiss omits the verse, but (as always) has it in the margin, which reads KEI',HEVOL
Love. Same Bal.

D, it (a, b, d, e, |, r!) omit whole verse (see previous variant).

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ John 20:5 kol mopakOloc BAETEL kelpeve to 00OVLY,

The Byzantine addition is probably a harmonization to Jo. There is no reason for
an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 24:13 Kol 1600 600 € avt®dv év altf Tf Muépy moov
TOPELOUEVOL  €1C  KWunY  Gméxouvonr  otadlovg  €EfkovTo,  &To
TepovooAny, 1 Ovoue "Eupeode,

ekoTov €fnkovta 01, K*, II, N*, ©, 0799, 0211, pc, L844, L2211
"100 + 60" g', vg™*, Sy-H™*, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, arab™®,
Jerome, Or?, Eus(Onomastikon), Merck

EMTO e (from: 7 Roman miles = 60 stades)

Txt P75,A,B,D,L, W,Y, 070, f1, f13, 28, 33, 157, 565, 579,
700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1342, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy, Co

Scholium in MSS 34, 194: "[regarding 160:] so the accurate copies and Origen's
confirmation of the fruth."

N: S. Porter in his "NT Papyri and Parchments" (Vienna, 2008, p. 155) writes:
"eKTOV is deleted by the original author. NA includes this manuscript (N) with
01, K*, ©, 079" as reading €KOTOV here, an apparent error as the scribe has
clearly crossed out the letters." and: "[It] is crossed out with short diagonal
strokes, one stroke per letter. Although it cannot be determined who crossed
the word out, he lines are drawn in the same fashion as the rest of the
manuscript." - Swanson notes this deletion, too. Swanson does not note anything
regarding K, though, which he also has for the long reading.

for ’Euueoi¢ read:
OvAappooie D
Ulammaus d

"Cleofas et Ammaus" b, e, ff, r!
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

10 0TadLOV: a distance of about 190 meters, almost a furlong stade, one-eighth
mile, about 600 feet. 60 stadia = 12 km, 160 stadia = 30 km.



The village Emmaus cannot be determined with certainty. BDAG (3™ ed, 2000)
mentions 3 possibilities:

1. The old Emmaus of Maccabaean times, not infreq. mentioned by Josephus,
later Nicopolis, and now Amwas; so Eusebius and Jerome (Onomastikon). It is
located rather far from Jerusalem for the 60 stades of vs. 13; but F-MAbel (RB
34, 1925, 347-67) prefers to take the v.l. 160 stades as the original (but s.
Metzger).

2. Since the middle ages some have thought of present-day el-Kubébe (65
stades from Jerusalem; Baedeker, Plummer, Zahn et al.

3. The military colony of Vespasian, about 34 stades west of Jerusalem, called
"Aupoodc in Jos. (Bell. 7, 217, where a v.l. has €nkovta for TPLAKOVTK: an
assimilation to Lk 24:13?) and presumably identical w. present-day Kaloniye.

The distance must be short enough to go back to Jerusalem in the evening, see

verses 29, 33:

29 But they urged him strongly, saying, "Stay with us, because it is almost evening and the day is
now nearly over." So he went in fo stay with them.

33 That same hour they got up and returned to Jerusalem; and they found the eleven and their
companions gathered together.

It is possible to go from Amwas/Nikopolis to Jerusalem in 5 hours.

It is possible that the 60 stades have been changed to 160 fo conform to the
identification by Eusebius and Jerome.

V. Michel (in the Fleckenstein book, 2003) makes it quite clear that from local
tradition and early fathers witnesses, only Amwas/Nikopolis can be the Emmaus
of the Lukan story. There were two streets connecting Emmaus and Jerusalem,
one 147 (27 km) stades long, the other 186 (35 km) stades long.

We have therefore two contradictory arguments: 60 stades is better attested
in the MSS tradition, but Amwas/Nikopolis (160 stades) is better attested by
early tradition.

It has also been suggested that what Luke originally meant was that they were
still on the way to Emmaus and after walking 60 stades the narrated things
happened (so actually the Peschittal).



For the O0AoupeodG of D compare:
LXX Genesis 28:19 kol ékoAeoer Iakwp TO Ovope ToD TOTOL €KELVOU
Otkog 0eod kol Ouiopdovg Y Ovopn TH TOAEL TO TPOTEPOV

A: OvAopooug

“And Jacob called that place "house of God"; and the name of the city was Oulamlous at the
first."

The Hebrew reads "Luz" for "Oulamlous": "Ancient place and seat of worship in
Ephraim on border of Benjamin, identif. with Luz (former name). later important
place of worship; abode of prophet; Jereboam set up one of the golden calves at
Bethel." (Whittaker) - Bet-El is about 90 stades (17 km, 12 miles) south of
Jerusalem. Today it is called El Bireh.

Is D preserving the original here or is it an independent correction to overcome
the problem of the distance?

Eusebius in his "Onomasticon" writes: "Bethel (BoLO1A) is now a village twelve
miles from Jerusalem to the right of the road going to Neapolis. It was formerly
called Oulammaus (OOAcppeoDC) and also Luza. It was given to the lot of the
tribe of Benjamin, near Bethaven and Gai. Josue also fought there killing
the king." Jerome writes in his Onomaticon translation: "porro quod quidam
putant secundum errorem Graecorum uoluminum Ulammaus antiquitus
nuncupatam, uehementer errant."

Compare:

e J. Read-Heimerdinger "Where is Emmaus? Clues in the text of Lk 24 in
Codex Bezae" in Parker/Taylor "Studies in the early text of the Gospels and
Acts", Birmingham, 1999, p. 229-244

e Sylvie Chabert d'Hyéres: http://www.dammarilys.com/comm/oulam_en.html

e K.H. Fleckenstein, M. Louhivuori, R. Riesner "Emmaus in Judda", Giessen, 2003
(with interesting archaeological details and 10 pages bibliography)

e CP. Thiede " Die Wiederentdeckung von Emmaus bei Jerusalem" ZAC 8
(2005) 593-599

e R. Riesner " Wo lag das neutestamentliche Emmaus (Lukas 24,13)?" ZAC 11
(2007) 201-220

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

NA?" Luke 24:17 elmer 8¢ mpoO¢ adTOVC" TLVEC OL AOYOL 00DTOL OVC
autLBaidiete TPOC AAANAOLC TepLTTODVTEG] Kol €0TAONOKY OKUBPWTOL.

BYZ Luke 24:17 €lTev 6¢ TpoO¢ adTolC" TLveg ol AdyoL olToL 0UC
autLBaiiete TPOC AAANAOLC TEPLTTODVTEC Kol €0TE OKUBPWTOL;

Byz A% P,W,A, 0,Y,fl,f13,33, 157, Maj, Latt, Sy, Trg™
kol €otol AS, P, W, T, Q

txt  P75,01, A*, B, L, 070, 579, Sy-Pal™*?, Co
Kol éoTNooy L

omit: D

\ b [ \ .
Kol €c TL €ote  Bal (conj.)

B: no umlaut

okuBpwToL "looking sad, gloomy, sullen, sour"

No parallel.

txt

"What are you discussing with each other while you walk along?" They stood still, looking sour.
Byz

“"What are you discussing with each other while you walk along and looking sad?"

D

“"What are you discussing with each other while you walk along sad?"

Metzger argues that they are "displeased on being interrupted in their
conversation by a stranger”, thus the meaning "gloomy, sour" would be fitting. In
the Byzantine reading the question continues and the meaning "sad" would more
be appropriate.

But it is also possible that also the txt meaning is "sad" and "they stood still,
sad".

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

NAZ" Luke 24:18 amokplOelc 8¢ €lc T ovopatt Kicomic elmer mpog
a0TOV* 0L pOvoC mapolkelc ‘TepouoaAnu kol o0k €Yvwe T YeVOuevu
€v a0Th €V Tolg MUEPOLS TaUTHLC

T & abT@V P, ©, f13, 28, 33, 157, 579, 1071, 1241, 2542*, pc,
it(a, b, d, f, ff2, 1, r)), Sy, sa, bo™, arm, geo, aeth

f13: 174, 230 omit
Lat(aur, c, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

A natural addition.

Several witnesses assign a name o the companion of Cleopas here.
V/031 has "Nathanael" in the margin.

5/028 has "Simon" in the margin.

b, e, ff%, r! have "Ammaus" (at 24:13).

Ambrose called him "Amaon".

(the last two are probably a corruption of Emmaus.)

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 24:21 Muelc 6¢ MATL oper OTL «lTOC €0TLY O HEALWV
AvtpoloBal Tov Topand: dAAL Ye Kel oLV TaoLY ToUToLS TPLTnY
To0TNY NUEPOY dYeEL ad’ ob tadTo EyéveTo.

BYZ Luke 24:21 TMuelc 6¢ NAmiloper OtL odTOC €0TLY O WEALWV
AvtpoloBal Tov Topand: dAde ye oLV TROLY TOUTOLE TPLTNV
ToUTNY NUEpay dyel onuepov, ddp oL Tadto EYEVETO

Byz A, (D*),P,W, A, 6, V¥,f13, 33,157, Maqj, Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa, bo™, [Trqg]

D*, 22, pc, Lat”®  muépay onuepoy dyeL
D, Lat?' nuépa QyeL

txt  P75,01%, B, D%, L, 070, f1, 579, vg™?, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo
taOTY Tuépoy  O1*
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
"and we were hoping that he it is who is about to redeem Israel, and also with all
these things, this third day is passing today, since these things happened."

There is no reason for an omission, except that it might have been considered
redundant after TplTny TadTNY NPV,
A natural addition. Possibly an idiomatic phrase?

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the withesses)
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NAZ Luke 24:29 kol ToapePLeoavto adTOV AEYOVTEC: WELvov Wed Mudv,
OTL TPOC €0MEPUY €0TLY Kol KékALkey 1om 1) Tuépe. kol elofiAfer toD
uelval oLy adTolc.

BYZ Luke 24:29 kol TepeBLaoevto adTOV A€yovtec Meilvov ped muov
OTL TPOC €omépay €O0TLYV KoL KEKALKEV 1) TUEPR Kol €lofABer Tod
uelval oLy adTolg

Byz A,D,P,W, A, ©,f13, Maj, ¢, d, |, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-H, sa
txt P75,01,B,L, T, Y, 0196, f1, 124, 22, 33, pc, Lat, Sy-P, bo

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [}6n] in brackets in the margin.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
It is probable that j6n has been omitted because of confusion over the many
Etas, either accidentally or deliberately to make reading easier.

HAHHHMG]’A
HHMG]’A

On the doubtful Syriac attestation compare P. Williams:

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 166-67

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 24:32 kol e€lmay TPOS GAANAOUC: o)L 1) Kapdlow MLV
KoLopérn v [év Muiv] wg édaiel MLy €év Th 080, we dLnroLyey HULy
TG Ypadac;

omit: P75, B, D, 1203, (it, Sy-S, Sy-C), geo’, (Or), WH
omit (¢ EAGAEL MUTV a, b, ff2,1,r!, Or (probably h.t. Nuiv ..))
omit €V MUY ¢ EAXAEL MULY c, e, Sy-S, Sy-C (probably h.t. €V ... €V)
txt O01,A,L,P,W,33,A, 0,%,fl,f13, 28,579,700, 1071, 1241, Maj,
WH™, NA%
B: no umlaut
"Was not our heart burning within us"
No parallel.
Possibly omitted as superfluous or to improve style (so Aland):
T KepSloe UGV ... €V TULY.
It is possible that the omission is at least in part accidental: ..€vn fv €V MUiv.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 24:36 Tadta 66 a0TOV AXAODVTWY aUTOG €0TN €V WEOW CUTOV
kol Aéyel odtolc: eiprivn vuiv.

omit: D, it (a, b, e, ff2, 1, r'), NA?®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the verse in double brackets.

add: 6,P, W, 579, 1241, pc,
Lat(aur, ¢, f, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo?", arm, geo

kol A€yel odtolc: elpnrn LUiv. €y elpL: un dpoPelobe. G, P, 1241
Kool A€yel oDTolc” €YW) elpL” un doPeloBal: eipfiyn vuiv. "
kol Aéyel odtolc: eipriyn vulv: un doPeloBol: €YW) eitur. 579

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation.

Parallel:

NAZ John 20:19 HABer 0 ‘Inoodc kol €0Tn €l¢ TO Péoov

Kool A€vel adTOLC” eLpmvn LULY.

NAZ" John 20:21 elmev odv altoic [0 'Inoodc] maAly: elpnyn LULY:
NA% John 20:26 K&l €0TT €LC TO HEOOV Kol elmer: elpnun LULV.
Compare:

NA?" Matthew 14:27 Oupocite, €Yo eipL: un doPelobe.

NA?" Mark 6:50 Bapocite, €yw eipl: un ¢poPeiobde.

NA? John 6:20 0 8¢ Aéyel adTOLC" €YW €lpL: ur dpoPelode.

Compare following verse 37:

NA%" Luke 24:37 Ttondévtec 6¢ kol €udofol yevouevoL €60KovY TYeDuw
Bewpelv.

"They were startled and terrified, and thought that they were seeing a ghost."

It is possible that it's a harmonization to Jo (so Weiss). Several witnesses
harmonized even further by adding Jesus words "Don't be afraid" from the
Walking on the Water story.

Without the words the story is more coherent, because when Jesus greets them
it would be more difficult to understand why they then think, it is a ghost.

On the other hand it is possible that scribes just for that very reason, to make
the story more dramatic, have omitted the words. Note ¢pavtaoue by D in the
following verse.



Note the un-Lukan historic present A€yel, as in 24:12. While A€ycL appears
several times in LK, it is not common.

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

NA%" Luke 24:37 mton0évtec 6¢ kol €udoPol yevduevoL €80kovy TYeDo
Bewpely

ovtaope D, d, Marcion™"

B: no umlaut

No parallel, but compare:

14 ~ l4
NA* Matthew 14:26 oL &¢ podnral LdOVTEC abTOV €Ml Th¢ Oodaoomg
TepLTatodVTe €Topaydnoor A€yovtec OTL GAVTOOU €O0TLY, KoL OO
T00 poPou ékpatay.

27 [N \ b 14 9 \ b \ ~ / ~

NA% Mark 6:49 ol 6¢ 180vTec adTOV €Tl TR Oodaoong mepLmatodrTa
€600 0TL QOVTOOUd EOTLY, Kol GUEKPOELD”

Possibly the word is more dramatic and has been used to intensify the story.
Note the omission of the greeting in the previous verse by D, it.

Note Ignatius to Smyrna 3:2: ['Inoouc] édn adrolc:

Aofete, Yniadnoaté pe kol Loete, 0TL 00K €Ll SeLUOVLOV GOWUKTOV:
From an apocryphal source, either GHebrew (Jerome) or Doctrina Petri
(Origen)?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:40 kol ToDTO €lmv €8elfev alTOlC TOC YELPOC KoL TOUC
T680C.

omit verse: D, it (a, b, d, e, ff2,1,rY), Sy-S, Sy-C,
Marcion, NA*®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the verse in double brackets.
Tregelles has the verse in single brackets.

Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Parallel:

NA%" John 20:20 kol ToDTO €LV €deLéev TG YXELPUC Kol TNy
TACLPOY KDTOLC.

BYZ John 20:20 kol TODTO €lmwV €deléer alTolC TOG YELPOG KoL TNy
TAcvpay oOTOD.

Compare previous verse 39:
NA?" Luke 24:39 Ld€Te TOC YELPAC WOU Kol TOLC TOSMC OV

It is possible that the words have been omitted as being redundant (so Aland).
Hands and feet have already been mentioned in verse 39.

On the other hand it is possible that the words have been added as a
harmonization either to immediate context or to John (so WH, Weiss, Zahn, also
D. Parker).

See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 217 - 219.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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128. Difficult variant
NA?" Luke 24:42 ol 6¢ €émedwkar adT@ LxBlo¢ 6mToD PEpOC:

BYZ Luke 24:42 0l 8¢ €médwkay adT® LyOvo¢ OTTod UéPog
Kol ¢mO UeALOoiov Knplov.

T&T #52
"and of an honeycomb,"

Byz K,N,A 0,Y,f1,f13, 33,131, 157, 892, 1071, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo"', Justin, Tert,
Cyr-Jer, Epiph, Jerome, [Trg]

txt P75,01, A, B,D,L, W,II, 579, pc3, d, e, Sy-S, sa, boP", C[seebelow
pc = 1079, 1377*, 2411
B: no umlaut

Justin (2™ CE): kal €poyer knplov kol LxOUY (De Resurrectione, ch. 9)
"He did eat honeycomb and fish.
Tertullian (2nd CE): Favos post fella gustavit (De Corona, ch. 14)
“For it was after the gall He tasted the honeycomb"
Clement (ca. 200 CE, Paed. 2.15.2): ol 6¢ .. émédwkay adte) Lx00oc 6mToD

HEPOC™ KL GUYWV EVWTLOV KDTRV ...

No parallel.
Note next verse 43:
NA?" Luke 24:43 Kol APV €vamor adtdy édayev.

Compare:
NA%" John 21:9 ¢ odv améfnoar eic tny yijy PBAETOLOLY AvBpokLoy
KELLEVMY Kol OPapLOV ETLKELUEVOY Kol GPTOV.

“they saw a charcoal fire there, with fish on it, and bread."

The term appears 9 times in the LXX. There is no reason for an omission, except
possibly due to h.t. k&l - Kl. Also possible it that Egyptian asceticism was
adverse to so sweet a food as honey (so Burgon).

Metzger notes: "Since in parts of the ancient church honey was used in the
celebration of the Eucharist and in the baptismal liturgy, copyists may have
added the reference here in order to provide scriptural sanction for the
liturgical practice."



On the other hand it is basically possible that the words have been omitted as a
partial harmonization tfo Jo 21:9, where bread and fish are mentioned and not
fish and honey.

Note that both Justin and Tertullian mention itl Even Clement Alex. alludes once
to it

“Have you anything to eat here? said the Lord to the disciples after the resurrection; and they,
as taught by Him to practice frugality, "gave Him a piece of broiled fish:" and having eaten
before them, says Luke, He spoke to them what He spoke. And in addition to these, it is not to
be overlooked that those who feed according to the Word are not debarred from dainties in the
shape of honeycombs. For of articles of food, those are the most suitable which are fit for
immediate use without fire, since they are readiest; and second to these are those which are
simplest, as we said before." (Paedagogus, book 2.1.15.2-3)

Is it even possible that the words got into the MSS from this Clement quote? In
Greek the relevant sentence is:

[IpO¢ ToUtoLg 00dE Tpaynuatwy (kal) KNPLwy apolpoug TepLopatéoy
Toug SeLmrodvtag kot Adyov.

Compare also the story of Joseph and Aseneth 16. Here the angelic visitor says:
T0 MEAL TODTO TemoLnKooLy «l WéALoonl ToD Topadeloov TC
TpLdTiC, kol ol @yyeloL ToD Ocod €& adtod €ablovoLy, Kal TaC
0¢ payetol €€ adtod ok amobuveltal €Lg TOV aldve.

This food of immortality may be connected with the resurrection. For Kilpatrick

this is an argument for originality, but it is none. It could equally well be the

reason for a secondary addition.

Compare:
e J.W. Burgon "Traditional text" 1896, p. 240 - 252
e G.D. Kilpatrick "Luke 24:42-43" NovT 28 (1986) 306-308

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 336
Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 24:43 kol Aofv €vamLov adt@y Eoyer T .

add:
K, IT*, ©, f13, L844, L2211, pc,
Lat(aur, c, r', vg), Sy-C, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo™", arm, geoI, aeth

T kol TO EmLAOLTIL €dWKEY aVTOLC K, 13, L2211, pc, arm, geo”

kol oo AaBor éwkey odTolc IT* (TI€ omits)
T MBov To émiloima €dwker aldtolc pc, L844

T

kKol Gaywy evamior adTdv AoBwy
T émidoLTa €dwkey odTolc 0, pc,
Lat(aur, (c), r', vg), Sy-C, Sy-H**, bo?'

B: no umlaut

2! " T
€TLAOLTOG "remaining

No parallel. A strange addition.

But compare:

NA?" John 21:13 €pyetotl ‘Inoodc kel AopPorvel Tov &ptov kel SL6woLy
o0TOLC, Kol TO OWapLoY OULOLGC.

€TLAOLTIOC appears 26 times in the LXX, but only once in the NT 1Pe 4:2.
Possibly inspired from liturgical usage.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 337
NA? Luke 24:44 Elmev &¢ mpo¢ a0dtole: oDTOL 0L AOYOL HOou 0D €ANANON

BYZ Luke 24:44 Eimev 8¢ o0Tolc” oUToL oL AdYoL oVC EAaANON

Not in NA but in SQE (Byz only)!

Byz 01, W, A, O, fl, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy, bo"’
txt P75,A,B,D,KILL,N, X, ¥, 33,157, 579, pc, d, r!, sa, bo®", Cl
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Probably omitted due to confusion over double OU OU. Possibly also because it is
redundant.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 338

NAZ?" Luke 24:46 kol €Lmery o0TOLS OTL

0UTWC YEYPATTOL ToOely TOV YPLOTOV
Kol GUooThval €k vekp®y T Tpltn Muepa,

BYZ Luke 24:46 Kol €Lmer oDTOLG OTL
oUTWG YeéypamtaL Kol oUTwg €bel Tadely tov XpLoTov
Kol GUooThval €k vekp®dy T Tpltn muépw

Byz A,C% W, A 0,Y,fl,f13, 33, 157, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™
oUTWG €6l W

€deL 579

txt P75,01,B,C*, D,L,pc, it(a, b, c,d, e, ff% 1, rh), vg™, Sy-Pal, Co, Ir-

Sy-C has a lacuna.
Sy-S omits OUTWG YEYPATTEL probably due to parablepsis (0VTWS - OUTWC).
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 26:
NAZ Luke 24:26 oDyl ToDToe €6€L ToOElYy TOV ¥PLOTOV KL €LOEADELY €l
Ty 80fav adtod;

Compare next verse 47:
NA% Luke 24:47 koL knpuxOfvel €ml t¢) OVOpaTL oDTOD WETAVOLNY €LC
APeoLY QUOPTLOV €l¢ Tavte to €0vr. apEouerol Gmo "TepovoaAn

Probably a harmonization fo immediate context (verse 26) to smooth out the

abrupt 0UTw¢ YéYpamtoL TaOELY. There is no reason for an omission.
Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the words do not fit to the following knpuyOfjvat.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 339

129. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 24:47 kol knpuyOfjvet €ml 16 ovopatL adtod
LETAVOLOY €LC APeoLY UEPTLOY €L¢ TowTo To €0vn.

BYZ Luke 24:47 koL knpuxOfvel €ml T¢ Ovopatl odTod
LETAVOLOY Kol APeoLy GUapTLOV €Lg TavTe T6 €0vn

T&T #53

Byz A,C,D, L, WA 0,Y,f1,f13,33,131,157,579, 892, 1071, 1241, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, WH™, Gre, Bois, Trg

txt P75,01, B, pc®, Sy-P, Co, WH, NA®, Weiss
pc = 1253, 1519, 2445, 2796, 2808

kel €l 2446, Sy-Pal™

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 26:28 TODTO yap €0TLY TO aipt KoL TAC SLadNkNng TO Tepl
TOAAQDY €KYLVVOUEVOV €LC BPETLY QUOPTLOV.

NA% Mark 1:4 €yéveto Twoavvng [0] Pamtilwy év T épnue Kol
KNPLOOWV BOTTLOMN LETOVOLOC €LC HPETLY UOPTLRV.

NA?" Luke 3:3 kol fAOer el¢ Taoay [tnr] meplywpov tod Topdovou
KTPUOOWY PUTTLORN PeTovolog €lg adeoLy auapTLOY,

NA% Acts 5:31 ToDTOV O 0€0C apynyov kol owtfpa VPwoer TH SefLd
a0toD [t0D] Sodvel petavorar ¢ Topanid kel ddeoLy auopTLOY.

External support is quite slim.

Both words are conform to Lukan usage (see Acts 5:31).

The term with €L¢ is probably better known to scribes from John the Baptist's
story and so they changed from Kkl to €L¢. This is quite possible because the
support is slim and Egyptian only (except Sy-P).

It is also possible that the first €L¢ has been changed to Kl because another
€ig is following with a different reference, to improve style (so Weiss).



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



TVU 340

130. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:49 kol [L60U] €yw &TOOTEAAW TNV EMayyeAloar ToD TaTpOg
oL €’ VHAC

omit: P75, 01, D, L, 33, 579, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, Gre, Tis, Bal

kel 1600 €yw A, B,C, (W), A, ©, %, (f1), f13, 157, Maj, f, q, Sy-H
kel €yw Ldob W, I, f1, pc

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ" Matthew 10:16 IS0V €Y® GTOOTEAA®W DUAC W TPOPXTH

NA?" Matthew 11:10 180U €Y® GTOOTEAAW TOV AYYEAOV OV

NA?" Matthew 23:34 AL TOUTO 16OV €YW QMOOTEAAW TPOC VUAC TPOGNTHC

In the Gospels the phrase "€y GTOOTEAAW" is always preceded by L6OU. It is
quite probable that therefore the word has been added here, too.

The external support for the omission is very good and the different insertion
points also indicate a secondary origin.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

External rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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131. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 24:49 kol [180D] €yw GTOOTEAAW TNV €TayyeAilar ToD maTPOg
oL €’ VHAC

€EamooTéAw  01%, B, L, X, A, 33,157, 892, L2211, pc,
NA?°, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P75,01*,A,C,D, W, 0, ¥, f1, f13,579, Maj
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 10:16 'IS0D €YW) QTOOTEAA®W DUAC

NA% Matthew 11:10 180U €Y® GTOOTEAA®W TOV AYYEAOV LOU

NAZ" Matthew 23:34 AL TODTO 160D €YW QTOOTEAAW TPOC VHAC TPOPNTHG
NA%" Mark 1:2 160U GTOOTEAAW TOV (yYEAOV WOV

NA?" Luke 7:27 160V GTOOTEAAW TOV (YYEAOV HOL TPO TPOCWTOL GOV,
NA?" Luke 10:3 1600 GTOOTEAAW UUAC WG Gpveg €V Uéow AVKWV.

€EuTOOTEAAW appears 137 times in the LXX, but only once in the NT (Act
22:21).

There is no reason fo change here to the compound verb. It is much more
probable that the word has been changed to the very common GTOOTEAAW.

The support for €EXTOGTEAL® is not coherent.

Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)



TVU 342
NA? Luke 24:49 Duelc 8¢ koBloote €V TH TOAEL €we ob
evdlonoBe & Lijoug SOVaLY.

BYZ Luke 24:49 Uuelc 8¢ kaBloote €v T moder ‘TepovoaAny, €wc ov
evdlonoBe SvopuLy €€ Dijioug

Byz A,C% W, A 0,Y,fl,f13, 33,157,579, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo”*
txt P75,01, B, C*, D, L, Lat, Sy-S, sa, bo®'

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA%" Luke 24:47 kol knpuxOfvel €ml T¢) OVvOuatL odTOD WETAVOLNY €Lg
ApeoLY apapTLOV €lc mavto To €0vn. apfaucrol amo TepouvoaAnu

There is no reason for an omission. The addition is only natural.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 343

132. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:50 'EEnyoyer 6¢ adtolg [€w] €wg mpoc Bnbaviay, kol
ETUPOG TOC YELPOG KDTOD €DAGYNOEY ohTOUC.

€wc mpog  P75,01, B, C*, L, f1, 33, 579, pc, L2211
a, Sy-S, Sy-P, arm, geo, NA?®>, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
€wc eic 157

€Ew €wg €l A, €%, (D), WE, A, ©, Y, f13, 1071, Maj, (Lat), Sy-H, Bois
€Ew €wc W*, pc

€w TPO¢ D, pc, Lat

€wc e ("quasi")

€Ew €wg TPOC  txt (no supportl), NA%S-27

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

LXX Genesis 15:5 €Enyoyey 8¢ adTov €Ew Kol €lmey adte

LXX Judges 19:25 kol €ENyoyer a0TnY TPOC e0TOUC €EW

LXX 2 Samuel 13:18 koL €Enyoyey adTNY 0 A€LTovpyog adTod €Ew

€Ew is superfluous: "EENyayev ... €Ew. It could be argued that the duplication is
an imitation of Semitic style, but that does not necessarily mean that it is
secondary. The construction appears about 10 fimes in the LXX.

This case is similar to the previous cases of double negation (20:27, 22:16,
22:34). In all cases the double form is supported by the Byzantine text, here,
too. Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that this is a very frequent addition.

The longer reading could also be a conflation of the P75, B and the Western
reading.

On the other hand it is possible that €£w has been deleted as unnecessary.



NA2627 take €£w €w¢ as one variant and TPOC as another. This results in a
reading that is not supported by any witness. This is not very fortunate.

On the other hand it is also clear that the words do not really belong together
as onhe variant. €€w belongs to €ENyayev and could be taken as one variant. The
other variant then would be €w¢ ﬂpbg. I think this would be a more natural
separation.

In that case the distribution of witnesses would be:

omit€€w  P75,01, B, C*, L, f1, 33,579, pc
have €€ A, C,D, W, 0, ¥, f13, M|

€w¢ mpo¢  P75,01, B, C*, L, f1, 33,579, pc
€wg €l A, C%,0,Y, f13, Maj
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong = go with the P75, B reading)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 24:51 Kol €YEVETO €V TG €DAOYELY ahTOV adTOVC HLéatn o’
0TV Kol dvedépeto eic Tov obpavor. 52 Kol altol ...

omit: 01*, D, it(a, b, d, e, ff2, 1), geol, NA®, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the phrase in double brackets

Kol Gredépeto  Sy-S

Aland (NT Papyri II) notes that Sy-S has K&l GUeGEPETO or a synonymous
phrase. In NA%" Sy-S is listed for the complete omission. Burkitt has: "he was
lifted up from them". Sy-C has a lacuna.

améotn for OLEGTN: D

01: corrected by 01,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, rl, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ Acts 1:1-2 Tov pev TPATOV AOYOV enomoocpnv TEPL TOVTWVY,
G)eod)LAe WV Apfato 0 ‘Incodc Tolely te kol SLddokely, 2 OLXQL s
NUEPKC  EVTELAGUEVOC TOLC GTOOTOAOLS OLh  TVEUMXTOS GyLov  OUC
€EEAEEQTO AVEANUDON.

Codex Gigas: 1:2 €vTeLAauero¢ TOLG GTOOTOAOLC SLe TVEDUNTOC GryLOU
KTPUOOELY TO €Dy YEALOV, 0U¢ €EeA€Ento (similar also Augustinus).

and Codex D: 1:2 &ypL TG TNUEPKS GUEANUPON EVTELAGUEVOC TOLG
GTOOTOAOLE L Telpatoc aylov, olU¢ €EeAcknto, Kol EKEACLOEY
KTPUOOELY TO €Dy YEALOV .

The ascension in Acts:
NAZ Acts 1:9 Kol tadtoe elmov Bremovtor adtdr émpdn kol vedéin

€ 4 b \ b \ ~ b ~ 5 ~
LTEANPEV ovTOV oTO TAOV 0POBUAUDY ALTOV.
Codex D: Kal todto elmovtoc odtod vedéAn

S 4 ) \ \ ) 4 J \ b ~ ) ~
LTEAXPeVY obTOV Kol amnpEdn amo 0PBuALDY aLTOV.




Compare also:
NA? Mark 16:19 ‘O pev ovv kiUprog 'Inoodc pete t0 AxAfjoot adtolg
aveAnudOn eic TOV olpavdv kol ékadLoey ék SefLdr ToD Oeod.

With or without the words stand or falls the classification of the pericope as an
ascension story.

It is possible that the words have been omitted due to homoioarcton (.N KAI A..
- .N KAT A.)). This is possibly the case for the omission in 01*. That the omission
in the Western text is accidental is improbable, though, because it is connected
with similar changes in Acts 1:2, 9. The evidence points here clearly to a
deliberate change.

Luke points back to the ascension in Acts 1:1-2: "I wrote about all that Jesus did
and taught from the beginning until the day [&xpL N¢ MUEPEC] when he was
taken up [GveAnudOn] ..."

It is not clear if the phrase "until the day" means, that the ascension itself has
already been narrated. There is a Western tradition (Codex Gigas, Augustinus)
which omits the words GVeANuPON in Acts 1:2. Codex D has the word but
appears to be a mixture of Gigas and the normal text.

It is possible that the words have been deleted deliberately to remove a double
ascension in Luke - Acts: First in Luke, shortly after the resurrection
(recapitulated in Act 1:2), second in Acts 1:9, 40 days later.

On the other hand it is possible that the words have been added, when Luke and
Acts were separated by one or more Gospels in the canon, for clarity. Streeter
("Four Gospels", p. 142) writes regarding an assimilation to Acts: "If so, it is an
assimilation of an incredibly unskillful kind; for it makes the Ascension take
place on Easter Day instead of forty days later as the Acts relates."

But it is not completely clear that the events in 24:44-53 follow immediately
those in 24:36-43.

See also Ehrman (Orthodox Corruption, p. 227 - 232), who argues that the
words have been added fo strengthen the orthodox emphasis on the bodily
ascension of Jesus. This argument can be reversed of course. It is equally
possible that the words have been omitted to deny a bodily ascension of Jesus.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 180) sees the phrase as a free reminiscence of Act 1:9-10.
He further notes (Lk Com.) that it could have been added to explain the unclear
SLéotn ot DTV,



avadEPw appears only 3 times in the Gospels, here and in Mk 9:2/Mt 17:1. But in
the parallel Lk 9:28 to Mk 9:2/Mt 17:1 Lk changes avadépeL into avePT. But it
is possible that Lk changed the word to get rid of the historic present. Note
that Lk in Acts 1:2 uses GVeANUpON. avapépw could thus be labeled "un-Lukan".

It is possible, even probable that this omission is connected with the omission of
TPOOKLYNOAVTEC ®OTOV in verse 52. It is not really conceivable that both
omissions are accidental. 6. Lohfink noted that in Hellenistic rapture stories the
element of Proskynesis is closely related to an ascension.

Regarding the change of 6L€aTN into 4TEGTN:
Zwiep notes that
e aTéEOTN fits better to &M adTOV
e D several times replaces a verb by some form of dbLOTNL
e D also has a similar change in Act 1:9:
vepeAn LTEANBEY adTOV Kol amPdn &m0 OGBuAUGOY KdTV.
for
€mMPEON Kol Vepern LTEAXBEY adTOV ATO TOV OGBUAUDY whTOV.
e QpLOTNUL is the more conventional term for the disappearance of a
heavenly being according to Lohfink, p. 170-1.

Overall a deliberate omission to harmonize Lk with Acts appears to be the most
probable explanation. Taking the editorial activity in Lk 24:51-52 and Act 1:2+9
together, it accords well with other changes of the Western text.

Zwiep concludes: "The conclusion that emerges from the preceding analysis is
that in all three textual units (Lk 24:50-3, Act 1:1-2, 9-11) a development from
the B-text to the Western text gives a more convincing (while more consistent)
explanation of the evidence than the reverse. The Western reviser quite
consistently removes stylistic, chronological and theological obstacles
throughout the whole narrative and thereby creates a new 'de-mythologized'
narrative picture, conform tfo his own theological (or more precisely,
christological) outlook: he removes any suggestion that Jesus ascended
physically - with a body of flesh and bones - into heaven. [ .. ] it appears that the
2" and 3™ CE christological controversies [gnostic and docetic] provide a most
plausible setting in which a radical reinterpretation of the ascension narrative
such as undertaken by our "Western' scribe could take place."



Compare:

e F. Graefe "Der Schluss des Lukasevangeliums und der Anfang der
Apostelgeschichte" TSK 61 (1888) 522-41

e F. Graefe "Textkritische Bemerkungen zu den drei Schlusskapiteln des
Lukasevangeliums" TSK 69 (1896) 245-81

¢ 6. Lohfink "Die Himmelfahrt Jesu" STANT 26, Miinchen, 1971, p. 171-4

e AW. Zwiep "The text of the ascension narratives" NTS 42 (1996) 219-
244

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 345

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 24:52 Kol altol Tpookuvnoovtec odTOv UTEoTpefor €lg
TEPOVOOATL ETO YUPAC UEYOANG

omit: D, it(a, b, d, e, ff%, 1), Sy-S, NA?®, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Bal

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

WH have the phrase in double brackets.
Sy-C has a lacuna.

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

No parallel. Compare:

NA?" Matthew 28:9 kil LoV 'Inoolc DTAVYTNOEY aDTHLE AEYWY* Yo LPETE.
al 8¢ mpooeAbodonl ékpatnony adTod TOUC TOSKC KKl TPOCEKLYTONY
00T

NA?" Matthew 28:17 koL LOOVTEC tDTOV TPOCEKLYNONY, OL O €dLoTao0V.

This omission is probably related to the omission in the previous verse 51. It
would seem possibly not appropriate to worship Jesus without an ascension being
mentioned. G. Lohfink noted that in Hellenistic rapture stories the element of
Proskynesis is closely related to an ascension.

Weiss (Lk Com.) thinks that the words have been added from Mt 28:17.

Compare:

e 6. Lohfink "Die Himmelfahrt Jesu" STANT 26, Miinchen, 1971, p. 171-4
e AW. Zwiep "The text of the ascension narratives" NTS 42 (1996) 219-244

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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133. Difficult variant
NA*" Luke 24:53
Kol fooy SLo TwTog €V T6) Lep® ebAoyodvteg TOV Oedv.

BYZ Luke 24:53
\ > \ \ ~ 3 ~ ~ ~ \ /4
Kol Mooy SLi Tortog €v TR Lep® aivodrteg kel ebloyodyteg Tov Oedv

€0A0YODVTEC P75, 01, B, C*, L, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co, geo, arab™>, Trg™
alvodvreg D, it(a, b, d, e, ff, 1, r!), vg™*, Trg™, Tis, Bal

ailvodvtec kal edAoyodvtec A, C% W, A, 0, fl, f13, 33,157, 579,
Maj, Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H,
arm, [Trg]

Sy-C has a lacuna.
B: no umlaut

alvodvteg aivéw participle present active nominative masculine plural
"praise"

Compare:

NA?" Luke 24:50-51 "E&nyayer d¢ adtovg [€Ew] €we mpoc Bnbaviay, kol
ETUPOG TOC YELPOG oDTOD €DAGYNOeY oDTOVC. 51 KoL EYEVETO €V TG
€OAOYELY aTOV aDTOVE SLEOTN & ADTQV ...

alvéw appears 7 times in Lk-Acts (4 times in Lk), but nowhere else in the
Gospels. Only once in the epistles (Rom 15:11).

€0AOYE€W appears 14 times in Lk, 5 times in Mt, 6 times in Mk and once in Jo. In
the epistles it appears 16 times.

Overall «lVéw is the more rare word and more specific to Lk.

It is possible that €DAOYEW has been changed to ivéw, because in the two
previous verses 50 and 51 €0A0Y€w is used as Jesus blessing the disciples. So
here it would then appear in a different meaning ("praise”) and possibly
considered inappropriate (so Weiss).

The Byzantine reading is a clear conflation of txt and the Western reading.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 347

Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 24:53 Kol MooV SL0 TOVTOC €V TG Lepe €OAOYoDVTEG TOV
Beov. T

insert PA: 1333¢

B: no umlaut

1333 (11™ CE) is a Byzantine MS with 93% Byz readings according to T&T.

M. Robinson Oct. 2002 on the TC list:

"Lk ends on one page bottom, recto, with 5 lines left empty (leaf 148). Next page
(verso of leaf 148) contains the pericope complete before the list of kephalaia
for Jn. It is written in a darker ink, but not necessarily by a different scribe,
since there are a number of similarities fo the style of the opening segment of
John which follows. The title of the PA page reads EUa EIS T> K/ TOU OKTWs
Tu OSIas PELAGIAS (= the lectionary reading for Pelagia, Oct 8th). Also, the
PA is written in 2 cols., 26 |l per page, as in the rest of the MS. In the main text
of John, the PA is not present. However, in loc. 7:53 there is a stylized cross at
the end of 7:52, and written in the margin between columns is something
regarding ‘... H PERIKOPH TOU .. GUNAIKOS', part of which was not
decipherable."



