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PREFACE. 

od yap ev Adyo 4 BaoNeia Tou Bend GAN’ ev Suvdpet.—I1 Cor. iv. 20. 

.. .exagtos 8€ BXerétw ras erotxodouet.—l Cor. iii. 10. 

& Be Aourdy Cnreirae ev ris oixovspats iva meaTOs Tis EvpeOy.—1 Cor. iv. 2. 

1. It is high time that the bubble of codex B should be pricked. 
It had not occurred to me to write what follows until recently. 

I had thought that time would cure the extraordinary Hortian heresy, but 

when I found that after a silence of twenty years my suggestion that 
Hort’s theories were disallowed today only provoked a denial from a 
scholar and a critic who has himself disavowed a considerable part of the 
readings favoured by Hort t it seemed time to write a consecutive account 
of the crooked path pursued by the ms B, which—from ignorance I trow— 
most people still confuse with purity and ‘‘ neutrality.”’ 

I proceed to ‘‘name”’ the aforesaid scholar, since he has challenged 
me. Dr. A. Souter began a review of my ‘Genesis of the Versions’ by 
saying that—‘‘ It is the business of a critic first to destroy his enemy's 

position before he seeks to build up his own.” 
He ended by expressing gratitude for my collations of Mss as 

such, but added some very strong advice to hold my tongue as regarded 
commenting on the evidence so painfully accumulated, which he and 
others would use—but which I must not use or discuss. He said: ‘“ IVe 
cannot afford to do without his valuable cooperation wn New Testament 
textual criticism, but would suggest that he confine his energies to the 

collection and accurate presentation of material, and leave theorizing to 

others, at least meantime.” 

I refuse to be bound by such advice. I demand a fair hearing on 
a subject very near my heart, and with which by close attention for 
many years I have tried to make myself sufficiently acquainted to be 
able and qualified to discuss it with those few who have pursued a 
parallel course of study. 

I present therefore an indictment against the ms B and against 
Westcott and Hort, subdivided into hundreds of separate counts. I do 

¢ When this was written I believed that the Revised text to which Dr. Souter added 

some critical apparatus (published by the Clarendon Press in 1910) really represented his 
views as to the text. He informs me, however, that I am mistaken, and that he favours 

practically the whole text of Hort. Yet I prefer to allow to stand what I have written 
above, because Dr. Souter withholds in his notes in certain places (e.g. John xiii. 18 as 

to rivas pro ots) the evidence of B al. upon which the readings of Hort were founded, 
and which the Revisers rejected in those places. The inference is obvious and almost 
indubitable that Dr. Souter must agree with the Revisers against Westcott and Hort in 
such places, or he would have given the alternative readings and the evidence for them 
in his notes. 
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ii CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

not believe that the jurymen who will ultimately render a verdict have ever 
had the matter presented to them formally, legally, and in proper detail. 

A comparative study of the Versions has been made but by few. 

Tischendorf did the best he could, but often neglects a Latin ms or 
the Aethiopic version when, for instance, standing alone with X. In 
such cases N appears to be the only witness, but has _ support. 

Mr. Horner's apparatus in his edition of the Gospels in the Sahidic 
dialect has some improvements on ‘Tischendorf, but he has also 
overlooked many important little keys. 

I have endeavoured to bring out other points of vital interest for 
a full and complete understanding of the matter. 

Many errors of omission may yet be found in my own apparatus. 
I do not ask the critics to favour me with corrections of manifest slips, 

or of a printer’s error of a Greek accent, or as to whether Schepps 
is spelled Schepps or Schepss. I ask for a categorical answer count 

by count to my indictment of B. I ask for intelligent discussion of how 
it would have been possible for an ‘Antiochian ” revision to have dis- 
placed certain B readings had they been really genuine. And I ask for 
a proper explanation of certain Egyptian and Alexandrian features 
amounting to clear revision in the text of B and &, if we are to divorce 
them from Alexandria and Egyptian soil where they belong properly. 

I had not intended simultaneously to write out the history of &, 

which I have sketched in Part II. But this was early forced upon 

me, and will I think materially contribute to a proper grasp of the 

problems involved. 
Dr. Souter has said that ‘‘it is the business of a critic first to destroy 

his enemy's position,"”’ but I beg to observe that the enemy, under deepest 
cover of night, has already abandoned several important positions. And 

there is such a thing as a flanking movement which compels retirement or 
surrender without striking a more direct blow in front. Thirty years and 

more have been allowed for them to retire in good order. If the finale 

is to ke a rout and a “sauve qui peut,” it is not owing to lack of patience 

on the part of the other side. But it will be owing to apathy, to 

unfaithfulness, to pride, to incomplete examination of documentary 

evidence, and to an overweening haste to establish the “true” text 

without due regard to scientific foundations. 

If now I throw some bombs into the inner citadel, it is because from 

that Keep there continues to issue a large amount of ignorant iteration of 

Hort’s conclusions, without one particle of proof that his foundation 

theory is correct. 

It is impossible to reproduce or restore the text of Origen. Origen 

had no settled text.t A reference to the innumerable places where he is 

¢ This is strong language, but compare Mark xi. 1/12, where Origen at different 

timcs employs two different recensions without seeming to observe it. 

PREFACE. iil 

upon both sides of the question, as set forth in detail herein, will show this 
clearly. Add the places where he is in direct opposition to 8 and B, and 
we must reconsider the whole position, pending which a return to 
Wetstein’s text might be an improvement. 

I ask for a patient hearing of what must take a considerable time 

in the telling (although I have condensed the matter a3 much as seemed 

possible), while I proceed to sing the Death-song of B as a neutral text. 

2. Now as to the supposed Antioch revision, and as to an Egyptian 
revision, history is very silent. I know of no book where the matter 
is succinctly sketched except ‘The Introduction to the Old Testament 
in Greek,’ by Dr. Swete (1900). Here (p. 78 seq) Dr. Swete distin- 

guished between the later and the earlier Hesychius, and seems to 
accept as probable that Phileas and Hesychius (the earlier) at the end 
of the third century, with or without Pachymius and Theodore, engaged 
in Egypt in a revision of the Greek New Testament scriptures as well 
as of the Old Testament. And it is to be assumed that St. Jerome 
was referring to this Hesychius as to a revision possibly of both 
Testaments. The Decret. Gelasii to which Dr. Swete refers (p. 79) 
speaks of an Hesychius, but of whom it is difficult to judge as the date of 
the Deer. is uncertain.t But whether the labours of the earlier Hesychius 
and of Phileas may not be involved in the charge, some things in the 

following pages seem to suggest, and possibly the labours of the several 
men of the name of Hesychius were somewhat confused in later times. 

As to Lucian, with or without Dorotheus, and his presumed revision 
of the Scriptures at Antioch, probable as this may be, we are again in 
a difficulty. This Lucian died in 312, but he is not the same Lucian 
[circa 120-190] to whom Origen [186-253] refers as having probably 
altered the Scriptures (contra Celsum ii. ch. xxvii). ‘‘ Now I know of 
no others who have altered the Gospel save the followers of Marcion and 
those of Valentinus and I think also those of Lucian.” 

To Lucian and Hesychius together Jerome refers in his letter to 
Damasus: ‘‘ Praetermitto eos codices quos a Luciano et Hesychio nun- 
cupatos paucorum hominum adserit perversa contentio quibus utique 
nec in (toto) veteri instramento post septuaginta interpretes emendare 
quid licuit nec in novo profuit emendasse cum multaram gentium linguis 
scriptura ante translata doceat falsa esse quae addita sunt.” This 
certainly refers to the second Lucian and probably to the first Hesychius. 

In his praefatio ad Paralip. Jerome says: ‘“‘ Alexandria et Aegyptus 
in Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem. Constantinopolis usque 
Antiochiam Luciani martyris exemplaria probat. Mediae inter has pro- 
vinciae Palaestinos codices legunt; quos ab Origene elaboratos Eusebius 

+ As to the date of the Decretum Gelasii itself see article by F. C. Burkitt in 

‘ Journal of Theol. Studies’ for April 1918, p. 470. 
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iv COPEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

et Pamphilius vulgaverunt: totusque orbis hac inter se trifaria varietate 

compugnat....” Here he is certainly only referring to the O.T. directly. 

Whether or not Hesychius 1 and Phileas are the ones responsible 

for the Egyptian revision of the New Testament, there was evidently such 

a revision, which is what the following pages are concerned to exhibit. 

I do not deny that Lucian 1: perhaps also revised the New 

Testament about the same time (circa 290 A.D.) at Antioch, and that 

therefore, as Hort allowed, the Textus receptus foundation is synchronous 

as to age with the other forms of text. 

But Ido not see how it is possible to accord to the NB group any 

general neutral base as against the other text, or to see any way out 

of the difficulty except an assumption that the NB group represent this 

Egyptian and Hesychian (1) revision, with traces here and there, it is true, 

of a foundation common to an earlier form shared by both Antiochian 

Zoyptian bases before either revision took place. 

e roan point involved is: ‘‘ Who is responsible for the greater 

revising?" And the answer seems decided that the NB group should 

be given the palm. Otherwise we cannot explain the facts. For it 1s 

inconceivable that Lucian 1 or anyone else removed what are con- 

sidered such good readings in NB as: 

Matthew vi. 7. vioxpetat (pro eOvixot) 

xvii. 15. kanes exer (pro kaxws Tacyet) 

xix. 4. xtioas (pro troineas) 

xx. B4. oppatay (pro opOarpor) 

xxii. 10. vupder (pro yapos) 

Mark v. 36. wapaxovoas (pro axovoas) 

vii. 4. pavtic@vtas (pro Barticwvtat) 

x.1G6 xatevdoyer (pro evdoyet) 

Luke xi. 33. dws (pro peyyos) 

xii. 28. audrater (pro apprevvuce) 

xii. 56. ov oSate Soxtpatew (pro ov Soxtpabere) 

xxii. 55. mepiayavtor (pro ayavtwv) 

xxiv. 33. 7Opocpevous (pro cuvnOpoigpevous) 

John iv. 15. Scepywpas (pro epyopat) 

xi. 57. evtodras (pro evtoAnr) 

xix. 41. qu teOerpevos (pro ereOn) 

i 
i e, neutral or 

On this ground alone then, however pure or impure, 0 l 

expanded, ae be the narrative in the Antiochian or Constantinopolitan 

re it shows @ base in such places free from the ‘‘ improvements 

de in Egypt. 
: 

ae “Until a matter be disproved, and I see not how it can be done 

away with, we must refuse to allow the priority or purity of th
e NB abe 

sion over that of Constantinople and Antioch as to genuine neutral base. 

PREFACE. Vv 

My thesis is then that it was B and & and their forerunners with 

Origen who revised the ‘‘ Antioch” text. And that, although there is an 
older base than either of these groups, the ‘‘ Antioch” text is purer in 
many respects, if not ‘ better,”’ and is nearer the original base than much 

of that in vogue in Egypt. 
I have recently published a fresh collation of Evan 157. I was’ 

anxious to do this for several reasons, but I was surprised at the 
result ; principally because I found that the text of the ms had, like 

so many others, passed through Egypt at some time and become 
imbued with a good many coptic readings which are of such a nature 
that they could only have been obtained through the agency of a 
graeco-coptic document. 

This matter illustrates our point very thoroughly and very decidedly. 
Where 157 opposes NB and coterie we are to suppose that upon its 
return to Constantinople the archetype of 157 was subjected to a 
rigorous comparison with a standard which caused the removal of all 
the ‘‘ good” readings of the NB group! Such a thing is unthinkable. 
On the contrary, 157 is a good example of a text full of “old” readings 

and having a very ancient base, yet not ‘‘ improved” on the principles 
of 8B. But all this will develop as we proceed with our examination. 

Dr. Souter has said further of me in his review of my ‘ Genesis of 
the Versions,’ ‘‘ It is rhetoric and perhaps something worse to say that 
Hort's whole classification is now admitted to be wrong (p. 387). Mr. 

Hoskier would find it difficult to prove this.” 
In reply to this, I will only say that in the same volume under review 

I had quoted Burkitt and others on this very point, and given their own 
language. But I will be still more precise here and subjoin some of the 
remarks which can be gathered from a rapid glance at the writings of 
Kenyon, Burkitt, and Turner, without mentioning Merx. 

“There remain the ‘ Neutral’ and ‘Alexandrian’ groups, if we accept 
Hort’s classification.”—Crum and Kenyon, J.T.S. vol. i. p. 432, ‘Of the 
middle-Egyptian graeco-coptic fragment.’ 

“ Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where 
the text of Hort is wrong ; but it is right, as it were, rather because a sort 
of divining instinct, the result of his long acquaintance with his material, 
led him to the truth, than because he had really, at least in the sense that 
Hort and von Soden have done, argued out his principles.” —C. H. Turner, 

J.T.S. vol. xi. p. 183, ‘ Historical Introduction to the Textual Criticism of 
the N.T.’ 

[But Tichendorf “argues out his principles” on every other page 
of his N.T., and although he often follows B against N, it is N as a 
“neutral” text that he is following just where Turner no doubt agrees 
with his critical acumen.—H.C.H.] 
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“ Some few of these ‘ interpolations ’ may possibly not be interpolations 
at all, but portions of the true text which have fallen out of XB... . 

“As soon as the Latinity of the ‘Italian’ group is studied without 
special reference to the type of Greek text represented by the various 

mss, ié becomes at once evident that Dr. Hort’s classification is unsatis- 

factory. The first blow to it was dealt by Mr. White in his edition 
of q...."—F. C. Burkitt, Texts and Studies, vol. iv. No. 3, ‘The Old 

Latin and the Itala,’ pp. 52 and 55. : 

“The text of Westcott and Hort is practically the text of NB. The 
Old Syriac sometimes supports the true text of the NB family, where & 

singly or B singly deserts the family to side with a later variation; is it 

not therefore possible, and indeed likely, that in some instances N and B 
may both have deserted the reading which they ought to have followed, 

and that they and not S (= sy sin) are inconsistent? That & and B 

occasionally ” [over 3,000 real differences between & and B are recorded 

in the Gospels alone !—H.C.H.] “ are inconsistent with themselves appears 

certain in several places. Carefully as B is written, now and again it 

presents an ungrammatical reading, which proves on examination to be 

the fragment of a rival variant. Thus at Matt. xxiii. 26... . Other 

instances are... . In all these instances” [Matt. xxi. 31, xxiii. 26, 

xxvii. 17, Luke xi. 33, xix. 37] “B presents us with what is evidently 

a doctored tert,’—-F. C. Burkitt, ‘Ev. da Mepharreshe,’ vol. ii. pp. 2383/4. 

Now in the following pages I submit o vast number of other 

instances where B has a doctored text, plainly, indubitably doctored. 

Hort and my side cannot both be right in their estimate of this ‘“ neutral "’ 

text. I claim merely that it is nof neutral, and may not be followed 

unless standing with strong independent company apart from the other 

usual ‘‘ Egyptian” supporters. I had thought von Soden agreed with me, 

but his new text is very eclectic, and I wish to submit my side of the 

question independently of his views. I have had no correspondence with 

him on the subject. Adalbert Merx is decidedly on my side. 

[Norz.—As to Hesychius referred to on p. iii we have really to 

distinguish between four men of this name (and possibly a fifth may lurk 

between them). 

Hesychius circa 200 in Egypt. 

Hesychius the Alexandrian and lexicographer ca. 380. 

Hesychius of Jerusalem stated as ob. 609 by Gregory, but in Gallandius 

vol. xi. Pref. p. vii as ob. in 433 or 436. To this man Is 

attributed the Concordance or harmony republished (?) by 

Severus in 513. 

Hesychius of Miletus circa 540, author of an Onomasticon end 

Chronicon.] 

INTRODUCTION. 

TMlavra Boxipatere * rb kaddv Kareyere.—1 Thess. vy, 21. 

Piveo Oe rparefirat 8éxeuor.—Apelles Eptph. 

Origen Joh 

Zou yap, pyaiv [6 Kupios], dvépore, rovs Adyous pov ds dpyvpiov ent rpaneliray kai ws 
xpnuara Boxqudcat.—Clemhom. 

I suppose that it will readily be conceded that C. H. Turner is 
without question the most brilliant writer on Textual Criticism today. 
It is always a pleasure to read him, and to be carried along in his racy 

and well-balanced style, which shows large mastery of the historical side 
of the problem as far as we have gathered it to-day. But there are 
certain weak points in his argument. I refer particularly to his article 
in the J.T.S. for January 1910,t which I think shows a smaller 

t ‘Historical Introduction to tho Textual Criticism of the New Testament.’ 

V: The Languages of the Early Church; (B) Syriac and the first Syriac Gospels. 
Turner’s two examples in textual criticism (Matt. i. 16 and Luke xiv. 5) are 

distinguished, as usual, by a perfectly lucid view of matters which would surely lead him 
a long way as a helpful master in the science if he would collate certain texts with 

each other and get at the many suggestions for the origin of error which abound when 
the documents themselves are consulted. Thus, as to ovos and wos in Luke xiv. 5 the 

origin of the change may perhaps be referred merely to the propinquity of other words 
with similar commencement or termination. If he will turn up the Codex Sinaiticus 
the following will be found : 

CENKAIANOKPI6 I< 

MPOCAYTONEINEN 
TINOCYMWNONoc 
HBOYCEICHPEAPNE 

At first sight it looks as if the corrector had misplaced YC (YIOC) over the wrong 
ON, but he is apparently correcting avrov to avrovs. It is possible that a similar change 

where YC was written by mistake over the 1vrong ON (in ONOC) led to the trouble. 

AYTONKAIANEAYCEN 
KAIFNPOCAYTOYCEINE 

TINOCYMWNYIOCHBOY< 
EICPEAPMECEITAIK 

Now if we turn to B: 

we find vos comes below avrovus, as in N oves comes below avrov. Hence there was a 

possibility of error oculi in both places, making for wos in one and ovos in the other. 
A faint or interlined origical therefore may be the cause of the trouble, as we see from 
sy? cu's conflation. 

Note further that AS and U have OYIOC, retaining an O, while D's rpoBaroy is 
faithfully reproduced in d OVIS (ovis et bobis). We may even hazard that OVIS might 
have influenced ONOC in that dim yeriod when ‘‘ Western" and “ Alexandrian" texts 
were linking up. 
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acquaintance with the testimony of the mss themselves than I expected 
to find in his writings. 

On p. 183,4 he says ‘‘ Hort was the last and perhaps the ablest of 
a long line of editors of the Greek Testament, commencing in the 

eighteenth century, who very tentatively at first, but quite ruthlessly 
in the end, threw over the later in favour of the earlier Greek MSS: AND 

VHAT ISSUE WILL NEVER HAVE TO BE TRIED AGAIN. In Hort’s hands 

this preference for the earlier mss was pushed to its most extreme 
form....” 

This sentence.seems to me to lack a grasp of what the testimony of 
the later documents is (as evidenced by the contents of those which we 
know) and what the testimony may be of those which are yet unexamined, 

of which of course there are hundreds and hundreds. 

To take Rendel Harris’ 892, published in 1890, or Schmidtke’s Paris 
nav” for example (the latter variously known as Scrivener 748, or 

Gregory 579, or von Soden ¢€ 376, olim Reg 2861, olim Colbert 5258) 
which was published in 1903, we find texts which at first sight are in 
large accord with NBL‘. Yet if we examine them more closely, as I 
have had occasion to do in reading them a score of times, we find a 
strange state of things. For if, where they accord with NBLY, they are 
supporting the genuine reading, what are they doing when they are 

aberrant, as we find on every page? What are they doing when they 
accord with the “ Antioch” side, or with 28 or 157 or the Syriac alone, 

or when they have their own peculiar way of exhibiting the text? If 
the question be closed, as Turner says: “and that issue will never have 
to be tried again,” how are we to judge of the issues where N and B are 
opposed, in over 3,000 places? for he says on p. 183 just previously: 
“ Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where 
the text of Hort is wrong....” It is in such places that I claim the 
testimony of 892 or Paris®’ as invaluable for “control.” A deep study 
of the phenomena involved in this is imperative, for the question which 
arises in such cases is whether this text antedates the common base 

of NB or not.t 
Turner has a reference to an Oxyrynchus papyrus which claims our 

attention next. In this connection let it be understood that the oldest 
documents in profane literature unearthed by Grenfell and Hunt are 

+ It is well to bear in mind at all times that the questions at issue are not those 

of the xvi century versus those of the rv". It is a question of the mss of the 

iv"? + L¥ of virr/ix + RTQ of vi/v [WX with D occupying a position midway] 

against a large band of other uncials of nearly the same dates. The textual questions 

involved are all back of the1v cent. In other words it is not a question of Turner's 

“Jater uss in favour of the earlier Greek mss,” but as to who was right a.p. 125-400, 

when these questions arose. Turner is misstating the case. Hort did not do this. 

He recognised the Textus receptus as being quite as old as 350 a.D. or older. 

é 
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often woefully inferior in places to more modern documents of the same 

writings, and often very corrupt.t 
On pp. 185-G Turner writes: ‘The discovery, since Hort wrote, 

of a papyrus leaf containing most of the first chapter of St. Matthew 
in a text closely agreeing, even in spelling of proper names, with the 
text of B, may be fairly held to carry back the whole B text of the 

Gospels into the third century.” 
Why “the wHoLe B text’? I wonder. Does Turner not know 

that it is unallowable for a serious textual critic so to express himself. 
The four Gospels are most frequently in mss found to be of different 
recensions although bound together. After the many Christian per- 
secutions during which the fragile documents of the Faith were in 
jeopardy every hour, it seems that it was difficult to obtain the four 

Gospels together to be recopied. Indeed—judging from certain early 
Syriac documents in the British Museum, as well as from the varying 
order of the Gospels as recopied and bound—it was the practice in the 

early centuries to carry one or two Gospels bound together. Hence, 
after the stress of a persecution had abated, and a Church copy of the 

’ Tetra-evangelion was required, it was often unconsciously made up of 
different recensions. Therefore, because B accords in St. Matthew with 
the Oxyrynchus papyrus, No. 2 (plate i) vol. i. 1898, it does not 
necessarily follow that the same applies to the other three Gospels.t 
This in first place. But, secondly, does B find the support claimed 
by Turner here (and by Burkitt, ‘Introduction to Barnard’s Clement of 
Alexandria,’ Texts and Studies, vol. v. No. 5), or is not this exaggerated ? 

The biblical piece referred to is the merest fragment, a veritable trifle, 

containing Matt. i. 1-9, 12, 14-20. As to date G. and H. say: ‘‘ There 
is no likelihood of its being subsequent to the beginning of the fourth 
century, and it may with greater probability be assigned to the third.” 
Shall we call it A.D. 275 then? ‘This only carries the B text of this. 
portion back fifty or sixty years or so anyhow. After a collation, G. and H. 
sum up thus: ‘‘ The papyrus clearly belongs to the same class as the 
Sinaitic and Vatican codices, and has no Western or Syrian proclivities. 
Except in cases where it has a reading peculiar to itself alone, the 
papyrus always agrees with those two mss where they are in agreement. 

Where they differ, the papyrus does not consistently follow either of 
them, but is somewhat nearer the Vatican codex, especially in matters 

of spelling, though in one important case (rod 5€ 'Incod Xprctod) it 
agrees with the codex Sinaiticus.” 

t Note also the following opinions: “There is this peculiarity about the uss of the 
treatise De statu animae [of Claudius Mamertus] that their value is in almost inverse 
ratio to their age.” —Sanday, ‘Classical Review,’ Feb. 1888. 

“ However, as we shall see later, age is no certain criterion of value."—L. J. M. Bebb, 

‘ Studia Biblica,’ vol. ii. No. 5, p. 201 (1890). 
¢ Obs. Soden’s ms 050 with N in Matt. and John, with BD in Mark, with B in Luke. 
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Now hear Dr. Burkitt before we proceed (op. cit. pp. viii, x/xi) : 

““Mr. Barnard has paid a longer and less hurried visit than Dean 
Burgon’s flying call. He has copied out all the marked places in 
Clement's bible as far as the Gospels and Acts are concerned..... 
Before actually examining Clement's quotations let us for a moment 
consider what we might have expected to find. Since the publication 
of the Revised Version and Dean Burgon’s strictures on it, investiga- 
tions and discoveries have been made which bear directly on the subject. 
The gencral result is quite clear. \Vhether 8 and B are, as Dean Burgon 

has it, ‘two false witnesses,’ B, at least, can no longer be regarded 

as a mere ‘curiosity.’ There can now be little doubt that this ms 

represents in the Gospels with great accuracy the type of text current 

in Egypt from the middle of the third century A.D., although B itself 
may very well have been written at Caesarea in the famous library of 
Pamphilus. The Egyptian proclivities of B have been well illustrated by 

three comparatively recent publications. .... The most striking discovery 
of all remains. In the Oxyrynchus papyrus fragment of St. Matthew, 
discovered and edited by Grenfell and Hunt, we have at last an 

undoubted piece of a third-century Gospel ms. The fragment is older, 
probably by a century, than any known ms of any part of the New 
Testament, and most fortunately covers a passage where the variants 
are extremely well marked (viz. Matt. i. 1-20). What, then, does this 

voice from the dead say? Does it support Burgon or Hort? The 
answer is most decided. It sides with N and B. With & and B (and 

of course ‘ Westcott and Hort’) it has Boest for Booz, Ivbed for Obed, 

Asaph t for Asa. Nor is this agreement confined to the spelling of the 
names of Jewish kings, seeing that it has yéveors in Matt. i. 18 (not 
yévunows), a reading characteristic enough of B and Dr. Hort to draw 
forth three pages of Dean Burgon’s indignation. Other readings of B 

similarly attested by the new fragment are Sevypatioas for rapaderypaticat 
(ver 19) and the omission of 6 BaovAets in ver 6, and of yap in ver 18. 

Nor does the papyrus give support to ‘ Western’ texts any more than 
to the ‘Received Text.’ Both in vv. 16 and 18 it rejects the readings 
of Codex Bezae and its allies. In one word, it is just such a document 

as Dr. Hort would have expected it to be.” So far Burkitt. 
Commenting on this, the first thing which attracts our attention is 

the notice of —o Baatrevs in ver 6, followed by the statement that ‘the: 

papyrus gives no support to ‘ Western’ texts.” Yet, the omission of 
6 Baotrevs is found in the Latins § gi g2 k gat dim and vulgates JM with 

t = Coptic, as the Coptic in Luke iii. 32, but thera not NB. 

t Consult Salmon, ‘Some Thoughts on Textual Criticism,’ as to this. 

§ I take this opportunity of correcting a mistake in my ‘Gen. of the Versions,’ 
vol. ii. p. 200, where I said “(non Oryr*}’ for this omission. G.and H. professed to give 

a collation with the Text. recept. and I’-H, but were silent as to verse 6, and I failed to 

compare the original text. 
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Auct op imp. However this isa small matter. There is practically no 

opportunity in these few verses for much variation. What I object to 1s 

the generalisation as to the conformity of B to the Oxyrynchus fragment 

from these very few verses. As a mutter of fact the agreement is 

overrated and quite spasmodic. Here is a collation of B and the 

fragment: 

Counation oF B with Oryr’. 

AGREEMENT. DISAGREEMENT. 

Matthew. = 

i, 1 Oxyr. YY B YIOY 
» QAYIS B AAYEIA 

8 ZAPE . 

4 » AMMINAAAB bis B AMEINAQSAB bis 

5 BOEC (but so also  copt k) 

WBHA = (4, NCA copt al.) 
6 -ofasirevs ( , 4 NMal.et lait’) » AYIA bis B OAYEIA bis 

COAOMWNA » ~~ Most MSS 
: » THC OYPEIOY B THC TOY 

OYPEIOY 

T : »  ABLENA prim B ABIA 

»  ABEIA sce B ABIA 

7/8 ACAD (4 oo» NCD al.) 
8/9 OZEIAN -OZEIAC (but papyrus i& faint 

and pr loco looks like OZIAN) 
o_ 498 ‘ Zz ee 

: 12 oe » €PELNHCEN] prim Bo CENNA prim t 

» — illeg B TON CEAAGIHA 

n — illeg B CEAAGIHA AE 

“ 
PENNA ¢ 

13 13/14 Oxyr. illeg but: N  ABIOYT (cf lat) 

14 Z x ak 
15 F Oxyr. MAGO@AN bis B MA@OAN sic bis 

16 » IWCH B TON IWCH® 

17 » CENEAI B Alt TENEAI 

»  AAYIA prim B AAYEIA prim 

1» AYIA’ sec B AAYEIA sec 
» Wter B A€KATECCAPEG 

ter 

18 [ENECIC (but so also NCPSZa) « WY RY B XY TY 

— ‘yap (on NO*Z ete) 

19 » EIPMALTIEICAIt B AEIFMATICAI 

20 » OAYIA B AAYEIA 

+ Cf Protev’ ad Luc i. 31. 

but it is not absolutely clear whether the papyrus 
had rapa. G. and H. merely say ‘there is barely 

room for mapa at the end of the line.” 

Now this more complete tabulation is rather interesting. If it 
proves Burkitt's case as against Burgon then “figures lie.” I do not 
wish to draw any conclusions against B from the comparison, but as to 
the few agreements supporting the views of any particular school of 

criticism the matter is simply absurd. Far more important than BOEC 

¢ Burkitt claims this as against wapaderyuatioat 





NI CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

IWBHA or —o facrdeus is the Oxyr opposition to B’s yevva in ver 12. 
And to dogmatise about a matter of 17 verses is unworthy of serious 
consideration when the real weighty matters are outside of the range of 
comparison. ‘This ‘‘ voice from the dead” no more supports Hort than 
Burgon. The questions at issue do not turn on spelling (and here even 
the deductions drawn are wrong) but on what is the “true” text: 
whether Lucian’s revision (if it equate ‘ Antioch”) or Hesychius’ 
revision (if it equate ‘ Egypt’) is the right text. To close the matter, as 
Turner suggests, is to sit down and be content with NBLTWY as repre- 
senting merely an ‘‘ Egyptian” agreement inter se. But, as [ have said, 
what are we to do when they differ? We are certainly not going to 
waver simply between X and B. That would be a reductio ad absurdum. 
I write this feeling most earnestly that we have much to learn from the 
junior documents, and Turner is so capable a man that I dislike to read his 
dictum “and that issue will never have to be tried again ’—that is to say 
the issue between the later and the earlier (= NB) mss. It is not 50. 
The issue is not decided as to whether the “revision at Antioch” or the 
‘‘revision in Egypt” represents the best text. In each case it is to be 
presumed that the revisers thought they were perpetuating the “best” 
text, but whether the “true” text (as: the self-appointed arbiters t 
of the text of the N.T. since Hort are prone to write) remains question 
still absolutely sub judice. 

Before leaving Turner's article 1 most important matter must be 
referred to. He writes (pp. 204/5) : The first stages, then, of the history 
of the Syriac New Testament are represented for us by a Gospel Harmony 
constructed out of a Roman Greek us of the Gospels in the third quarter 
of the second century...” 

Observe, a Roman-Greek ms, but by this he does not mean a graeco- 
latin (for on p. 184 he accepts the common view of the Latin: ‘ the first 
stratum of the old Latin version in the African mss k ande”), but he 

means only a Greek ms of Roman provenance. So much then is 
definitely accepted today, z.c. that Tatian’s harmony was based on a Greek 

ms used by him in Rome and no doubt carried away with him circa 
A.D. 175. Hence, then, the matters which we find in agreement between 

Tatian and certain ‘‘ Western” authorities. Good, so far as it goes, but 
it does not go far enough. In the first place, we find in Tatian many 

cases where his text agrees with the Latin, not the “ Western” Greek, 
but only with the Latin. How does this occur if the Latin was non- 

} In the general scheme of textual criticism the examples given by Hort to sustain 
his theory of families are painfully inadequate. ‘ Syrian” or later readings are found 
abounding in certain documents like Paris’’ side by side with what are probably judice 
Hort “ pre-Syrian,” yet the text does not carry signs of a revision which made an 
eclectic text. This document when carefully read bears evidence of being a whole 
before a.p. 400, and the “Syrian” part of this text cannot be separated from a 
“ pre-Syrian.”” 5 

INTRODUCTION. xiii 

existent in Tatian’s day in Rome? The answer has been given that it is 
the Diatessaron which has so largely influenced the Latin. I deny this 
in a large measure and look on the contrary for the origin of this 

sympathy to a Latin-Greek bilingual at Rome before a.p. 175 and not 

only to a ‘‘ Roman-Greek ms.” 

If I am correct, this destroys the theory, accepted by Turner 
purely on historical grounds (but how silent is history as to most of the 
matters involved !), that the separate Gospels in Syriac followed and 
did not precede the Harmony. Because at the outset it seems to bea 
fact that the Latin did not influence the Syriac, but the Syriac the 
Latin. There is @ priority of action of Syriac on Latin as against Latin 

on Syriac. 
Therefore if there was a Graeco-Latin in Rome in 175 a.D., there 

must have been a Syriac still earlier. 
Next, if to the Diatessaron we are to attribute reflex action on Latin 

documents, how are we to account for the cases where the whole mass 

of Latin documents (widely separated geographically as to their recopy- 
ing and revision) together OPPOSE the Syriacs? 

I have stated before and repeat here that there is every evidence 
remaining in certain Greek and Latin documents, taken in conjunction 

with the varying elements in the existing Mss of syr vet, syr pesh, syr hicr 
and the diatess arab (not to speak of pers, which combines elements of all 

the Syriacs but principally of sy7 vet), to show that a lost or hidden Syriac 
precedes them ; and that this lost Syriac influenced both Latin and Greek 
documents, when running concurrently in the early part of the second 

century, and before Tatian’s Diatessaron was planned. I wish to see 
this disproved if possible, not by the historical method, but by a reply 
based on documentary evidence, before surrendering the position to which 
my study of the documents has led me. 

The diatessaron alone cannot be responsible for the spasmodic agree- 
ment between Latin and Syriac documents, because the various Latin 
documents often as a whole oppose the Syriac documents as a whole. . 
Attention is directed to this in many passages coming under discussion in 

the following pages, and Dr. Vogels is requested to observe this carefully. 
Note Dr. Meinertz’ review of Vogels in Theologische Revue 1918, No. 18, 
p. 538 col. 1, as to Luke xxiv. 12,36, 40: ‘“‘ Solche Beobachtungen weisen 
auf Schwierigkeiten hin, die noch der Lésung harren.” 
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Views of Dr, Sataoy, ‘Some Thoughts on the Textual Criticiam of the 
New Testament,’ London, 1897. 

“Yet, great as has been my veneration for Hort and my admiration of the 
good work that he has done, I have never been able to feel that his work was 
final, and I have disliked the servility with which his history of the text has 
been accepted, and even his nomenclature adopted, as if now the last word had 
een said on the subject of New Testament criticism... .” (p. 33), 

“That which gained Hort so many adherents had some adverse influence 
with myself—I mean his extreme cleverness as an advocate ; for I have felt as 
if there were no reading so improbable that he could not give good reasons for 
thinking it to be the only genuine... .” (p, 33/4). 

“On this account Iam not deterred by the general adoption of W-H's 
decisions from expressing my opinion that their work has too readily been 
accepted as final, and that students have been too willing to accept as their motto 
‘Rest and be thankful.’ There is no such enemy to progress as the belief that 
perfection has been already attained.” (p. 38). 

“In Hort’s exposition the student is not taken with him along the path 
that he himself had followed; he must start with the acceptance of the final 
result. Consequently one of the first things at which I took umbrage in W-H’s 
exposition was the question-begging nomenclature.” (p. 43). 

“TI strongly feel that Hort would have done better if he had left the old 
nomenclature undisturbed, and distinguished his neutral text from that which he 
calls ‘ Alexandrian’ by the names ‘early Alexandrian’ and ‘later Alexandrian.’ 
Names will not alter facts, though they may enable us to shut our eyes to them....” 
(p. 52). 

“Naturally Hort regarded those mss as most trustworthy which give the 
readings recognized by Origen; and these no doubt were the readings which in 
the third century were most preferred at Alexandria. Thus Hort’s method 
inevitably led to the exclusive adoption of the Alexandrian text.” (p. 53). 

“To sum up in conclusion, I have but to express my belief that what 
Westcott and Hort have restored is the text which had the highest authority in 
Alexandria in the third century, and may have reached that city in the preceding 
one. It would need but to strike out the double brackets from the so-called 
non-Western interpolations, and to remove altogether the few passages which 
W-H reluctantly admitted into their pages with marks of doubt, when we 
should have a pure Alexandrian text. Their success is due to the fact that 
W-H investigated the subject as a merely literary problem; and the careful 
preservation at Alexandria of a text which had reached that city was but a 
literary problem.” (p. 155). : 

“That W-H should employ the Alexandrian ‘use’ as their chief guide to 

the recovery of the original text may be quite right; but that they should refuse 

a place on their page to anything that has not that authority is an extreme which 

makes me glad that the Revised New Testament, which so closely follows their 
authority, has not superseded the Authorized version in our Churches. For, if 
it had, the result might be that things would be accounted unfit to be read in 
the churches of the nineteenth century which were read at Rome in the second 

century, during the lifetime of men who had seen members of the apostolic 
company who had visited their city.” (pp. 157/8). 
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“Hort (p.171) makes the suggestive remark that documents which have most 
Alexandrian have also most ‘neutral’ readings. It is a little surprising that he did 
not draw the obvious inference that this is because the documents which contain the 
neutral readings are Alexandrian.” —Salmon, op. cit, p. 62, note. 

“‘ However there is nothing that Hort fights more against than the idea that his 
neutral text can properly be called ‘Alexandrian.’ He eagerly catches at the notion 
that B, its principal representative, was written, not at Alexandria, but probably at 

Rome. The reasons for regarding the text of B as Alexandrian remain the same no 

matter where this particular MS chanced to be copied."—Salmon, op. cit. p. 60. 

CHAPTER I._ | 

CopEx B. 

Hort’s CRITICAL PRINCIPLES. 

Dr. Hort sought for a “neutral” text, uninfluenced by ‘‘ Western,” 
“ Alexandrian,” and “‘ Syrian” readings, and claimed to have found it 
in B alone. This view has been accepted in England, and nearly as 
much in Germany, although the late Adalbert Merx did his best to 
discredit B as a foundation text, and to put the matter in the right light 
to his countrymen. Great has been our loss by the death of Blass and 
Merx, and more recently still by that of Nestle. 

It seems time to call attention to the lack of basis for Hort’s 
theory, because scholars and writers still speak of a ‘“‘neutral text”’ 
(by which B or readings supported by B is practically always implied), 
whereas the present writer knows of no such text. 

There is ample ground for the opposite view that B had already 
been influenced by the Syriac and the Latin version, besides the 

peculiarities visible in the B text, many of which are grammatical and 
some seemingly due to Egyptian surroundings. 

; Hitherto we have not known fully the history of textual criticism 

' in Greek Egypt, but every important document, including the new W, 
which has affinity for the B group, ties the matter more and more down 
to Egyptian, soil, and this simplifies the problem. When W and the 

cursives of the family oppose B we must weigh these places carefully. 

Leaving aside the claims made in the Introduction of W-H, the 
principles upon which the text was founded as it left Hort’s hands are 
fixed for ever, and graven in stereotype for us; and those principles are 

reduced to one rule, viz., to follow B whenever that ms has any support, 
B 
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be it only the adhesion of one other ms. This is seen (in one Gospel 
for example) i in conjunctions of BL soli at Luke xi. 12, of BT soli at 
Luke xiii. 27,f of NB sole at Luke xviii. 12, xix. 48, of BA soli at 
Luke xxi. 24, of BK soli at Luke xiv. 1 (square brackets) and of B fam 
13 solt at Luke vi. 42.¢ 

Further, readings of B absolutely alone are dignified by textual 
notice. Matt. vii. 18 eveyxew..osew is read absolutely alone by B (see 
note on this elsewhere), and in Luke iii. 33 rov apivada@, omitted only 

by B, finds no place in Hort's text; observe also Luke v. 2 wdova dv0 

order of B alone among Greeks; v. 3 ex Tov mA edi8acxev B alone; 

the omissions by B only of az’ Luke xii. 58, of év Luke x. 31, of apos 
avrov Luke ix. 62 are enclosed in square brackets; or they are given a 
place in the margin (as if ‘“‘many ancient authorities read thus’) as 

atavpwoat Luke xxiii. 23, OponOevres Luke xxiv. 37. Observe also the 
extraordinary ess to ev tpv@dtov Mark xiv. 20 by B alone, forced into 

Hort’s text in square brackets because C* ?? possibly read thus. 

In the light of this, had B left out in John xiv. 6 xa 7 adnOeva 

in the threefold claim “I am the way and the truth and the life,” which 

Evan 157 does, it is practically certain that Hort’s text would have done 
so also. Had B added évtpertixn in Luke xviii. 3 as an attribute of the 
importunate widow, as does Evan 28, we should surely have found 

it in Hort’s text.§ Had B omitted ev avtn tn wpa in Luke xii. 12 
with 33 and Origen we should have been favoured with this omission. 
Had B omitted tyv before micrw in Luke xviii. 8 with D 240 244 we 
should have been asked so to read. Soden adds two fresh cursives for 
omission. 

Had B added o encous after ta Oavpacia a eroncev in Matt. xxi. 15, 
as does Evan 28 with Origen and syr hier and it? (abce f fiagrh 
p dim gat Wurz? vg?) we should certainly have found it in Hort’s 
text [d g, 2 q vg?! do not add, but e does. Tisch. errs in the N.T. as to 

this witness]. Soden adds § 30 and ¢ 1091 for this. Observe Origen 
and r, alone omit ev Tw cepw in this verse. 

Had 1-H known that Sod*® 604 supported B at Luke viii. 25 for 
the omission of xat vmaxovovaew avtw we should doubtless have lost the 

+ Such mss can easily be shown to be but one in stem. For instance B*R 
together alone at Luke v. 80 eyyoyvfav for eyyoyutov, and again vi. 28 ev rots ovpavors 
for ev tw ovpave. For some reason W-H do not like this combination. R is the 
famous v" century ms from the Nitrian desert. In the second case the BR combination 
is supported by fam 13 and ten othor minuscules and by e f goth Cypr. 

+ Many are the places where NBL are followed alone, and this also represents but 
one single tradition. 

§ This is a reductio ad absurdum of the critical principles which people do not 
seem to grasp or follow. This would have resulted in perpetuating blunders of two 

mss contra mundum, Many others, probably as grievous, are to be found in the text. 

It is thereby rendered unfit for serious study as a whole, and must be banished from 

our class rooms, 
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clause, especially as aeth favours this omission also, and 1V-H must have 
sought at that time in vain for another Greek witness. The same applies 
to Luke vi. 26 —ov watepes avtwy B 604 (+ sah syr sin), neglected by 
W-H, yet vi. 81 —xat vers B then alone (omitted in W-H trt) has 

support of G04 and Paris’. There is absolutely no science in intro- 
ducing Oponfevres into the margin of Luke xxiv. 37 on the authority 

of B alone and in neglecting to record in the margin at viii. 25 that B 
omits «at uviaxovovew avtw, especially as aeth shows it is not an 
accident. For observe that at Luke iii. 8 on the sole authority of B and 
Origen they introduce the order aftovs xaprovs into their margin. While 

at x. 1 —avrous Be Eus (now supported by 604 and Paris” and Sod‘ *') 
is not omitted by W-H. Atvii.47 +xae ante ek ayara B® [negl Hort] 

is added by 892 Paris®’. 
I do not want to multiply ad nauseam instances of arbitrary 

judgement. These remarks should suffice as to definite examples of 

the unscientific use of the margin as well as of the text whether 
bracketed or not. For it is to be observed that at Luke ix. 62 W-H 
bracket zpos avroy in the text on the sole authority of B; as a matter 
of fact however 604 omits also (and sah 1/3) which they did not know. 
The whole treatment of such things is entirely unequal. I wish to 
point out that their intuition in such matters was quite wrong, because 

' a little further in Luke x. 1 they leave avrovs alone and do not brand 
or bracket it although B omits. Yet here B had support from e Eust™ 
and now we find that both 604 and Paris” also omit. Had Hort known 
this he would of course have banished it. It is useless for Souter to 

get up and defend Hort on any specious plea which I may offer him 
by stating the matter thus. Souter’s own text condemns Hort’s method 
while he still clings with a curious loyalty to the man.t 

Further as to Origen, observe Luke xviii. 31 rerewwOycerar (for tedeo- 

@noerat), which is found in Paris’ 60 y** 2°" and some other important 
cursives, is Origen’s reading, yet not found in NB. 

Or as at Luke xxii. 4 where Orig reads orws (and Eus wa), with the 
13 family only, for ro wows of NB and all the rest [except D @ arm ras; 
d follows D with quomodo against quemadmodum of the rest]. 

Or as at Matt. xv. 22 where 1 [non fam] and Origen read Sewws for 
xaxos, but not NB or any others known (although there may be other 
cursives) ; Sewws occurs at Matt. viii. 6 and Luke xi. 53. 

Or at: Matt. xvi. 25 fin for evpyoe: avtnv where Orig Iren and fam 1 33 
read ovtws cwoes avTny, 

Or as at Luke xxii. 22 where Origen (recollecting eypayev eps avrov 
of Matt Marc) adds avtw after tw wpiopevov with sah syr hier, syr cu [non 

sin] aeth wept avrov. Had B done this we should have been told it was 

t Dr. Souter has informed me since this was written that he had nothing to do with the 
text itself of the Oxford edition of 1910 and that he favors the Hort text practically entire. 

B 2 
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Lucan. It is clearly an addition, as sak Mss are divided among them- 
selves, four for avtw, and one for wept avtov; while syr sin by its silence 

accuses cz of harmonizing. 

Origen says we must pay attention to the letter of Scripture down to 
the very presence or absence of an article in the Greek. Yet observe 

what he does at Luke xxii. 10/Mark xiv. 13. For at Luke xxii. 10 he 
uses St. Mark’s aravtncee with D min® (against vravrncee CLX, and 

ouvartnces NB unc’ rell), while at Mark xiv. 13 he incorporates into the 

narrative eceAOovtwy vuwv evs thy todw from Luke xxii. 10 with only 
fam 13 28 91-299 2re, 

Again, at Matt. xx. 13 he is to be observed very carelessly on both 
sides of the question. Once °° with LZ 33 sah boh syr sin aeth Nyss 
writing ovxe Snvapiov cuvedwovnaa cot, and again 37, again thro’ int 3.007 yyy, 
Syvaptov cuvepovncas poe with NB and all the rest, and latt syr rell arm 

Auctr Imp et de voc gent’ This place should be very carefully considered. 

Was the archetype of LZ 33 then on Origen’s desk and annotated 
by him to conform to a turn of the versions ? 

We have another illustration of Origen’s rank carelessness in St. 

Mark’s Gospel. In one place, *’8” concerning Mark xi. 1, he says pre- 
cisely : ‘cat 0 papxos b€ Kata Tov ToTroy ovTws aveyparye* Kat ote eyyitovaty 

evs LepogoAupa Kat es BnOaviay mpos...” and again 74 * Sopev Se rept 
ts BnOpayn pev cata patOaov, BnOavias Se cata papKov, BnAdayn Se 
kat BnOavias Kata Tov ova.” 

Nothing could be plainer as to the Marcan reading of es lepocodvpa 
cat es BnPavav without evs BnPpayn, and yet when in another place 

Origen comes to write out Mark xi. 1-12 he has there evs sepocoAupa ers 
BnOdpayn xat Bnbanarv. 

We note in these two places—these two codices as it were—of Origen 
that they vary in the spelling of ev@us and evOews (xi. 3) and dcubtless 
he was using different copies, without realizing it, when he penned the 
two passages. For instance in the one place (ver. 2) he leaves out ov7w, 
in the other it is present; again ver. 3 he leaves out in one plans Trad, in 
the other it is present. 

Again ver. 3 one place te mocecte tovro; in the other te Avere tov mwAov 

with D. 
Ver. 4 one place xau amndOov in the other cat amedOovrtes 

Fe ». Oupav - ry tv Oupav 
9 » Tov mwaroy discrte ,, two others mwdopr. 

Further than that Origen does a thing at Matt xviii. 27 which throws 

a lurid light on the proceedings of the entire coterie, whose joint 
testimony we are asked to accept and whose mutual support is considered 

to bolster up the individual witness of a very small clan. This place 

both dates several witnesses and affords much help. 

T refer to this substitution: For cat to Savetov adnxev avtw, Origen 

with 1 only and ff; sah boh (ex xviii. 32) says macav tTHv ofetryy. 

re 
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Origen’s quotation, as given in Tischendorf, is 0 5« ordayynioGes ew auto 

Kuptos our... abnxev avToy povov adda... TMagay THy opecdyy avTw. While 

this does pat convict Origen absolutely of appropriating the wording of 
verse 32, and inserting it in verse 27, it comes so near to it that 1 and 

sah boh must have thought it a good idea to make the transfer. In other 

words they were following Origen, as Vulgate mss followed Jerome's 

other writings. (Soden adds his family ¢".) 
The principal point is this (for NB do not agree to make the 

substitution): For many verses previously the testimony of Evan 1 
(without 118-209) has been bolstering up B. I use this expression 
advisedly, for on the testimony in Matt xviii. 25 of B 156 58 124 Orig 1/2 

Hort has inserted in his text eye WITHOUT THE SLIGHTEST MARGINAL 
ALTERNATIVE. Evan 1 is contradicted by 118-209, 124 is contradicted by 

the rest of its family ; 56 and 58 are of no account whatever [Dobbin is 

silent as to 61], for they are most notorious polyglot abusers of the truth, 
and Origen contradicts himself. They have been used here simply to 
bolster up B in his use of the historic present [see elsewhere under this 
head]. 
ae upon the testimony of B 1 124 (again against their families) 

and sah 4/7 we are asked in Matt xviii. 27 to suppress exewou [by Hort in 
square brackets]. 

Now such mss do not really support B as a neutral text at all, for 
we find that 1 and sah and Origen are all in the same circle playing 
tricks on us; as at xviii. 27 in this very same verse where they ask us to 

read acav tyhv opethny for to Saveov. 
This dates the vagaries and other like ones observable in 1 Orig 

and copt, and makes us demur to use them as supporters of B as a 
neutral text. On the contrary B is supporting them for an Egyptian 
and private post-Origenian recension. I will illustrate further :— 
Matt. xvii. 8. Hort prints avrov Incouy povoy. This is read by B and 

by B only. & supports with Incour avrov povoy, both readings 
being obtained via the Coptic by 8 and B. Hort did not 
know this, for the Coptic or Syriac has never been alleged 
in the critical apparatus as containing this avrov, nor does 
Horner connect the readings of NB with Coptic in his sah 
apparatus. Butitseems perfectly clear to me where NB got the 
avrov. Hort’s margin has toy in place of avrov. [Sod = B.] 

14. eAOovtav (—avtwy) NBZ 1 124 245 sah is the only support. 
Hort’s text gives no alternative, and we are to swallow the 
reading of this vicious little circle (whose joint eclecticism is 
now in process of demonstration) against Origen because it 
is a ‘‘shorter” text. Hort counts seven witnesses I suppose, 
but it is merely one. 

xviii. 1. Hort’s margin is dignified by the addition of Se here, to read 
ev exewvn 5¢€ 77 wpa with BM e sah®® boh™. These are the 
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Matt. 

only witnesses (+xar syr cu). Boh™ ¢ is very suggestive, 

against the shorter text for Gro™ Lat™ Syr34 Orig. 
xviii. 11, Another similar little coterie (observe the members are never 

homogeneous) ask us to omit this verse altogether. It is 
composed of NBL* 1 (against family) 13 (against family) 33 

892" e ffi sah boh®' syr sin hier and Orig, and Hort promptly 
accepts their verdict with much gusto, referring in his margin 
to the Appendix, where three half-column lines are devoted to 
explain that it is ‘Interpolated either from Luke xix. 10 (a 
different context) or from an independent source written or 

oral.’” Where were NL above if right here? Why was Orig 

on the other side above? I mean merely that the whole 
editorial process is intuitive and has no scientific foundation 
whatever. 

16. Hort’s margin receives the order wapadafe ert eva 9 Sv0 peta 
cov of B ff; and boh (these only). Where is the science? 

B is evidently the controlling factor. But B got this from 
looking att an Egyptian copy of the Scriptures with this 
order (cf. also sah). 4 

To go back a little xvi. 21 iC XC stands in Hort’s text without the 

alternative 0 ic. I beg to say that only N*B* read thus (both corrected) 

and that their only support is sah?/? bohm practer duo. Whereas N° 892 
Oriy and Iren omit altogether. 

If-right here then in the name of all that is consistent why does 
Hort reject the +7ore in xiv. 3 of B and fam 13 with sah most decidedly : 
“ev touTrw Tw Kkatpw”? Even hk suggests it with ‘cum detinuisset” 
against ‘‘Herodes enim tenuit” but Hort prints xpatyoas.t For at 

viii. 18 Hort does not scruple to accept B and sah alone for his text 
of oyAov against oydous etc. And at ii. 21 he reads esonAGev (for 
m\Gev) NBC alone, merely confirmed by sah boh aqhwKk Eg,pal, aqi 
eDorsit 

Now these conjunctions NB and NBC and NBD have been given 
too much weight when insufficiently supported otherwise. 

Observe xii. 17 wa (pro omws) NBCD 1 33 Orig Eus boh. If I 

oppose this I shall be told that I am a madman, and that this evidence is 
absolutely conclusive. I deny it. And I point to viii. 34 where wa 

(pro ores) is read by B alone and bok. [Soden adds nothing. ] 

Hort does not follow B here in viii. 34, but why not? If wa is 

neutral in xii. 17, why not in viii. 34? Bohairic uses it in both places. 
Did Hort have a glimmer that B after all was copied from a Graeco- 
Coptic ms and that pina caught B's eye instead of orws? If so, where 
is the neutral text? . 

The same remark applies to ews and ews of. In Matt. xvili. 30 

¢ As Nin Matt. xiv. 1 etc. rerpaapyns more copt. { Soden's text accepts +rore with ™. 
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NBCL write ews azrodw for ews ob amodw of the rest; but in xviii. 34, 

only four verses beyond, B alone writes ews avodw. (See full list in 

Luke.) Possibly ov is dropped for fear of confusion with ov. 
After a thorough re-examination of the subject I re-affirm my 

belief that however good a base the ms B may have in places, it is 
absolutely to be disregarded as representing any such thing as a 

“neutral” text; that in many places ii is as far removed from 
“neutrality” as night from day; that “neutrality” can alone be sought 
among the documents which are in agreement with the witnesses of 
pre-Origenian date. 

To rank B “neutral” as a whole is to discredit testimony of 

Clement of Alexandria when supported by a host of witnesses; to 
discredit Tertullian and Epiphanius jointly when they reproduce 
faithfully the text of Marcion [as regards language, not as regards 
brevity], equally supported by a large array of authorities; to discredit 

much of the “ western”’ text even when it is undoubtedly the “shortest,” 
in the face of two differing lines of addition, with or without conflation 
of these two lines; to discredit Origen himself when he opposes B 
but*has good support otherwise; to discredit the old Syriac when 
opposing B in favour of N or of D; and finally to shut the door on 
a possible neutral text reproduced in no Gk. mss extant but witnessed 
to strongly by pre-Origenian Fathers, backed by Latin, Syriac, or 

Coptic mss. (Cf Adalbert Merx, 11. Theil, 1. Halfte p. 20, etc.) 
I re-affirm my belief that a polyglot text influenced  throughout.t 

And I charge B with being the child of a Graeco-Latin recension, and by 
its scribe or by its parent of being tremendously influenced by a Coptic 

recension or by a Graeco-sahidic = a Graeco-bohairic ms.} 

I cannot allow that 8B influenced the sahidic or bohairic versions 
(except perhaps a few separate Mss of each or either of them); for the 
sympathy visible between N or B or both and the Coptic versions 
is a sympathetic bond which antedates the Mss & and B, and which 
contributes to place these versions (where they oppose NB) on an 
independent footing implying a Greek text of older date than that of NB, 

and when supported by other good witnesses to be followed. 
And I charge Westcott and Hort with having utterly failed to 

produce any semblance of a “neutral” text. I charge them with the 
offence of repeated additions to the narrative on most insufficient 
evidence. 

I charge the Oxford edition of 1910 with continual errors in accepting 
Westcott and Hort’s text for many verses together where the absence 

t In the list of differences between 8 and B in Part II will be found plenty of 
material to support this proposition. 

¢ Proof to this effect may be seen throughout the following pages. 
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of footnotes shows that the editors consider their text as settled. I 
acknowledge and make confession freely that the Revisers have retraced 
steps in a number of places and ejected Hort's readings sometimes even 
without the pro and con in a footnote, where Hort blindly followed a 
phantasma of evidence. But this text is still founded on too high a 
regard for B, and I pray for an entire reconsideration of the matter in the 
light of what follows. 

One word here as to the ‘“‘ Western” text may not be out of place. 
Upon many occasions this ‘‘ Western” text is the one which furnishes 
the shortest text (against B). We have been taught that the “ Western ” 
text is the one which has the most additions and accretions. This 
Jeature is quite distinct from the other, and whether the additiona be all 
glosses or not, the other feature of omission has to be separately 
considered as to its bearing on the basic or fundamental text for purity 
or shortness, for the text of D is, as we know from Clement of Alex., one 

which was in Egypt very early, ata date before the “African” Latin 
was known, is confirmed often by W, and has come down to us less 
influenced by side influences than the other recensions. 

Take one instance. At Luke xix. 2 there are great varieties of 
reading, where D de and sah preserve the shortest text, giving us (as to 
Zaccheus) simply wdove:es for Kat mrovatos of 1s, kat nv mrovewos of NL 
245 892 goth syr hier (and IW-H marg), cat wrovats nv boh syr cu sin, cat 

autos mAovatos BKII big vg (W-H trt), at avtos nv rAovatos U al. latt, car 
ovtos nv tAovatos A unc? al. f, ovros nv mrovotos W 108 157, wrovetos nv 

ante Kat apyitehwvns syr pesh, wrovatos (tantum) ante Kat apyttedwvns 

diatess arab, (¥ and Evst 47 omit altogether). IV-H adopt B’s reading 
in tert and &’s in marg, and neglect D d e sah (diatess) altogether. Then 

why at Luke xxiv. 12, 36, 40, 51, 52 double-bracket the ‘‘ Western non- 

interpolations”? Where is the science involved of the “shorter” text ? 
Dr. Salmon (‘Some Thoughts,’ etc. p. 98) says ‘“‘I am persuaded that 
critics will be forced to acknowledge that the Gospel as read in the 
11™ century in the Church of Rome differed in a few particulars from that 
read at the same date at Alexandria. Critics may discuss which of these 
texts is authoritative, or whether both may be so; but I am sure that an 
arbitrarily created hybrid between the two is wrong; and this is the kind 

of text more than once exhibited by IV-H in the closing verses of 
St. Luke.” 

The claim of IV-H to have resurrected the texts of Origen certainly 
holds good except in certain places. But in doing so they far exceed 

Origen’s own claim. Origen’s citations are full of conflations, where he 

knew two recensions and incorporated both. If he was not able to judge 
which of these was original, why should he be a perfect judge of other 

double readings similarly situated but of which he chose one? Now 
W-H profess that they have not only restored the text of Origen but that 
they know that this is ‘‘ pre-Syrian” and “ pre-Alexandrian” and, as 
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represented by B, is ‘ neutral’’ and fundamentally correct as opposed to 

all others.f Their ‘selected readings,’ few and far between, can 

certainly not be considered proof of their contention, and we are prepared 

to challenge their assumption as to the supremacy of B. Meanwhile we 
would like to place on record again what Canon Cook had to say about 
the personality of Origen in connection with these matters, for that 
feature is of vital importance. The Church at large disagreed with 

Origen’s conclusions. IV-H after nearly 1700 years merely wish to replace 

us textually in the heart of an Alexandrian text, which after a.pD. 450 or 
thereabouts fell into discredit and disuse. For Dr. Salmon says (‘Some 
Thoughts,’ etc. pp. 106/7) : ‘Giving to the common parent of B and N as 

high antiquity as is claimed for it, still it will be distant by more than 

a century from the original autographs, and the attempts to recover 
the text of Mss which came to Alexandria in the second century may 
be but an elaborate locking of the stable door after the horse has been 
stolen.” 

Again the same authority (pp. 128/9): ‘‘When W-H refuse to 
give a local name to the readings they prefer, and designate them 

as neutral, that is to say, as free from corruptions of various kinds, 
they are disguising from themselves and from their readers that the 
question what text has the most early attestation cannot be decisively 
answered.” 

And again (pp. 181/132): ‘‘Thus the task of discrimination may be 
difficult; but we must not conceive that we have solved a problem because 
for our convenience we have simplified it. The problem has not been 
completely solved until we have taken account of the evidence which has 
been temporarily neglected.” 

And again (p. 157): ‘I hold, on the contrary, that in critical science 
the rule nullum tempus prevails; that it is never too late to reverse a 

wrong decision.” 
And now to hear what Canon Cook has to say about Origen :— 

“We go back one step further, a most critical and important step, for 
it brings us at once into contact with the greatest name, the highest 
genius, the most influential person of all Christian antiquity. We come 

to Origen. And it is not disputed that Origen bestowed special pains 
upon every department of Biblical criticiam and exegesis. His 
‘Hexapla’ is a monument of stupendous industry and keen discern- 
ment: but his labours on the Old Testament were thwarted by his 
very imperfect knowledge of Hebrew, and by the tendency to mystic 

interpretations common in his own age, but in no other writer so fully 
developed or pushed to the same extremes. : 

“In his criticism of the New Testament Origen had greater 

+ However Origen and B are not infrequently in conflict. Observe Hort on those 
occasions. See beyond at the end of my notes on each Gospel. 
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advantages, and he used them with greater success. Every available 
source of information he studied carefully. Manuscripts and versions were 
before him ; both manuscripts and versions he examined, and brought out 
the results of his researches with unrivalled power. But no one who 
considers the peculiar character of his genius, his subtlety, his restless 
curiosity, his audacity in speculation, his love of innovation, will be 
disposed to deny the extreme risk of adopting any conclusion, any 
reading, which rests on his authority, unless it is supported by the 
independent testimony of earlier or contemporary Fathers and Versions. 
The points in which we are specially entitled to look for innovations 
are: (1) curious and ingenious readings, such, for instance, as those 
which we have noticed in St. Mark and St. Luke; (2) the removal 
of words, clauses, or entire sentences which a man of fastidious taste 
might regard as superfluities or repetitions ” [see my remarks on “ pairs” 
and Origenistic “ niceties’’]; ‘(8) a fearless and highly speculative mode 
of dealing with portions of the New Testament which might contain 
statements opposed to his prepossessions or present difficulties which 
even his ingenuity might be unable to solve. In weighing the evidence 
of his citations for or against any doubtful reading, while we should feel 
assured of his perfect honesty of purpose, we ought to be extremely 
cautious in adopting his conclusions. A text formed more or less 
directly under his influence would of course command a certain amount 
of general adhesion; it would approve itself most especially to minds 
similarly gifted and similarly developed; when brought to bear upon 
the course of critical enquiry it would produce an enormous effect, 
especially if it came with the charm and interest of novelty; but not 
less certainly would it be challenged, and its verdict be refused, if it 

contravened principles of fundamental importance and affected the 
veracity of the sacred writers and the teaching of Holy Writ.” (Canon 
Cook, ‘ Revised Version of the first three Gospels,’ pp. 155/6.) 

Hear also Bishop Marsh on the same subject (‘ Lect.’ xi. ed. 1838, 
p. 482): ‘‘ Whenever therefore grammatical interpretation produced a 
sense which in Origen’s opinion was irrational or impossible, in other 
words irrational or impossible according to the philosophy which Origen 
had learnt (sic) at Alexandria, he then departed from the literal sense.” 

This sums up many other matters connected with Origen’s treat- 
ment of textual matters (to which the following pages bear witness), so 
that we do not necessarily recover Origen’s manuscripts when we are 

inclined to follow NB Orig, but very likely only Origen himself. (The 
Ms 33 seems to represent a copy annotated by Origen himself with 

suggested ‘“‘improvements.” They are sometimes together quite alone. 
The same applies to the Ms 127, and observe that 127 is related to a graeco- 
latin: Matt. xxii. 9 pos (pro ets) 127 sol = latt aD exitus viarum.) 

To begin at the very beginning, when Hort says: 
“* But we have not been able to recognise as Alexandrian any 

| 
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readings of B in any book of the New Testament which it 

contains” (vol. ii. p. 150) 
had he never noticed the frequent preference given by B (and §&) to 
eavrov and eavtwy over avrovand avrwy? In order to keep small detail 
out of my apparatus I began stupidly enough by not chronicling these 

things in 8 and B, but some examples will be found. Now turn to 
Clement of Alexandria and see his preference for the same course: (on 
Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45) cae Souvas tyv Yuyny thy eauTov. 

Then turn to Athanasius : 
1 Pet. iv. 19 (where B alone omits avtwp after yuyas) Ath says tas 

eavtoy yuyas in the coptic manner. 
Observe further : 
(1) Jo.x.31. ‘ ¢Racracay sine copula cum NBL 33” says Tischendorf. 

Follow the apparatus a little further and you find ATHANASIUS, 
Surely then this is an Alexandrian reading. Observe further 
that after two words more ATHANASIUS drops o: covSacoe with 
the new Egyptian ms W, and the Alexandrian picture is 

complete there. 
() Jo. xvii. 15 referred to by Burgon as to an omission by B and 

Ath is questionable. 
(2) Matt. xii. 31. afeOnoerar vutv tos avOpwros B 1 sah and 

ATHANASIUS only. 
(3) Matt. xxvi. 45. sou -+yap BE and sah ATH, 
(4) Luke xi. 19. avtoe vpwy xpitas ecovrat BD 604 Paris” only of 

Greeks, a,c dt of Latins, with ATHANASIUS, choosing this 

order out of five or six differing orders by the other 

authorities. 
(5) tJ0.i. 13. —ovde ex OeAnpatos avdpos B* 17* Eus Clem v4 and 

ATHAN@s vid Ps, xxi. 
(6) Jo. v. 87. exewos (pro avtos) NBLW a (goth) and ATHANASIUS 

; (D d exewvos autos). Om autos 892 = syr cu pers georg. 

This exewvos is so thoroughly Johannine in such a connection that 
it is difficult to judge whether it may be basic or only an 
endeavour by NBLW Ath to improve the passage to a 
conformity with Johannine diction. But the action of D is 

suspicious. See as to exevos beyond under ‘‘ Syriac”’ heading 
in St. John’s Gospel at iv. 11. 

(7) Jo. vi. 42. mws vuv (pro ws ow) BCTW bok" goth syr hier 
‘only and ATHANASIUS”? (teste Tisch). Add Sod. 

q (8) Jo. x. 82 fin. Order >eue AOatere of NBLY 33 157 Paris” Sod 

only of Greeks, but of it?! vg, is the order of ATH. against 
DW and the rest and c d f 1 8 sah boh syr goth Epiph Hil 

t And this matter has some bearing upon our contention as to “pairs” of 
expressions. 
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Thdt. When NBL oppose sah bok and have Athanasius 
with them we may surely take it into account. 

(9) Jo. xii, 28. S0£acov pov to ovopa (pro S0£. cov to ovopa) BY 
cum Evan 5. But sol X and ATHANASIUS So£acov cov tov 
viov (Cyr refers to both). 

(10) Jo. xv. 21. adda tavta warta momncovew ets vias BD*LN? 1 33 
Paris® Petr", all others vpas or up. 

(11) Jo. xix. 31. 1 npepa exesvn tov caBPBatov (pron nuepa exetvou 

tov caBBatov B*H min pauc Elz pers ¢ f g vgg and Cyril, 
all others exesrov. 

(12) 1 Peter i. 11. Of the prophets of old: epevvwvrtes ets twa 7 ToLov 

Katpov ednAovTo ev avTois Tvevja (—Xpiotov) mpopaptupopevov 

ta ets Xpiotov Tabnuata.... BY 

Von Soden now adds the testimony of ATHANASIUS to that of B for 

omission of Xpsotov. In the Benedictine edition of 1698 of Ath. the 
word is not omitted, but if Ath, presumably examined by Soden, really 

omit, we are thoroughly justified in connecting this strange omission with 
Alexandria. 

But in another place Hort writes as follows: 

“The perpetuation of the purer text may in great measure be 
laid to the credit of the watchful scholars of Alexandria ; its 
best representatives among the versions are the Egyptian, 
and especially that of Lower Egypt; and the quotations 
which follow it are most abundant in Clement, Origen 
(Dionysius, Peter), Didymus and the younger Cyril, ALL 

ALEXANDRIANS.” Hort, vol. i. p. 549. 
As to whether the Alexandrian School preserved the true text, or 

modified it by attempted improvement, is what we are to inquire into. 
Hort’s system involves dragging in readings of B whenever support 

can be found from another ms. Since Hort’s day his true system thus 
demands and compels the acceptance of further ‘‘ monstra” exhibited by 
B owing to support forthcoming since from other Mss or versions (such 
as 604 892 Paris’ sy7 sin). I make free to prophecy that other 
documents so far unknown will add to this list a further crop of 
vicious survivals which might give us eventually all of B’s misreadings. 
The system is thus demonstrated to be unscientific in the extreme, 
notwithstanding the praise so fulsomely lavished on it by a certain 

school. 

I propose to sketch the matter in St. Matthew. In St. Luke I 

will go into the matter a little more thoroughly in some respects. 

And in St. Mark I will add a section on the differing recensions visible 

in that Gospel. The treatise might run to undue length if all four 

Gospels were handled quite exhaustively. In St. John I have been 

obliged to go into great detail owing to the character of the Gospel and 

its pleonastic expressions leading to textual difficulties. 

HORT’S SYSTEM. EGYPT FREE FROM ANTIOCH BY REVISION. 13 

Paris” is not extant for control in St. Matthew in Schmidtke’s 
edition, and V only begins at Mark ix. 6, but 892 is valuable in Matthew. 

I do not overlook the fact that the side opposed to NB sometimes 
also tried its hand at improvement. See Matt. xv. 6 tyv evtoAnv 

(ex Marco vii. 8) for tov Aoyov of BD and versions, but even here N is not 

agreed with B and writes tov vouov with CT° fam 13 and Ptol. The 
support of Ptol puts tov voyoy into the second century, and is not far 

removed from tyv evtoAnv. 

Burkitt says : 
“The Antiochian Greek text seems never to have influenced 

Egypt—at least not before the x‘ century. Freedom from 
specifically ‘Antiochian’ readings is a characteristic of all 
forms of the Egyptian N.T.”—Burkitt in ‘ Texts and Versions,’ 
Encye. Bibl. 1903. 

But precisely because long ago Egypt had revised this Antiochian 
text. 

This revising process will now engage our attention for many 
pages. 





CHAPTER II. 

B i St. MatrHew's GOSPEL. 

Example of editing by B. 

Matt. v. 37. ‘‘ Let your word be yea yea, nay nay.” For ecrw B alone 

with & min‘ Eus substitutes ectat.. Hort actually dignifies this 

with a place in his margin. Now if B be right, & and every 

other ms and Father are wrong and the copies in their hands 

most curiously mutilated. 

For Justin Martyr, Clement and Clem" several times, Tertullian, 

Cyprian and Iren. all witness to éc7w, while John Damascene confirms it 

absolutely, for quoting the same saying from St. James v. 12, where 

the rare form jjrw obtairs (and is constant in all mss), he quotes it 

as €oTw. 
(Clem** as a matter of fact seems to be on both sides and both in 

Strom. This is not indicated by Tisch.) 

Examples of Solecisms or practical Solecisms of B. 

v. 11. evexa B* 

vi. 18. > vnotevev tos avOpwros —_—B (Kk) only 

Q1. —xat B and one boh codex 

33. > Thy Sixatoouvny Kat THY BactdeLay avTov BC 

ibid. xpnte (pro xpntere) 
Bret 

xii. 20. No one seems to have emphasised Xyvov by B (for Arvov, flax). 

I do not think this is an itacism because & and vg® check us. 

Aqvos OF Aavos Means wool (“ smoking wool’’), but also in 

gense wood (wooden winepress, trough, coffin, etc.), hence 

probably the lignum of k, which the very old Vulgate text of 

vg confirms. B and k draw together elsewhere, but I have 

not seen notice taken of it here. Lignum is not necessarily 

therefore an error for Linwm. Indeed in an ancient 

Graeco-latin B may have seen lignum, since k has pre- 

served it. 

Sah boh imply » wick of flax, but aeth suggests the woody 

fibre of flax. 

32. ove apeOncerat (pro adeOnaerat primo loco) B rol 

B IN ST. MATTHEW’S GOSPEL. 15 

Matt. 
: ibid. ov pn apeOy (pro ove afeOnaerat sec loco) B 

38. —xat papicaiov B min?? against all others 
48 fin. — pou (post ot adeddor) B* vid cum Ev Ebion"vivh 

xiii. 4. «as eXOovta ta werewa xatepayey B fam 18 only vid (and 
not from a parallel) but cf. ron Soden 

5. ts yns (pro yns) B™! (De novo B*' rns yns Marc iv. 5) 
6. exavpatoOn B (rell et & exavpatiaOn et D exavpaticOncar) 

17. —xat Sixaroe Be 
24, ehadrnoev (pro mapeOnxer) B® vid et k [Negl. Soden] 

xiv. 2, —&a tovto B@' = [Habet Mare vi. 14] 
5. eres (pro ott) B*! cum 604; emecdn XN (sah expresses this 

curiously) Cf. xxi. 46 which B was considering. 

19. xeXevoate (pro KedXevoas) B* Sod'“*3 
36. mapexadovr (—avtor) B 892 Orig 1/2 Chr 

xv. 11. epyopevov (pro evcepyopevov) Bel 
15. avrw evrrev (pro evrev avtw) B" pers 
17. evcepyopevoy (pro etorropevopevov) B Orig 1/2. Add Sod 
32. —78n B 106 301 1 vg" (cf syr copt aeth) 

xvi. 4. acres (pro fret) B™ (cum pers* arab; cf. syr 
ancipitem curam linguae) 

14. ot 8€ (pro adror Se) B! et Eus (Chr) 
17. -o7 B*!, Add Sod°®° teste Sod, sedcontraed. 
21. Setavuvat (pro Secxvvew) B*! cum Origr™* 
22. Aeyes avtw emitywwv B (pro npEato eritiswav avtw deywr) 

and JV-H marg 

xvii. 25. azo Tivos ( pro aro Tivwv) B 238 sol. Cyr 2/4. Add Soda 
Eviii. 9. cxavdare (pro cxavdardtter) B*'. Correctors have not 

changed. It is accented cxavdanrei. 
28. —exewwos B 245 pers sol (arm? contra codd) 
30. > avtov ot cuvSovdou Br! et copt 

xix. 22. ypnwata (pro xrnpata) B“ (Chr) Is this “simple” and 
“inartificial’’? Hort says ‘‘no,” for he rejects it from his text and margin. 

Cf Liddell and Scott sub ypjpa: ‘‘ The interchange of ypjua and 
xthwa is frequent, yet the same distinction holds as between ypdoya: and 
xtdopat, 80 that «riya is strictly a possession, yp7jua what one wants 
or uses.” 

In other words ‘‘money”’ to B or the scribe of B was more 
familiar (ypjuar’ dvjp “money makes the man,” Pindar) than landed 
possessions. B*t'* was a city man, a town man, as is seen all through 
his attitude. 

St. Mark differentiates between «rnata and ypqyata in x. 22/23 of 
the parallel.f 

t See further remarks as to this in section on Patristic quotations and Clement 
of Alexandria. 
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St. Luke (= Mark x. 23) uses ypnwata, having in the previous verse 
said merely nv yap mAovatos cpodpa. In Mark x. 22 it is D which sub- 
stitutes ypnuata for xrnpata. 

In this connection consider next (out of the regular order) : 
Matt. 

xxv. 27. Ta apyupia pou (for to apyupiov pov) N*BW 604 only; “my 
monies’’ for ‘‘my money” although referring only to the 

one talent as Tisch points out. All the other Greeks, 

sympathising cursives, Latins, boh and sah have the 
singular. One solitary sah ms No. 8, by the change of 
Tl to i, gives the plural with NB. I think these two places 
looked at together are very instructive.t 

xx. 18. —ets Aavatov vel Oavatw B aeth 

25. xaTaxuptevoovety. B 124 al. perpaue (contra rell et verss) 

27. etvar vuwy mpwtos B alone among many variations, 
apparently the nearest to copt. 

xx1.19. ov penxere (for penreti) BLN only, being “a strengthened 
negative but against all the rest and Orig’ Meth and even 
Peter of Alexandria. 

81. After varying the order of vv. 29/30 B with only a very few 
cursives and sah boh etc., remains alone at verse 31 with 
6 vatepos, for Evan 4 has o devrepos, and D with the other 

few o ecxyatos. Hort places o vorepos in his text. 
xxii. 89.¢ oporws (pro opoia) Be"! vid The one change hangs on 

ibid. —avtn B*! vid the other. 
KXiii. 27. oporatere (pro wapopoatere) B1 [non fam] 

37. —eautns B 604 soli (libere Clem 1/3 Orig 2/6 Eus 4/5) 
xxiv. 1. ex (proamo) B 4 Soden®3™8 (syr) Cf Marc xiii. 1 

23. mucteveTe B 262 Orig? 4 (cf Mare xiii. 21) 

38. yapucxovtes Bet Sod” 

xxv. 6. eyeveto (pro yeyover) B (ef xxiv. 21 eyevero BD 604) 

23. motos ns (pro ns motos) Bh r (Iren'") syr 
40. —Twv aderdwy pov Bi fi.2 vg? arm ? Clem 4/5 lib Ath 
42. —ovx pr. (ante edwxate) B* et vg™ soli 
42, +xat (ante edupnoa) BL aeth syr pesh diatess (contra 

rell omn et copt) 

xxvi. 4. —Kase atroxtewovow B min‘ rz vg” [non al.] 
42. —reyov B gy soli vid 
51. per avtou (pro pera inoov) B**!¥4 cum Hil 

53. Suvopar B 

61. orxoSopnaat (— autor) B 1-209 [non 118] 69 [non fam] 

Orig 2/4. Sod (Origen gives three readings here.) 

+t Cf Hawkins’ ‘ Hore Syn.’ p. 4. Plural never used in the LXX, where the singular 

occurs over 850 times. Soden adds ™ for the plural. 

t Male Horner opota. 

B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 17 

Matt. 

KXVil. 6. copBav B* (fg. q 72 aur gat vg’, corbam a dh 7) aeth 
13. oa (pro roca) B“ (D toca) 
17. tov BapaBBav B 1 Sod" Orig soli vid [non copt] 
(21. tov BapaBBav NBL 1 33 122 892 (sah boh xe Rappafac 

ef syr) If improvised in ver 17, probably also here) 
24. xatevavte (pro amevartt) BD soli vid et W-H [non al. Sod] 
29. weptcOnxay B 131? for eOnxav of KNWAITI syr boh latt longe 

plur and ereOnxav & unc? min”! d h vg? Bus (sah) 

This is a clear improvisation by B, and would equate such a thing 
as meptederyov of 157 at Luke xvi. 21, except that it comes from 
Mark xv. 17 ‘‘ nae wepitiOeacw avtw mrekavres axavd. ated.” 

33. ets Tov Tomoy Tov B'' (pro ets torrov) cf. sah boh et Luc xxiii. 33. 

See under ‘‘ Harmonies.” 
43. exe tw Oew (pro emt tov Oeov) B 213 soli latt! Hus 1/2 Juvenc. 

W-H"™s 
This seems to be a delicate choice of the dative after zeoev. 

The acc. or dative can accompany 7ret@w according to its various shades 
of meaning. Here apparently ‘‘ He was fully persuaded of and conformed 
to God.” 

B and Latin Sympathy. 

It is quite impossible to divorce B from Latin affiliations. In the 
detail of this matter will be found much food for reflection in this Gospel 
and in the others. 

These lists are compiled to assist in differentiating between a possible 

common base of the Greek and Latin witnesses and a real appropriation 
by B of Latinisms or Latin readings. The full force of the matter is felt 
when we see where W goes with B and where it does not. 
Matt. 

i. 22. xvptou(—Tov) NBCDWZA (observe both D and A are present) 
25. ews etexev (pro ews ov etexev) B"[W-H] (cf Luc xii. 59) 

ii. 13. efavn (pro pacverat) B 872 and latt 
vi. 10. Kae ere yns (—T7s) RBWZA Clem Origse*e* 

18. > vnatevwy tors avOpmrots B (k) soli 

ix. 28. > touto Suvapac trocar Blawg 

x. 4. xavavatos (pro xavavtns) BCD (xav.) Li min paue copt it vg et 8 
16. ets To pecor (pro ev Tw peow) AvKwy BS cum fy k vg® Lucif. 
23. lopand (— Tov) BD [W-H] latt (of Marc xv. 32) 

xii. 1, 12. caBBatous (pro caBBacww) Bw! et vett sabbatis 

xii. 4. 6 (pro obs) BDW 13 22 124 bd k q aur vg" syr 
xiii. 5. efavetecdav (pro e€avererdev) B* Cf lattexortasunt. See 

“Change of Number.” 
8. ereceyv cs = B® (pro errecev em) sed B ipse vid ere substitutt 

39. atwvos (—Tov) NBD fam 13 33 Orig 1/2 latt (contra sah et boh 

diserte tovtou Tov atwvos) 

c 
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xii, 40. 

[xili. 46. 

xiv. 9. 

10. 

29. 

32. 
xv. 31. 

37. 

xvii. 3. 

22. 

xix. 3. 

16. 

21. 
24. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

The above is followed suspiciously closely by «ataxavetac 

NB (D —-ovra:) 1 [non 118-209] Cyr and latt “ comburuntur,”’ 
“exuruntur” (contra rell Gr). The Coptic word, one chosen 

out of many, cepokg,os (hence “ sirocco”’) may also 
intimate cataxatetae rather than xaterar. W with the rest 
KalEeTQal, 

A very curious case occurs here, where NB and all agree in 
men paxev against the aorist of D alone erwrncer] 

rAuTNGes (pro edv77nOn) BD 1 fam 13 604. Some Latins 
contristatus without est (against the other Greeks and the 
important witnesses c fk q* copt arm syr). This AvrnGes 
looks strangely like the Latin contristatus (—est), for the 

copula Se wanting in BD is found in the Latins ¢ f k q* (copt 
syr), which have contristatus est, showing that est did not slip 
in there by mistake. 

only BX*Z® 1 as lat. Otherwise sah boh 
‘‘he took off the head of John.” 

NBD [non minn] W-H 

twarvyny (— Tor) 

qeTpos (—0) 
avaBavtwy (pro euBavtwv) NBDT° 892 (latt: ascendentibus) 
xapous axovovTas (pro cw. XaXouvtas) BY 59115 238 and 

e ‘‘surdos audientes’”’ (while d using surdos yet has loquentes, 
as also’). All the rest and latt have Xadovrtas. I class this 
here because of the acceptance by d ek of surdos for mutos. 
xwgos is used in N.T. both for dumb and deaf (vide our Eng. 
transl.). Boh turns the difficulty by beginning mutos 
loquentes, continuing et clodus ambulantes et caecos videntes, 
and closing with the addition of surdos audientes, while a 

cuts out nearly the whole verse. 
> 10 mepiscevoy Twv Kr. npav. Latin order, supported only by 

BD 1 83 892 against the Greeks and other versions. 
ofOn (pro wpOncav) [pwvons cat nrevas following] corres- 

ponds to latt mult ‘ paruit.”’ 

The polyglot character of NB is shown in this same verse 
where they change the order er avrov cuAdadovrTes (cum eo 

loquentes) to cuvdad. wet avtov with W 1 fi. g sah boh aeth 
and syrr Cyr. So again xvii. 7 mpoond\Oev o imoovs Kat 
arapevos NBD fam 13 GOL it” vg syrr against mpocedOur ... 

ayaro of the rest. 

avotpepopevay Se avtwy (pro avaotped. Se avtwv) NB 1 892. 
Cf lat?! conversantibus; efre....ce ffi; et Orig (“ neutral ”’) 

otpepopevay b€ avtwr. 
dapicaot (—o) BCLMWAITIZ al. pauc boh Dam. 
oxo (pro exw) BD Sod™ latt Orig 1/2 (contraNL xqpovopnow) 

Reyer (pro ey) B Sod” fam 13 only of Greeks with all Latins. 
—ott B plur and latt (but against NCLMZ copt syr) - ne ene 

B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 19 
Matt. 

xx. 20. am avtou (pro tap avtov) 

33. > ot ofOarpor nuwy NBDLZ 33 892 Sod'*"*'4 Jatt 
xxi. 28, > duo Texva Bj 142 299 Sod" lattomn 

xxii. 4. nropaxa NBC*DL 1 2233 604 892"; against nTouaca of the 
rest, strengthened by Orig Cyr Chr Dam. Hort uses nrotpaxa 

here without 4 sign in the margin. This is not Origen. 
5. ewe thy ewroptav (pro es Thy eur.) NBCDT"S® fam 13 33 

125° 157 [non 28] 604 Orig and Larr. 
30. —Tov Geov BD fam 1 [non fam 13] 604abedeffihaqr 

vg™™ syr cu sin sah arm Orig W-H, but cf Mare xii. 25 

Note that W has tov @eov with the rest and does not go 
with D here. 

xxiv. 3. —-77s (ante cvvtedevas) NBCLM Sod™ fam 1 33 157 892 Cyrrer 
38. + exervas BD Sod"” latt and sah 

xXV. 16. exepdyoev (pro emoincer), and —tadavta fin by BCDL, and 
BL respectively, shows very strong Latin affiliation, both 
being against % and the mass. 

29. rou &€ py exovtos (pro aro Se tou pn exovtos) NBDL 1-209 

(non 118] 33 124 [non fam] = Lat. 
NBLT" 33 Sod'** boh Cyr 1/2 (contra 

rell et Patr Gr permutos) et Orig”, 
xxvi. 45. xaOevSere Aovrov (pro xaO. To Aovrov) BCLW 273 348 m* 

p™ 892 Sod*- seems to equate 75 and the Latin jam [see 
Liddell and Scott]. Syr with sah and aeth = “ergo.” 

53. mheew (pro mevovs) N*BD W-H[nonminn]latt (against Origen) 
xxvii. 43. eritw Oew (pro emt tov Oeor) B 218 soli latt?! et W-H mg. 

49. evrav B fam 13 (and eov D 69) W-H trt=abcd th 
g2q but not the others and no vulgates. All other Greeks 
oppose with edeyov. 

xxviii. 14. vio tov nyepovos (pro emt Tov ny.) BD 59892 only with IV-H 
marg. Cf lat “a praeside.” 

N*B'W Sod"! ct W-H trt. Gf lat 
‘ pecunia.”” 

ibid. onpepov +nyuepas BDL and Latin against & and the rest. 
These three places coming 80 close together after a long while seem 

particularly interesting and noteworthy. Origen opposes B definitely in 
the last place and probably at xxviii. 14, certainly once out of twice there. 
This is again followed by: 
xxviii. 17. mpocexuvnoav (—avtw) NBD 33 only and latt (except q) vg Eus 

Chr against all other Greeks +avrw with g syr and Coptic. 
Observe now from xxviii. 19 where B adds ovy with ATI, and where 

D adds vy (and some Latins both ovy and vu»), that this Latin text 
favoured by B was not of the purest most neutral stock, for N and all 
other Greeks add nothing, having wropevOevres only with EVERY GREEK AND 
Latin Fatuer from Irenaeus to Amphilochius. And the same remark 

c 2 

BD 604 W-H. Cf latt sah 

41. xatnpapevor (— or) 

15. or apyupia (—Ta) 
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applies to the Bamticavtes of BD (soli; Soden adds none) Jatt in this 

verse against Bamrifortes of all the rest, and the same array of Fathers. 

I am sorry to say that Hort swallows ovy without marginal comment, and 

ventures to put Barticartes in bis margin. 

As to B and Coptic sympathy. 

| Again here observe W, Where W joins is for the Egyptian method 
of the possessive before the noun (vii. 24, 26) and for wa instead of ows 

(viii. 34), which 9 ima would appear in the bohairic column or at any 
rate be familiar to the ear of an Alexandrian]. 

This feature has been recognised to some extent, but many details 

have been overlooked which make for definite Coptic influence upon 

the parents of B, rather than for mere common basic sympathy with 
a Greek text underlying the Coptics. 
Matt. 

i. 5. Boes NB Oxy? k sah boh W-H 

ii. 21. etondrOev (pro yAOev) NBC 157 278 sols et sah (aq&uK 

€9,pai) bok (agi eHow) 
ili, 2. —«ae (ante eywr) NB sah boh aeth g. q W-H Sod. 
vii. 17. Amid vastly differing orders (see under NB in Part II for 

details) B alone with vgN® gives us Coptic order Kaprrous 
motee xadous, bringing xadous last. Tischendorf does not 
notice this and Horner for some extraordinary reason is 

here absolutely silent. Yet Hort places this grandly in his 
margin. If anyone will take the trouble (it takes a good 
half hour) to run through the differing orders, he will rise 
from his examination convinced that B here does not 
alone retain a “ neutral’’ order, but has ‘“‘ accommodated " 

at some time in his career. Soden adds no support for B. 
24, avtov thy oray NBCWZ 1 33 892 Orig sah boh (ex more 

copt) contra rell omn et latt tnv otxtay avrov. [Anyone 
who will compare what ® does elsewhere in this chapter 
(see Part IJ. under & and B) will bear me out that he sat 
there playing with the versions, ringing changes in syr, Jat 
and copt, as well as improvising himself, as he does in the 

verse previous to this, adding rodda to Sacuoua]). 
26. avrov Thy ocxcayv =NBWZ 1 604 892 Sod"" sah boh (more 

copt). Contra rell et Orig (hoc loco)! 

viii. 8. amoxpiBes S¢ S*B 33 372 sah [non boh] W-H 
arrexpiOn. .xat evmev sy et k t 

nat aTroxpibes NC et rell et latt 

} This is rather a pretty picture in an unimportant place of my contention aos 
to k (Tisch does not refer to it, so I wish to call attention to it). 

BIN ST, MATTHEW'S GOSPEL. 21 

Matt. 

vill. 18, oyAov B sah soli (et W-H txt) 

oxdous =—-&_ bok soli (tous oydAous bol) 

The rest zroAvy oxdov, oydov troduy (W), ToAdAous oXAovs OF OYAOUS 

ToAXous. : 

A curious place occurs at viii. 27 fin where NBW 1 33 892 Eus Chr 
W-H make the order avtw vraxovovew against vraxovovew aut of all 
others, including coptic and the versions; / alone varies, with obaudientest 
tantum, and Hil 1/2 obedisse. In Luke the order of all is also xa 

umaxovovow avtw, but B omits there with 604. Why this change of order 
in Matthew against coptic, latin and syriac? d is available again here 

for the first time and reads obaudiunt et with the mass. Sod adds °° to 
XBW. 
Matt. 

viii. 34. wa (pro ows) BW alone and boh pina (sah xeKac) 
ix. 9. pad@acov NB*D sah [non boh], so at x. 3 again 

12 init. o Se (—«ncous) NBD3 248 892 d sah [non boh] aeth®*"* 

syr sin 
32. kwhov (—avOpwrov) NB 71 892 sah boh (RoweRo) aeth syr 

W-H contra rell omn. 
x. 32. ev tots ovpavols (pro ev ovp.) BCKYV al. sah boh Cyr 

sed Orig 1/4 
sa BVX al. sah boh Cyr sed 

Orig 1/3 
xi. 16. ev tas ayopacs (pro ev ayop.) NBZ (1) 124 157 892 al. 

‘ W-H Sod. sah boh contra rell et Clem (sed ev tn ayopa 
D syr sah", in foro d latt aeth goth) 

xii. 13. cou tHv yelpa (pro thy xetpa cov) NBL min pauc and 892 is 
the coptic manner. See above, and beyond for such preference 
under “ Genitive before the Noun in Luke.” 

17. wa (pro orws) NBCDI1 33 Orig Eus boh (see above, viii. 34) 
22. See under ‘‘ Change of Voice.” 

31. adeOnoerar vty tows avOpwras B 1 [non 118-209] sah 
syrmer Ath [non boh latt] 

xili. 28. o1 de (—Sovrcr) BI157 g2h boh sah [non aeth rell] W-H txt 
This seems to be a nicety of “pairs.” 0 S¢ edn autos. .o S¢ Neyouowy 

avtw. Very pretty but not legitimate. So both coptics ‘‘ But he, said 
he to them. .but they, said they to him.” It is ridiculous to suppose that 
all others added this SovAcc. Besides Manich™'t» opposes B and has it. 
Matt. 

xiv. 3. +rotre B°' cum fam 13 Sod et txt, et sah diserte (ev tovrw 
tw xatpw); et cf k ‘cum detinuisset.” 

33. yey ” ” 

t This may be primitive. 
t Observe the different character of support to Bin these three places while sah 

boh are constant. 
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This is clear B and sah sympathy and nothing else. Boh does 
not join nor N nor D nor W nor others. 

Matt, 
Xvi. 21. IC XE (pro o incous) N*B* Sod" sah 2/3 bohm practer duo goainst 

the rest, and they themselves corrected,f and against the other 
versions. (Dominus Jesus acth, as often = merely ‘‘ Jesus.”’) 

N 892 Orig Iren'™ plane om. W-H follow NB. 

xvii. 8. w avrov povov & 

avtov w povov B 604 Sod®® 

rendered perfectly clear from the coptics, where avros is tacked 
on to the word for povos. The Latins do not do it, so we 

may clearly refer this as to both % and B to Coptic I think 

or possibly Syriac.t Following so close on xvi. 21 it is 

instructive. 
14. eAOovtwy (—avtwv) NBZ 1124 245 Sod" sah 

Rvlii. lL init. ev exewwn be BM Sod'” and only sah 3/6 boho™ 
11 vers om. NBL* 1* [non fam] 13 [non fam] 33 892" ¢ fi, sah 

boh?! syr hier sin Orig (contra rell et syrr rell latt rell aeth ?). 
D bas the verse and also W very specially. Observe the 
spacing fo 65 in W. (Sod also omits.) 

1d. ratpos pov (pro matpos vpwr) BFHIT al. sah bok, only r, of 

Latins, arm acth, syr sin (only of syr) and Orig” 
16. Matter of order: wapadaBe (ett) eva n bv0 peta co. 8B 

boh sah only [non al. Sod] 

Q7. tov Sovrov (—exetvov) BSod™1 124 only with sah 4/7. It may 

be useful to mention the sah Mss as they are very definite here. 
They are 111 112 114 f['. (avrou syr cu sin, et aliter pers). 

31. >avtov ot cuvdovroe §=B' cum sah boh 
xix. 16. oxo (pro exo vel ednpovepnow) BD Sod™ Orig 1/2. Coptic 

has no verb for eyw, and although cx probably approxi- 
mates the Latin here, it is interesting to see that sah has e1exs 
“take” as against bok NTaepKAnportoxeit ‘“‘inberit” 
transliterating the Greek of NL and some. 

Q1. rows mrwxors (pro wrwyos) BD only with sah boh against 
all the rest and against C/em Orig‘ with a host of Fathers. 

29. rov epov ovepatos (pro Tov ovopatos ov) XB Sod"! 
124 [non fam] § sah boh et W-H txt. 

ibid. moXaTAactova (pro exatovtathac.) BL Sod fam ¢° sah syr 
hier Orig?" soli W-H txt [non & rell] 

pro Tov tnoovy povoy. This is 

+ So it is not likely that either of the stss & or B influenced bok or sah, seeing that 
the corrections stared the copts in the face. Obs. a place like xxvii. 4 where u6wov is 

used by NB* and the mass, while dixacoy is transliterated by sal. 
$ Syr uses the same expression xvii. 19; not so coptic. 
§ Therefore, as I supposed, the Matthaean recension of 124 was revised in Egypt. 

B IN ST. MATTHEW'S GOSPEL, 233 

Matt. 

xx. 9. edOovtes 8 Bet W-H txt cum sah boh™": (r, syr cu non sin). 

16. —soddoe yap etot KANTOL odrvyoe Se exrextor. NBLZ 36 892 

sah boh? (aeth alig, non Walton) against all the rest and 

lattie™™ = syr™ «arm Orig'* hoc loco (Barn Hom Clem). 
This is supposed to be dragged in by the mass from xxii. 14, 
but Orig quotes twice at xx. 16, and thrice at xxii. 14. It 
seems a clear “Egyptian” removal at xx. 16, for neither 
D nor W nor e nor r, nor ff countenance the removal here and 

syr lat are a unit for the clause. 
34. >avtev twv oupatov B™ et copt (contra Orig) 

xxi. 11. >0 rpodytys mnoous NBD 157 sah boh arm Orig 1/3 Eus 

against all the rest and latt syrr aeth Orig 2/3 
This Origenistic division is most illuminating in all these places, 

leaving SBD alone with Egypt for a base. (Cf BD supra xix. 21). 

It is immediately followed by 
xxi. 12. es To tepov (—Tov Geov) NBL 13 [non fam] 33 73 604 892 b, 

sah boh again, with arm aeth Orig 2/5 Meth Chr Hil, but seems 

to be a clear harmonistic omission, for tov Oeov is absent from 

Mark (xi. 15) and Luke (xix. 45). (Sod adds °° 9! alla.) 
Note how closely NB stick to copt here, with Origen again & poor 

wavaring witness. 
In such cases Tischendorf (as Turner has pointed out in a general 

way) abandoned his favourite & with great judgment and placed rov Oeov 
in his text, while poor Hort, abject slave to iis standard, can only find 

room for rov @eou in his margin. The Revisers restore it to their text (but 
in Souter’s note he says “13 &c. 33 700,” implying the family 13, 
whereas the other members do not support 13). 

As to xxi. 13, I have to refer to another place under “ Historic 
Present.’’ I have followed Dr. Schmiedel’s advice in making such 
subdivisions, but it has much inconvenience for the running argument. 
I state it once for all bere.t Observe then that zrocecre of NBL Sod 124 
892 is the reading of boh (against sah). Therefore in what precedes here 
as to Coptic, boh is just as old as sah. 

xxi. 15. + ovs (ante xpafovtas) NBDLN (sah) boh arm syr against 

the rest and the usual cursives and Orig Meth. Boh is very 
definite here. Tisch. omits to add the versions. 

Again Hort follows what is really a version tradition here against 
Origen and Methodius, L and the rest. 

xxi. 29/31 vers invert. B pauc. cum sah boh etc. 

xxii. 37. 0 Se ef avto NBL 33 sah boh Orig (against D latt ey 
auTw incous, and o & wjaous efn avtw of most, and o Se tyaous 

evrev autw of some) 

t A more elaborate subdivision will be found elsewhere including ‘ Form,” which 

sometimes finds a place under the unique readings of B. 
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Matt. 

Xxil, 39 init. Sevtepa (—Se) N*B 157 sah" Loh™ W-H. There seems 

no other attestation. (Sod adds *" [8 or €?] %°). Other sah 
and boh codd have ae, but some boh te. Latins have attem, 

while syrr diatess and Cypr have xat Sevtepa. Mark xii. 31 = 
“ Seutepa avy,” hence this seems Marcan influence, for 

Luke x. 27 continues simply ‘‘ «at tov 7Anovov.” 

xxili, 9. > vzov o matnp NBUS 33 892 Sod**" 225 Hust 48 al® Nyss 

et sah boh W-H et Sod txt (contra rell gr ct syr lat o tarnp vpovr) 

38. —epnuos BL ff, sah boh syr sin. I place this here as it 
does not seem basic at all but Egyptian. Orig who (doubt- 
fully) supports once with Cyr 2/3 is contradicted by Orig®re 

EusP° ag well as Clem and Cypr and all other Greeks and 

Latins. ff, appears here owing to its Egyptian influences. I 
do not place this under ‘‘ Harmonistic omissions,” although at 

St. Luke xiii. 35 most authorities omit, for there a good many 
add. It probably belongs in St. Matthew and not in St. Luke. 
BL ff, sah boh syr sin are only complicating the synoptic pro- 

blem here once more. Soden has no new witness for omission. 
Diatess § 41 is quoting from Matthew and has epnyos. 

W-Hort here in Matt. exclude epyyos from the text but have it in the 

margin. Souter has it in his text but puts a footnote “ om. Epnyos.”” He 
gives the evidence of BL, adding a black letter Z("'). The 2 is so 
small one can hardly see it, and black letter L makes one think it has 
large Latin support, whereas f2 here is representing Egypt, against e and 
all the rest and all vulgates. 
xxiv. 31, 37, 38, 39 taken together have some significance. 

40. > ecovtat 60 = N*B p** 892 h r v2 vg'®Y and sah, against 

boh and the rest. (For the conjunction h 7 7, see under Lists 
for % and Batxxiv. 11 as well as here. This seems conclusive 
as to jt for Irish origin. No other Old Latins join them; and 
observe tbe fall array of ah nr r, at xxvi. 56). Add Soden? 

48. > pov o xvptos NBCDIL 33157 209? 409 604 892 Sod. rerpane. 
Ephr? sah boh 

ibid. xpoviter (—edOev) NB 6 33 604 892 sah boh Ephr Trent 

(against all the rest and against all Latins but Iren'"’ which 
shows this is Ire" pure) 

xxv. 1. vravtnow (pro azarr.) 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

NBCZ 1 [non fam] 892 (Meth 1/2) 
[male Soden de 157] Cf eg,pen bok 

This in connection with xxv. 6 fin ekepyeoOe es anavtnow 
(—avrov) by NB 604 alone + Cyr Meth shows such a nice appre- 

ciation of the difference between vravtnow avrov and aravtnow without 
avtov that it should be carefully noted (Z is wanting in verse 6), because 

both coptics and all others and all Latin have avrov in verse 
6 fin. 

Cf in this connection xxvi. 42 mapedOer (— am epou). 

Matt. 

viii. 28. 

34. 

xxviii. 9. 

xxii. 10. 

« UTNVTNTEVY AVT® 

. ATAVTNOEL py 

_ umnutngev (—avTw) 

. TUYNVTNGEV AUTO 
. UTAVTNTAL TW PETA 

. UmNnUTnoaVv auT@ 

. UTTNVTNTAY aVUTW 

. uTnVTnTEY aVT® 

. UINVTInTEV AUT 

| ets unavtnow auto NBEFHMQSWYIAA al. pl 

. UTHVTNTEV aUTW 

. TVVAVTHTAS AUTW 

. UTTaVTNnTaL np 
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Note further that at 

vrnvtncay autre is used by all on this the first occurrence of 

the expression. ; 
€lg UTaVTHaW TOU tncToU & 33 | 

els UTaYTNOW Tw LnTOU B1 Sod™ 

ews cvvavtnow Tou tnoov C157 892 y*™ Cyr es aTavTnow 

ets cuvavtnow To iycov — Teel omn tw t. Sode #9 

urnvtqge avtats is used again by N*BCIIZ) fam 1 fam 13 

(partim) 604 892 min’ Orig Cyr against amnutncev aut. of the 

rest 

NBCDGLA 1 fam 13 28 al Dam against 

annutncev of AIL une® al. pl 

unchanged by all (except v7. 28 Sod”) 

NBEWE 1 33 157 604 al” (rell vrnvtncev 

+aure practer T al. pauc amnvt.) 

All (except D cuvedOew R ouvnvtTncav) 

NABDRXA 1 33 fam 13 (partim) 157 

Paris” 892 Sod” 

LWLATI une? al. pl Bas 

NN Sod? fam 1 fam 13 [non 124] 157 

(male Sod] 892 al” Bas Dam 

urqvtncav (—autw) L et Sod txt 

amnvingay avTw AWXTAATI une? al. pl et R-V 

annvtncav (—avrw) Bet W-H txt 

D de (latt)] 

CXL al. pauc 892 Sol’ ™ 

D 124 (a7.) al. pauc. Orig 

NABPRWIAATL wre’ al. pl 

aTravTnoal TW pEeTa 

[ovov noav 
vrravTnge: upp 
amavTnaet vp 
ouvavTnoet vpty 

NBCDKLW 1 al” ct 892 
ATAAIL unc? al. pl Orig Cyr Chr 

by all (except Sod"”) 
by all (except one) 

amnvTnoav avTw 

eis amavtnow avtw AKUTI al® Orig’ (avtov Sod“) 

ets aUvavtnow auto LX 157 al. pauc 

eis cuvavtnow avtov DG al® 
by all (vrnvtqcay D c d) 

by all (svvavtycavta avtw two) 

NBCE min® Orig (cvvarravt. two) 

ADHLP al. pl Eustath Chr aTavTnoat nv 
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Acts 

XX. 22. cuvavtyncovta pow NBLP al. pl Ath Chr (8B enor) 
cvvartnoarta wow ADEH al. 

oupBnoopeva pot CO min® 
Xxvili, 15. es utavtyow vuv &* sic (nu Sod” 

els uTrartnow nov 40 
el; aravtnow nuw ABHLPN ete Chr Thpyl 1/2 
es anravtystvy nuow I min™® Thpyl 1/2 | 

1 Thess. 
iv. 17. es uravtnow ta ypiote ets acpa = D* E"FG 

els UTTAPTNOW Tw KUpLW ELS cepa D 
€ls guvavTnity Tov KUpLou ets acpa = Epiph 
els aTavTnoww Tou Kupiov ets acca = NB ell Origh* Hipp Dial 

Eus”® Bas al. 
Heb. = 

vii. 1. ovvavtnoas, Heb vii. 10 cvvmrtncev by all 

Anyone who will have the patience to go through this list will see 
the drift at once. Until the list is drawn up we are at sea. Now it 
appears that vravtaw is purely Johannine, that St. Luke rather favours 
ouvartaw (as shown by Acts x. 25, xx. 22; Luke ix. 37, xxii. 10), 
but also used uarr. or amavr. elsewhere, where the Mss try to confuse 
us. St. Mark uses avavraw xiv. 18, and the mss are divided as to 
amart. or vravt. at v. 2. St. Matthew uses uavtycay in viii. 28, 
where all are agreed, and doubtless cvvavtnaw at viii. 34, which NB wish 
to change to ur. He seems afterwards to employ azayr. but the Mss 
wish to harmonise his passages (or prefer the Johannine expression) 
and so confuse us at xxv. 1 and xxviii. 9. St. Matthew therefore uses 
all three expressions interchangeably and this has caused the trouble. 

I have no hesitation, after making up this list, of charging wilful change 
by NB at Matthew viii. 34, xxv. 1, xxviii. 9 (probably Mark v. 2, 
Luke xiv. 31) and Acts xvi. 16, where Hustath ¢ contradicts Origen. 

Certainly someone is revising. Is it Antioch or Alexandria or Caesarea? 
Well, observe Luke xvii. 12 and Acts xxviii. 15 for the keys and there 
will be found & and B opposing each other! There seems to be no kind 
of doubt in view of the wavering courses of L and II and C and X 

that accommodation and revision went on in the different places. 
Instead of ‘‘neutrally” keeping clear of these matters, 8B run to meet 
difficulty and again obscure the issue for us in some of these passages, 
and hence a text founded on NB obscures the problem of the varying 
synoptic language (see Luke xvii. 12 B u W-H soli, L c Sod soli!). 

Epiphanius shows us at 1 Thess. iv. 17 how carelessly he differentiated 
between the language of one or of another passage. 

After this digression we continue as to coptic sympathy :— 

t Nor is Eustathius’ text of Acts any common “Antioch” revision, He has a 
most peculiar cast alone with D in one of the few places which survive in his writings. 
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Matt. 

xxv. 3. at yap (pro av Se Z 157 ith, ac ow Dd fr, actives X plur) 
NBCL 33 892 boh sah 

6. —epxyeras NBCDLZ 604 892 sah boh d Meth 1/2 Cyr [contra 
rell omn et syr lat] 

xxvi. 28. —xawns (ante S:aOnens) NBLZ 33 Sod bohwme [non sah, 

of “ Pistis'"] Cyr, against all the rest and Origen Iren. This 

hardly belongs in this list, but I do pot know where to place 

it. I do not charge this as a deliberate omission, yet it looks 

like one. The evidence is overwhelming for the reception of 

xawns, which Hort excludes. The Oxford edition of 1910 

also excludes, but Souter gives the evidence, actually ranking 

102” for omission. I should have thought 102 was exploded 

long ago as being merely a collation of B. Gregory in his 

Emendanda removed 102 everywhere. Souter adds Cypr for 

omission, ns Von Soden (¢ is wanting). Hitherto Cypr had 

been given by Sabatier and Tisch on the other side. 

45. ou +yap BE p*' = sah syr sin Ath" 

55. xaOnpepav (— pos vpas) NBLI 33 604 892 sah boh syr 

sin Cyr* Orig" 1/3 against all others and against Latin. 

71. ovros (— xa) NBD Sod™ [non 604] sah syr sin (against all else). 

xxvii. 2. midatw (—movtiw) NBLY 33 sah boh syr Orig Petr. This 

is a curious omission against the serried ranks of the other 

Greeks (and W and © replacing the missing Greek of D here) 

and the Latins, on this the first mention of the name. The 

sah boh syr connection (in the absence of the Latins) does not 

mean that it is necessarily basic. It is to be seen abundantly 

elsewhere that syr sin and sah hang together, not always for 

the purest text. Orig with Petr confirm it as Alexandrian, but 

whether “neutral” or not is another question. 

22. —qyepwr SB Sod 33.69 [non fam] sah [non boh] syre arm 
(syr”) W-H 

42. Baotreus tpanr ect (—e) NBDL 33 892 d sah (against 

boh and everything else including syr sin Eus Ps-1 th) 

46. erwee ecwer B et sah literatim soli cf Marc 

ehot dor Net boh literatim cum 33 al. pauc vg™"4) xv. 34 

In Mark xv. 34 both NB have edwx edwt, while sal repeats edwer 

edwet and boh dwt edot, but the syr differentiates (with the Greeks) as 

between Matthew and Mark. This tiny place therefore affords a con- 

siderable clue. It is probable that B and sah are closer in St. Matthew 

than elsewhere; in other words, sympathetic readings, although 

including syr sin or others, probably derive from sah, at any rate in 

+ ‘But we have not been able to recognise as Alexandrian any readings of B in 

apy book of the New Testament which it contains." Hort, vol. ii. p. 150. Hort did not 

look very far. How about Athanasius here ? 
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Matthew. Similarly, as often before, % runs with boh here. It is 
probable that % had before him either sah anD boh, or an edition of 
boh which was nearer to sah than our surviving boh Mss show. 
Matt. 

xxvii. 46. Xeua =NBL 33 273 GOL Evst 21 22 et boh (al. boh erXeane 
cum sah). The rest Awa or Aepa, and Ada D 

ibid. caBaxtavee B vid cum 22? al? sah (pro caBay. rell) 
51. Order: eaxtcOn (ar) avwbev ews xatw ers Sv0 (hoc loco) BC*L 

sah boh aeth (As syr sin omits xatw es v0 and 3 Orig Eus 
omit es dvo this can only come from coptic). [& goes with 
the rest and Latin order, placing exs dvo after ecyton.] 

58. aodoOnvat (—tTo cwna) NBL min against all the rest and 
the Latins and arm aeth goth syr pesh Orig, The support 
is confined to syr sin and the coptics which include avro in 
the verb, while aeth is very definite against them. When aeth 
has shown such intense sympathy with N and B (being alone 
with B in Matthew three times, alone with & over a dozen 
times) it seems fair to bring it into play in a case like this. 

XXvill. 6 fin. exetro (—6 xupios) NB 33 Sod" e sah boh arm aeth syr 
sin Orig’ Cyr against the rest and D d, all Latins but e, and 
syr pesh pers (deth “sepultus fuit,” the Latins “ positus 
erat,” but ¢ ‘‘ jacebat,” and observe coptic imperfect). 

The e¢ recension hangs absolutely to NB, for at xxviii. 8 e¢ uses 
abissent (avedOoveae NBCL fam 13 33) for exierunt of all other Latins 
(and e£eX@oveas all other Greeks). 

See again xxviii. 14 —avrov NB Sod?®* 33 Orig”® and ¢ only, against 
all else, all Latins, syr copt and Cyrber 

Add to the coptic list the places under ‘‘ Change of number ” where 
NB prefer the plural. In every case this has the countenance of the 
coptic. ; 

Traces of Syriac. 
Matt. ; : 

xi. 23. > al ev cot yevopevat JB (instead of ai yevowevar ev cor of all 
other Greeks and Latins and Coptic) is found to be the order 
of syr sin (against syr cu). Syr sin says “that in you were 
seen,’ but gives this order. It is a curious touch, not observed 

by Mrs. Lewis in her English translation of syr sin, not noted 
by Horner in his notes to sah, but standing plainly in Burkitt's 
notes to syrcusin (Eng and Syriac sides) and in Merx’ translation. 

I have been accused of seeing fanciful resemblances which are 
merely coincidences and at first sight this might appear to be a mere 
coincidence. I am glad of the opportunity to be more precise and to 
show that these things are not mere coincidences and that the study of 
them is an absolute necessity (quite overlooked hitherto) if we are to 
make progress in tracing the text-history behind Origen. 
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It is to be noted then that NBC 1 33 and a few cursives change 
eetvay to evervev in this same verse against fourteen uncials and the mass. 
The plural number is supported by all the Latins, and sah of necessity 

for that version has Sodom and Gomorra. The Greek of all is ev codopors, 

but the Syriacs with the diatess arab have in Sodom and a singular verb. 

The bohairic has Aen conosxxa and a plural verb. Syriac then and 
NBC are in sympathy here alone, whatever we may think of the whole 
situation, for ezeway may possibly be revision here for a basic ewecvev. Yet 
how is it that D, all the rest, and all the Latins persist in the plural ? 

The only point I wish to make at this place is, however, that as 
syr and NBC are shown alone together here for eyevey (against the 

otherwise friendly Coptic and Latin) it is clear the previous point as to 
special order in the verse with syr sin is well taken. Horner and Tisch 

are both silent as to the versions, which is a pity. 

Matt. 

xiii. 36. Scacadnoov (pro dpacov) NB Sod**# [none of the sympathis- 
ing cursives] Orig and syr copt. Obs. also the use of the word by 
Clem™= (Strom vi. 15: Kat xata tov Tis adnOelas Kavova 
Scacadodvres tas ypadas). [In xv. 15 Greeks all dpacov. 

Copt and sy7 use the same word as in xiii. 36, Latins vary as in 
xiii. 36]. Both 1-H and Sod place é:acagyoor in their texts. 

xii. 22. See under “‘ Change of voice.” JB shares (alone among Greeks 
and Latins) the active voice of syr copt aeth. 

31. apeOnoetar vv Tors avOpwros B1 Sod™ and syr"* sah Ath 

[non boh non latt]. The other Syriacs express, as often, ‘‘ to 
sons of men,” which may have given rise to it. But perhaps 
place this under Coptic (sah) quite definitely, since Athanasius 

also witnesses. Note this as to Alexandrian readings of B. 
Another peculiar case occurs soon after in sympathy with the 

versions, partially, at— 

Kii. 86. Aeyo Se usu ote av pyya apyor 6 Aadnoovoty o1 avOpwra. So 
NB Sod’ and copt syr. The common Gk text read by nearly 
all is 6 dav AaAnowow. NB drop eav and change the subj. to 
the indicative. The Latins all say quod for o cap (except h 
quodcunque) with Ireni™t and Cypr, but have the subjunctive, 

s0 they no doubt read 6 dav XaAnowowv. Winer has no remarks 
on this peculiar place for NB, nor has Blass, although the 
latter speaks of it (p. 283) in connection with anacoluthon. 
We must draw our own conclusions, and those are that the 

syr and coptic versions influenced NB. There is much 

difference between ‘“‘which men may speak" (Lat Gr) and 
“which men shall speak” (syr copt SB). D also omits eav 

and has Aadovow with d. C has cav but writes Aadyoover. 
Observe now that L and Orig are against NBD, writing o av 

AaAnowow, (IV-H follow 8B without marginal comment.) 
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Matt. 

xii. 47 versom, N*BLT 126 225 238 400* Sod't* (not particularly sym- 
pathetic cursives otherwise) ff; & syr cw sin sah (against bok 

acth syr pesh arm and the rest of the Latins). I place this 
example here because ff; & are so thorougbly syriac in base it is 
probably the common base of NB sah coming out here, through 
syr, rather than an “improvement” in their time. Of course 
this can also be grouped under “ Omissions from homoiote- 
Jeuton”’ as ver 46 and ver 47 both end with AaAnoas in most 

Greeks, but in ver 46 BCZ end Xadnoa avtw, while & omits. 

xiv. 24. otaSiovs modAous ame THs yns (pro pecov THs Oaracans vel nv 
es wecov THs Gar.) B (Sod) fam 13 syr sah boh 

29. wat mrOev (pro edOev)  BC* 604 Sodsare s7> (ut veniret lad) 

Kvi. 4. acter (pro fret) B**' (syr word serves for either expression 

but actually pers'™ gives this petit following other B sympathy) 
xvii. 8. autor ww povov B* cum Sod (and N w avrov povor) Cf. 

syr and copt and see under ‘‘ Coptic influence” as well. 

15. xupte eXenoov pov Toy vwov pov B*". Cf. syr sol xupie pov 
€Aenoov pe’ o vios wou. . . et aeth Domine miserere mei filiique 
mei 

xvili. 19. e€ vpwr (pro vpwr) NBDL al. pauc. syr latt 
xxii. 9/10/11/12. See under ‘‘Improvement.” As sah repeats the beth 

in verses 9, 11 and 12 and syr does not, it is probable that 

syr is the chief influence in NBL in verse 10. 
xxv. 23. > motos ns ~=9B hr syr soli (et hoc loco et ver 21h r syr; in 

ver 21 vg®) quia super pauca fidelis ¢ (— 7s) 
42. I do not know whether we ought to attribute + xa: before 

eSyrnoa here to syriac influence, but only BL add with syr 
pesh diatess and aeth (not exhibited in Walton’s translation, 

but present in the text). [IV-H tz¢]. 
Add to the above an interesting place at vi. 1 where for eXenuoouvny 

of most Greeks and k, S:catocuvny is read by N**BD f it?! syr sin hier, 
while Sow is given by that early corrector N* with boh and syr cu (Swpa 

Ephr). The end of the words for ‘ gift” and “righteousness”’ is the 
same in Syriac. S:«atoovvyy and Soc probably grew out of a revision, 
comparing with syr. But in verse 3 all have edenpoourny. 

[Observe the scant support NB get from the ms W in all the above. ] 

As to ‘‘ Form.” 

I have neglected most small matters of form, as. ec7av, xataBato, 

petaBa, poBercbe, poryevOnvac (pro poryacbat), etc. 

I might call attention to Matt. xxviii. 4 where NBC‘DL 33 have 
eyevnOnoav and the rest eyevovto with Dion? Eus, while syr sin omits the 

verb altogether. 

} Harris gives 892 for 8:xaoourny in verse 2, 

‘ 
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Observe Mark i. 27 eOapAnOnoav NB and all except D who with 

Orig writes eOauSycay, while W alone has efavpafov. (In Luke iv. 36 

the expression is xa eyevero Oapfos). 

Synonyms. 

Matt. 
xiii. 80. aype N*° L Chr 1/8 See also 

eos BD Chr 1/3 Eulog xxviii. 15 ews NDJ 213 Orig 1/2 
peypt C rell et 8” Chr 1/8 pexpt B rell Orig 1/2 

C and D alone are constant re- 

This tells a tale of preferences. spectively in both places. 

Cf note on sepe/vep under Luke vi. 28. 
Cf Matt. xx. 20 am avrou (pro map avtov) BD 604 (laté sah). 

xxi. 2. xatevav7e NBCDLZ® 892 min Orig"® Eus 1/2 (parallel Mark 
xi. 2 and Luke xix. 30 «atevav7e all) 

amevavtt BE rell Orig*! Eus 1/2 
xxvii. 24, xatevavtte BD soli ct W-H txt 

anevavte & rell et Acta Pil 

61. xatevavts D™! 
arevavtt SB reill 

emt we! 

xi. 2. xatevavte _fere omn (parallel Matt. xxi. 2, Luke xix. 30) 
xii. 41. avevavre BU 33 min Dam 

catevortioy (fam 13) 
katevavts & rell et D et Origr* 

xili, 8. Katevavte omn 

Mark 

Luke 
xix. 80. xarevavte —_fere omn (parallel Mark xi. 2, Matt. xxi. 2) 
I think this tells the tale, withcut going outside the Gospels. In 

Matt. xxi. 2 xarevavte has been borrowed from the parallels (Mark xi, 2, 
Luke xix. 30) where xatevayts Btands without variation. Why should 
“ Antioch” vary uselessly in Matthew? It is the group NBLZ which 
“accommodated.” The adhesion of D is nothing, for he prefers xatevavte 
alone at Matt. xxvii. 61 and goes with B alone at Matt. xxvii. 24, while 
Eus is to be seen using both expressions in Matt. xxi. 2. I repeat: 

Matt. 

xxi. 2. xatevavte NBCDLZ Orig 1/2 Eus 1/2 (contra rell et Orig 1/2 
Eus 1/2) 

xxvii. 24. xarevavtt BD soli (contra rell omn) 

61. xatevavtt D solus (contra rell omn) 
These are the only occasions where the word is used in St. Matthew. 

Could there be a prettier picture that amevavts is Matthaean? In the 
only place where we have the conspiracy of NBCDLZ both Orig and Eus 
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are found to hold both readings, of which xarevavrs was preferred by 
the Mss. Where their testimony is absent B ventures to join D in one 
place and not in the other. D alone is consistent in all three places. 
If D be right, the others are clearly wrong in not giving us xatevayte in 
all three places. 

But I am pretty sure that avevavre is Matthaean, and xatevaytt 
Marcan. Note again the Marcan wording : 

Mark 

xl, 2. xatevavte all but a few scattering witnesses. 
xli, 41. xatevavte all and 69-124 (and xarevwmoy 138-346-556) except 

BU min® Dam arevartt 
xii. 8. «ateravte all 

And note in St. Luke: 

xix. 30. xatevarte all but a few scattering witnesses. 
So that although B tries to obscure the issue again in Mark (where 

the absence of 8D shows he is wrong) he cannot do it. azevayts remains 
Matthaean, and xatevayte Marcan and Lucan. 

{In the epistles xatevwmiov is the expression. Hence the reading 
above of part of the 13 family.] But it is just in such places that our 
tables of synoptic wording have become muddled owing to the use of the 
Westcott and Hort text. 

As to avartaw, cuvartaw, vtavraw see under ‘ Coptic” at Matthew 
xxv. 1. 

Grammatical Changes : 

Of voice, of mood, of tense [and see separately for historic present], 
of case, of number, and of order. 

Change of Voice. 
Matt. 

xii. 22. rpoonveyxay avtw Satporfouevov tuprov nar kwpov B (syrr 

diatess sah boh aeth) against all Greeks and Latins: 
mpoonvexOn avtw Satporifopevos tupros cat xwdos. 

This is a most important passage, for it is uncomplicated by the 
parallel Luke xi. 14 (q.v.). It also involves a change of case. 

Hort has the temerity to place it in his text on the sole authority of 

BF and versions, against ND and all other Greeks and all the Latins 
conjoined. Soden now adds 4 (6 80) and his 1444, but not Sinai 260. 

Of many minor variations in this passage and in this verse we need 
not take account here. The plain fact remains that B followed the 

versions here with the active voice, and from the form it is coptic ratber 
{han syr which (with ff; h) expresses ‘‘and they brought to him a certain 
demoniac who was dumb and blind "’ (sy pesh; ‘‘ blind and deaf” sy7 cz). 

The matter is in a nutshell here for any who will examine it. 
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- xix. 20. epurata (pro epudratauny) NBDL 1 22 Ath against the 

rest and Origen Ath®! Chr. In Mark x. 20 epudaka is read by 
AD 28 892 Clem Orig (the more semitic eroujoa by fam 1 2re 
syr sin, as Ephr Aphr in Matthew) but efvrakaunv by XB 
rell. In Luke xviii. 21 epvdata by NABL fam 1 Dial against 
egvdataunv D and the rest. The question may well be asked 

why syr sin uses erornoa only in Mark, with fam 12° This 
Marcan recension must be further enquired into. Servavi 
is there used by vg?™@ See further remarks under the head 
of ‘‘ Improvement.” 

Observe at Matt. xxvii. 57 NCD fam 1 33 273 604 Evst 17, but no 
others, change the voice of euafytevcev, by B and the rest, ta evadntevOn, 

probably because it follows xae autos. 
paOnteve is essentially Matthaean (and only occurs elsewhere once 

in Acts xiv. 21 pa@nrevoavtes). At Matt xiii. 52 we read padntevOers, 
and at xxviii. 19 p«Ontevcate. I only mention it to show how liberties 
are taken, even when the combination & 1 33 604 includes D. B is 
absent here from this combination @nd on the active side, and rightly, 
for the classical synonyms are generally used in the active voice. 

Ignatius (ad Rom § v) however: ‘Ev &€ trois ddixnpacw aitay waddov 
padnrevopat ’ add ov Tapa TovTO bebixa(wpat” uses the middle. 

Change of Mood. 

xii. 36. 6 AaAqcovcty (prooeav AaAnowov) NB (and D do 2darovaw) 
against the rest and L and Orig. (See further under ‘‘ Traces 
of Syriac.”’) 

Change of Participle Tense: aorist for present. 

xiii. 18. cmeipavtos (pro orepovtos) N*BXW® 33 213 Sod™-> Evst 4 
soli [seminantis latt copt (syr), D rell ome:povtos| 

24. omepavte (pro cretpovTt) NBMXWAII min alig latt pl et 

verss [sed seminanti d h k & vg et rell gr et D] 
It looks as if while omepavts may be right in xiii. 24 that 

orepovre is right in xiii. 18 and that NBXW® there are merely trying 
to equate the two passages, which should not equate but differ 
slightly. 

xiii. 23. overs (pro cumwv) NBD" 238 892 Sod™ Orig. This 

appears very deliberate, as much for the sake of euphony 
with ovapets perhaps or for contradistinction of the pair 
axovwv..cuviwv aS for anything else:..amapeis ovtos eatiy o 

Tov eyov axovwy Kat aumes. They do not write suvers but 

ouviecs 80 that apparently the present participle is intended 
D 
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but in a different form. But see Rom. iii. 11 where cvmev is 

accepted by all. 
Observe however B at Luke xxiv. 45 alone writing ovvewar (aor. inf.) 

for cumevat. (W cuvecevat.) 

xxili. 17. 0 aywacas (pro o ayatev) NBDZ 892 d (d no doubt 

following his Gk, because all other Latins are against d). 
No cursives appear to join NBDZ besides 892, and sah 

boh arm aeth with the Latin appear to be against the 
change. I believe o ayacas to be an “improvement,” 
followed however by Soden as well as Hort. The place, 

however, should be considered in connection with : 
21. Katotxovvts (pro xatotxnoavtt) NBHS® fam 1 fam 18 ete. 

trt. recept. latt copt et verss vid. Here CDLZIAlII al une’ 
oppose with xatouxncavtt, as do WY and as does 892. 

Here the versions reverse their position and go with NB. One's 
preference would be against NB in xxiii. 17 and with them in xxiii. 21 

where they hold the textus receptus. 
Hort has a very unsatisfactory solution, for he places ayiacas in his 

text verse 17 without marginal comment, while in verse 21 against 
xatotxouvtt he has in his margin «atovenoaytt, so there seems to have 

been no system, unless D was considered an absolute balancing factor. 
Soden has ayracas and katotxnoarte. 

As to Infinitive. 

Interchange of present and aorist infinitive and imperative. 

Txamples : 
xii. 10. Qepamevoae NDLW 

Oeparevey — Brel 

xiii, 3. o7rerpat NDLMXW minn alig 

where 8 and B are on different sides. 

oTreype B rell 

xvi. 21. Secxvuvar B* cum Orige™! [Soden adds nothing] 
Secxvvewv N rell et Origsere 

XXil. 23, agecvac NBL x*r 7° 
agpuevat . CD rell omn 

As to infinitive tenses ¢f Orig Eus ad Matt xxiii. 37 emovvakas 

(pro emtovvayayey) and ¢f Luc. 

Imperative. 

v. 42. 805 NBDW fam 13 [non 346] 892 Sod™-t" Clem 
S:d0u plur 

xix. 17. type BD soli ct W-H txt (rnpn 2°*) 

TnpNooV NCL rell 
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So at xxii. 17. exrov LZ 33 
xvili. 17, ecrov NL Orig against ee NB rell 

eve B rell Cyr Bas and xxiv. 3. emo L 1 33 
against ee NB rell 

xxi. 2. mopeveoOe NBDLZ) min” Orig Eus Chr 
tmopevOnte C rell 

Change of Case. 

Genitive Absolute. 

viii. 1. cataBavtos 8€ avrov (pro xataBavtt Se avtw) BC(Z)W Sod 

and & 892 min alig W-H & Sod txt 
As this is the first case to be noticed, it should be observed most 

carefully that N* does not do this here. So that N opposes B at 
the very outset of o series in ch. viii. as to what is, I am convinced, 
a deliberate change. The point is that, as Burgon expressed it,t writing 
upon “‘style’’: “The attentive reader of S. Matthew's Gospel is aware 
that a mode of expression which is siz times repeated in his viiit® and 
ix" chapters is perhaps only once met with besides in his Gospel,— 
viz. in his xxi chapter.” Burgon referred to viii. 1 xata@avtt avra, 
viii. 5 eeceNovre tw L., viii. 23 euBavte avtw, viii. 28 eAOovte autw, ix. 27 
Kat Tapayovtt Tw I., ix. 28 edOovre Se, xxi. 23 wae eAOurte avtw. 

Now as B does not change all these datives, it might be thought 
that ‘‘ Antioch"’ for some reason had made @ harmonious whole and 
turned some genitives into datives in the supposed revision. It is just 
here that N offers its important testimony, for N% does not use the 
genitive on the first occasion, thereby showing that it was Egypt which 
revised some of St. Matthew's datives, and not Antioch which cancelled 
some genitives. See further remarks under this head in St. Luke and 
St. John. 

The second case occurs four verses later, at :— 
vill. 5. esceXOovtos S¢ avrov NBCZ 892 min aliqg W-H « Sod trt 

(Orig evreXOovros tov xupiov) 
but  esedOovre Se avtw all the rest 

Vili. 28. xa eXOovtos autou BC et 8° @ Sod et Sod* 892 min 
pauc (kat ovtwr avrwy X*) 

wat €AOovtt avtw all the rest 
xxi. 23. «at eXOovtos avtov NBCDL® 1 fam 13 83 604 9899 

Sod'™ [non al.] Orig bis W-H & Sod txt 
Kat eMovte avtw the rest 

What is this but a Greek ‘‘ improvement”? The small limited group 
speaks for itself. 

t ‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark,’ p. 141. 

D2 
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It is noteworthy that avtw SdacKxoyts remains unchanged later in 

the verse (although some Latins and Syr omit S8acxovre, expressed by 
the other Latins ad cum docentem) so that the dative absolute rather 
hangs together throughout: «ac eXOovte avtw els To Lepoy mpoondOov 

autw SidacKovtt... 

See beyond in the other Gospels as to Genitive Absolute, where we 

find the same revision to the Genitive in St. Mark, but nothing of the 

kind in St. Luke and St. John, because there were no datives to revise ! 

Kind of Accusative Absolute (involving Change of Order). 
Matt. 
xxvi. 40. L alone [Soden adds no others] changes evpev avtous kabevdovtas 

to evpeyv xafevdovtas avtous 
Observe in the parallel in Luxe xxii. 45 NBDLTYW do the same: 

eupev KOlwpmevous auTous instead of evpev avtous xoys. Observe 
further that T is a graeco-sahidic, and therefore this Greek is contrary to 

coptic order. Note that @ (alone of Latins) follows with dormientes eos, f 
and note that in Matt. xxvi. 43, Mark xiv. 37 40 no change is made in the 
order, and it becomes a personal matter where the change is made. 

To this add: 
xvii. 25. Among a tremendous variety of readings distributed over the 

“clever” Mss, the usual reading ote etondOev by the mass of 
Greeks is confirmed by the versions, but where D db n use u 
dative (absolute) esceAOovts, and 33 a genitive abs. eAdovtwy 
autwy, and Sod fam 13 ecedOovtwv, and @ is content with 
intrantes, % and B use an accusative, N* eveAOovta ets THV 

oux., BN 1 892 eXOovta ess ox. In view of the immense 
variety of expressions [see under ‘‘ Differences between N and 
B”’] it must fairly be admitted that NB are improvising. 

Now note: 
xxvi. 71, where NBLZ 892 min pauc do not care for an acc. absolute, 

for they suppress avtov in e€edovra Se avrov, the reading 
of nearly all others. D& Evst 17 have e£e\Oovtos Se avrou (d 

latin wanting) and the Latins mostly favour exeunte autem 
illo, but an “‘egressus.” As to b + they actually give us a 

Latin acc. absolute ‘‘exeuntem autem illum,” ff; as printed 

“ exeunte autem illum,” g, ‘‘ exeuntem illo.” 

W confirms e£eX@ovta Se avrov, and from the Latin testimony it looks 

as if avrov had been suppressed by NBLZ. 

+ As if ‘ dormientibus illis invenit eos.” : 

But not elsewhere in the other four passages (Matt. and Mark), so that, as I have 

often thought throughout the study of Luke, the conjunction of D with NBL has a different 

significance in this Gospel to what it has elsewhere. It is not “ Western” agreeing with 

NBL, but NBLD in St. Luke's Gospel the outcome of some common text tradition. 
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Change of Case. 
Matt. 

x. 16. es To pecov Avewy B (for ev tw peow AvKwv) ff, k vg® (Lucif). 
This is clear “improvement” after avooreAAw vuas. Cf also 

Matt. xxvii. 5. (Note D@! at Luke x. 3 pecov AuKwy). 
25. Tw oxodecrroTn and Tots orxtaxors B* alone (pro tov oxodeaTroTHY 

and tous otxtaxous) (governed by evexadeoav) ; common text is 
exadecay, but nearly all authorities are for emexad. emixadew 

would seem to favour a dative, while «adew (except in middle) 

takes accusative. Lachmann and IV-H mg follow B. 
xiv. 19. ewe tov yopto §=9NBC*IWE®@ Sod 1 22 33 al’? Origtter 

W-H Sod tzt 
emt tov yoptov 116 61 892 latt sah boh pl aeth arm (syr cu) 
emt Tous xoptovs CE rell unc omn min pl [non verss praeter 

boh® syr sin ?] 
ere tyy (THs) ynv (yns) — bohE syr pesh 

emt Tov YopTous sic L (ef ex& nexopToc sah) 

Whether “herbage” plural or “grass” singular is original cannot 

be determined. I incline to the reading of D, regarding the genitive after 
emt here as an “improvement” of NB Origen. 

The foregoing is more important than it seems, for very close after 
occurs another case which I think illustrates the matter perfectly, and 
fixes the authorship of both changes as that of Origen. 

xiv. 25. emi tv @arkaccay NBPT°WAQ® Sod 1 [non 118-209] 
fam 13 22 238 Sod*:"" Orig 

emt THs Oaracons CD rell Eus'' 

Observe this is a change in inverse ratio to the last. The genitive of 
rest—(we can almost see Origen at work)—belongs to ézi tod ydprov in 
ver 19, but the accusative of motion belongs to éi tiv @dXaccav in ver 25. 

Tisch emphasises our point for us by saying of Origen “ praeterea notat : 
ov yeypamrran* nhOe mpos avtous TepiTaTwy emt Ta KUpaTa, AAX eT Ta VdaTA.” 

Clearly then Origen employed the accusative after exe here as of motion 
on or over the waters, and the accusative must be an emendation for the 
poor fisherfolk’s Greek genitive. 

Itis true that in the next verse 26 NBCD(T’) have sSovres avtov emt Ts 
Oaracons Trepiratouvra and not emt Thy Oar. Tepi7. as the rest, but I doubt 

whether this affects my contention, as ‘‘ they saw him on the sea. . 
walking.” Besides it is a delicate point as to the exact case which emu 
should govern here. 

My point seems well taken, because a little further on N gets an 
opportunity and avails of it (xvi. 19) to exhibit the difference between 
Snons ee ts yns, Which he leaves unchanged, and Avays ere THs ys, 
which latter he changes to Avons ext TH ynv. 

But these little things were done in passing, because at xviii. 18 
Avante emt THS ys (Following SyonTe ems Ths yns) is left unchanged hy &. 





38 

Matt. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

xxv. 18. See p. 67. Nothing further occurs until 
XXVi. 

XXVii. 

Vi. 

[xi. 
xii. 

xiil. 

[xvii. 

xvii. 

XXV. 

XXVi. 

XXVii. 

7 

43. 

32. 

16. 

. eEaverechav (pro eEaveretder) 

where NRBDMO® fam 1 (118 hesitans) fam 13 [non 124] 106 
301 604 et Evst'ee™ prefer ext ts xehadns for ee thy Keparny 
of the rest and Basil. In Mark xiv. 3 a partitive genitive is 
used kateyeev avtou ths Kepadns (— em). Perhaps the Marcan 
diction influenced NBD in Matthew. The presence of ten 
Lectionaries and but few cursives lends some emphasis. 
memoer emt tw Oew  B 213 alone for mem. em tov Geov with 
late [none d fg, vg®®] with Eus 1/2 and Juvencus. Apart 
from possible Latin sympathy, it would seem to be the most 
delicate appreciation among Greeks of the alternative case to 
use after a certain shade of meaning of the verb. I class it here 
and under Latin, as well as under solecisms of B. Observe Eus is : 
on both sides. Hort put tw dew in his margin. 

Change of Number. 

. See under “ Improvement.” 

. avfavovety and xomiwowv and vnbovow NB Sod fam 1 4 33 
273 Sod? Ath copt et verss for avkaver . . noma. . vnGee (alter 
Ta xpiva tov aypov) of all the rest. Soden txt plural as well as 
Hort. 
emttntovew (pro exegnter) after ta Ovn NB min pauc copt 
contra rell, Ve have to assume that all others strove for im- 
provement by writing the verb singular, or that NB thought 
it best to employ the plural. Soden txt plural like Hort. 

. euewvev (pro epervav) see under “ Syriac.”'] 
. (Improvement) efayov for efayev NB o®". IW-H not Sod. This 
follows eic#dOer, but is accommodated to the previous verse 
3 ove aveyvote te erounoe AGS ott emetvacev (avtos) Kat oF wer’ 
avrov. Obs. here that the coptics oppose NB and have e¢ayev. 

B only with vg and some latins 
“exorta sunt” (and k fructicaverunt) and coptic. 

axovovew (pro axovet) following wra (to accord with Brerovew, 

following however of@adpor) NBCDMX& al Orig latt contra 
une” al. pl. 

. L (and HUY) change eyevero following twatia avrov to eyevovto. 

Not so Ds (although d is facta sunt) nor B rell. It is 
mentioned to show the tendency as represented by L.] 

. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

. cuvayOnoovtat (pro auvayOncerat) as to mavra ta €Ovn 

XBDGKLUIT ail. 
. StacxopmiaOyncovtat (pro -cetat) as to Ta mpoBata 

NABCGH'*ILM al. copt Orig 1/2 
- nyepOncav (pro nyepOn) a8 to woAda capata by NBDGL [non 
W] min perpauc copt Orig Eus (aveotnoav Cyr) seems clearly 
Egyptian. 
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(The singular verb after neuter pl. is not unusual in N.T. Greek. 
Cf Matt xiii. 4 catedayev all as to ta merewva, although some have 7\6ov. 

The Latins and d all venerunt and comederunt incl. d agst D*® 
mrOov .. xatepayev. The cases mentioned above trace to the ‘version 

influence”? and predominantly to the coptic, which favours the plural 
after these neuters. But observe that W avoids all this. | 

The point here raised seems to me to be of a godd deal of importance 
and quite interesting. At first sight the narrow view may be that 
these few Egyptian mss, representing as Hort might have said “the 
watchfal scholars of Alexandria,” are preserving “‘ the true text” with 
their plural verbs, and that ‘“ Antioch,” in a purist mood, changed them 
to the singular after the neuter plurals. To do this ‘‘ Antioch” would 

have had to forget the versions ringing in its ears, and have outdone 
Alexandria in an affectation of purism in its Greek. Since the 
Egyptian practice however, as represented by the Copts, is to employ the 

verb in the plural number in such cases, it is more likely that these few 
Egyptian mss (plus some others in certain of the cases) displaced the 
singular in the Greek from an innate habit in such cases. Jt would not 
merit so much attention if we did not find these mss habitually revising 

throughout. But as we do, and as we shall prove this in these pages, I 
consider the probabilities are that the singular number employed by the 
“traditional ” text is the correct base and was modified in Egypt, owing 

to the “‘ version tradition.” The cases at vi. 28, 32 and xiii. 5 (B alone), 
are to be considered more especially in this connection. 

Change of Order. 

Matt. 
vi. 33. > «ae thy Sixacoouvnv Kat THY Bactheay avTou B alone 

xi. 9. > mpogpyrqy ee for See * rpopytyy ; N*BZW 892 Sod™* Orig 
26. > evdoxta eyeveto NBW Sod 1 33 892 k (cupt) Sod txt 

xii. 44. > ets Tov orxoy pov emiotpefo NBDZ 7 33 892 acth against 
relland all other versions. Sod txt follows NB. 

xiii, 89. > 0 S¢ exOpos eat 0 atetpas avta o &taBoros —_B alone 

eotv alone occupies this position in B. He may have 
hesitated as to omission of ava, or of eyOpos as some. 

xiv. 18. > Gepete pot wde avrovs (pro gepete por avtous wde-) NBZ 
33 vg? only. This is a small matter but an almost impossible 

order, and against sah and (boh). wée is omitted (and the 
“neutral” text me judice is without it) by Dd 1 bok aliq 

syr cu sin it?! [the vulgates vary the order tremendously] 
vg** No doubt it was added in the margin of the parents 
of NBZ and found its way into the wrong place in the 
text. Soden however follows Hort and NBZ. 
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xvi. 21. > ort de avrov evs lepocodvpaarendey NBD* 1 fam 1333157 
y*" ¢ Orig Iren™ Hil (for ors See avrov aren Oew evs Iepoo.). The 

. change savours of improvement but Soden likes and adopts it. 
xvil. 4. >oxnvas toes Be (cf Luc ix. 33) W-H marg. 
xix. 16. > rpocedOwy avtw evrev (pro mpocedOwv evrev avtw) NB Sod 

Jam 13 157 892 Sod" (et txt) e f sah arm aeth Chr Auctor mp 
(Just) against the rest and syr. This involves a change in 
the sense. Boh and Old Latins a b ¢ g h q complete with 
TpocehOwy autw evrey auto. 

It is rather indeterminate, for while Justin*? says mpocedOovtos avta 
Tivos Kat evrovros, in Trypho he says Neyovtos avtw twos (Clem™™ and 
Marcos" are indeterminate). 

Rxli. 28. >ev tT) avactace: ovy 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

NBDL fam 1 fam 13 2r¢ (Sod) 604 
Sod'ts boh syr (om ovy syr sin) for ev tn ovy avactacer 

of nearly all other Greeks and sah. Soden follows Hort 
and NBDL. 

It seems to be a sheer improvement. D joins probably because 
d had it with the other Latins, who had already changed the 
order when translating, as syr pesh (but syr sin omits). What 

reason on earth could there be for poor ‘‘ Antioch” to change 
to ev Ty ovr avactacet ? 

40. (involving change of number) A most important place : 
ev tavtats tats bvaw evTorats odos (om NI syr diatess copt) 
0 vomos >Kpepatat Kat ot Tpopytas NBDLZ® 33 892 (pro 

ev taut. T. Svat EVT. OAOS O VOLOS >KaL OF MpopNTal KpepmavTatL 

W® anc! rell min et fam 1 13 604 2° omn) 
The change is very old but still looks like ‘‘improvement.” With 

NBDLZ* 33 892 are ranged the Latins including Ter’! with syrr [but 
diatess* ‘are hung the law and the prophets,” as aeth'*t “‘ pendent tota 

lex et prophetae"’; notice the order], while -for W® and the mass, 
including all the important cursives (but 33 892) are to be added sah bok 
very distinctly—sah: ‘‘The law and the prophets are hanging on these 

two commandments,” boh: ‘‘On these commandments two the law with 
the prophets were hung ’’—together with Clem" (ev rovtw odos 0 vopos Kat 
ou mpogytat Kpeparrat, and: ev TavTais Aeyel Tats EvTONALS OAOY TOY VOMOV Kat 

Tous mpopntas Kpewacbar te nat eEnptno@ar), also Orig" 1/5 and Orig? **!, 

Basil is on both sides. Thus it is by no means certain that NB are 
right. Their great allies the sak and boh desert them,f and I prefer the 
harder reading of W. (Soden txt follows Hort and NB etc.) 
xxiv. 44. > 7 ov Soxerte wpa (pro 7 wpa ov Soxette) NBDI 604 892 d rg 

boh Ath contra rell 

It is a little suspicious for Ath joins, and Li says 7 wpa 7 ov 
Soxe:te, not going with NB, but Sod follows Hort and NBDI. 

+ Plainly then neither sah nor boh used & or B. 
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wai. 36. > exer mpocevEwpar (pro rpocevé. exer) NBDL fam 69 [non 

124]t 33 157 892 Sod* et txt a bed £ frrh qr sah boh Orig’ 

(fi gia aeth illuc et orem). This is a place where with a 

good many others (not noticed) copt and lat together support 

NB. Read exer evEouar 604 [non — ; corrige ed.] after the 

Egyptian form. 

Thus at xxvi. 39 mpockOwv (for zpoceXOwv) BMII* are supported by 

Latin “ progressus” (d only accedens) and sah boh very distinctly also 

support mpoedOuv. 

Historic Present. 

“Tt will be seen in the following lists that the ‘ historic present ’ is 

very frequent in Mark's narrative, comparatively rare in Matthew's, and 

extremely rare in Luke’s..... Now if (as we see was probably the case 

in other matters) Matthew and Luke made this change of phraseology 

from Mark, they were only preferring a more usual to a less usual mode 

of expression. For it appears from the LXX that the employment of 

the historic present had been up to this time by no means common with 

the writers of the sacred story in the Kow# or Hellenistic Greek... 

And Dr. J. H. Moulton says that it is common in the papyri.” (‘ Hore 

noptice,’ Hawkins, pp. 143/4.) 

ey Tt follows from ree leat St. Matthew and St. Luke changed the 

historic present of St. Mark’s source if that source was a written one 

and the one from which they drew. Or that they found in their ‘ Q 

few historic presents, or if they found them that they changed them.} : 

Then, later, the papyri show us, and Alexandrian second and third 

century writers bear this out, that the historic present, and especially the 

imperfect, came into vogue. Hence the changes in this direction found 

in N and B in Matthew, Luke and John (cf. Matt xiv. 19 xedevee Orig 2/3). 

If one consults Tischendorf at Apoc. xii. 13 as to edwfev, we read in 

his note: “Ne c£ediw£ev (N* corrupte edwxev).” But it is nothing of the 

sort. eSwxev is corrupte for eSiwxev. I found this confirmed by the full 

commentary of Oecumenius in Apoc 146 (Messina®) where the imperfect 

stands in his text and is repeated three times over in his commentary. 

Gigas’ latin also gives the imperfect. I mention this in an introductory 

manner, because the text of Oecumenius’ ms of the Apoc. is thoroughly 

Alexandrian and unites the base of N and A, and this (unpublished) 

passage gives us a true picture of Alexandrian usage. See my article on 

Oecumenius in American Journ. of Philology, Oct. 1913. 

} Hiat 18; mpocevéwpat xaxec 124. Ont exer 4 . 2° arm yr. ; , 

+ This “Q" business seems to me to lack a proper foundation. St. Luke's language 

is so utterly his own that he could hardly have used any other written source than notes — 

prepared for his own use. Consult Dr. Hobart’s work on the ‘ Medical Language of 

St. Luke,’ Dublin, 1882. Every page of St. Luke's Gospel is saturated with his own way 

of expressing matters, now expanding, now contracting the narrative, but ever with a 

method, a manner and a diction which are personal. 
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Matt. 

xiii, 28. Aeyousw (pro emer) NBCD 33 (Sod) 157 892 Sod#3™ 
latt pl (against rell and f ff, q sah boh arm aeth) 

IIow come NB to desert coptic here? The authorities do not agree 
about this verse, for B drops the dSovrve so as to make a pair o Sere 
autos . . ot b€ Neyovow avtw, and BC write avtw Aeyovsw while ND 
Aeyouow avtw; and edn at the beginning is changed to the present 
by the Latins ait. Cf the next verse dow or Aeyee NBC latt (all 
varying among themselves) against e¢y and e:rev of the majority. Cf also 
long quotation from Epiph™'*” in Tisch. showing some interesting 
variations. (—avtw Sod! cum pers). 

xiii. 52. eyes (pro evrev) B**DI 892 Sod! 44 yg it 

But this is more than e historic present (Aeyovow avtw vas * Aeyet 

autos...) to conform to the XNeyovow preceding, for it shows that when 
Reyer follows Aeyovow thus, Be does not object as the historic present is 

niaintained, while elsewhere to avoid tautology (see under “‘ Improvement” 
Matt. xii. 48, Luke ix, 21) Aeyovte is substituted for evmov7e following 
€LTTeV, 

We shall see much more later on of the historic imperfect favoured 
by the Alexandrian school and B. An illustration offers at Matt. ix. 9 
of S (who also elsewhere prefers this) deliberately siding with D 21 892 

d alone of all authorities (+ Sod'’ et Sod txt!) for nxodovGer here instead 
of nxorovOncev, which should be noted, as it opposes all other Greeks, and 

all Latins (but d) and both coptics. 

In the very next verse but one (ix. 11) SNBCLW 892 al*"" prefer 
€deyov with many latins to ecvoy against the rest and d k copt. Soden txt 

does not adopt edreyov although his same new Mss as in ix.9doso. Again 
ix. 19. nKxodovOee NCD 33 Sod"? (non txt) latt"; neorovOncer B rell 

copt fk 
23. They prefer this historic imp. even above the historic present, 

having here edeyev NBD 892 it?! boh, against dixit cg, h 
k sah syr Sod“ eerev, and Aeyee CW unc! gr mult 

The same applies to ix. 30 where NB* fam 1 22 892 (those faithful 
adherents, see at vi. 5, 18) Sod’ ct trt prefer eveSpuunOn to eveSpiunoato 

of all the rest and versions (but comminabatur by acth'nt Walton) | 
xv. 25, mpocexuver (pro mpocexuyncev) N*BDM 1 fam 13 33 al. tzt 

rec Orig be d ffi gia k boh"™* (sah adorans) 

This is against all other uncials and W for rpooexuvycev including boh. 
(At xv. 31 B has eS0facayv with most, but NL min“ and Latin have 

eSokafov. I mention it because &* not content with clarifica- 

bant actually has clarificant.) 
xv. 36. edi8ev (pro edwxer) NBD 1 fam 13 33 157 892 d Chr Thdor™rs sho) 
This against the other Greeks, all other Latins and versions. Why 

should the ‘‘ Antioch” revision have constantly cancelled the historic 

imperfect? Far more likely that NB made the changes. A scholion 

is always a dangerous adherent for them, as here. We would surely 
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find a trace of dabat in aor e or k if legitimate. This remark is the 

more apposite because immediately afterwards at xv. 87 B alone with D 

and nearly all Latins has an important change of order which is clearly 

influenced by the Latin. (ed:5ou xv. 36, Sod’ only new witness, but also 

Sod txt). 

Matt. 

xvii. 20. 0 8¢ Aeyee (pro o Se ermev) NBD 1 fam 13 33 it” syr et Sod 

txt contra C rell gr et a f gon q copt. 

xviii. 25. exer (pro evyev) Not content here with exyev and habebat of 

all Latins, B with only Sod® 1 56 58 124 Sod’ Orig 1/2 

makes s deliberate change to the present. 

xix. 21. Aeyer (pro edn) B Sod and fam 13 only of Greeks, with latt. 

xxi. 13. This is a very important place (following xxi. 1/12 where the 

synoptic influences are all at work). NBL 124 [contra fam] 

892 with boh aeth*™ Orig 2/4 and Eus (and only these + Sod'™) 

read 7roverte, making an historic present of it, “ but ye make it 

a den of thieves.” 604 avoids it and against it are the mass 

including DW with ezooare as Basil (and St. Luke), and 

1 Justin Orig 2/4 werotnxare (as St. Mark) and as latt “fecistis” 

with sah arm and Iren'"*. But Soden tzt prints movecte. 

Now the reason for the change by Orig 2/4 and Eus with boh aeth 

and only NBL 124 892 to srovecre appears most subtle. It would make 

three various readings in Matt. Mark and Luke instead of two (= one, 

because aorist = perfect). In Jeremiah vii. 11 no verb is used, the verb 

appearing in verse 10. Thus 10 fin: to py wove mavta Ta Ser. TavTa con- 

tinuing (11) pn ornratwy Anat, 60 that, as ‘To fy Trovew ” is used, there 

seemed liberty here in Alexandria to employ the favorite historic present. 

xxi. 43. Observe a place emphasising the historic present [which 

here stands unchanged by all] for after S:a touvto Neyo vy 

NB Sod 28 G4 118-209 243 2r¢ GOL 892 Sud’? Busts septem 

with Arnob omit ott. Here loh sah [ercept boh'*] retain 

the usual introductory xe, as also syr and lat. This matter 

is omitted in Tisch N.T., but supplied in ‘Emendanda.’ 

Nore.—I dare not extend this essay to cover peculiarities of other Mss. 
Yet note that the historic present is favoured by L alone even when the 
others do not use it, ¢.g. xxii. 4 amootedXet pro ameotethey L only, 

although leaving ameotedey in ver 3 [Iren vers 3 “et mittenti”; Hil. 

ver 4“ qui vero iterum cum preceptorum conditione mittuntur’”]. L of 
course is close to the “family ’ NB, and observe soon after that L Orig 

Tren are alone in omitting avrov at xxii. 6, so that the text is ‘‘old” 
enough for avoctedXex in ver 4 to attract attention. Origen, as I have 
said before, is no fair representative of any pure text, for hereabouts he 
goes jumping about in his preferences, using averdev at xxii. 7 (and — 
deliberately, for he repeats avatpovct [observe the tense] soon after) with 

fam 1 22 against avwdecev of NB rell. Again, ver 8 he omits cot 
with Chr Dam and A> only and Sod", 
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IT may also call attention to the use by N alone at xxvi. 21 of Aeyee 
for evrev of our Lord's opening speech at the last supper. 
; And as bearing on the freedom with which such matters were handled 

in the time of Tatian, we notice that when quoting St. John i. 5 (contra 
Graecos) instead of saying «al % cxotia abtd ob KatérxaBev, Tatian 

$aYS: Kal tobTO égttv dpa TO eipnpevov' 7) axotla 76 Has ov KaTaXapBdveEL, 

Next we will consider Harmonistic Readings, and finally General 
Improvement. 

Harmonistic Omissions. 
Matt. 

xx. 16. The final clause aroAdor yap evoe KAnToL oAryou Se exAEKTOL i8 

removed by NBULZ 36 892 sah boh (some aeth mss, not 

Walton), but only by these, as being an importation from 
xxii. 14. But Orig'* witnesses for it at this place (besides 

thrice at xxii. 14). The Latins are a unit with all the Syriacs 

(both cz and sin being extant here at xx. 16) for the clause, 
not even e or ff or 7, joining what I must regard only as an 
“Tgyptian”’ conspiracy, and so I enter this also under 
“Coptic.” It is not a question, I am sure, of the coptics 

sharing an underlying text of NBLZ, for D is against them 
and W and all the rest, nor do the sympathising cursives join 
NB, not even 33, which here keeps with its great friend 
Origen. Here then our x1x century restoration did not give 
us even Origen’s Greek Testament, and Hort accuses him 

e silentio of baving failed to report the ‘‘ shorter” text here. 
But Hort had doubts, for he puts the disputed clause in the 

margin. Not so Soden, who simply excludes (with 77 4 4), 
A light is thrown on the proceeding (but we do not observe these 

things contextually as we should) for at the beginning of the next verse 
B and 1 alone of Gks, with saw BoH and Orig (only 2/3), write peddwv 

be avaBawew for xat avaBatvoy against N and the rest. Thus if the 
text were basic in xx. 16 fin for the ‘ non-interpolation,” why should & 
desert B here? It must be because B was following sah. 

Again (same verse xx. 17) tous Swdexa (—paOntas) is read by NLZ 
and D 1 892 with boh, but sah joins B in writing tous Swdexa pabntas 

(+avrov sah 1/2), 80 that sak and B are very close here. As to an 
underlying text, it is N (or syr cu sin tovs dwbexa avtov) which preserve 

it, for Orig (quater) goes with % against B here. Besides 8 gives us the 
syr base in the next verse xx. 18 evs Oavaroy with boh?' pers for ev Oavatw 

(which B aeth omit). 
xxii, 80. —tov Oeov BD fam land all latt vett (but fi 91.2 0) syr cu sin 

sah arm and Orig, but probably because of Mark xii. 25. 
xxiii. 88. —epnyos fin. Only BL ff, syr S boh (some) and sah 3/4. The 

group clearly belongs together, except perhaps syr S. Origen 

opposes (except Orig™® semel) and Clem arm aeth Eus Cyr 
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or: Trent Cypr have it. What is this but a harmonistic 

“shorter” text based on the omission in Luke (xiii, 35)? 

Many add epyyos in Luke, but there it would seem that the 

evidence for the ‘shorter text” is “overwhelming.” Soden 

does not adduce a single new witness for omission in Matthew. 

Harmonistic Additions. 

vi. 22. +cov (post opOarpos prim.) B 372 it?! vg"* aeth Orig ex 

Luc xi. 34 against S and the rest. 

viii. 9. +-Taccopevos (post est vrro efovctay) NB 4 238 273 372 421 

qt (observe the extraordinary comment these six utterly diverse 

cursives offer on the situation, for it is not fam 1 or fam 13 

or even 22 or 28, still less 157 or 33 or 892, which add with 

NB; such a point is quite lost by Soden who neglects the 

cursives previously reported, naming only 273 372) boh (sah) 

latt multi Chr (semel !), against all the rest ; comes from Luke 

vii. 8. (The excuse for the Latin [but f f, 1 vgg" Hier 

and some others do not add] is that the Latin sub potestate 

is rather bare without the addition of constitutus.) 

xv. 38. +as (ante terpaxioyrtor) B (&) Sod 1 fam 13 22 33 157 

Sod™™* ff, (sah) arm aeth (ex Marc viii. 9) Sod outdoes W-H 

(marg) adding txt outright. 

N seems to have been perplexed, for he and boh only omit in Mark, 

while in Matthew he has a change of order alone where he adds [and 

Tisch neglects to accept his witness there by error]. 

xxiv. 36. tovSe o wos N*etBDd 13-124 28 86 Sod" acth arm 

it" syr hier [non sin pesh] 

This must come from Mark xiii. 32 where practically all have it. 

I do not wish to discuss this as it borders on another province of criticism, 

merely pointing out that NB on occasion can add (when it suits them) 

as well as omit. May I ask why other authorities “omit” here in 

Matthew while retaining in Mark ? 

The O.L. here is very closely related to the Diatess which quotes 

from Mark xiii. 32, beginning a new paragraph at § xlii. 32 and running 

Mark xiii. 32/37 straight on. 

Harmonistic Changes. 
Matt. 7 

x. 13. See under ‘“‘ Improvement. 

xiv. 5. ewes (pro ort) B alone with 604 (emesdy Nin) Cf. xxi. 46 

for the parallel under consideration. 

xvi. 20. emeripnceyv B*D W-H'' de syr cu against the rest and Orig" 

(ex Marc et Luc). Soden adduces no new witnesses and excludes. . 

. xviii. 6. (improvement) wepse Tov Tpaxndov only NBLZIN 28 157 yet 

; Sod” [non txt] Orig 1/2 Bas Cyr (= Marc ix. 42, Luc xvii. 2). 

The Latins here (even e) in Matt have in (against circa Mark, 
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Luke) with most Greeks including 1 13 22 Orig 1/2, while 

only DU d have ert. 
Orig 1/2 is exceedingly suspicious, and why should rep: be 

changed if original ? 
Matt. 

xix. 24. tpnyatos N*B Orig 1/3 (Orig 1/3 tpvpartas cum plur, 
Orig 1/3 tpvtns) 

Mark 

x. 25. tpnpatos &* sol (Rell tpypadias et Bt; al. tpumnpatos) 
Luke ; 

xvili, 25. tonpatos NBD 49 (tpurnuatos LR 157 pauc, tpuparsas plur) 

Thus N is the only one who did not get tired of turning bis pages 
backward and forward and who is consistent throughout. 

(Clem, like Orig, varies: 81a tys tpupadcas THs Ber., dia Tonpatos padidos, 

Sa TpuTnpatos Ber., and fourthly simply 5a Bedovns.) 

This is a place where we must call in outside assistance to settle o 

textual difficulty, and the matter appears quite simple. 
St. Matthew doubtless wrote S:a tpymnpatos padgidos, 

St. Mark 43 » Sta (THs) Tpupartas (77s) padsbos, 

St. Luke ‘ » 8a Tpnpatos Bedovns. 

We find NB changing St. Matthew's tpumquatos to St. Luke's 

tpnuatos, but retaining St. Matthew's pagidos. We find N changing 

St. Mark’s tpupadias to St. Luke’s tpquatos, while retaining the padcdos 

belonging jointly to St. Matthew and St. Mark, which however fam 13 

changes to BedAovns in Mark, as rudely Clem, who mixes up the passages. 

Then we find that while NBD give us correctly tpyyatos Bedovys in 

St. Luke, the others harmonise there by writing, incorrectly, tpurnparos 

of Matthew or tpupadias of Mark, and many padidos for Bedovns. 

I say “incorrectly” because the wording Sia tpnuatos BeXovns 

harmonises so beautifully with other medical diction of St. Luke that it 

is hardly possible to challenge the reading of NBD(L) here. I quote from 

Dr. Hobart, ‘ Medical Language of St. Luke,’ Dublin 1882, p. 60: “The 

words used by St. Luke are those which a medical man would naturally 

employ, for Bedovn was the surgical needle, and tpjpa the great medical 

word for a perforation of any kind. But still further, we meet with 

the same expression in Galen: dcavras 8¢ Kal dre pdppa tod S:atpipatos 

Tis Berovns Senpnuévov Evexa Tod auvidyew GAXOWS Hoe Ta popta Tod 

Staretunwévov odpatos. And to express the puncture made by the needle: 

$id Tod xaTa Tv Bedovnv tprypatos. Tphya, peculiar to St. Luke, in 

medical language was applied to all perforations in the body, e.g. in 

the ears, nostrils, vertebrae, the sockets of the teeth, &c.”” Dr. Hobart 

adds seventeen other quotations from Hippocrates and Galen illustrating 

this. 
The question thus seems very simple and reduces itself to the fact 

that & harmonised all three passages by employing §t. Luke's Tpypatos 

+ The reading of B* is uncertain, -ut not rpqparos. 
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everywhere, that B did this in Matthew but not in Mark, while the 

others, who correctly report Matthew and Mark, go wrong in Luke and 

harmonise wrongly there to Mark’s tpupadas or Matthew's tpvrnuatos, 

the matter being self-evident by their employ of pad¢sdos instead of 
Bedovns in Luke. 

Matt. 

xx. 17. For xa: avaBawov B says peddrwy Se avaBawew. B is 

supported by 1 [non fam] sah boh syr pesh pers and Orig 2/3, 
but it seems a clear reflection of Mark x. 32 (whence the 
diatessaron draws) “noav S€ ev tn 0dw avaBaivovtes ets 

lepocodvpa.” I place thig here and not under “Coptic,” but 
a glance under “Coptic” will show that at xx. 8, 16, 34 

there is an Egyptian conspiracy involving B in the four 

places, including xx. 17, so close and careful as to reveal B 

and coptic as editors, and not as neutrals. 

Just so & +min® exhibits the process on its side at xx. 24 by writing 
npEavro ayavaxtew with Mark (x. 41 [the diatess § xxxi. opens with the 

account from Mark x. 41/44]) instead of nyavaxrnoay. And if we look 
beyond to xxii. 40 we find —odos by 8) alone is the way of the diatessaron 
with all the syriacs and sah boh?!; so that coptic is in sympathy here too. 

xxi. 2. xatevavre (pro amevavtt) NBCDLZ® 892 al” Orig 1/2 Eus 
1/2 borrowing from Mark xi. 2, Luke xix. 30 where «arevarts 
stands by all. (See under “‘ Synonyms.”’) 

7. ew avtwv (primo loco) NBDLZ® 33 69 892* Sod" Origh's 
(against eravw avrwyv of all the rest) 

This seems to be merely a reflection of Mark xi. 7 er avtoy and 
Luke xix. 35 ems tov mwdov, : 

_Tisch forgets to say that the rest of the 13 family omit the preposition 
altogether and write aurw. 

xxi. 12, —rov Geov (of Marc xi. 15 Lue xix. 45) See under “ Coptic” 
and beyond under “ Improvement.” 

25. ev eavtous (pro map eavtots) BLM?Z 157 372 892 min® (copt) 

Cyr. This seems merely a “‘nicety” of harmony to Matt. xvi. 
7 and 8 where ev eavrots is used on both occasions without 
fluctuation among Mss. Why then should “ Antioch” 
change at xxi. 25 to map eavrous? What reason would 
there be? 

xxii. 39. Sevrepa (—8e) NB 4 157 Sod™* only (against the versions 
and sah boh pl) with sah™ boh“'=* comes from Mark xii. 31 
“ Sevrepa avty.”” Observe that B improvises (alone) in Matthew 
by substituting opowws for ouota avn. 

XXVii. 29. septeOnxay B181. of Mare xv. 17 wepitieaow. 
33. ets Tov ToTrov Toy §=@B*! of Luc xxiii. 33 exactly. 

Here is harmony in full blast in this “neutral” text. Consult in 
the same verse 33 —Aeyouevoy by NX alone (=Marc xv. 22) and the 
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picture is complete as to both & and B harmonising in exactly the 
place where they should be most careful not to do so if they expect our 
confidence elsewhere. 

{I would call attention to xxvii. 35 without any emphasis because 
the reading in the photographic edition of B cannot be determined. No 
mention of it is made in Tischendorf's notes, but in Gregory's Emen- 
danda attention is directed to B* Sreyepicav for Scepepicavto. In the 
photograph it reads alemepica™ with a very small to which was 
perhaps added by an early corrector. In the LXX as in B’s own text 
of Ps. xxii. the reading is S:eyepicavto. If dreneprcay B* be correct we 
have an elimination of sibi after diviserunt with ¢ f fo gio 7 12 Aug’ and 
vg omn (exceptis BQX Cerne dimma)t and syr, but sah boh are explicit 
“among them.” In Mark xv, 24 the expression is SiapepeLovrar ta 
twatva avtov, but in Luke xxiii. 34 (where B had just been looking; see 
above as to evs Tov tomov tov) it is Suapepifopevor Se Ta twatia, without. 
any reflexive attribute. In Jo. xix. 24 the quotation shows Scezeproavro, 

while in verse 23 the procedure is carefully explained, involving the 
middle voice, for it is said of the soldiers «AaSov ta twatia avtov Kat 
eTolnoav TEecoapu pepyn EKATTW TTPaTLWTH MEPOS, KAL TOV xiTwva. | 

Matt. 

xxvii. 46. e8oncey BL W2 33 69-124 218 604 Sod*™ only as Mark xv. 34. 
All others with N and Eus Bas aveBonoev and a d fr go h 
vgiatR (boh) exclamavit. 

ibid. ekwes Ehwes B (and sah) with ehws eXwe N 33 (and doh) 
seem distinctly to favour the Marcan form. Observe that 
syr differentiates between the words used in St. Matt. and 
St. Mark as do most Greeks, whereas XB alone, as usual, 
obscure the issue. Yet Hort found absolutely nothing 
“ Alexandrian ” or “‘ Egyptian” in codex B. Here, absolutely 
alone, it is with sah in a particular form. He abandons the 
spelling of B here for that of &, although he was glad enough 
to seize eSoncev of B in the same verse against N. The 

Revisers recognise the harmony, and go back to aveBonoev 
and Hi: Haz, but the evidence in Souter’s footnote is wrongly 
stated. 

General Improvement. 

ii. 22. Baotrever ts Tovdaucas (—eme) NB 892 min pauc arm Eus. 
Contra rell et it et sah o Rppo exit Fowaaia sed 
boh plane xe apycedAsoc ETO! Hovpo efiowaca= 
NB. NB ex boh, vel boh cx NB?? (Soden follows &B.) 

+ In the quotation itself, omitted by most Greeks and d f ff1.2 911 vgg'5+, sibi is 
found in abc g2 hq rz (mut r) vgg, but omitted by two vulgates*T0. 
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The answer seems given in this same verse where NBC*W alone 
change the order of ypwdov tov atpos avtov of all AND sah boh to tov 
matpos avtou npwoov. (Sod does not follow, recognising synoptic influence.) 
Had sah or Loh been copying NB they might have used this order. 

v. 10. evexa Sixatocuvns (pro evexev Six.) B solus. This is as clear 

as can be, preferring evexa before a consonant, besides being 
largely Homeric and classical. Cf Aoyou evexa “‘dicis causa,” 
or Texyyns ewexa (Anth). But B repeats evexa next verse 

before evov. [N does not join B. Soden forgets to record B.] 
Observe, however, that B leaves evexev exov alone before a vowel 

at x. 18, 39, xvi. 25, Mark viii. 35, x. 29 primo loco, Luke ix. 24, but 

alone makes it evexa exov at Mark xiii. 9. 
At Matt. xix. 29 it is & which objects to evexev tov evov. &, with D 

and Cyr, writes evexa tov euxov, while B here remains with the rest. If 
B changes in one place and N in another we may be perfectly sure that 

it is editorial. 
At Mark x. 29 evexev tov evayyedtov is now left alone by NB rell, 

and only changed here to evexa tov evayy. by D 71 and as Tisch. says 
“catt™” (a few omit the clause). At Luke xxi. 12 all evexey tov ovoyatos 

except D 71 who are for evexa tov ovop. 
At Luke vi. 22 all are agreed as to evexa tou viov except inconsistent 

D who with F*PWI writes evexey rou vou, reversing his position. 
At Luke xviii. 29 NB with Sod'*" prefer ewvexev tns Bactreras (evexev 

ts Bac, the rest, except U 71 which here desire evexa). 

At Matt. xix. 5 NBLZ Orig change evexev tovrov to evexa Tovtov. 

It seems quite clear that Matthew wrote evexey throughout his Gospel. 

At Mark x. 7 evexev tovrov is left unchanged by all. 
At Luke iv. 18 ewexey eyxpicev or evexev eyypicev are found. 
I om far from saying that Nl or Berle cr even D*"" made the 

changes, but their texts at some time in Egypt when in papyrus 
book form were no doubt tampered with in order to try and make the 

inatter smooth. 
Outside the Gospels we find Acts xix. 32 evexey cvvednrvbercav most, 

but evexa suverX. SAB and four cursives; xxvi. 21 evexa rovrwy apparently 

all; xxviii. 20 evexev yap tns eAmidos all but N*A which write ecvexev here ; 
Rom. xiv. 20 un evexey Bpwuaros all; 2 Cor. iii. 10 evexev tos vmepBarx. 

S0&ys most and many Fathers, but ewexev tys um. S0£. by NABDEF**GP ; 
2 Cor. vii. 12 evexey ter with infinitive by most including NB, only etvexev 
FE and Li (primo loco) Thdt Occ. From this it is abundantly clear that 
changes everywhere are wilful. (Sod adds a few codd. varying.) 

Matt. 

vi. 7. vroxpitat Bi and syr cu [non syr sin pesh diatess] 
eOvixot all the rest 

The verse runs : ‘‘ rpocevyopevor S¢ yn Battoroynante worep ot eArixor * 
Soxovat yap oTt ev TH TOAVACYLA avTwY etcaKxovOnoovTal.” 

E 
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Clearly vzoxpirae is an ‘‘ improvement,” being set up as a better 
antithesis to Battodoynonte than emxoe would seem to be. There is 
nothing ‘‘neutral” about this, and Origen is against it. Mirabile dictu 
W-H do not follow B here. How can Hort then account for what he 
wrote (p. 237) about the “simple and inartificial character” of “the 
few remaining individualisms of B,” “happily guiltless of ingenuity or 
other untimely activity of the brain ” ? 

See Hort vol. ii. ‘Select Rdgs.’ p. 10 on Matt. vii. 13 “Or, as we 
rather suspect, as one of those rare rdgs. in which the true text has been 
preserved by % without extant support, owing to the exceptional intrusion 
of a late clement into B (of which some examples occur further on in this 
Gospel).”” But B is full of these intrusions and not only in Matthew! 
Matt. 

xi. 15. —axovew BD 32174 604 dk syr sin (0 eywv wa [ axovew] axovetw) 

xiii, 9. —axovew NBL a ¢ ff, k syr sin (0 exov wra [axovew] axovero) 

Here it is clearly seen that B k and syr sin are the consistent ones 
in omitting. It might be thought basically ‘neutral’? (= shorter text) 
but that there would be no reason to add axovew as all the rest do 
including copt. 

xiii. 43. — axovew N*B Sod 604 a b ¢ & vg" [non D d syr sint] 
x11. 48. tw Aeyorte (pro Tw exTrovtt) NBDZII* 7 33 892 Euvst* aligq. 

Following erev to avoid tautology. See similar case at 
Luke ix. 21. (Soden follows Hort here in Matthew.) 

Other instances of this can be adduced, as at Matt. xxvi. 26. For 
evyaptotnoas of most (and W 28) evroynoas is substituted by tert recept 

with NBDLCGZ min for the blessing of the bread. This appears 
very like an effort to vary the evyapiotycas occurring again in the 
following verse 27 of the cup. For note that in St. Paul's account in 
1 Cor. x1, 24/25 the expression is evyapictyoas and that of the BREAD. 

24/25, ekaBev aptov xa evyapiatnoas exdace Kat etre (AaBeTE 
dayere) TOVTO pov EaTL TO Twa TO UTEP UpwY (KAwWpEVOY) TOUTO 

TIOLELTE ELS THY ELNV AVAaLVUCLY. WOAVUTWS Kal TO TWOoTHplov. eae 

Thus evyaptotncas is tied to the bread, and waavtws implies evyapr- 
atnoas de novo as to the cup. 

Whichever way we turn the NB grouping seems to be convicted of 
an endeavour to improve; in this case however the textus receptus is 

involved as well. Here Griesbach and Scholz I believe rightly oppose 
it. For such repetition is not distasteful to the Semitic mind. (See 

beyond on Matt. xix. 4.) But Soden reproduces evyapiotycas in Matt. 
Matt. 

xiii. 86. Ssacagdnooy (pro ¢pacor) N&*B (Orig semel) syr, but no 
cursives. Sod adds 1 and °° of uncials, of fam ¢* four cursives, and prints 
S:acadyoov in his text. Of the five next, four are omissions : 

t But syr sin has eaearls for —ssazeal of syr cu. Syr cu has axovew both at 

xi. 15 and xiii. 9. 
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xill, 45. euzropw ( pro avOpwrw eurropw) &*BI50 59 Sod™ Ath Cyr 1/2 
Chrys Ambr [Habent Orig Cypr gr plur syrr diatess arab latt] 
Ont Epropw vg* Alatess 

d The two words occupy one line in D d, and Cyr 1/2 is significant, while Orig and Cypr flatly contradict NB [Tert is silent]. 
The coptic is interesting, for unlike Gr-syr-lat order: avOp. eumopw they Say eu7ropw avOpwirw a ‘ merchant-man” as we would say in English. 

XVI. 13. Tuva (ue) Aeyouew ot avOpwrrot etvat (Tov) voy Tov avou 
| quem (me) dicunt homines esse filium hominis. 

This ye is omitted by NB 604 Sod" [no other Greeks] syr hier copt aeth only ¢ of O.L. and some vgg codd (8) against Hier specifically. 
_ He is included by syrr it pl and Iren and all other Greeks. Clearly this Omission 18 not “‘shorter’’ text, but constructional improvement. There could not be a clearer case where the Syriacs are specific with the Latin, and the Coptic only support NB as a distinctly Egyptian group joined by aeth and c also clearly of Egyptian provenance, yet Sodcn excludes, 

; [ 8's graeco-latin tendency is seen clearly in the neighbourhood Xvi. 27 ra epya for ryv apatw with d [contra D®™ ryv mpakw] opera sua and other Latins and copt. 
No doubt the origin of the plural is due to an old unpointed syriac preceding the Latins which could be read either way. Hence as Latins and Greeks (except N*F min*"") divide squarely here, the Latins did not get it from the Greeks but from the Syriac. ] 

Matt. 

xxi. 12. “ xa evondOev 0 ig es To tepov Tov Geo.” 
; But NBL 13 83 73 604 892 Sod*""9 sah boh aeth b Meth Chr Hil and Origen 2/5 omit rov Oeov. On the supposition of the ‘‘shorter” text of course W-H follow suit with the omission. But is it not a gross mistake? Who would put in tov Ocov? ‘And Jesus went into the Temple” is quite sufficient. If the original writer did not have tov Oeov why should any add? The plain fact remains that Origen being on both sides gives away the change as an arbitrary excision, for the words appeared redundant. I cannot allow that the addition was made by scribes, but claim that NBL omitted as a redundancy. This is one of the few places treated by IV-H. See their note in vol. ii. (‘ Select Read- ings ) p.15. What they mean by “overwhelming” t evidence for omission I fail to see, “ overwhelming’? meaning only three uncials (closely related), a pitiful handful of cursives, the arm (all Mss?) aeth, and coptic, 

t They write: “The absence of rov Oeov from Mc xi. 15 Le xix. 45 (ef Jo. ii. 14) at all events cannot weigh against the overwhelming documentary authority for omission,” But the omission is doubtless traceable to Origen, who in his commentary on John (Book x. § 15) cites the three Gospel accounts, leaving out rov 6eov in Matthew, as in Mark and Luke where the words are really absent. Elsewhere when quoting Matthew Origen has them. Soden holds rov Geov against NBL and his “, although he has been religiously following them in a host of other things! Why are they right clsewhere if wrong here? 

E2 
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with Origen against them in proportion of 3 to 5 on the side of all other 
Gk documents and all Latins but b, and all syrr, while syr cu actually 

doubles it, reading ‘‘ And Jesus entered the temple of God and put forth 
from the temple of God.” 

The calling of NBL copt aeth ‘ overwhelming" is undignified. It 
represents one single tradition. See under ‘Coptic’ for probable 
harmonistic reasons for the omission. Soden does not omit. 

Matt. 

ren G. Tepe Tov tpayndrov (pro eme or ets Tov Tp.) NBLZIN 28 157 

237 253 258 y®" al. pauc. Orig (SEMEL) Bas Cyr bis 

This clearly tells the tale. Orig only once, Cyril twice. The Latins 

oppose and the Syriac, but NB thought ‘about his neck” was better. 
Why are 604 and 892 absent? The coptic does not agree with NB here. 
Schaaf and Gwilliam translate ‘‘ad collum” for the same syr expression. 
Only Burkitt says “about his neck” for the same syr preposition. It is 

clearly only a matter of taste, and in view of the circumlocutory nature 

of syriac prepositions (Schaaf p. 114 “circum, circa, ad, juxta, prope’’) it 

seems evident that NB are only ‘‘improving.” How could zeps have 
dropped out of the rest if basic? Soden refuses this ‘‘ nicety.” 

xviii. 15. eav Se apaptnoyn (—ets oe) 0 adeAdos cov This is a radical 
and important change committed by NB 1 22 234" sah Orig 

Cyr Bases and clearly wrong. When D parts company 
with NB and goes with the mass and when that mass includes 
all the Latins and Syrr we may be sure NB with or without 
Origen are striving for improvement. We cannot consider 
a shorter text per se. We must investigate how each of these 
changes came about. Boh?! here oppose sah with arm aeth Chr 

Lucif Hil etc. who are all conjoined with 299, of the Greeks 

plus Lat and Syr. We does not omit nor 604 nor 892. 
(A reference to Luke xvii. 3 where 8B Sod again omit with AL 

fam 1 42 254 892 but also lat syr copt Clem Dam (Tert) shows that 

the omission in Matt. was probably influenced by their Lucan text.) 
This is immediately followed by an addition which I do not believe 

is original but due to the “ version tradition.” 
Matt. xviii. 19 for vzwy of most Gks NBDL 892 substitute «& vywy 

with syrr [this seems to be opposed by a much older authority namely 
Tgnatius®rees 4], 

xix. 4. 0 eTecas am apyns apoev Kat Ondv erotncev avtovs. B 1 22 
33 124 604 Sod”? ¢ Sod boh sah Orig Tit Bostr Method 
Ath Clem"™ use xticas for the more Semitic womeas of all 

the rest. 
I ask what can be more clearly an endeavour to improve? Tt avoids 

the tautology involved and seems clearly borrowed from Mark x. 6 ‘‘ azo 

Se apyns KTLTEws apoev Kat Ondu emoincev avTous.” 
The double use of wovew in Matthew is not abhorrent to the Tuatins, 
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and the Syriacs use the same word 1a twice. Nor was it abhorrent 

to the translators of the LXX, who render Gen. i. 27: 
Kat eTotnaev o Geos Tov avOpwrov * Kat etxova Oeov emoLnaev auTov: 

apoev kat Onrv emotnoey avtous. 

(Hebrew is yivra X93") bara X73 bara X73.) 
In the small support accorded to B note that 124 opposes the 

family traditions of fam 13 which do not agree, and 1 opposes 118-209. 

Nothing can be clearer that «rvcas is editorial. 
Similarly in the same chapter verse 18 B 13-124-346-556 write e¢y 

for ecrrev opposing all the rest and 69. Can we really suppose the later 
edn to be “neutral” opposing all other documents ? 

Note that in the answer of the young man at Mark x. 20 the record 

of NB(C)A is edn, and returning to Matt. xix. 18 note that at the 
beginning instead of Aeyes avtw roras, NL substitute wovas Pyoev, and 
B 13 edn avtw rotas, all apparently in the nature of corrections, yet not 
in agreement with each other. 

Two verses lower Matt. xix. 20 we find Origen (as well as Ath) 
opposing the correction of NBDL 1 22 604 of edvdaka for epuratapny, 

while eduvdaa is read in Mark x. 20 by Orig Clem DA and 28 [not 28 in 

Matthew] and there in Mark opposed by NBCNWX. In Luke xviii. 21 
most read edvdafayuny but NABL fam 1 efpvrata. It would seem as if 

in both Matthew and Mark NB take the wrong line. 
xxiv. 16. gevyetwoav evs ta opn BDA 892 min alig Patr et latt for 

g. emt ta opn. It is much more likely that ew: should 
be changed to eis, than es to em. The idea being in the 
minds of the grammarians that it was a flight To (‘in 
montes” Orig'"* Iren'™* Cypr Aug Hier + vgg) although 
most Old Latins retain the abl. i montibus (with only vg’), 
whereas emt ta opy is the more difficult and the most likely, 
signifying flight to the mountains and upon them when there. 

As to Luke xxi. 21 all Gks (but two) have es there. Hence 
the excuse to harmonise in Matthew is greedily availed of by B. 
I can see no other outlet. I will not admit that nearly all other 
Greeks substitute a more difficult ez: in Matthew. 

Improvement (Addition). 
Matt., 
xxvi. 44 fin. tov avtov dAoyov enwy +7adiv, This wadrw is added by 

NBL Sod 124 (against the family) ft @ and boh {non sah]. 

There is no particular reason for this (syr sin ‘‘and again 
thus he spake”; arm ‘‘and again the same word he said”) unless 

erroneously incorporated from the vadw occurring above 
“qarw atedOav mpoonvtato,” for ‘tov avtov Noyov etwv’’ is 

quite sufficient. Here is an absolute contradiction of the 

t Soden misquotes his «27 (Scrivener ‘a’ Ady. Sacr.) 
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“shorter” text theory, and an abominable redundancy. No 
cursives but 124 seem to join, and as to a@ it occasionally 

does this kind of thing, e.g. John iii. 4 homo +ut nos.t Soden 
places this second radu in his text. 

Given the ordinary copying of mss, which was faithful enough 
in the main, how could wad be dropped by all the rest? 

Removing redu sete emoving redundancy. 

x1, 25. ott expuwas tavta aro codwy car auverww NBD 12 

Clem” (sed Clem™ lebere) Sodtxt non uss 
All others have amexpupas..amo with Iren®* Eus Orig. 

This seems clearly to savour of the removal of redundant am from 
the verb. Alone it might not seem so, but in connection with the other 
points in the indictment it would seem to hold good. 

(The Latins can yield nothing of interest here; sal seems to 
favour NBD “thou hiddest these for,” but boh is “from.” Coming 

so close on syriac influence in verse 23 (see elsewhere) expuyas 
may trace to this.) 

See in St. Luke as to simple and compound verbs. 

Further, consider the following improvement : 

vi. 5. «ae oray mpocevynade ove evecOe ws or vTroxpitase Nt} BZ 1 22 
372 892 Sod’ a b (c h nolite esse) f ffi g2 8 [contra Ar] 
l vg goth sah boh acth syr hier arme™ Orig Chr Aug 
Sodtt 

Kal OTaY TMpocevyn OVK Eon waTrep ot vTroKpitat DW rell syr 
cu dk q [om ver. sin] diatess (hiant ¢ fo mr 12) 

+ In this connection it may be interesting to connect @ with Bet, which can be done 

in several places. But they touch in quite a peculiar matter of order, which deserves 
notice, at Luke viii. 23. For 

{ kat kateBn = Aawdayy avepou ers THY Aywyqy of all Gk 
et descendit procella venti in stagnum of Latins 

B alone has x, xareBy Aarap ets Thy Atwony avepov 
and a et descenditturbo in stagnum venti } 

Wordsworth does not notice this order in a, although quoting G 6 e 1 q for omission of 
in stagnum (add for omission f as in Tisch confirmed by Buchanan), The point I want 
to_bring out is that B is therefore in no way “ neutral” or ‘“‘pre-syrian’ here. He goes 
with a document generally called IVestern or European or Italian (although a is really 
graeco-syriac-latin) and does so in a place where the omission by other Latins shows 
how the change of order probably took place owing to some confusion here. Hence 
Bain combination once more disproves ‘neutrality’ for B and classes him with our 
other documents as a mixture. I will emphasise the point further from a passage very 
close by, viz. Luke viii. 29. Instead of nAavvero uzro rou daipomou ets ras epqyous, B supported 

only by = (against N and all the rest) allows himself to substitute amo for vo, which must 
equate LATIN use of a daemonio for agency as sometimes elsewhere. 

t£ N* leaves out ove eveabe by mistake. 4 in correcting gives cat oray mpogevyn 
ove eceade (showing he knew both readings) and X¢ has to set the matter straight. 
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This is absolutely and clearly an improvement by a small coterie 

as above. In verse 3 it runs cou Se rovovros eXenpoourny so that at first 

sight we might think that the majority had corrected the plural in 
ver. 5 to accord with this singular in ver. 3, but why then, in the first 

‘place, allow the plural ov vroxpirae to stand in ver. 5? If Antioch had 
done the revising here they might have changed the hypocrites to 
‘a hypocrite” or “the hypocrite,” but then they would have had to 

alter the whole of the rest of the verse. In the second place it is 

quite clear that NBZ did the revising (the inevitable Origen joins 

them) in order to avoid a singular comparison with a plural following. 

In the third place the change is opposed by DW dk t q and syr cu pesh 
diatess definitely [sin, the cautious, omits the verse]. For some reason 

Tisch misstates the evidence, only giving q on the side of D d, while he 

gives i?’ on the other side. But if ever there was a place where we 
must balance correctly this is one. We now see that it?! is wrong, for dkq 

witness for the side of D d, and 8 opposing A® shows it was the later 

latin witness which caused this. Sod cannot even produce ™° for this. 
One word more. Origen, who approves the course of NBZ, 

nevertheless writes wo7ep for ws (of NBDZ 33), showing that while 

they were about it NBZ took the opportunity to make this other change, 

for they prefer &s to wa7ep on a good many other occasions. 

We might refer to Luke xxii. 31/32 for further illustration : Xipeov 

Sivwy i8od 6 caravas cEnrioato bpas Tod ouidoa ws Tov cirov’ eyw 8e 

édenOnv wept cov iva pi éxrlry 4 Tits cov. 

Here c seeing the difficulty writes ad cernendum without vpas, but 
Tertullian “uti cerneret vos,” and Cyprian “‘ ut vos veraret.” 

Another such transition (wbich Bornemann admits is “‘ intentional ”’) 

occurs at Luke v. 4 and is highly instructive, for again another Evangelist 

is reproducing our Lord’s own words: > 5¢ éravcato Aahwv elev apos 

tov Sipova: émavdyaye eis To BdOos, eal yaddoate Ta Sixtva vpox 

els dypav. We cover this transition in English by saying ‘‘ Launch out 

[‘ put out,’ R.V.] into the deep, and let down your nets for a draught,” but 

the Latins cannot cover it, and they say ‘Duc (or adduc) in altum, et 

laxate....’’f 
St. Paul is not averse to the method. Observe 2 Cor. xi. 6 “et 5é 

ral iSudtns TO AOyH, GAN Od TH yowoes® GAN év mavtl farepwHévtes (or 
davepdoavtes) ev maaw els tas.” This is not quite so obvious, a8 éyo 

+ Horner simply follows Tischendorf and only quotes q, so that he has failed to 

clear the matter. & has ‘et cum adoras non crit sicut hypocritae."” Unfortunately 
e ff, are wanting and m rr, If we refuse dk syr cw (conjoined here) a heavy vote 

in the proceedings what ia the use of talking of them elsewhere as primary witnesses ? 

The public cannot judge intelligently when the evidence of these witnesses is obliterated 

from carelessness. 
¢ Wiclif is however true, and says ‘ Lede thow into depthe, and slake your nettis to 

take fisch.” 
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with infinite reserve (as is usual with St. Paul) is suppressed. In our 
English version on the other hand we have to bring it into pro- 
minence : “But though I be rude in speech yet not in knowledge 
atc R.V. ‘yet am I not in knowledge’) but we have ‘been 
nee made manifest among you in all things.” (R.V. varies this 

; Another beautiful example is forthcoming in St. Paul's writings 
which although a little long Iam tempted to reproduce here and put 
it on record in this connection. I refer to Rom. xii. 16-20. 

Ver 16 is plural ; 76 aira eds ddd jAoUs Ppovodvres* w}) Ta infyra hpovodvres 

GARA Tois TaTEvots cUVATAayOpEVOL’ pH yiveaOe HpovipoL Tap earnaks 

Follows a kind of singular idea holding the plural : 

Ver 17, 18, 19. pnbevt xaxdv dvtl xaxod dmodiddvtes* mpovoovpmeroe xara 

evebmeoy Tdvtev avOpmTwv’ ei Suvatov, 76 €& bya, peta mdvtov 

dvfiporrey eipnvevovtes* py Eavtov: éxdixobvtes, dyamntoi, adde 

bore Tomov 7TH opyH (yéeypawTar yap “’Epot exdtenows, eyw 
dytaTrobacw, eyes KUptos.”’) 

Now follows immediately the singular, only separated by the 
parenthetical quotation above : 

Ver 20. iets ody (vel adda av) Tea o éxOpds cov, pourte avtov’ 
eap dupa, motile abrov' tobTo yap Tomy, avOpaxas Tupos 
TwpEevoecs eri THY Keparty avTod. 

The interesting part is that he holds this singular in ver. 21 instead 
of summing up with the plural : 

: #1) vix@ Urd TOD Kaxod, GAA Vina év TO dyaO@ TO KaKoY. 

This again is lost in our English, for we translate : ‘ 

“Be not overcome of evil, but overcome evil with good,” 
which might be “ Be thou...” or “Be ye...” 

Now to return to Matt. vi. 5 and Luke v. 4. Of course there are 
nO cross references between these two verses, yet it is instructive to note 
a point which occurs here. There are no variations among Mss in 
Luke v. 4 except as to ws Se or ore (D dae) at the beginning, but at the 
end fam 1 and 22 Sod'"* omit ets aypav. Now these (fam 1 and 22 Sod"*) 

are the very Mss which alone support NBZ in Matt. vi. 5. I may say here 
that we are very much in need of a newcollation of Eran 22. Wedo not 

know, to this day, whether “‘colb” or ‘‘colb unus”’ of Wetstein’s Colbert 
Group means 22 or another. Consult Matt. vi. 18 a very little way 
further on, xpudatwwo (for xpurtw) bis is found only in NB(D) 1 [against 
118-209 this time] and 22 372 Sod'*, showing they are simply descendants 
of the same family. [872 (= Sod") joins here, absolutely of B family, not 

recorded above.] Soden’ xpugaiw. 
xpudaios is more classical (or poetic, Pindar Acsch Soph; Xen Plato 

use both) than xpu7rTw, but only occurs in the N.T. as «pup Eph. v. 12. 
But, I may be told, do you mean to put aside NBZ Orig supported 

by sah boh goth it® Aug? And I say yes, because before the benevolent 

oe 
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reader will have finished perusing these pages he will find that SBZ 

Orig sah Loh represent but one text recension, and it* {wg no doubt are 

turning a difficulty t as well, seeing that they are not supported by d k 

(unfortunately {2 is wanting here in the early part of Matthew). 

Adhesion of the gothic here to NBZ is unusual and might be 

considered a balancing factor, but for the fact that it is abandoning its 

usual adherence to the other group, and therefore I consider its position 

to be suspicious also of ‘ improvement.” As we find the syriac stand 

aloof from NBZ with d k D and all other Greeks we can see pretty 

clearly that the singular in apposition to the plural following is the 

correct reading and not the converse. 

As a matter of fact we ourselves are in the habit of using the 

same construction. We say currently ‘Don't be like the sharks down 

in the market place” (meaning “Do not thou be like...”) Similarly 

the French say: ‘Ne sois pas comme les Anglais qui...” or the 

Germans: “ Sei nicht wie die Amerikaner...” t 

Finally observe in the same chapter vi. 16 agantovow yap To 

mpoowrov & 2449, k syr pesh pers for adavifovoly yap Ta TWpOTwT A. 

Note also in Matt. vii. 16 pte cvAdAeyovaty a7ro axavOwv ataduvrny 

(’EGKLMSUVWXANI al. pl arm aeth Lucif (although opposed by NB(C) 

fam 1 22 892 latt syr goth copt with cragvdas) may be the right reading ; 

observe LWX for otaguany and Clem (but cf. Luke vi. 44). 

Improvement (continued). 

vi. 8. Addition: 0 Bcos 0 ratnp ypov &*B sah [1V-H] non Sodvee™ 

0 jWaTnp ver D rell et verss sine o Geos 

vii. 8. avovyeras (pro avovynoerae fin) B only (and syr cu boh Aphraat). 

Clear “improvement” to correspond with AapBave. and 

euptaxet above, against Clem ® and all other Greeks, Latins 

and sah. B does it again (alone with D, which is here 

wanting) at Luke xi. 10 absolutely for the same reason. Sod 

attributes both readings to mere error (p. 908 Band I Abt. 11). 

He is indeed charitable. But IV-H do not agree with him, 

printing them marg. in both places. 

ix. 28. Order: ott tovto Suvrapas ronoat only Blqand vg™ against oe 

Svvayat in first position all others and versions (although 

varying somewhat otherwise ; see under NB in Part IT). 

_ +xat ante taxwBos NB d (contra D®) syr (contra rell gr et latt 

sah boh acth). When 8B abandon coptic sympathy there is 

always a reason, and this must have been considered an im- 

provement. Why should all the rest dropit? (+a: Sod’ fal) 

Matt. 

” to 

+ They are clearly wrong with B again in vi. 22 rending, ‘‘ The light of the body is 

thine eye" (from Luke xi. 84) instead of ‘ the eye.” N here opposes B, and with Sf goth 

syrr eahomn bohom and Clem Eus is certainly right. 

t See Winer, p. 778 (‘ Breviloquence,’ section 2 f.) comparing Xenophon (Cyr. 5, 

1. 8) opoav rats 8ovdats exxe THY EGOqTa. As to Luke v. 4 it is referred to on p. 725. 
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Matt. 

X. 3. AadSaros (pro AeBatos) NB 17124 sah boh ¢ th gal [Non clare Sod] 
13. ef vuas (pro mpos unas) NBW 174 (243) 372 892 Sod, 

This is done to complete the idea of “ pairs” in the sentence 
elpnyn Unev em’ auTny, and epnyy vuwy eg’ vas emotpadyta, 
if indeed it be not borrowed from Luke x. 6 en’ avtoy..ep’ 
vuas. Actually 243, instead of strengthening NB, shows this 
by adding avaxayye: from Luke. There is no earthly reason 
why all other documents should substitute tpos for ef’ if ed’ 
were original. The Latins oppose and both coptics differen- 
tiate. Needless to say IV-H fall into the trap. Soden does not. 

I wish to add that N (with C 157 Sod 1% only) confirms my view 
as to “pairs” immediately afterwards, for at x. 15, not content with yn 
codonwy kat youoppwr, it adds a second yn, writing yn coSopev Kat yn 
youoppwv. That this is absolutely gratuitous is proved by the abstention 
of the friendly versions. 

We shall see much more later and throughout the Gospels as to 
this matter of “ pairs” by the Egyptian school. 

Improvement (Order). - 

x1. 26. ort ovtws >evSoxia eyeveto eumpocbev cov NBW 1 33 892 k 
oTt ovTw@s >eyevero evdoxta eutrpocbev cov ——~Relll 

The versions do not support NB here. In Luke x. 21 BC*LXE (a 
perfect family coterie, but against 8 as well as the rest) have also evSoxa 
eyevero and there with many Old Latins. 

Improvement ‘ Niceties.” 

x1. 29. mpavs NBC*D Sod*™ Clem 1/2 Orig bis Ath 1/2 Bas 1/4 Cyr 1/2 
mpaos = Fell omn et min omn vid Origr? Eustre Ath 1/2 

Bas 3/4 Cyr 1/2 Chr; et Clem(Strom) raBere rov ™paov 
A glance at this will, I think, show Alexandrine scholarship 

preferring the rarer form. Observe how the Fathers are divided against 
themselves, with the balance in favour of zpaos. Hort says (voli. p. 549) 
“The perpetuation of the purer text may in great measure be laid to the 
credit of the watchful scholars of Alexandria, .. .” but here, as elsewhere, 
the readings vary in different places in their writings. They were far 
from being “ watchful,” but they did enjoy “niceties” even if not 
consistent in the application of them. 

ix. 13 and xii. 7. Under this head may perhaps be placed eXeos (for 
edeov) by NBCD* 1 33 in both places (and again xxiii. 23). 
Note that all others oppose as well as d and Clem™** (against 
Origen). The LXX reading (of most of its mss) of eAeos 
would account for eAeos. 

For observe in this connection, and in this vicinity, Matt xii. 17/18 
eva wAnpwOn To pyOev Sia Hoaror (xlii. 1/4) tov mpodnrov Aeyovtos ov o 
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mals pov ov npetioa, 0 ayatryTos pou ov (pro els ov) evdoxnoev n uxn pov. 

So N"B 115 244 892 ff, Eus®* 1/2 against evs ov evdoxnoev of all the rest 
and latt syr copt. A reference to Isaiah xlii. 1 (Septuagint) shows tapand 
0 exAExTos pov, TpocedcEaTo auTOV n WuyN pov. 

[Ds indeed here writes ess ov for the first ov (as syr) against quem of 

d opposite, and D*" has ev w for the second evs ov. | 

Matt. 
(Questionable.) ; 

xii. 29. apraca: (pro Siapraca) BC*WX 892 min"° sah? against 

S:aptraca ND rell omn et latt (diripere) et Marc iii. 27 
“ Nicety”: 

xii. 82. (sec loco) ov un adeOn = B®"! et IV-H mg. 

ov pn apeOnoetar X* 
ovk apeOnoetat Neer veld omn 

This seems a strengthening “‘nicety’”’ on the part of B, for 
Luke xii. 10 = ove age@noerat, and Mark iii. 29 oun exer adeoev. 

Another ‘‘ nicety "’ (favoured by W-H and Sod trt* °° **) occurs at: 
xiii, 48. ta cada evs ayyn (pro ta ada ets ayyeta) NBCM**N 1 [non 118- 

209] 124 [non fam] 892 Evst 48 (notable conjunction among 
our minuscules of editorial work) Orig’"® Cyr™* Isid. ayyetov 

is a pure Matthaean word occurring only here and at xxv. 4 

where ev Tovs ayyetos is left alone by all. I consider ayyn, the 
non-diminutive form, to be a “nicety’” of Origen. The Old 
Syriac omits here at xiii. 48 saying ‘“‘ the good (as) good,” but 
DW and the rest have eis ayyeta (or ets Ta ayyta D). 

57. The “pair” of clauses here: ‘in his country and in his 
house” has given rise to a great deal of variety. 

I believe the ‘‘ received’ text to be correct: ev 1 matpid¢ avtov Kat 
ev T ota avtov. It is read by eleven uncials and LXW®2 min pl late 
pl syrr Bas Chr and Orig 2/3, and is Semitic. BD 83 604 (al? perpauc) 

adk = ev ty matpidt (—avtov) cat ev Ty otxia avrov making the possessive 
serve once for the two as IV-H. This Origen does not agree to. NZ fam 
13 892 ff, Orig 1/3 = ev ty cdta matpide Kae ev TH otxta avtov as Sod'*, 
L f 9: vg” omit the second clause, but L with 15 uncials including W 
has ev 7 tatpid& avrov. C conflates ev tn edta matpidt avtov Kat ev T™7 

otxta avtov exactly as sah (which probably gave rise to some of the 

trouble) neqf2re AAAI MLaeogy... : 
We see Origen as usual divided against himself, yet not supporting 

BD for the “‘ shorter” text, which here I believe to be a mistake by BD. 
A study of such “ pairs’? conveys a good deal of information. Thus 

at Luke xx. 20: To “deliver him unto the power and authority of the 
Governor.” ®& 157 Paris” and three lectionaries write ty apyy xav 
efovora tov nyeu., eliding the second article before efovcra. I mention it 
because Tisch omits this in his notes (it is added in Gregory’s ‘ Emendanda’) 

and because the Coptic nes for «ar (although it retains the article 
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prefixed to the second noun) may have given rise to this. ‘ Pairs,” 
therefore, are always worth watching.t Sod has no new support for N. 
Matt. 

xiv. 33. NBC?T* 1 22 892* min ff, copt acth (Orig?) Did omit edortes. 
This is peculiarly interesting, for although 1 omits, 118-209 
with 28 substitute ovres. The very manner of the coptics 
shows that they had well considered the place, and they too 
make @ great show of ovtes. The rest and DW all have 
eA@ovres, which represents a far more graceful act, and syr cu 
sin: “came near and.” The point is this. In ver. 32 we read 
Kat avaBavtov (euBartwv) avtwy ets To TROLOY ExoTTacEY 0 avepos. 
They had already entered the ship, and for some reason 
eOovres seemed out of place in ver. 33. It is true it does not 
read (as Tischendorf would have one suppose) oz de eXOoves ev 
Tw Tow ..., but o« 8 ev Tw Troww edOovres mpocexvvncay avTw. 
But edovres has been removed and not added, I feel sure. 

Another “ nicety ” obtains in the following verse : 
Riv. 84. ydOov eae thy ynv NBCD*NT°WALO7 ¢ fam 13 33 157 238 

245 Sod™"™ ¢ “ad terram” (sah e€ Opal elnkap, boh 
eon EINK D1) syr, et syr cu sin diserte 

grOov evs tv ynv 5 rell omn latt “in” et d Orig'** et Sod trt 
This is a distinction and a “betterment.” d opposes D and Origen 

is against the NB group, whose adherents are none too many. I consider 
e to be wrongly grouped by Tisch and Horner and to belong to the side 
I have put it on. 

[ A touch suggested by Origen in xiv. 36 is rejected by NB, but not 
by some of their followers. He would have (bis) wa xav Povey awvrat 
with @ 1 [non 118-209] fam 18 [non 124] 22 33 al. alig. All the uncials 
have iva povoy axywrtar. The vg and some itala (but not de “ut tantum”’) 
have “ut vel fimbriam...” and f “ut tantum vel fimbriam.” ] 
xv. 85/86. «at mapayyetdas.. .ekaBev NBD* 1 fam 13 33 W-H Sod 

(Orig evfaSe de ov xedevet adda trapayyerret) 
Kat exeXevoe.. .Kat AaBwv Rell Gr fl q vg 

AQMAPATTEIAE ae-.-Aqgur sah 
ovog, aygongent...aqOr bok 
Kat exederoe...xat edrafsev syr abeeg, k (et praecepit 

et accepit) 
et cum jussisset. .accepit ad 

First observe that Origen directs this operation on the part of 

ft We may cite another instructive instance where X and not B is offended at a 
‘‘pair’’ of readings and cancels the second. It is all in the same neighbourhood (see 
xiii, 28, under Coptic). This occurs at Matt. xii. 87. N alone prefers ex yap roy doywy 
cou SixacwOqon Kat ex tov Aoywv (—Gov) Karadixar6qon. Soden does not add one single 
new witness. 

} Soden refuses em (upon what principle?) against all his + family and nine new 
witnesses. 
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NBD. The comparison is with xiv. 19 where NZ Orig had exedevoev 
(against xeXevoas of most, xedevoate B* Sod"). Observe sah uses a 

different word here from the one in xiv. 19, transliterating in xv. 35 but 
not using the participle. d does not agree with the exact participial form 
of D, nor do any Latins, nor is it borne out by syr. As in 36 init. Syrr 

and latt (except d) maintain the «at ehaBev of the Greeks, it looks very 
much (whether xa: mapyyyeAe be correct or not), as if NB had inverted 

the construction and that «at mapnyyeAe (or tmapryyetre Se as sah)... 
AaBwv or cat AaBwv was what was intended, and not Kav wapayyedas... 

ehkaBev. For the question is as between ‘“‘ Commanding the multitude 
to sit down...he took the seven loaves...” or ‘And he commanded 
the multitude to sit down...and taking...” 

Follows another case of probable ‘‘ finessing "’: 

apt 19. ras KreSas (pro tas Krets) N*B* (both corrected) LW Sod? 

Orig 4/5 against tas «Aes by all others and N*Be Orig 1/5 
Eus Chr Phot. Doubtless Origen caused this. 

xvii. 4. woujow (pro wotnowpev) NBC* 174 604 b ff, ff. This is 

different. Because, a8 rotnowpev obtains in Mark and Luke 
(ix. 5, ix. 33), it might be thought that this mo:jow was the 
“neutral ’’ text in Matthew. I think it is a mistake however, 
as both coptics are against it, as all the syriacs and Origen 
distinctly. This is a place where we may emphasise the 
importance of a concurrent study of the versions. 

They are so often with us in whole or in part, that their absence 
here is very important. How come 0 and fia of the Latins to join? 
In the first place faciam occupies the last place in the short line of b and 
a ligature for ws may easily have disappeared or been omitted in copying 
b or the parents of b ff,2. As to the parallels, D only indulges in ro:now 

in Luke (d facio), but in Mark D d for wocyow and faciam are joined 
by no Greeks but by b 7 #2, all Latin support therefore. The point is 
perhaps not worth debating, but I incline to think it is an ancient Latin 
error which has crept into the three places. It is very curious that D, 
who perpetrates 7ocnow alone among Greeks in Mark and Luke, should 
be absent from NBC in Matthew. But the other versions are check 
enough, without speaking of the absence of 892 and others. 

A little matter of order follows however in the verse which is highly 
instructive. B and e alone write oxnvas tpeis for tpers cxnvas of all the 

rest and the versions, incl. Latin. But in Luke this is the order 
(and of some in Mark). Ergo, B was looking at a parallel, and that 

parallel probably Luke ix. 33, and his conjunction with e in Matt. 

shows a Latin sympathy which may have extended to and account for 
qoincw as well. 

Kvii. 7. Kat axpapevos avtwy for Kat mato avtwy kat NB 892 only. 
Anyone who will consult the beginning of this verse with its 
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Matt. 

three verbs will see that there is an opening for finessirg; 
NB avail of it; so does sah, and so do some Latins in 

other respects. But I expect boh or syr is nearest the truth. 

Soden follows NB 892 with °°. See his note. 

xvii. 15. Kakws exes (pro xkaxws macxye) NBULZ™SM Sod™ cum Orig 

Chr'. This is against the versions as well as the remaining 

Greeks. Soden refuses eye. Cf Marc ix.17 eyovta mia adadov. 

20. odrryomtotiay...petaBa...evOev...for amiotiav...peraBnOe... 

evtevOev may be considered, as the variations are so numerous. 

Sce the evidence. 

xvill, 7. avayen yap (—eotwv) BUNSEN) Sod” 1 33 al. pauc. This 

seems to be an “improvement” (cf Hebr ix. 16 23 ete) and is 
not witnessed to by & rell nor the Latins. In the Gospels we 
can only compare with Luke xiv. 18 eyo avayxnv, and xxi. 23 
ectat yap avayxyn, where all are agreed (+Luke xxiii. 17 
avayxny S¢ evyev). BL are opposed here in Matt. by Origen. 

8. Here is another question of ‘‘ pairs.” ‘‘If thy hand or thy 

foot offend thee cut them off.” This plural offends our super- 
sensitive Alexandrian ear, so avrov is substituted for avta by 
NBDL 1 fam 13 157 243 245 Sod™* with latt sah [contra boh] 
syr arm aeth Lucif Hil, and avtnv U 28. I prefer the harder 
and less smooth reading avra with EFGHKMSVWXIAIIZ® 
min pl and boh. Observe X deserts the Latins here and W is 
against NBDL. IW-H and Sod follow Alexandria. (Syr cu sin 
exxowov (—avtov) xat Bare avtov ano cov.) Cf Mare ix. 
43/45/47 where yeep, ous, and opPadpos are treated separately. 

Note SB are running with the Latin in this verse. We have the 

Latin order xvdAdov 4 xywdror by NB 157 f** against D and all the rest 
and sah boh syr arm aeth Orig for ywrov 7 xvdAdOv. Also avtov for avta. 
xviii. 14. éy (pro els) NBDLM™**Nin 32 157 892 al® e* vg?" 

As regards the two Latins, wus being occasionally abbreviated 

might have led to wunwm. As regards these few Greeks it is plainly 

an accommodation to and antithesis of adro in verse 13 of the lost sheep, 
and a reference to the earlier verses 4/6. There would be no reason to 
change é to «ls, but some reason to change els to &. Hence I charge 
another “nicety” to NB. This time Origen opposes them with fifteen 
or sixteen uncials and all the other Latins. 

xviii. 25. Another question of ‘ pairs.” ...pa@nvae kat Thy yuvatea Kat 
za texva So XB 1 [non fam] 258 604 Sod" only, against 
mpa0. Kat THY yuvatka avtou Kat ta Texva of all the rest, and 
of John Damascene ; the syr and coptic versions add the 

possessive to both yuvarxa and texva, so it surely belongs in one 
place. The Latins (except h r2) are with the mass of Greeks for 

“et uxorem ejus et filios ; only vg® adds ejus after filios in line 

with its syriac stem, and h r, transfer from wrorem to filios. 
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KViii. 31. ov (pro 8) Only NBD 21 33 de W-H, non Sod. 

All others including boh sah latt have Se, except aeth (nat as usual) 
and r, arm which omit. 

The exigencies of the situation are well illustrated by Horner, who 
translates the boh ae by: ‘So his fellow servants...’ Burkitt syr: 

“‘ Now when his fellow servants.” 
xx. 21. Yet another question of “pairs.” From eis e« defiwv cou 

kav els e€ evwvypwv cov NB Dam wish to drop the first 
gov, against all others, including coptic and the versions. 
Soden cannot produce another Ms. A reference to the parallel 
at Mark x. 37 shows cov occupying there the foremost place: 

eis cou ex SeEtav nat els cov cE evwvupwy (vel aptotepwr). There 
BDWA3 (but not &) with 1 2°° Sod’ be d ff2gi2i k gq omit the 

second gov. (D and some Latins omit the second cov in Matt.) 
34. oppatwv for ofSaryov B with DLZ fam 13 892 only and 

Orig 1/2 against 8 and the rest. oyya is much more classical 
than of@adpos in the connection in which the word is used 
here ; it occurs but once in N.T. at Mark viii. 23. (B varies 
the order alone here, placing the possessive first with coptic. 

Orig does this once but with of@adrpwr, and his other quotation 
places avtwv after oupatov.) Sod opparwy trt without new Mss. 

xxi. 5. Yet another question of “ pairs”: 
emt ovov kat emeTorov NBLNIM 1 [non fam] 124 [non fam] 

2°¢ (Sod) 604 Sod'*°1?°° syr sah aeth; but om. eme sec. with CDW 
and the mass, all latins boh dis. arm and Orig’® Cyr as LXX. 

This seems to be a clear “improvement” (against Origen). 

We may be told that as the quotation of the mass agrees with 

the LXX it is the mass which elided the second ez. The 
reply to this insinuation is contained in my other examples of 
“pairs.” I will say no more except that Sod'*t follows Hort. 

Note. The LXX quotation (Zach. ix. 9) is ewe vmotvyiov Kae 

mwAov veov. Origen cites five recensions [see quotation in 
Tisch] where Aquila has emt ovov kat Twdov viov ovadwr, 
Symmachus : emt ovov cat mwrov viov ovados, Theodot : emt ovov 
xat TwAov viov ovov. In no case does a second eve intrude. 

In the face of this Westcott and Hort have the temerity (there 
is no other word for it) to print the LXX quotation in capitals 
following B: en ONON 

KAI EN MWAON YION YNOZYFIOY 

6. The very next verse shows ouvetatey (for mpocetakev) borrowed 
from Matt. xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10 by BCD 383 604 Sod™ 

Evst 48 against SW and all others and Orig*" Eusb*, yet 
actually incorporated by IV-H into their text without marginal 
alternative. The Latins differentiate with praecepit in xxi. 6, 

but constituit in xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10, yet the Revisers follow 
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Matt. 

xxi. 18. 

CODEX B AND ITS AULIES. 

Hort in both xxi. 5 and xxi. 6, and Souter gives us no foot- 
note evidence. Note that d has praeceperat in xxi. 6 over 

against ovverafev, The parallels in Mark and Luke express 

the matter differently, so that BCD are merely harmonizing 
Matthew's language later, forgetting mpooetafev formerly at 
i. 24 and viii. 4. (evvtacow occurs only in the N.T. at 
Matt. xxvi. 19, xxvii. 10.) Sod refuses ovverakev here in Matt. 

But Hort says (vol. i. p. 556) ...‘‘render it morally certain 

that the ancestries of B and & diverged from a point near the 
autographs and never came into contact subsequently.” 

Well then, either B or & is right here. The whole matter 
is thus confined to St. Matthew's Gospel. For B we have 
six witnesses, C and Ds Evan 33 604 Sod'™ and Evst 48, all 

witnesses in such a case of rather peculiar character. For 
S we have about 2000 witnesses of every possible shade of 
transmission, including W 892, plus the Latins—en bloc— 
distinctly, plus Origen three times and Eusebius twice. Yet 

Hort’s and the Revisers’ intuition tells them that Origen and 

Eusebius are wrong to back &, and that B and six witnesses 

kept pure from the common herd “at a point near the 
autographs.” This is criticism gone mad. If N and B 
divided at a point “near the autographs and never came into 

contact subsequently”’ then it is N here which holds the 
balance of power by an overwhelming majority. There is 
practical agreement that St. Matthew used mpocerafev twice 
previous to the passage in xxi. 6, and ovverafev twice sub- 
sequently. The central and fifth passage is the one in dispute. 
By all canons of Law and Logic we declare that N Origen 

and Eusebius here give the lie direct to BCD® Evan 33 604 
and Sod Evst 48, Hort and the Revisers. 

mpat (pro mpaas) N*BD x*™ only (cf copt) W-H [non Sod] 

This appears certainly a preference. If ‘‘ Antioch " changed 
‘arpwt to mpwias here why did they not do it elsewhere ? 

mpwcas is left alone at Matt. xxvii. 1 because it is mpwias Se 

ryevouevns, and S¢ ‘yevouevns is probably conveyed by ellipse 

here at xxi. 18. But NBD wish to be more precise, preferring 
to emphasise another ‘‘nicety”’ of scholarship, and write 
mpwt. Consult St. Mark, mpwe everywhere. [paws is 

Matthaean and Johannine. 
. Almost another question of “ pairs.”” to Bamticpu to Iwan(v)ou 
NBCZ 22 33 372 Sod" [non 157] Evst 48 Orig against 10 
Barricpa Imavvov D rell omn Cyr. In Mark (xi. 30) 
NABCDLA Sod" 33 favour the second ro, in Luke (xx. 4) 
NDLNR favour it. (Sod quotes + but N only extant.) In 

TLuuke then B omits with the mass. 
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xxi. 46. Another probable “ nicety” of Orig. ere: (pro emei8n) N(em) B 
Dems) Ls fam 1 22 33 892 Orig’* Sod" et txt. All the rest have 
ered (except ore Sod"), Now eetdy is apparently not 
Matthaean except here. Cf Matt. xviii. 32, xxvii. 6, where eves 
is used. I do not care to emphasise this place for several 
reasons, and I may be told that D strengthens the combination. 
Yet observe two things, first that D is not wholly with it, 
because D says emt ws while NBL 1 22 Orig'*?/* gay eres ets 
against the mass, and secondly because both coptics have 2,we 
thus contradicting NBL here. Tisch refers to xxi. 26 and 
xiv. 5 where ws remains unchanged. Further note that B 604 
ALONE at xiv. 5 substitute eves for ore there, almost clearly 

accommodating to xxi. 46. This shows that B fully meant 
eves in the latter perhaps, but it also reveals consideration 
of the parallels. Tisch adds ‘‘ Contra vero et. in Or duobus 
locis (de sex) codex praebet ws pro ets.” 

xxii. 10. This is a most important place. NB*L 892 Sod! Cyr ana 
W-H (against Origen) and Soden tert are for forcing St. 
Matthew to use vupzdwy here instead of yayos, which latter is 
used by DW and all other Greeks, Soden naming but one new 
witness against it. Observe carefully that none of the critical 
cursive codices join here except 892. It is certainly a false 
reading, but how did it occur ? 

First of all let us enquire where vupgev is used in the N.T., and we 
find it in Maté. ix. 15, Mark ii. 19, and Luke v. 34, and in every one of 
these three cases it is used in alliterative antithesis to vuyduos. 

“un Suvatae ov vio. Tov vupdwvos revOev eb ocov pet avTwY eottv Oo 
vupdeos.” Matt. 

“un Suvavrat ot vot Tov vuppwvos ev w oO VUUdLOS LET aUTaV ErTLD 
vnoteveyv.”” Mark. 

«un Suvacbe tous vos TOU vu" pPwos Ev WO VULLOS LET AUTWY ETTID 

(wotnoat) vnoteverv.” Luke. 

It is used nowhere else and never in the nominative. It is a rare 
word anyhow; classically it is used by Pausanias, of the temple of 
Bacchus, Ceres and Proserpine. 

Again I ask how did the three Greeks NBL work this into their text, or 
rather I should say, to be quite fair, how did they find it in their texts? 

The Latin texts give no assistance, for in accord with the language 
they all turn ae erdyoOn 0 yapos into the plural (even d opposite 1%) et 
repletae sunt nuptiac. The Latin then is hardly involved. But upon 
consulting the Syriacs we find they say, not “‘ wedding-feast,” but “ locus 
convivit,” and this is also found in sah (and acth) very definitely : ‘‘ the 
place of marriage,” ROinsed TtueAceT, against boh Mxenp,on 

exactly the same word as used in xxii. 2, 3 for yapous. 

I maintain then that this is one of the choicest places we can find 
F 
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to investigate the matter of the influence of the versions on NBL and to 
ascertain which versions. Here we can exclude Latin and Rohairic, and 

we are left with syr and sah. It is quite certain that sah or syr is 

responsible for this direct influence on NBL. It is beyond dispute 
that o yayos and not o rude is the proper reading here. D is a clear 

witness Lere for yayos, with all other Greeks and Origen twice and Chrys. 
I think it is criticism gone absolutely wild and mad to accept vupdev 

here, and it is unpardonable of Hort to put vupdwy in his text without 
any alternative in the margin and equally wrong of Soden. The 
Revisers, to their credit be it said, eject it, but Souter will not give his 

reasons (as he should) in a footnote. If Hort could have seen (as we can 

now see) the original page of Codex B he would have observed that the 
B*, who went over the whole text, carefully refrained from inking over 
O NYMOWN (6 ['éMOC stands in the margin by his hand or that of another 
corrector). The Revisers by the restoration of yauos now admit that 

Hort was wrong. If vyzper then be not basic and “ neutral,” my point is 
absolutely proved that the versions produced it and influenced NBL. If 
vupdov be not ‘the true text,” then I have won my point all along the 
line, and the other matters treated of here fall into the regular category of 

“Improvements,” for the same influences bear directly on these matters. 
I hope in future, when we observe in other places that not a single 

sympathising cursive stands with NS or B or L or NBL, that we shall 

make it a canon of criticism to exclude their mal-editing of the text. 
[Note, as to absence of minuscule support here, a place like xxii. 25, 

where ynuas (for yaunoas) by NBL is supported by = fam 1 (including 

299) 6 22 33 GO 75 91 124 [non fam] 157 604 892 Evst 48 Sod Origen, 
and is quite on another footing. I mention it here, as I have not 
listed it elsewhere, and the support is of the regular flock of minuscule 

birds. 
As regards the intimacy of sah and syr (without NB) observe xxii. 18 

ecmev + avtots Z'? 33 892 sah syr cu sin and some pesh and e and aeth. 

Note that in xxii. 11 12 evdupa yapou is again rendered by sah ‘‘ the 

clothing of the place of marriage,” while syr omits this ‘‘ locus,” nor do 
NBL repeat anything but evduya yapou in both places. Possibly then at 

xxii, 10 the matter narrows down to syr influence on NBL. 
When Cyr on the side of NBL opposes Origen it is always suspicious 

of Alexandrian accommodation. See other places. Besides which, Cyr 
and Origen are often on both sides of a question in different parts of their 

writings. ] 

Matt. 

xxii. 16. Aeyovtas (pro Aeyortes) NBLT" 27 66 against all the rest 
and Dam. This is quite a clear case in order to refer to 
atroatTeAXovaty Tous pabytas... It would have been impossible 
for “Antioch” to revise here. dAeyovtas is clearly the more 
natural, and Aeyortes (eschewed by NBL) the more difficult. 

Matt. 

xxiii. 9. 

xxv. 18. 
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Notice the lone and lorn company of the cursives 27 66 
added here. The passage is «at atrocteAdovoty avTw Tous 
pabntas avtwy peta tov Hpodivavwv reyovtas* SiSacKane K.T.r. 

Soden misquotes 604. 
0 TatTnp o ovpavios [ pro o Tatnp o ev (rots) ovpavors] NBL fam 
13 [non 346] 33 238 892 Bas 1/2 Cyr 1/2, against the rest and 
latt copt Clem Eus Nyss Bas 1/2 Cyr 1/2 Dam. This is more 
important than it seems at first sight, for it appears to be a 
“‘nicety’’ of NBL to conform to supposed Matthaean usage. 

Bas 1/2 and Cyr 1/2 are suspicious marks. Turn to Sir John 
Hawkins’ ‘Horae Synopticae,’ p. 32, and there will be found the 

remark that ovparos is Matthaean (being only used elsewhere 

once in Luke ii. 13 and once in Acts xxvi. 19). He lists the 

Matthaean passages as v. 48, vi. 14 26 32, xv. 13, xvili. 35, 
xxiii. 9. This from Westcott and Hort’s text. Now as to 

the passages intervening between the first and the last, the 
remark is correct, but at v. 48 as here at xxiii. 9 the authorities 
are divided. Clem is on both sides at v. 48, and a considerable 
number witness there for ovpavtos, but here at xxiii. 9 it is 
different, and Clem Orig Eus the Latins and Coptics besides 
all other Greeks witness against NBL and three cursives. 
It is probably therefore a wish to conform to Matthaean 
diction here. At this rate all individuality will be 

lost to our synoptists and the problem thrown into con- 
fusion. See under xxi. 18 and elsewhere for the same kind of 
thing. [Soden has o ovpavios in text but only cites °°" new.] 
wpvtev ynv = XB (tv ynv C* 604) L 33 fi vg*" arm boh aeth 
(om ff: ynv) against wpveev ev tn yn by all the rest, including D 

latt sah syr Orig", I charge this (observe against sah syr 
lat®') to be a deliberate improvement, greedily seized by West- 
cott ¢ Hort and Sod (for they have no marginal alternative), 

but an improvement nevertheless. Why should “ Antioch” 
and even 892 have revised to ev ty yn, when wpv€ev nearly 
always takes the accusative? This is a deliberate Alexandrian 
nicety of grammar. The word occurred at Matt xxi. 33 “ «at 
wpvfev ev avtw Aynvov,” and occurs once rnore only at Mark 
xii. 1 ‘‘xae wpukev vrodnuov,”’ where there was no room for 
improvement, although even at Matt. xxi. 33 & saw fit to 
remove ev before avtw. I do not charge this as a harmonistic 

improvement at all, for in the parallel in Luke xix. 20 the 

_ servant hides the talent in a napkin, nor did ‘‘ Antioch” get 

Tt ovpanov is here used, but B*D*d recognizing that ovpaos is not Lucan change to 
ovpavov. No others change. 

t Which has befogged the synoptic problem. 

FQ 
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ev tr yn from Matt. xxv. 25 expuira to tadavtov cou ev Tn yn.t 

It is simply a grammatical improvement. The company kept 
is merely of a sympathetic order which our other studies lead 
us to expect here. 

xxv. 27. edet ce oy ( pro eder ovy ce) NBCL 33 604 892 y Sod, against 
all else and against Coptics and Latins, savours of improvement. 

xxvii. 5. papas ta apyupia ets Tov vaoy (prow tw vaw) NBLI33 
tam 69 99 157 273 604 Sod“ and versions, but not latin 
nord. Orig and Eus are on the side of NBL for this improve- 
ment with Sod. Cf B alone at Matt. x. 16 wou eyo aroctedAw 
upas ws TpoBata evs pecor Nuke, instead of ev petw AvEwD. 

42. morev. en avtov NBL 33 42 46 238 243 273 892 

Sodmr Hust 60 ry (sol inter laté cum Aug) (syr) Cyr! (ets 
avtov & min‘, avtov sah Loh, avtw AD min aliq Eus Ps-th et 

latt ei, sed er avtw EW unc" min?) 

44. cuvotavpwbevtes cvv avtw = NB 892 
otavpwlevtes ouy auto DL latt verss 
o.vaotavpwdevtes pet avtou ©! 157 

a avTw AW unc! rell omn vid 
I should hesitate to class this as an improvement, but for four 

things, first because ©' by improvising “er avtov shows that there was no 
ovy in his copy or he would no doubt have used it, secondly the absence 

of any minuscules to support NB, but 892, thirdly the simpler reading of 
DL, and fourthly the general bad record of NB in such matters. Someone 
has revised bere. I would be willing to accept the reading of NB if need 
be, but we should require a good number of cursives to tell us it was 

right, whereas neither 1 nor 13 (28 wanting) nor 2P¢ nor 604 come into 

play at all, while 157 sides with 0'. 
xxvii. 64. -avtov Only 8B arm pers, but no cursives, and Tisch W-H 

trt [non R-V Sod] Soden can find no cursives to support. 
xxviil. 8. amed@oveas ( pro eEeNMovaat) NBCL fam 13 33 Sod‘ Sod ete. 

No others do it. Neither W nor 892 nor the coptics. 
Burgon points out (‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark,’ p. 84) that 

this group NBCI 13 33 ¢ has ignorantly effected revision here, forgetting 
that the women were inside the grave (Mark xvi. 5 «at evceAovoat ets To 
pvnpevov ... Xvi. 8 Kat eEeXOovoas edvyov amo Tou pynueov; Luke xxiv. 3 
ercenOoucat Se ovy evpov To gwpa... 9 Kat vroatpeacat ato Tov pynjLetov) 

and therefore that this is a purely gratuitous emendation by NBCL in 
Maté. because in St. Matthew’s account the entrance into the grave is 

not specified. I agree with him. 
This should, perhaps, come under the head of ‘‘ Exchange of 

Prepositions.” 

+ In verse 18 ‘‘ he dug (‘a hole’ understood) in the ground,” In verse 25 “I hid 
thy talent in the ground” is different. 

oe 
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Lastly we will adduce some of the passages where 

B and Origen are in confltct ! 

vi. 7. vmoxpirar Bi(= Sod*) syr cu only 
eOvixot the rest and Orig 

B or 8B and Origen in conflict. 

xii.” 36. Most serious opposition as to the Greek fundamental text: 

5 édy AaAMAwow Orig Li and most, against NBD (NB 6 (—eav) 

Aarnoouaw; D $ (—eav) Aadovew), where NB take the side of 

Coptic and partially of Latin, but Latins (except ) have quod 

and the subjunctive. What are ff and k doing with “ quod 

locuti fuerint” if NBD be right (and these do not agree 

among themselves)? Has Origen gone crazy here too ? Why 

should we think Origen wrong here now with the mass of 

Greeks including all the cursives usually otherwise sympathetic 

to the NB recension as against these Mss ? 
xiii. 43. NB unc"! rell = exdapypouarv, but D (d lucebunt) 124 238 Cyr 

OnIGEN‘* and (Justin) have Napyovacry (Justin orav o: pwev 

Sixatoe Napywow for Tore ot Six. rapovorv). Hence if we 

want Origen’s text with D, it is the uncompounded word (for 

which also syrt copt and Jatt rell “‘ fulgebant ” may also stand) 

which we need. Nota whisper in Westcott and Hort’s text or 

margin of D d Justin Cyr Orig"! (To these add Sod**™" fam ¢$*.) 

xiv. 22. Twice in this verse B opposes Origen, once specifically. B 

adds (with the versions) avrou after tovs waOyras against Orig 

diserte, and writes mow for to mAovoy against Origen and 

the mass. 

36. +xav 1 22 33 al. Origen but povov NB and the other Greeks. 

xv. 22. devas 1 [non fam] and Orig (cf a sevissime). 
KAKOS NB unc omn rell minn. 

xvi. 20. exetyuncev B*D syr cw d e against the rest and Origiuster, 

SceoretAato and Orig diserte ‘‘o pev ovv patO. memounxe Kata 

Twa Twy avteypadwy To ToTE SvecTELAaTO. . .LaTEOY Se ott Twa Tov 

avtuyp. Tov Kata pad. exer To emTeTYsNoEY”’ Since he bimself uses 

SceatecAato four times. Hort sees a necessity to put everyunoev 

in his text. 

xvii. 22. cvotpedouevor Se avtwy NB1[non fam] 892 V-H txt, Sod mg 
latt pl conversantibus. 

avactpepopevov Se ayrwv CD rell omn et boh et re.. ffi ¢ e. 

The “neutral” text is found in Origen otpepoperay Se avtwv 

(of sah syr). 

} Syr cu sin vary; cu “gleam,” sin “shine,” almost imperceptible difference in 

writing the syriac words. 
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Matt. 

(xviii, 10. I forbear to say anything about Orig and Kus +twv ev ty 
exxdnota after opate wn Katadpovnante Evos Twy pLKpwY ToUTwY) 

xx. 16. (See under ‘ Coptic.’’) 

xxi. 5. See under ‘ Improvement.” 

6. Seeunder “ Improvement” cvverafev BCD 33604 Evst 48 Sod? 

mpocetakev & rell omn Origt® Bus® 

BLM against 
bneete N rell and Orig"s 

Xxli. 4. nToewaxa NBCDL=I7 1 22 33 892* Sod! 

19. ov pete 

nTowaca rell et Orig Cyr Dam 

10. 0 vupgort NBL 892 Sod'” only (no other min), 

0 ‘yapos rell omn et Origen bis 

xxii. 37. emtauvakar Orig Eus (emtovvayew &, emicvvayayew B rell) 

xxv, 41. ot xatnpapevoe Orig'® Hipp Const Eus Caes Bas (xatnpapevor 

NBLT' 33 Sod'** boh Cyr 1/2 soli) 
XXvi. 28. THs Kawvns SiaOyKns Orig and most (rs SaOnens NBLZ 33 Sod” 

bohunus Cyr (Cypr) ) 

39. Of our Lord’s prayer: watep tantum Orig! 518 (et Celsus) ct 
Justin Tren’ Busses Ath Ps-Ath Cypr Did Cyr Base a 
& » rgg’ et dim Orig'**™s, with LAS fam 1 802 al", witness 
against matep pov of NB and tbe rest. 

In Westcott and Hort's margin there is not a sign of any 
alternative to matep pov, and yet surely Celsus’ and the 
Valentinians’ ‘‘ w watep"’ deserves a hearing ! 

53. wAew only NBD (latt) against Origen wdecous with all the rest ; 
Soden quotes Orig for mreww. 

Swbexa (—n) NBDL 604 b d against Origen n SwSexa with all 

the rest. 

Above we have certainly two really “ neutral” readings of 
Origen, as against NB, xiii. 43 Aawwouow and xxvi. 39 ratep. 

Hort, vol i. p. 557: “ On the other hand every combination of & with 
another primary Ms presents for the most part readings which cannot be 
finally approved...”’ But thereagainst note : 

Origen and & against B. 
Matt. 

vi. 7. eOvixoe N omn et Orig (contra B3 syr cu viroKpera:) 

21. natn xapdiia = N omn et Orig (contra B m aeth boh™™ — Kar) 
vil. 14 init, ote (—Se) N*X m boh Orig Naass ete (ote S€ B sah 4/6) 
x. 87. Habent cat o dirwv...pov akios NS plur Orig Orig'"* Eus 

Cypr 2/3 (contra BD 17 243 al®4 d Cypr 1/3 om) 

xi. 15. Habent axovew & plur Docet Just Orig Orig'™* (contra om BD 
32 174 604 d k syr sin) 

t Cf article under “ Improvement” and sah syr. 

pee 
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Matt. ; 

xi. 21. Habent caOnuevoe NCU 33 al. Orig Orig’ (contra om B 

plur sah boh syr lat) 

xii, 49. yetpav X(D) latt pl Orig Evang®" (+avtov B plur) 

xiii, 4. cat nOev ta weTewa Kat Katepayev ND plur Orig (nae 
eXOovta ta Trerewa kate. B fam 13 Sod™®*"4 et txt) 

Kv. 32. nuepas tpets SN min Orig’ (rpes quepas B al.) 

svi, 4. tpes oxnvas & plur Orig?" (cenvas tpes B e) 
N min aliq boh Orig (emnpwrncav BCD al.) 

& plur copt lat syr Orig (oc Se B Eus) 
N plur sah boh Origu" (emertysnoev BD) 

& plur Orig (eyep9n BD Sod'**) 

10. —avrov NLWZ Sod al. Orig (Habent B plur) 
25. azo Tevwy N plur Orig Cyr 2/4 (azo twos B Sod™! Cyr 2/4) 

xviii. 7. Habent eotw ® plur Orig (om BLE® al.) 

16. 8v0 7 Tprwv paptupov = Nal. Orig (vo papt.  Tprwy B al.) 

xx. 17. tous Swdexa tantum NDLZ ete Orig (contra B et rell) 

xxi. 6. mpocerafev & plur Orig" (cvverakev BCD 33 604 Evst 48 
Sod'5*) 

8. (sec loco) ectpwrav ND ce ff, q boh Orig (eotpwrvvov B relly 

19. yevoro (for yevnrar) N Sod Orig 
Ete etc, and often 892 is on the side of N in the above list. 

Further note that 8B when they are in sympathy with the Evuny 

do not keep on the same side. At xii. 48 B is with this Gospel. At 

xii. 49 it is &. 
But see as to & in detail Part II. where the main differences between 

N and B are recorded with the supporting authorities. 

xvi. 1. ernpwtwv 

14, adrou Se 

20. Sterrecdato 
Xvil. 9. avaoty 

Ebion . 





CHAPTER III. 

B ts St. Mark's GosrEL. 

“Uberblickt man in Grossen die Ergebnisse fiir Markus, so sind sie der Annabme, 

dass in ihm die dlteste Aufzeichnung vorliegt, nicht gilnstig. Er iss dem Judentum 
entfremdet...Ausserdem ist Markus vielfach iibermalt...''"—Merx : Die vier kanoniachen 

Fivangelien, etc. u. Theil, 1. Hiilfte, p. 173. 

‘And what means are there to decide such questions? As long as scholars dream 
of one definite primitive Gospel, in open contradiction to Luke's proem, they will both 
raise and answer them; but as soon as that unwarranted supposition is removed we get 
rid of a host of inextricable questions."—Blass: Philology of the Gospels, pp. 178/179. 

I would like to preface what I have to say as to St. Mark’s Gospel 

by the remark that all [ have written should be included between two very 

large square brackets; for the problems offered in this Gospel are utterly 

different from those which exist in the other three. It is true that the 

same features as to NBCL exist to some extent in St. Mark as elsewhere, 

but they must be considered from a different point of view. One new 
feature is the constant addition of A in St. Mark to the NBL group. A 
in St. Mark is purely NBL; I cannot say ‘‘ Egyptian’ exactly, although 
there is Coptic sympathy with this group, because W comes in here to 

-show us an absolutely different Greek recension existing in Egypt side 

by side with that of 8B. Although DW are close, W e¢ are twin brethren 

from Mark i.-iv. fin and it seems that I was perfectly right to speak 

of two or three Greek recensions in St. Mark. 

Consider this: iv. 1. 

NBCL: 

xaOnoOa ev tn Oadacon Kat Tas o oxdos mTpos Thy Caraccay em 
TS YNS noav 

YD: 

xaOnatat Tepay tyS Oadagons Kat Tas 0 oyAOS TEpay THs Oaracons nv 

d circa mare adlgq_ circa mare 

Ww: 

xaOnobar Tapa Tov arytadov Kal Tas 0 OYADS EV TW aLyLahw nV 

be ad litus beef f2 9: in litore 

c ff,  proxime litus Orig'"t secus mare in terris 
vg circa mare super terram 

As to nv (pro yoav) erat is read by a b gol q vg Orig™, erant by d, 

stabat is found in f fz gi, while c (7) reads staret, and it is left to e to write 
sedebat. As W does not conform to this last, we must suppose that W 
was not deliberately following our e, but something much older, and~ 

note b has erat and d has erant. 
How is it that neither 2° nor 604 have any relation to W and the 

B IN ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 
73 

Latins here? All the Old Latin and Coptic elide exe ts yns OF include 

it in the expression in litore. It is left for W alone to graecize this. ' 

Right after this, the common base of W b ce apart from the res 

and apart from D d omit in iv. 5 8a To pn exe Babos yn. na 

That the Greek of W is an independent translation is seen at iv. 20, 

for W alone writes to ev (ter) for ev.t And at iv. 21 xaverar for epxeTat, 

where D has azrerat, which can be read in two ways. Otherwise we 

might think that ¢ obtained damus from the Sapev of W (iv. 30, Ha 

Owpev or mapaBadwpev), OF that b e got crescit from auger of Ww (iv. 32, 

others avaBavvet), instead of W obtaining this Greek via the Latin. - 

An interesting point is the doubling of puella by ein v. 41, but : 

with the rest to xopaccoy, so that e obtained this /ater than the time o 

W, and Aphraates’ remarks on this subject appear to be the merest 

ition. is is helpful as to dates. 

ats ‘etl ae in at vii. 33) seems further to be another 

independent translation. 

Mark. 

In Mark we must be exceedingly careful and avail ourselves: of every 

scrap of new evidence. I will therefore recapitulate the position as to 

several important witnesses. ; ; ; ; 

k only begins at viii. 8, but e is available for i. 20-vi. 9 (again only 

at xii. 37-xiii. 3, xiii. 24-27, 33-36) and r2 fills in the gap between e and 

k from vi. 13-viii. 8. : 

= gives us all Mark to xvi. 14 middle; ® i. 1-xiv. 62; a only 

from ix. 6 (shortly after & begins) to end. Paris” and 604 and 2" give 

us all St. Mark. Syr sin begins at i. 12/13 and gives all St. Mark 

to xvi. 8 except i. 44-ii. 21, iv. 18-41 and v. 26-vi. 5. Nothing of Syr cu 

survives except xvi. 17-20, which is interesting as giving part of the 

portion at the end after xvi. 8. Finally we have the inestimable new 

witness W, which gives us all St. Mark (except xv. 12-38) including 

xvi. 9-20 with a long addition therein. 

We have also Horner’s completed labours on sah and boh. ; 

The Palestinian syriac replaces syr cu sin at i. 1-12 and in the 

i’ and v'" chapters, but not in the iv‘. 

The cursives Laura’! and Paris” I continue to quote thus as 

Gregory's and Scrivener’s numbers differ. I have also used by number 

892+ collated by Rendel Harris in 1890, as this number is the same in 

+ Consider also ororay W alone at iv, 31 for os orav (orav N*) or o ore av D. Note 

the absolute independence of W at iii. 3 ex rov pecou for ets ro pecoy (a b: def f,q sin 

medium) or ev peow Dat Paris” (c 1 vgkZ in medio). Also «dor Weol at ii. 12 (for eBoper) 

= viderunt of ¢ (b) (vidisse se @ g) while ¢ has vidimus. So that here b c W are either 

basic or the reverse. Which? N seeks to improve by substituting alone epary ev ro wrgagNs 

¢ =Sod"", Apparently not used by Souter, but it seems even closer to NB than Paris”. 
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Gregory and Scrivener-Miller, and it has much affinity with 8B and is 
useful before chapter ix where V begins. 

Example of Editing by B. 
Mark 

xii, 83. —Kat mpocevyer Oe BD 122 acd k vg™* W-H soli contra mundum. 

I wish to point out that & does not strengthen here because we 
catch k (alone among Latins) going with B two verses further on (xiii. 35) 

in a question of “pairs.” Besides, why are & and L absent; why do 
604 892 and Paris®’ withhold their support? -And where are the Coptic 

and the Syriac versions, which scholars tell me merely share the base 
of B? Not even 2" joins BD here. And W abstains with 28 and 157, 

fam 1and fam 13. [Von Soden adds no fresh Greeks, not even 6 30 or 050. ] 

Solecisms of B. 
Mark 

i. 18. nxodovOouv (pro nxorovOncav) B*' (See under Historic present) 

26. to axaBaptov (~rTo wvevyia) B*'. Observe er ro mveupa (—To 
axafaptov) while W omits the whole. 

36. —of BY 
40. xupee ote B" (sah boh ote xupte, sed al. vel om xupte 

vel ore vel ambas lectt) 

ibid. Suvn (pro Suvacat) Be. Why not duva? [See ix. 22, 23.] 

45. —nv B*! (—nv naz b e soli inter verss) 
These three points occurring thus 

together after an interval of two 
chapters are absolutely indicative of 
editing. The central one shows 

boh influence and the sympathy of 
two Latins. 

. xatorov -B (a?) The others have ozov, or nar ots DW 

it?- It looks like a kind of ‘‘conflate” here in this ‘‘ neutral” 

text. Hort prints [ac] ozov, quite disguising the real 
situation. 

ibid. Babos ths yns (pro Babos yns) B cum Sod? [ut BM in Matt. 
xiii. 5]. D* alone agrees to insert an article PaBos thy ynv. N 
and all the rest against them. [W and its faithful allies 6 c e 
omit the clause.] The addition of the article alone by BD 
looks like translation from Latin. ; 

11. e€w6ev (pro cEw) 

iii. 84 init. —xae B" 

35. —-yap B boh be 
ibid. ta Oeknpata =B 

or iv. 

BX) (contra rell et Orig’) 

15. ot orav (pro Kat orav) B*"! (of pers) 

16. otay (pro ot ota) Be 
20. —ev sec et tert B*"! et 3 (of syr) 

22 fin. pavepwOn B*"' (of syr sah pers aeth) 
28. awAnpes certos B (DW mAnpns o cettos) 

82. Katacxnvow B 
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sis y. 36. +70 (ante Aadoupevov) ‘ Tov Noyov Tov Nadoupevod Be 

38 fin, moddas (pro oda) B*"' (rodAous Sod) 

vi. 17. —Tyv yuvatca B* txt sol cum Soa’ 

33. eyvwoay BD fam 1 

39. ev (pro ent) B" 

54 init. ar eEeAOovtwv (— avtwr) B" 

vii. 4. amep eXaBov (pro a mapedaBov) B Paris” Sod” : 

14. Aeyes (pro ereyev) B 59 sold (see under ‘‘ Historic present ’’) 

15.t 70 xo.vovy avrov ( pro o Suvatat avtov Koiwwoat) B™ of Aug) 

ibid fin. —Ttov (ante avOpwrov) Belvid (against sah; this is to be 

noted because boh acts peculiarly in verse 15, and it is with 

~ boh [non sah] that NBLA omit the verse 16 following). 

24. exetBe (pro exerOer) B. This is a “ nicety ” before &¢. 

37. +s (post meroimxer) B. See under ‘‘ Coptic.” ; 

viii. 2. npepats Tproe B” cum 892 (Harris, Journ. Bib. Lit. 
1890, vol. ix.) 

12. ss up BL, no others, no versions, not Origen. 

But W omits both Aeyw and vw, having only anv. 

32. >o metposavtoyv §=BLa soli W-H Sod (sed ef sah boh). There 

is no good reason for the change by BL: xat mpocdraBopevos o 

merpos avtov npEaro instead of Kat poo. avrov o meTpos npEato. 

37. +0 (ante avOpwros) Be', See under “ Coptic.” . 

ix, 1. wde tay ectnxoTwv BD"), of ¢ f l vg [contra &, contra 

Orig] 

21. ews B*' (ews ov Sod*?) 

x. 80. Conv atwviay (pro Swnv atwvior) B“'. Here is a purist for 

you. No others seem to change. Clem turns it “ Gory €or 

aides,” Q.D.S. § 25, but Barnard in his note to ‘ Clem. of 

Alex. Bibl. Text,’ p. 85 = tw éore aiwvios. 

39. Suvopea (pro Svvapeba) Bel vid 

48. avtoe moAAot (pro avtw vel autoy Todd) =—-B Cf Orig aut * 

ot wodAot and sah 

xi. 1. Bndpayn B' (of sah 1/5) 

ibid. to eAatwy (pro Twr edatwr) B*' (of = et hk) 

7,8. cavtwv bist B®! cum 892 (vide infra xiii. 44) (Sod 1?"9’) 

11. —1s wpas Be cum 3 Sod'*4 44 (of aeth syr sin) 

Ril. 5. amoxrevyuvtes B 892 Evst 150 

8. e&eBadav B" 

17, —avtos BD d [non al.] 

36. —ev (ante Tw Tvevpatt) B" cum Sod 273 

ibid. xaOicov (pro xa8ov) RB 

+ This hardly seems a change “guiltless of ingenuity or other untimely activity of 

the brain and unaffected by mental influences except of the most limited and unconscious: 

kind” (Hort) for in vv. 18/15 B opposes N cight times! 

¢ See page 11 as to this Alexandrian preference. 
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xii. 40. xateoOovtes B Cf Lue vii. 33 
xiii. 3. «aOiScav B- 

7. axounte B et Sod?" 
9. evexa (pro evexer) Bet via 

12. exavactnoerat B*! cum Sod" k (of BA Matt. x. 21 in loco 
narall. 

13. ets atedos Be : 
80. ews orov Bt (variant plurimam rell, 

vide Part IT.) 
32. ayyedos (pro ot ayyedou) B (et ohimmae 4 ygiiverey 
34. eavtov pr et sec (pro avtou) Bll (vide supra xi. 7, 8 

xiv. 20 fin. tev (inter to et TpvBduov) Br! (C* 2?) Sod QP See 

under ‘‘ Coptic.” 
24. —avros B*! 
32. — woe B™ (aurov pro we fam 1) 
43. amo Twv apy. (pro wapa tev apy.) B 
49. expates (pro expatnoate) B™ (expaterte V) 
60. ote (pro te) BWY soli (cf boh) (rot 13) 
63. xtT@vas B* (wt & alibi) 
69. evrev (pro npEato Reyer) B*', See under “Coptic.” 

xv. 4. —ovdev B Paris” soli vid 
12. rotmow deyere (pro Oedete ToIncw ov revere) B et W-H [ov] 
15. mote (pro rotnoat) B™ cum Laura’ 
35. extnxotwy B°\(A) (pro rapectwrev NDU al. paue, 

tapeotnKotey al.) 
45. twon (pro twond) BW soli 

xvi. 5. eA@ovoar (pro ercedPoveat) B 127 soli 

B and Latin Sympathy. 

It continues to be impossible to divorce B from the Latin and to 
treat its text as “‘ neutral.” 

Consult Mark xiv. 30 pe arapynon (pro arapynon we) NBDAC (fam 13) 
(ue apynon W) and latt (IV-H Sod). All others and V have the common 
order. The point being that B is supported by both the graeco-latins 
DA (L 69* Sod* and &* alone omit pe, evidently seeing in their copies 
the two orders). In this case, by Hort’s canons, L 69 Sod™ and k would 
represent the ‘‘true’’ ‘‘neutral” shorter text against B. But this is 
very unlikely, as ye is required in this sentence. 

In xiv. 72 the same order occurs in NBCLWAY Old Latins and copt 
(W-H Sod), 

As bearing on this in the immediate context note Mark xv. 1, where 
BDLWY Sod° 46 2°* 892 Sod'**" omit em: ro before Tpwt, agreeing exactly 
with the Latin mane. Again here D supports (so 1-H trt, not Sod). 

VM Ee ie ee 
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In the same neighbourhood, Mark xv. 32 SBDKLAII (IV-H Sod) - 

omit tov kefore wpandk. Here we have conjunction BDA once more 

with the Latin. W is wanting but 28 157 604 Paris” do not omit. 
Again xv. 30 for cat xataBa of Greek and Syr we find xataBas by 

NBD* Av Sod and k ln vg copt (W-H Sod). 
Again xv. 27 for otavpovow of the usual text we find eotavpwaay 

by B 2" agreeing with c d ff, k m not followed by W-H or Sod. 

Incidentally we may ask why BDW and c*" Sod" are found alone 

in conjunction at xv. 44 with 8) for mada. Is this small group really 
“neutral” here against all else? If so it is a graeco-latin (jam. . . jam). 

Hort has it in his text, so that it must be ‘“‘ neutral ’’ as well! 
Referring to k’s omission in xiv. 30, we find another case at xv. 8, 

where there are two very different readings to choose from, avaBas 

(of NBD 892 sah boh goth (a) ¢ d ff2 | r & vg) and avaBonoas (of the 
great majority of Greeks, of the syriac, of arm and of diatess*™). be fig 
are wanting, but 5 writes ascendissct over avaBonoas. Acth conflates 

both readings. 
We know then that in k's time both readings must have been extant 

—as k omits—and B chose (siding with ND on the Latin side). 
It is quite noteworthy that B goes with the Egyptian versions 

here, besides the Latin, against the syriacs and the diatessaron, and 

against NA fifteen uncials and W and all the cursives including fam 1 

fam 13 28 and 157 435 and 2" 604. 
This is a very remarkable place and merits more attention in these 

discussions than it has hitherto received. The new uncial W with & 
(® wanting) V and the notable cursives Paris” and Laura‘™ with all 
Soden’s other codices go with the mass of Greeks for avaBoncas against 

NBD 892 latt, while the Latin here is hopelessly opposed to the Syriac 
and to its great friend the diatessaron. Further observe extraordinary 
unanimity here among the Latins (the Latin diatessaron rg* is confused 
here and leaves out Mark xv. 8). Sod follows Hort with avaBas. 

Jebb refers to a similar case in the Old Testament as regards - 
aveBnoev and avaBoncev 2 Kings xxiil. 9. 

For further detail, observe the following : 

Mark i. 2. —eyw BD Sod*** 2" latt 

10. «ss avtov (pro ew avtov) BD fam13a dl and vg in 

ipso, b in eo, against all the rest and the sympathising 
cursives. W seems to have changed eic to en at the time 
it was written. Sod follows Hort for ets. 

iv. 1. oydos wAetaTos pro oydos okvs NBCLA and only these plus 

W 892 JV-H Sod. Possibly from an original turba multa multa 
(this redupl. is quite common), but cf. Matt xiii. 2 at the parallel 

where tras 0 oxdos is used. mAeoros is unusual, occurring only 

in the Gospels at Matt. xi. 20 at mAevotar Suvapyers avtov and — 

Matt. xxi. 8 o S€ wAesotos oydos. As W joins exceptionally 
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I should think multa muita must have stood in the copies. 
(See note to John vii. 39 in Part II). Nor do J need to be told 
that this is far-fetched, because in the very next words W 
“gives away’ a purely latin reading known only from be which 
have ad litus for ev tn @adacon (primo loco) while W has Tapa 
tov avyadov. D has only wepay ts Oadracons and 181 rapa 
Tyv Oadacoav. d = circa mare, a circa litus maris, ¢ ff, proxime 
litus, 2"° = ew tm Oadacon and g super mare. 
In secundo loco where most have mpos tv Oaraccay, but Dt 
mepav Tns Badrazons (a d I q circa mare), W has ev tw aryiaro 
with bce f ff in litore. 

iv. 3. omepat (pro tov omepar) N*BWT? Sod!” et W-H [Sod trt] 
Cf seminare it?! et d (om D*) 

v. 6. mpooexuyncey avtov (pro mp. avtw) BACLA 892 al. d [contra 

D*"| & ct latt copt (et W-H Sod) 
21. ev Ao (- Tw) B 447 soli inter gr. et vg et f & 

[contra copt et RW rell ev tw Thoww, sed om ev tw row D it?'] 
vii. 6. > 0 Xaos ouTos BD 3872 LauraA™ att against all 

others as wellas W and copt. Not followed by W-H Sod tzt. 
viii. 10. +-avros (post euBas) B®! 372 W-H mg, +avros ante euBas 

b dir, et Dk ipse ascendit 
x. 30. Sony atwriay Be! Cf vitam aeternam 

37. —oov sec. BWDAW) 2” Sod? be fagokqrS 

xi. 2. exabicey (pro xexafixer) NSBCLAYV. No doubt on account 

of sedit all Latins. Only Sod™*°*'-5 Qr¢ 604 892 Paris’ and 
Evst 36 join V in supporting NBCLA. Soden trt refuses it. 

xii. 30. —tns ante xapd:as 

—Tns 4, Wuyns B* vid 
—T7s 4, Stavotas 

This is quite striking. D*XWY omit the first one only. 

xiv. 10. —o (ante trxaptwrns) N*BC*DW 2) fam 13 [non 124] 28 440 
Laura‘! Sod*"4 Orig, against sah boh and the rest and refused 
by Sod. 

(But immediately after NBC*LMW have o els (for els) accepted 

by Sod with boh (niowat) against sah oa and latt: unus) 
21. —nv (post karov) BL et W 892 ¢ ffeil gq aur vg°® but 

refused by Sod. Neither VY nor Paris®’ omit and none of the 

others, not even 2". The ef (si) following may have been 
confused for ef (est) ‘“‘«adov avtw ef ove eyervnOy” but the 
Thatins who omit qv say ‘ bonum illi si non esset’”” (fuisset q). 

xv. 15. to txavoy rove (pro totx. motnoat) B LauraA'™ soli. Refused by 
W-H Sod. Cf lat satisfacere [sed d ff, k 1°"! om claus cum D*, 
et hiant be fig, ct a mutilus ab Pilatus autem. ..xv. 15]. 

27. ectavpwoay (pro otavpovow) BW cd ff, k n (= itoma tere, 

hiant be fiqrrs) aur gat vg®“, refused by W-H Sod. 
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ee ey. 44. nn (pro mada) sec loco BDW ec Sod” soli vid. This 

corresponds to the jam... jam of the Latins. 

W goes as far as to repeat the reOvnxev in the second place for 

areOavey of nearly all. D says reOvnxec (syr sin omits wadas, and 2" 

n Tr, omit the clause). 

xvi. 2. —1y (ante a) BWA1soliet(W-H]. Cf latt una vel prima. 
Soden holds rns suas, but his notes are confusing in the 

extreme. 

As to Coptic. 

i. 4. «npyoowy (— cat) B 33 73 892 W-H sah boh*e [non al.] 

34. ta Sarpova Aareav BY! vid cum boh (hiat sah). The others 

have Xarew ta Sacpora, but D d latt syr sin aeth: avta Narew 

in the order of B, but more simply. 
37. Kae evpov avtov Kat Aeyovow NBL 892 soli et W-H cum e 

boh*8 aeth 

This is a very noteworthy place. All the sympathising 

cursives oppose and with the bulk of the uncials and Loh?! have 
kat evpovres avtov dey., or as D lat syr arm goth sah xat ote 
evpov avtov Ney. Tisch records b c for ‘nil nist dicentes.” 

To these two Old Latin witnesses add the new W*, and it will 
be seen that NBL 892 ¢ are left completely alone with boh %:° 

and aeth. 
To insist that these boh codices and aeth got it from NBL is to do 

violence to the other passages witnessing to quite the contrary course. 
A curious and innate sympathy then remains here between these three 
boh codices aeth and NBL e, while W breaks loose from e here, and with 

b ¢ gives us much the shortest text. 
i. 39. nr\Oev (pro nv) NBL Sod 892 sah boh aecth W-H Sod 

against all else and syr latt arm goth. The ‘erat praedicans ” 
is not very pretty in Latin, and yet the Latins held it. I am 

convinced that 7A6ev is sheer improvement by NBL. Even 
33 and Paris® desert them, and they had upheld them in two 
violent changes in verse 38. Why on earth should “‘ Antioch”’ 

have substituted nv for 7\Oev? N goes further and after 
mrOev substitutes cnpvocew for xnpvccwr with boh. 

ii. 1. —Kxat (ante nxovebn) NBL 28 33 124 [non fam] 2"° 604 
Paris” 1V-H Sod. ac sah boh arm. 

2. —evOews NBLW 33 604 Paris” 892 IV-H (non Sod) 

b gol 1, vg sah boh arm aeth syr (contra D rell qui saepe 
in ch. i evBews om.) 

t For consider acth at i.84 where acth goes with syr sin Dd and all Latins; ati. 11 
where it goes with a (f goth); at i. 15 with syr pesh ; at i. 21 where it steers its own 
course; ati. 29 with 3; ati. 38 with syr sin. 
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ii. 4. mpooeveyeae NBL Sod" (33) 63 253 372 892 Evst 48 fl vg 

(offerre contra accedere it) sah boh acth. This is an important 
place. D with the rest and it syr has mpoceyyioat (a few 
eyyecat) and W mpocedev. As to 28 2P¢ 604 Paris” they con- 

tradict flatly NBL copt and have mpoceyytcat. W seems to be 

retranslating accedere of the Old Latin. Sod refuses mpoceveyxat. 

7 init, ott (pro te) B Sod®® ps" only. Cf ore te of sah boh with 
the usual introductory xe. Also syr. [But see ix. 11, 28.] 

16. xat (01) ypappaters Twr Paptcatar (pro Kat ot ypap. Kat ov pap.) 

read by NBLAW 33 28 124 (against the rest) b copt (not syr) 

The points which particularly appeal to me in such passages are the 
opposition in the fam 13 group and the absence of such controlling Mss 

as fam 1157 2° [Soden quotes 93'??] 604 892 Paris’. 
Here, where Tisch. quotes copt (‘ita certe cop’ copt#4et’ ”) we 

must correct from Horner. Sah reads nae on gap. (i.e. “with the 

pharisees ’’) and only the boh mss A,F*?0 are reported for tov dap. This 
is important. For if while considering Egyptian or Alexandrian influence 

on NB we are likely to be held up and the point made that NB influenced 

the coptic versions instead of vice versa, we point to a passage like this 
where the Egyptian versions refused to be influenced ; at any rate a trace 

remains only in two bobairic Mss and possibly in the first hand of a third. 
ii. 17. + ote (ante ov ypeav) BA Sod? 6 27° Laura Sod™! sah boh. 

Absolutely no others yet greedily seized by Sod'*t [V-H'“"']. 
This is noteworthy for it is followed five words further by : 

ibid. adrAa(proarr’) BW solicumsah boh (morecopt), refused by Sod. 
18. ot 8€ cot (—pabynra:) B sol cum 127 2° boh"', refused by Sod. 

This therefore establishes an absolute relationship between 

B and coptic (= bok") in vv. 17 and 18. 
22. amroAduTat kat ot acxot B 892" only, and so exactly boh. No 

others, but accepted by IV-H Sod. This among a very com- 
plicated number of changes in the account of the wine and 
bottles is most striking, coming right after the minutiae 

noticed above. 
iii. 6. eSidouv pro emotovy BL fam 13 28 2°¢ 604 Sod?” only with 

boh”:2149, adopted by W-H and Soden. 
This is interesting (and cannot be classed beyond uncer 

“Synonyms”’) because the syriac can lend itself to either inter- 
pretation and is indeterminate (rendered ceperunt by syri*'). 
I hardly think it is fair to suggest that ed:dovv is “ neutral” ; 

rather is it a correction. Notice that % is absent, reading 

with CA Sod 2P* exoincav. The latins and d use facicbant 

(q iniebant). Paris®’ exocoww with most. D*" a motouvtes. W 

Sod'2? erowovvto. As to the coptic, notice 4,0 again come in 
for eS:Souv as they did above for twr papicatwy (ii. 16). 

892" is uncertain with evormoay in the margin. 
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et Be ee (proeroet) BL W-H (none of the sympathising cursives) 
and sah boh'™e against ND and the rest + W2®. 

15. —Ocpamevew tas vooovs eau NBC*LA 892 2" sah boh, against 
all else [none of the other sympathising cursives nor Latin nor 
Syriac nor Arm. nor Goth] yet followed by T Tr W-H Rev 

and Soden trt. Observe aeth which evidently put the clause 
in after considerable research, for aeth adds it after exBadrev 

ta Saipova instead of before the clause. This is not necessarily 

ex Matt x. 1. 
The community of Egyptian origin for NBLA is hereby 

set forth, and the “neutral’’ text transferred bodily to 

Alexandria, and I claim that the ‘‘ neutral’ text is part of a 
revision by the Alexandrian School and not a survival of 
Apostolic days. Here NBC*LA are supported not by a single 
Greek cursive [except 2" (against 604) 892], not by any syriac 

or arm., not by any Latin, but by all the mss of the sah and 

boh which we know. 
In boh I may point out that there might be confusion and 

exclusion from similarity of appearance between aywru, and 
qeortt (infirmus). See Horner's note in boh as to addition by 

codd. F°G*. 4 
The new Codex W®* does zo¢ omit, and adds after Satpoma 

end of verse at mrepiayovtes xnpucow To evaryyedtov, The place, 
folio 319, is worth study, for no ottyos space is found between 
vooous and cat exBadrrev, while there is one between Sa:poma 

and the addition. 
35. —-yap B be boh et W-H txt [non Sod] 

iv. 21. +ore (ante pnts) BL 892 soli =copt+xe. Accepted by 

° W-H, refused by Sod. 

Fam 13 and 28 add iSere. The rest all omit. 
The sentence runs: «at edeyev autos [ote] pnte epyetae (artetat D 

latt) 0 Avxvos twa vo Tov podiov TEA. 
Is it possible to imagine that BL preserve the original and that all others, 

including the other important sympathising cursives, have dropped it? 
More likely again BL show Egyptian or Alexandrian minds or eyes at work. 

iv. 34. cae ywpes (pro ywpis S€-) BI GOL (soli inter gr-lat) cum sah 

syr pesh aeth boh” but refused by both W-H and Sod. 
v. 42. xat ekeotnoav tevdus NBCLA 33 892 [non al. min] boh aeth 

W-H Sod txt [contra DW rell ct latt sah syr]. 
vi. 2. +00 (ante troddor) BL fam 13 [non 124] 28 [non W] 892" 

sah bohmttwor (sy emph) W-H Sod trt [Non Paris®™ non 8]. 
Very strange if this of should have been cut out of all other 

texts, including & [WV does not begin until ch. ix]. 
8. >py aptov yn mypav NBCLA Sod**!3 33 892 Paris®’ boh 

{non sah] aeth W-H Sod [contra W et Det rell omn et sah et 
minn rell omn]. 

G 
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vi. 9. This is instantly followed by adda for adn’ (before vrodedeuevous, 
forming a hiatus) ex more copt by NABCDLUNS 28 scr? 
Paris’, but W is careful to write add’ and insert an apostrophe ! 

11, This is again shortly afterwards followed by a pure coptic 
form. For observe that coptic is always precise. It does not 
say wbi or quo but always in loco quo. So here: 

os av toTr0s py SeEnrae NBLA"W fam 13 28 W-H Sod is 
found in boh (sah) aeth vg", while the others have: os av py 

SeEnta C (fam 1) and AD and the large majority ogo av py 
SeEwrtat, latt etc. W here apparently shares the bohairic 
influence against the Latins, but as ¢ is missing now we cannot 
be sure that it did not have it. A Latin trace remains in 

vg" only, 2 is missing and only begins again at vi. 14. 
20. —xae (ante ovvernpet) B'' cum sah 1/3 (= sah") 

The previous places have all considerable importance and should be 
observed carefully for they lead up to: 

vi. 20. nope (pro ero) NBL Sod (and W yropeto) sah boh, 

against all the rest, against the friendly cursives, and against laté 

syrr and aeth yet willingly incorporated by W-H & Sod texts. 
The Semitic woAAa emovee appears to have offended the early 

Alexandrian recensors of Greek and Coptic texts. But this clear coptic 
adherence against all else destroys ‘neutrality’ for NBL and for W 

here.t See also the parallel in Luke. 
Mark 

vi. 27. eveyxas (pro evexOnva) NBCA* 892 copt W-H [non Sod] 

against all else and DW as well as L and Latt adferri. (See 

under “Change of voice”). 8 over A® has ‘‘adferri vel adduci.” 

40. xara bis (pro ava bis) NBD 21 boh et W-H Sod txt. 

vii. 4. pavticwrytat (pro Bartiswvtat) NB min® sah Euthym. See 
under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

6. +ote (ante ovtos o Xaos) NBL 372 892 LauraA!™ boh sah 
(syr) W-H Sod txt [non Paris*’] 

16. Om vers boh [non sah] cum NBLA 28 [non W rell] W-H, non Sod. 
29. See under “ Order.” 
37. +s post reroinxev B' W-H" (boh), of sah + ewere et boh™a 

viii. 2. mpoopevover (—por) B* cum bohem trou (Cf latt wbe ecw) 
3 fin. eowy (pro nxaow vel neovowr) BLAS 892 sah 1/5 bohanatturr 

W-H [non Sod, non al. nec latt sy] 
4. +ore (ante roéer) BLA 115 892 Paris’? sah boh [non al.] 

W-H « Sod.$ 

+ It is exceedingly important to distinguish and appreciate this overlying coptic 

influence on W. I have observed that soon after the beginning of ch. v. W began to 

drift away from e. Since vi. 8 ¢ is missing, but we have seen above (vi. 11) the same 

overlying Egyptian influence on W. Probably from v. onwards W used another graeco- 

coptic Ms. 

¢ Observe Soden's thoroughly Alexandrian mind, adopting this but refusing the same 

g’oup above. 
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In view of varying treatment here by others (see Tisch and 

evidence) this seems purely ‘‘ Egyptian.” 
vill. 9—o¢ dayortes (See under “ Improvement.”’) 

20. +axtw (ante erta fin) BCLA 892 Sod!" [non txt] bohsahaeth 
21. voerre (pro cuvete)  B 372 Sod’? 1225 1541 god De* guvvoerre 

This is rather a curious place. At first sight it looks simply 
harmonistic from Matt xvi. 11 where voecre is used, but the cuvvoecte of 

D* may be meant for ovv voevre, and ovy is present in some Greeks 
(fam 13) and in sah, but there it is Gé not own as it would be in bok 

if present there, where it does not find a place. The boh word for 
ouviete 18 Tetenacti but in sah =ftetTitnoecr. It seems clear 

therefore that B may have seen this mo¢1 in a close parallel column and 
written voertre by mistake rather than have recollected or borrowed from 
St. Matthew. 

Mark 

viii. 23. Bremress (pro Bremer) BCD Ae Sod 372 2” Paris” sah boh 
aeth (strengthened by syr sin diatess) but against all else. 

W writes Breve, and 28 after hesitating (and doubtless consulting 
his authorities) decides to do likewise; so does Sod txt against W-H. 

viii. 28. +-ore (ante warvnv) NB copt (ut solet) (syr) et W-H txt 
contra rell et latt omn. Clearly from copt yet Sod txt has [ore]. 

ibid. +ore (ante evs) NBC*L 892 copt (ut solet) (syr) W-H Sod txt 
(latt pl quasi unum, ws eva D, sed Gr?! et W eva tantum). 

35. tTyv eavtou uxny (pro thy Yuynv avtou prim)  B 28 copt (ut 
solet) Orig W-H txt. No others. 

37. +0 (ante avOpwrros) B'" cum sah et boh. Why do W-H 

; avoid ? 
_x. 1l. +xae (ante repay) NBC*LY 892 sah boh (against wepav 

others and latin, and 8a tov repay others, car d:a Tov mepav 

Laura‘), So W-H, and Sod in square brackets. Latter 
omits copt. 

6. —0 Beos NBCLA [non V] Sod” ¢ & [non ff, male Sod.] sah boh 
W-H [non al. latt gr non syr arm aeth] cf Matt xix. 

24. —Tous memoBoras ere (rots) ypnuacty NBWAY k sah boh** 
(aeth) [contra rell syr sin et Clem*] Cf Merx ad loc. p. 122 seq. 

26. AeyovTes mpos avtoy (pro Aey. Tpos eavTous) NBCAY 892 
Sod § sah boh W-H, non Sod [contra rell et W et latt syr 
aeth arm goth (om mp. aut. Clem ut Matt Luc)] 

As Tisch says ‘at nusquam apud Mec Acyew mpos twa.” He 
accordingly retains zpos eavrovs in his text. Not so IV-H, who of course 
follow the little ‘‘ Egyptian” (not ‘‘neutral"’) group. Souter’s R-V also 
leaves avvoy in the text, but places cavrous in the sub-margin. 

x. 29. > pytepa n watepa §=BCA et W® [non VY] Sod’, 61 106 2" 
604 Sod™'"™* only of minuscules, c f q only of Latins, with sah 
boh order against the rest and Orig**, but followed by Sod tzt. 

35. os v0 woe (pro viot vel o1 viot) BC Paris” soli cum sah boh aeth. 
? G 2 
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This is against ND rell omn vid and WPY and Orig with syr lat 

arm. It is a clear improvisation from the account in Matthew (xx. 20 seq) 

where the mother comes, but it dces not say there ‘“ with her two sons” f 

but in verse 21 only does she ask “ that her two sons..” B is convicted 

here of running with a coptic error against N and Orig. How many 

more instances of this kind must I adduce before the worshippers of B 

and the obsequious slaves of Hort will allow that I am right ? Coptic 

and BC no more got this from a common original with coptic than B obtained 

his aoviay in verse 30 from an original. B and coptic conspired to add 

3vo, and B wanted to exhibit the real gender of fwyv in verse 30. Because 

the unfortunate and erring ms C supports B here in verse 35, Hort places 

Suo in his text in square brackets. Can any system be more vicious ? 

Not even L or V is found to support BC copt, and even 4 pulls away 

from the harmonising consortium of BC. AY really belong to the base 

NBL, so that their defection here is absolutely conclusive. Nor is the not- 

able cursive 892 recorded by Harris nor Soden’s other Mss for this +68vo. 

Mark 

X. 87. > cov ex SeEwr (pro ex Sefwv cov) NBC*LAYW 892 boh [non 

sah] 6. In the second clause boh repeats cou e€ apiotepwv L*, 

cou e€ evorynov N*, against most e£ evwrypay cov, but BDA 

and WW 1 [non fam] 2r° Sod? omit the second gov with 

bed fr get k (om bis) g & rg*”* vg?. It may be worth while 

to exhibit here bok and sak, which differ, as oh goes with 

NBC*LAY in the first place : 

Loh QAMa MTE OVAI QERRCI CATEKOCIMALR OFO, OTAI 

FLILOMN CATEKXAOH DEM Nekwoe a2 

sah XEKAC EPE OFA MRLALOM PSKCOC HI OTMS AR MKRALOK 

ATW OTA 9 BKOTP ALRLOK OAK MEOO'S NT EKAAE 

TEpo. 

46. iene (pro mpocaitwy vel evTator) (S)BLAY 892 kand boh 

Sod tit (contra Merx p. 130) but againat the rest and against sal. 

47. cot (post moos) B 278 Paris®? Sod'* sah (et syr), contra 

& rell omn et boh latt?™. 

49. evrev * bwvycate avtov ( pro ecrev avTov peovnOnvar) NBCLAY 7 

892 Sod''* k 8 and boh only V-H Sod txt, against the rest and 

sah specifically and Origen. Here in two places within three 

verses we see B with sah and then with oh, as so often. 

Instead of a B text governing the joint base cf boh sah, it 

would appear that B consulted both coptic versions, and 

possibly if we had the third coptic version we should see 

other points of sympathy there. 

xi. 1. BrnSpayn B Cf. sah 1/5 Rnagakn (sah 4/5 Broparr) 

xii. 19. > xat pn aby texvov NBCLAY 33 892 Paris” Sod'* ff, sah 

t But pera roy view avrns. Only Ur, add 8vo there. 

¢ See under ‘Change of Gender.” 

Mark 

xii, 27. 

35. 
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[non boh] (syr sin). See remarks above. This order opposes 
everything else, and is refused by Soden text. But why ? 
“qrodv mravacbe” NBCLWAYW 892* Sod! "0 k sah boh 

against everything else including 33 and Paris” and verss : 
“ues ouv modu travacbe.”” Here Sod encloses vues ovy in 

square brackets. 
. Out of three deliberate and distinct recensions NBLAW 892 

(cat ev ty Sidayn avtou ereyer) follow boh (against sah). So 
also Sod txt. See under “ Two or more recensions in Mark.” 

. dee (—yap) N*BWY soli vid., sah boh syr pesh™ against 

all else and Paris’ and syr sin pesh''. Sod [yap]. No new 
evidence. 

Why should we attribute this to coptic influence and not to 
a cominon base? Because at: 

. (S)BL(W)Y (28) elide both copulas ecovtat ceropor.. .ecovtat 

Atwot, which is simply the coptic manner. It appeals to Soden. 

. tes tv oiay NBL 245 892 Sod’ ck sah boh syr pesh [non 
sin]. See under “Improvement.” (This does not appeal to 
Soden). 

. ayyedos (pro ot ayyedoi vel o1 ayyedot 01) BY! et W-H™. This 
is a very pretty place and one of the few where we can swear 

tbat B saw the coptic and was influenced by it. In the first 
place observe that NDKLUW?°® and some twenty-five minus- 
cules write oc ayyedot. In the second place note that all the 
rest, i.e. twelve uncials plus W®YV and minn, with sah, write 
oc ayyedot ot. B then did not get this from sah although both 
sahidic and bohairic plurals do not change their termination, 
and in sah we read owae Marredoc eT gE, THe ovae 
TayHpe etc. B could not have been copying sah or he would’ 
have seen the eT in et 9,it following, which corresponds to 
the of following ayyedo: in most Greeks. ‘What was B doing? 

Well it may be that sah influenced boh for a singular, for 
boh, instead of sah’s owane Marreaoc etc, has simply owae 

arreaoc Aen The. At any rate B agrees with five or 
six codices of the bohairic alone here (with Aug libere). 
Whatever may be said of our other examples I pray the gentle 
critic.and benevolent reader to ponder this very specially. Nor 
can it be said to me that these bohairic codices were following 
B. I deny it utterly. For in the very next verse B omits xa 
mpocevyeobe, which nocoptic Mss do. And Bis alone here with 
Dacdk against all else but one poor little cursive 122 which 
stands out thus like a lost sheep, apart from 1 13 28 157 2"¢ 604 
892 Paris” LauraA! which with Y and W go against BD here. 
Yet W-H om. «at mpocevxecGe, and have ayyeAos in margin, 

Consult xiv. 18 beyond as to coptic methods by B. 
(See under “‘ Improvement.”’) 
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xiv. 3. ovvtpupaca (—Kar) NBLY bok. All the rest have the copula. 
Even D 2°¢ with «at Opavoaca, and syr pesh et aperuit, and sah 

ae, yet Sod trt [no new Mss] omits xa: as well as IV-H. 
7. +7artote in sec loco §=BLNY 892 LauraA™ soli cum sah boh. 

10. 6 els (proels) NBC*LMY 892 = bok mowar against sah 

(owa&) (But immediately before S*BC*DW?) 13 28 440 
Laura‘*’! Orig omit o before scxapiorns with Latt against 
sah and boh.) 

18 fin. tev exOorvtwy per epou( pro o ecOiwv pet epov) B™' cum sah 

boh. [Von Soden omits boh, but adduces no new Greek evidence]. 
This, coupled with the places at viii. 37, xiii. 32, noticed 

above, is absolutely conclusive that B saw the Coptics. They 

alone have the matter thus in the plural. Not one Latin even, 
as far as I can see, has manducit. All have the verb in the 
singular. And all Greeks, including W and the friendly WV, 

make no change. 
20. -—ee NBCL et WWI min™4 et 892 [non 28 non Paris®’] sah 

boh. The presence of W here (against 28) may be due to 

coptic. The other seventeen uncials with all Jatt (which have 
to render ex) and sy7 oppose with ex. 

ibid fin. Observe the strange (but for possible support of C*? 
Sod°® 2") EICTOENTPYBLION for es To tpu8rdcoy by B. Tisch 
says ‘‘ets To ev TpuBALov (sive evtp.)”’ but there is no such word 
as evtpu8diov. The hand which went over B has added a 

smooth breathing over EN, but Weetcott and Hort read it as 
év, and actually place this in the text in square brackets. 
May it not be due to an error oculi from the coptic column 
Hen fun the €N coming directly before to tpvBdALov 

there ? 
21. We cannot neglect the possibility of the previous point, when we 

see immediately following at the head of this verse the intro- 
ductory coptic xe followed by NBL 892 Paris” only seized 

again by Soden’s Alexandrian mind. (W does not have it, vet 
it conflates vrayes and vrapadiSorat immediately afterwards). 

Q4. To exyvyvopevoy uTrep ToAAwy NBCL eéf VW 892 (sol. inter 
minn) sah boh aeth W-H Sod tzt. 

to umep (vel rept) ToAAwy exyvrvopevoy D unc'> et WEP minn 
omn vid. latt syr. 

35. ememtev (pro erecer) NBLYV 892 boh [non sah] W-H & Sod 
txt. See under ‘ Historic present” (imperfect). 

40. >avtwv ot opOarpor (pro ot off. avrwv) NBCLA et P¥ Sod 
108 115 127 238 et 892 Paris’ LauraA Sod" sah boh (more 

copt, non “ex more Marci” ut Tisch). Against them are all the 
rest and W and the Latins and Syriac. (See below xiv. 65). 

. For xae apevres avrov mavtes epuyov of D, most Greeks (syr) 
sah and latt (as Matthew), the order is changed by NBCLAYV 

a =) 

ns ae ee 
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Mark 

61 258 435 892 Paris®’ Laura’! ger Heer Sod" goth boh to nat 

adevtes avtov epvyov travtes, adopted by Sod. 

It is noteworthy as exhibiting this well-known group of uncials 
hanging together with boh against sah. 

(For the variations see Horner’s note in sah.) The new ms W is 
with D and the mass and sah against boh. 

xiv. 60. ore (pro 11) BWY soli et W-H™ (cf. boh xe) ® 
61. ove atrexpwvato ovdev NBCLY 33 892 LauraA™ sah both aeth 

Orig 1/2 W-H Sod, against ovdev azrexp. of the rest and W 
Orig 1/2. 

65. >avtov ro mpocwrov NBCLUAW 33 108 127 892 Paris” 
Sod™'""* copt (See above xiv. 40) Sod follows both here and 

above. 
68 fin. Om. NBLWY 892 Paris” Evst 17 ¢ boh sah syr sin [non 

Sod]. See under ‘‘ Harmonistic.” 
69. evrev (pro npEato Aeyev) Only B and sah boh aeth W-H™. 

Nothing else. Take a cross reference from this (in Matt. xxvi. 
71 ever) and see under “‘ Harmonistic,” and if it does not give 

my readers a startling picture of a coptic conspiracy with B 
I shall be surprised. In these other places B has some little 
support. Here however B is in solitary grandeur with sah 
boh aeth and these alone. N deserts him, CLAY desert, W 
avoids it, D and all Latins contradict absolutely, and so do 

both syriacs. (Soden neglects to chronicle boh and aeth. 
This is careless for boh agrees absolutely, and this must be 
considered with xv. 15 below.) 

xv. 12. —Oedere See under “‘ Harmonistic.” 

15. rapedwxev Se tov w dpay. B Sod and boh alone. See under 
“NS and B differences” in Part II for the three 
varying orders. 

23. —mev NBC*LAY 604 Sod" x boh arm syr sin Cyr"? (against 
the rest and sak, all other Latins extant and syr and aeth). 

36. —xae (ante yeutcas) BLY [non minn vid] c (fri) vg®™ boh (sah) 
39. —xpakas NBL et V 892 copt W-H Sod tzt. (See 

‘‘Improvement.’’) 

40. +7 (ante wo. pntnp) BY 1381? soli et (sah boh) 

Latin and Coptic. 

i, 2. -—eyw BD Sod° 2° latt sah 3/4 

24. Aeywu (—ea) NBDWA Sod’? 28* 157 372 2" latt syr aeth boh 

(hiat sah) [Habent 604 Paris” rell unc et 2® Orig Eus'* Cyr] 
ii. 22. pnEer (pro pyoce) NBCDL Sod’ 33 892 2'* latt aliq et sah 

(non boh] W-H txt [non Sod] Cf Luc v. 37 
Tisch asks if other cursives besides 33 give the future. Apparently 
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only are and 892. The rest all have the present, and W gives the passive, 
retaining the present tense S:appnocortar ov acxot. 

ii, 9, worapta (pro wAoaptov) B' cum sah. [Sod omits sah]. I 
place this here under Coptic and Latin, becauee the Latin “ ut 

7 navicula (most omit iz) deseruiret ” may be responsible. 
ii. 18. Tov Kavava.oy NBCDLA 33 372 2" Paris’ Sod! et Jatt 

(0 xavaveos W = boh nikamaseoc) contra Kavautns sah et 
Gr rell et Sod’ 28 157 604 892 etc. arm goth. 

6. See under “ Latin.” 

9. Aey. ovopa poe +eoTw 
2. mpoopevover (— por) 

B (D) fam 18 238 872 latt?! sah boh 

B* cum boh"s Cf D wde cow et 
d ex quo hic sunt. 

33. —tw (ante retpw) NBDL 21 only (non al. minn vid) W-H & Sod. 
ix. 8. peta cavtww post edo (instead of fin) B 33 Paris” cf and sah 

(syr sin) W-H, non Sod. 
As it does not appear in Matt. xvii. 8 (except that 33 inserts there) 

it may have been early deleted from Mark and then added in the margin 
whence B copied into the wrong place, or else may mean sympathy with 
sahidic order, but boh keeps the usual order. 

X. 28. nKoAov@nxapev (pro nKorovOncapev) BCDW Sod! (Sod™?) 
lat copt 

This follows agyxayev and is probably alliterative as well. If 
nxohovOnxapev be “neutral” then all the rest of the Greeks have fallen 
into a curious error! Even Suden recognises this. 

x. 43. (pr loco) eote (pro ectat) =NBC*DLAWY Sod™ it” copt 

x1. 17. memomnxate (pro emoimoate) BLAY Orig only W-H & Sod txt 
xiv. 40. ads eXOwr evpev avtous NBLY 892 copt q [non Sod] 

Dacd fi k 

against vmoctpewas evpev avtous madtv W reil pl. 

txv. 1. tpor NBCDL et V3 Sod™ 46 892 Sod! 2” latt boh Orig 

[for exe to mpwt g A unc’ et WS minn et GO4 Paris” syr arm 
goth W-H & Sod (k* e mane) | 

Sah acth and e = cum autem mane factum esset 

8. avaBas NBD 892 latt copt goth, against avaBonoas of the 
rest and even A* LW and WY all minn (but 892), syr arm and 

diatess, while k omits, and acth conflates. 

Kat eXOwy evpey auTous 

Traces of Syriac. 

BD* 28 225 271 syr (boh"™*) W-H 
[non Sod] t 

Be cum 4 (Cf syr pesh, hiat sin) 

B" et (sah. syr pesh) 

BW Sod [non ND d rell] sed 
syrresh ln ners 1/2 ct bce f2t vg® 

ili. 17. ovoya (pro ovopata) 

iv. 20. —ev sec et tert 
22 fin. pavepwOyn 

v. 2. —evbews 

t Tisch omits the evidence of 2". t Cf. Merz, pp. 40, 41. 

een men 
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Mark 

x. 47. eotw trsfert post moovs B™ cum 273 Sod’ Paris” syr pesh 

syr sin (et sah) 

xv. 40. papiap n pays. BCWY fam 1 syr W-H [non Sod]. 

Form. 

Mark : 
i. 38. e€nAPov NBCL Sod™ 33 179 Paris” Sod’ e¢ Sod txt. Al. 

et Det e€erndvba, vel ednrAvda WAG! 28 892 al. et latt et d. 

39. This is followed by 7AGev pro nv by NBL Sod 892 [not even 
33 or Paris®’] sah boh aeth against all else and the other syr 
arm goth versions, which are solid for nv. To show that this 

is coptic reaction consider the unique xnpucow of & following 

(for xnpvacwv) =boh. But Soden swallows n\Oev as W-H. 

40. dvvn (pro dvvaca) B. This presupposes that every other 
Greek has changed Svvn or Suva to Svvaca. Soden’s 

sympathetic Sinai mss do not join. See below, ix. 22/23. 
iii. 25. otnvat (pro ota@nvat) BL 892 Paris” and so W-H Sod tzt, 

: but apparently no other support. 
NBCL Sod®® 213 892 and W-H Sod (om claus ornvat 

...o7nvat Paris® ex homoiotel.) 
N*BLM*WATL Sod et trt, tapaOwow D rell. 

B Evst 15 (pro tynpnonte) ; ornonte D aligq. 

NB only with Sod™ for nduvnOn. ; 
NBCLMA 372 892 al Sod txt (rell wapa9wo) 

NBFLWY 2" W-H «€ Sod (eerov rell et Paris®’) 

See under “‘ Change of Mood.” 

26. otnvar 

vi. 41. rapatiOwow 
vii. 9. tnpnTe 

24. ndvvacOn 
vill. 6. mapatiOwor 

ix. 18. era 

22/23. dvvn pro Suvacar bis 
x. 39. duvopeba B 

xii. 40. «atecOovtes B (Cf Lue vii. 33) 

xiv. 46. eweBadav SB 

xv. 21. eyyapevovew (pro ayyapevovewv) S*B* scr? [non W-H Sod] 
(D has avyap... here). This is almost purely a N.T. word. 

Only & at Matt. v. 41 changes to evyap. At Matt. xxvii. 32 
nyyapevear is used by all (including NB) except D nvyap..., L 
ayyap., and some min nyxap. It does not occur outside of these 
three passages. 

Synonyms. 

Mark 

ii. 12. eumpooOev (pro evaytiov) NBLW 187 mg 604 892 Paris” 

only, while evwov is read by ©'® Sod"! 3 28 33 511 Evst 29 
Laura’, and evavtiov by the mass and D. (eupoodev evavtiov 
Sod"), ' 

If the original Latin coram is primitive and antecedent it will 

account for this more clearly than any “ provincial ’’ preferences. 
Here coram is absolutely constant in all Latins. But observe 
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elsewhere what happens when the Greek is paramount (this list is 

quite imperfect) : 
Luke v.19. Gr. eurpoobev ante datt™ et vg, coram 6, in con- 

spectu ad 
xii. 8. eumpoobev coram latt" et vg, in conspectu d 

9. evwroy vel eutrpoobev D al. coram Jatt, in conspectu d 

xiv. 2. eumpoobev avtov ante illum, /a¢¢", apud ipsum e, pre- 

sente illo 5, in conspectu ejus d 
xix. 4. ets To exmrpoabev Variant plur latt 

27. eurpocbev pou ante me latt" et vg, coram me e, in 

conspectu meo ad 
xxi. 36. eumpooOev Tov viov Tov arvou ante fil. hom. la¢é" vg, in con- 

spectu fili hom. d f 

Jo. x. 4. eumpoobev avtwr ropeverat ante eas vadit latt! et vg, coram eas 
vadit 8, praecedit eas r 

xii. 387. eumpocbev avtwy coram eis att" et vg, in conspectu 

eorum d f (7) 
Lukei. 6. evavtioy (vel evwmtov) ante latt! et vg, ante faciem e, in 

conspectu d f Hier 
xxiv. 19. evavrtov (evwrtov D) coram latt" etvg,inconspectucde Aug 

Act vii.10. evavtior (vel evaytt) in conspectu latt!' et vg, ante gig, 
coram d 

vill. 82. evavtiov coram latt" et vg, ante Iren 1/2 Tert, 

in conspectu Iren 1/2 
Lukei. 15. evwmtov coram latt" ef vg, in conspectu a d Iren 

17. everreor ante Jatt" et vg, in conspectu, a d 
Iren Ambr, coram Tert 

19. evwreov ante att" et vg, in conspectu ad f, 
om ff. 

This will be sufficient without going further to show what I mean. 
But I do not know whether I have made the matter clear. The point is 
that an original Latin coram in Mark ii. 12 may have given rise to the 

two Greek readings, while coram is constant among the Latins. But in 

the other Gospels and Acts the Greek rarely varies whereas two or three 
varieties are to be observed among the Latins throughout. 

Note also: 
Mark xii. 41. azevarte BUY 33 Paris’ Sod*"* xatevavteXD unc! et W2P 

: (catevwtriov 13-346-556.) 

and ver. 36. vrroxatw (pro urorosior) BDF T4WY 28 Sod" sah boh syr sin 

urrotroé.oy N rell et itet d et rell verss et LXX. 

This is quite an important place. For B makes several other 

changes in this verse. It omits ev before tw mvevpate, omits o before 
xuptos, and substitutes alone xa@ccov for xaov. Hort makes a positive 
caricature of the LXX quotation, following B even to the placing of B’s 

unique xaQ:coy in his margin. 
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vroxatw bere is read in Matt., but vromodiov by Luke and the LXX 

and by all Latins in Mark. 
Mark . 

xv. 46. pynuate (pro pynpew) NB, contra rell omn et WEY minn. 

(xvi. 2. prnpa (pro prnpeor) NC (W 2!) Hes", contra rell omn, 
; cfy.3) 

Omission from Homoiotelenton. 

Mark 
xv. 10 fin. —o1 apytepees BA [non fam] 115 349 Paris” [non 892] 

Sod?°3 3371225 Fyst 13 47 syr sin boh [non sah]. 

This is clearly an error from the repetition of the words at the 

beginning of the next verse. We have a nice check here of sah against 

boh, pesh against sin [hiat cu] and W (besides all the other uncials) 

against B. WY is so extremely friendly to B otherwise (and in this 

neighbourhood) that to me its witness is conclusive for the words, 

although they are put into square brackets by V-H. But this may be 

due to the omission in Matt. xxvii. 18. 
Mark 

viii. 17. —ere by no less than NBCD"LN WAS Sod" fam 1 28 33 124 

[non rel fam 13] 225 245 2°° [non 604] Paris"? 892" a sah boh arm aeth 

[non syr sin pesh diatess non rell latt] 

This occurs from CYNIETEETINENWPWMENHN and I claim that the 

omission is an error on the part of all these authorities, including B, for d 

goes against D, 5 goes against A, and syr sin with the other Latins 

witnesses against the Coptic. 
The opposite side of the picture is seen immediately after at 

Mark 

viii. 19, where 28 with fam 13 99 Sod? and bc d ff i k-add ovs after 

aprous (APTOYC OYG EKAACA) against all the Greek uncials [except D 

“rous” borrowing from Latin]. These errors control themselves when we 

balance the evidence properly. 
Cf viii. 14 +quem post panem Jatt, but no Greeks which we know have 

APTONON, 
xii. 36. —ev (post evrev) B*! cum 273 et Sod’ (teste Sod contra ed. 

Beermann & Gregory). 

GRAMMATICAL CHANGES. 

Change of Voice. 

There is nothing surprising in attributing the changes of voice to 

Alexandrian revision. Observe how the ms W acts at times, ¢g. in the 

matter of the sons of Zebedee at Mark x. 35 where we are to read 

a:tnowpeda instead of airyowper B ete. (artngoper NX [NX omits clause] 

A, or epotnowper D 1, 2"), or at vi. 20 properto W instead of the ropes 

of NBL (and ezrocet D rell). In these places W stands quite alone. 

vi. 27. eveyxar NBCAS 892 copt (active) for evexOnrar (passive) of 

DW and L and all the rest and Latt adferri (b auferri). 
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As bearing on this matter of voices, perhaps it has something to do 
with retranslation. Observe that at Mark xiv. 14 for ddyw, DW 1-209 

fam 13 have gayouas and G 28 118 346 ddyopuas. 

In St. Luke (xxii. 11) all have ¢ayw without change. 
In St. Matthew xxvi. 18 the expression is wow (roujcw D d gq 

Orig’. Cf. sah. It is impossible to divorce D from a coptic background). 

Change of Mood. 
Mark 

iv. 29. mapado (pro mapasw) N*BDA Sod 28 2°¢ [non W] 
(observe variations in bok Mss here) 

xiv. 10. wapad0ur (pro trapaSw) BC*?W 28 (D zpodor) 
(observe variations in sak Mss here) 

11. wapaéor ( pro tapadsw) BDW 
In these passages in ch. iv. and xiv. the sense is different, so 

that the change is purely that of the grammarian. 

In the first case in ch. iv. it is oray 8¢ mapadoe o Kaptos, 
in the second and third in ch. xiv. wa avrov wapabdo. avtots (of 

Judas), and avtov evxatpws mapador. 
vill. 37. S0¢ (prodwoce) S&*Band W-H tzt while NL and Sod tzt 

write 8w. 
The sentence is (7) te yap Soe (or Sw or Sot) avos avtad- 

Aaya THs YuynNs auToU; 

The Latins support woe with dabit. The sah and boh are 
equally emphatic with a future indicative. 

Itremains for NL Sod to give the subj.andN*B W-H theopta- 
tive against Origen. Whoisrevising here? [See forachange 
in the context under ‘‘ Infinitive for the cay construction.’’] 

ix. 80. yvoe (pro yvw) by NBDLC (cf sah) apparently nc cursives, not 
even 892 Paris” nor 28 (me teste) nor 2°*, which have 

mapadot above at iv. 29. Surely this would not have been 
changed to yo, if yvoe were original. W _ does not join here 
but does at xiv. 10,11. Lake prints yo for V. 

v. 43. yvou for yo by ABDLW Paris” [not 28 or others]. Westcott 
and Hort (ii. 168) treat this termination o: for # as conjunctive 
not optative, but see Moulton’s Winer, edition 1882, p. 360, 
note 2. And consult further: Luke i. 62 @edor, Mark xi. 14 
dayor, Act xxv. 16 eyor. .rAaBor, Act ii. 12 Oedoe (NE rell ; Bere 

ABCD), xvii. 18 Oedor (all except D* Oedn, four cursives Gere). 

Also: Act xxii. 24 exeyyw by all. And finally: 1 Thess v. 15 
arrosot X*D" (D* etiam arodoun) FG 
aTrodw NABD'EKLP al. et Patres 

Also note Luke i. 4 of Theophilus «va emryvos by &* alone. 
See Sir John Hawkins (‘Horae Syn.’ p. 53)...‘ It is well 
known that the optative was obsolescent in the ordinary Greek 
of N.T. times.” Therefcre is it not “revived” by B? Note 
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also Luke xix. 15. you (pro yuo) NRBDL 33 (against Origen). 
It should be observed that in this same verse NBDL 1-131 25 

157 employ SeSexee for edwxe and Origen ededwxet, as if gram- 

matical consideration had obtained here.f This is further 
emphasised by a complete change from tts te Stempaypatevoato 

to te Sterpaypatevoayto by NB(D)L(R)3 157 d e copt acth 
mn (syr) in the same verse. f 

(ix. 22. e te dyn }=NBDILAWY Sod fam 1 273 [non 28 hoc loco. 
Errat Tisch] pro ev te Syvacae rell omn. 

23. to Syn ~=©90 N* BD(— to D Sod*)NAW (rovro pro to ut copt) 

= Sod? fam 1 28(— ro 28) 892 pro ro et Suvacat rell omn ct V 
[om ro KUTI®] ) 

But this dvvy may be merely a change of ‘‘form”’ of the indicative, 

and not the subjunctive. 

Anyway W shows consideration by having dvvy ver 22 with the 
minority, but not in verse 23,t while Paris” retains dvyacaz in both places 

and is unfaithful here to NB. Fam 13 also holds dvvaca: in both places. 
We cannot judge of singular places like this without a correct 

tabulation. For instance Tischendorf makes no cross-reference here to 
Mark i. 40, but if we turn back there we find B indulging in Suvy for 
dvvacav at that place and quite alone! Comment is unnecessary. With B it 
is simply a preference. 

Change of Tense. 

i. 82. educev (pro ebv) BD 28 Sod®™# [non Sod] W-H. 1st 
aorist for 2nd aor. 

ii, 5. aguevtas (pro agewvtar) B 28 33 2°* [non 604 Paris®’ | zt?! syr 
goth sah boh against the rest and W2® rell and b } q. 

9. agievtrae =NB 28 2°° bok (remittuntur ace fg. fF q) against 
adewvtae of the rest and b (remissa sunt). Cf sah ‘‘ Thy sins 
will be forgiven thee,” showing Egyptian consideration of this 
passage. JV-H and Soden follow NB. 

22. pnfet (pro pyoce) See under ‘ Latin and Coptic.” 

iv. 1. cvvayetae (pro cvrnyOn) NBCLA fam 13 28 604 892 Sod'™ 
(fam 1 ovvepyerat) against cuvny9y of the mass (and curnyOncay 

A etc.) and the versions. JV-H and Soden print cvvayerat. 
vi. 22. npecev (pro cat apecaons) NBC*L(A) 33 ¢ ff, copt. This 

~ should probably come under ‘‘ Coptic.” It is rejected by Soden™. 

viii. 25. eve@rerrev (pro eveBreWer) NBL 28 273 (WA fam 18 244 440 
syrry, 

Here we get an expressive imperfect (Alexandrian ? Note X* 
was corrected to it) and very unlikely to be dropped by the 
mass if it stood originally in the text. Soden accepts it. 

t So Soden'*t; while neglecting yvo and all previous optatives. Is it consistent? 
¢ Thus reversing the attitude of 28, which latter would seem the more correct. 
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Change of Tense in participles. 

Mark 

iv. 18. axovoavtes (pro axovoytes) NBCDLA Sod 1 10 fam 13 28 
71 240 244 892 2”° Laurad! [non Paris’) Sod! 9% syyach pesh 
copt, against rest and Latin arm and aeth. As regards 

possible Egyptian influence there is very little difference in the 
writing of the two forms. Soden accepts axovaavtes. 

[x..17. yoruTetov  D 28 fam 13, geniculans latt (praeter a = genibus 
prostratus) 

youurretnaas Rell ct W (et W-H Sod).] 

Thus W* at ix. 8 meptSreropuevor (circumspicientes latt” for 
mreptBreyrapevoe rell and circumspexerunt k). 

Imperative. 

Markii. 9. eyepov BL Sod’ 28 372, eyepe ND plur and W (eyetpa al.) 

(In. ii. 11. eyepe NBW Sod plur, eyetpar some, and eyerpov K) 
(Consult also: vi. 22. aitncov B plur, but aitnoae & 2°* Evst 54 and 

aitnoe NX, ernoar W). 

xii. 36. xa@icov (pro xaOov) B alone. In this connection observe 
the other changes in this verse by B, not only slavishly 
followed by Hort against the usual LXX text, but xcaficov 
placed in Hort’s margin. 

Infinitive for the eav construction. 

Vill. 36. ‘Te yap whernoer (wperet) avOpwrov cav KepSnan (xepdnoet) 
Tov Koopov odov Kat EnprwOn Thy Yuyny avtov,” 

Here Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort and the Eng. Revision substitute 
the infinitive xepdyoaet (with NB 892, L xepSyoas) for cav xepd., and 
EnprwOnvar (with NBL 892) for SypiwAn. Soden refuses this change. 

Winer is silent. I ask can it be possible that NBL (against DW, the 
rest of the uncials and all the minuscules, against the Coptic and the 
Syriac, against the Gothic and all Latins) are really here the purveyors of 
a ‘pre-syrian”’ text? Or is it not an Alexandrian Greek preference and 

not even ‘ neutral ’’? 
Note that it is immediately following this (Mark viii. 37) that 8*B 

alone use So: for Swcet (NL 5a). [See above under “‘ Optative.’’] 
Note that the new witness W, in close agreement with B on both 

sides of this passage, yet knows nothing of these infinitives. 
As a matter of fact N goes quite wrong here for he has already 

substituted avOpwros (for avOpwirov) previously with coptic, making it the 
subject of wpeder and not dependent on it. Thus: 7e yap wperet avOpwriros 

B IN ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 95 

xepdnoat is clearly not good. te yap where avOpwrov xepdnoat of BL will 
stand, but since coptic says 1 yap avOpwros whedrnoet it follows with the 
eay construction. 

Let us examine further now Grammatical forms: Change of case. 

Genitive Absolute for Dative. 

Mark v. 2. e£eA@ovtos avtou (pro efe\Movts avtw of the mass) NBCLA 

Sod some twenty cursives of the same type and 892 Paris’. 
This seems to aim at improvement, but D is absent writing 
e€eXOovtwv autor with cde ff and W". Soden follows SBCLA. 

That B had considered this matter is seen elsewhere, for at vi. 54 B 
alone cancels avtwy in cat e€eXOovtwy avtwy (not approved by Hort). 

Genitive Absolute for Accus. Abs. 

Mark ix. 28. etceXOovtos avrov (pro eceNOovta avrov) with RBCDLAWY 
Sod fam 1 fam 18 28 2°* 604 892 [non 33 Paris’’] W-H & Sod 
(i¢ vg cum intrass et) 

Here again this seems grammatical preference, and very questionable 
at that, seeing that it is a question of motion :{ «ac evceAOovta avrov ets 
otxov ot padntat autou Katidiay ernpwTaV avTor. 

These cases in Mark must however be treated differently from those 

in the other Gospels. If it be a case of translation from Latin, it would 
not be ‘‘ Egypt” or “‘ Antioch ” preferring genitive or accusative absolute, 
and changing an existing foundation Greek text, as much as two separate 
lines of translation appearing. (See remarks under this head in 
St. Luke.) 

Change of Case. 

Mark vi. 3. ewontos (pro won) BDLA Sod fam 13 33 2” 604 Paris” 
ad boh W-H & Sod [non sah]. 

The sentence runs ovy ouros eotiy o TexTwY Oo vLOS (OF O TOV TEKTOVOS 
vios) [rns] paptas xat abeAdos taxwBov Kat twantos Kat tovda Kat atpwvos ; 

This has a double significance. If it is a genitive for the apparent 
indeclinable twon (or twond, as 8 121, many latins, vg and aeth have it) it 
is a grammatical improvement to agree with caxwBou and cipwros, but 
while sah has seit 1wcn, bok writes mear twcntoc “with (and) 
Tosetos,” as if bok had copied a text similar to that of BDLA, or they in 

turn had wandered to the bol and thought it a good idea seeing twcn'Toc 
to decline twon and make a genitive of it. AnyhowI do not believe 
twontos to be “neutral,” but to stand at the opposite pole. N&, very 

¢ But St. Luke adopts the gen. abs. for this at ii. 42 cae ore eyévero erwy 3wdexa 
avaBatvovrar avrwy xara ro eos THs EopTys. 
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useful as a control in this and many places, disagrees as above, while 
892 writes cwon. 

Change of Number. 

Mark i. 36. careSiwfev (pro wkateSiwEav) NBMU Sod 28 273 2"° 604 
alt gp l7y vg and 8, a8 to “avrov Siuwv wat os per’ avtov." 

To this W does not agree but, with [@D and all the rest of 
the uncials and Paris” syr, gives us xateSiwEav, as also all - 
other Old Latins and rg@", These are not really vulgates, 
but Old Latin in Mark as well as in Matthew. ; 

St. Jerome followed the NB reading, no doubt for the same 
preference. Soden retains catediwkav. 

iv. Lfin. ynoav (pro nv) NBCLAF 7!° 7 892 Sod” d [contra & erat 

et D® yw]. This not only seems a pure “TNegyptian” prefer- 
ence after zas o oxos, but is opposed by all other Greeks and 
W and all the Latins but d, which is here aberrant since 
the other Latin company deserts it exceptionally in this place. 
Soden reverses his position and adopts yaav. 

v. 13. evonAOev (pro evrndOov) of ta mvevpata ta axabapra B against 
the rest, and exceptional on the part of B. (W is emphatic 
against B with the contemporary form e:ndOav.) 

Particular use : 

Mark xiii. 8. ernpwra (pro ernpwtov) NBLW 4 13-69-346-556 [n0n 124] 28 
33 49 229 348 892 Paris” Sod"? !?°° (ernpwrncev™!) (boh®"! sah) 

This makes Peter the spokesman, and looks very like revision [see 
above on i. 36]. The sentence is: «at xaOnuevov avtov ets To opos Tw 
€AXaiwy KaTevavTL Tov LEepov ernpwrav (ernpwra NBLW) avtov xatidiav 
TETPOS KAL taxwBos Kat LMAVVNS Kat avdpeas €LTTE NULL... 

The Latins and syr arm aeth all oppose NBLW, the Coptic mss 

are divided and this small Greek group seems to be forcing the matter 
on Peter, because in the parallels there is absolutely no trace of this. 
Matt. xxiv. 3 is xa@nwevou Se avtov emt Tov opovs Twy edatwy TpoondOov 

avTw of pa@ytat Kxatidiay NEyovTEs eve nuw...and Luke xxi. 7 
emnpwtnaay de avtoy AeyovTes SidacKxade ToTe ovy TauvTa eotal... 

Soden follows Hort however and accepts exnpwra here in Mark. 

Plural for Singular. 

Mark iii. 35. ta @eXnpata 3B quite alone (and IV-H img) for to OeAnpa 
of apparently ail others. Can it be supposed for a moment 
that B represents the foundation text here against all else ? 
“ra Oednpata tov Oeov" grates very harshly on the ear. 
(Here again in a graeco-sah the change of the letter m to n 

f 15 40 53 236 237 252 259 273 433 Evst 53 259, 
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makes the difference of the plural without change of the 
noun’s termination). Sod cannot find a single witness for B. 

Sat Matt. vii. 21 has the plural alone against B and the rest. 
In the whole range of N.T. writings to Oednpya is essentially 

Matthaean Marcan Lucan Pauline Petrine and Johannine as well as 
being the expression of our Lord. The singular occurs 58 times. Only 
once a plural form (Acts xiii. 22, being an O.T. quotation of David). 
Mark vii. 28. e@tovow (pro eae) following xuvapia. So NBDLWA 

Sod” and some cursives and 892 Paris” against the rest. 
(At another place like Mark xiv. 27 following mpof8ara the uncials 

are more evenly divided, but the same group as above less W and 

+ACFGKN adopt the plural.) 
Mark ix. 15. doves (pro dur) aes co 1828 33892 

eFeOapBnOnoay (pro e€ePapBnOy)$ Paris" Sod" syr gothabed fit 
following mas 6 6yXos. 

The question is Who made the change? Soden follows Hort. 

Plural for Singular. [Not grammatical in the previous sense. ] 

Mark viii. 22. epyovtae (pro epyerar) N°BCDLWA Sod” a few cursives 
copt aeth arm goth it vg, changing the sense against N* 
the rest of Greeks and syrr diatess. 

The sentence is: 
Kat epxetat (or epxovtat) es BnOcadav Kat depovew avTw 
TupAov Kat Tapaxadouy avtTov... 

Does it not seem that the “neutral” text (as opposed by N* and 
syrr) is in danger of being accused of harmonising epyovrar with depovew, 
for which there can be no adequate reason. 

Why should the Syrr oppose the Latins here? There is a curious 
method in these things. Soden adopts epyovrat. 

Again 

Ee Tee eres De Tat i NBLWAY 892 k arm. Soden rejects this. 
etdov yy lev 

33. AOov (pro mOev) NB(D)W41 etc 2" Sod** it syr pesh diatess 

sah (not syr sin boh which go with the large majority) 
Here Gov is the harder reading, for the sentence is: 

xat ndrOov ets Kahapvaovp Kat EV TN OLKLA YEVOMEVOS ETNPwWTA 

avuTous. 

Possibly here NBDW are right (but Soden rejects). They have the 
support of Jat and syr vg diatess sah, so that syr sin and boh may be 
wrong here. 

In Evan 28 the text is n\6ev, but in the margin the chapter inserter 
has written tw xatpw exeww nrOev o toovs Kat ot paOntat avtov 
€ts KAT Epvaoup, 

Therefore the Church lesson may on the other hand have given rise 
to Gor. 

it 
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Change of Gender. 

Mark x. 80. Zeonv awwrie (pro bony atwyor) Br" 
This is not exactly a change of gender, but merely the emphatic 

form of the feminine. I have been curious enough to go through 
every other passage where atwros is involved. The result is that 

in the Gospels nowhere else does B change atwyiov to auwav, not 
even with xodaow at Matt. xxv. 46, nor does B modify “tas atwyious 

oxnvas" at Luke xvi. 9. In the rest of the New Testament, of the 

many places involving tony amor, B changes to away only at 

Acts xii. 48 and at 1 Jo. ii, 25 tyv Conv thy acwrav [not at 1 Jo. i. 2, 

iii. 15, v. 11, 13]. 
For the rest, at 2 Thess. ii. 16 wapaxAnow atwyay is read by all 

except FG atwvov. : 
At2Pet.i.11 C* 42 read es tyv awav Bacidecar, but B and the 

rest avwrior. 
At 2 Cor. v. 1 all hold atwmov although following two feminine 

nouns: otKxodopny . « -OlKLAV axEelpotrolnTov ALW@VLOV. 

So that there is no rule guiding B or the others, only an occasional 

preference. 

At Hebrews ix. 12 atwvav dXuTpwaw seems to be read by all, but 

awoviov is not modified elsewhere in Hebrews, while at 1 Peter v. 10 

ews THY atwrioy avtov So£€ay is read by all and not away as we might 

expect of B. 

Mk. xiv.3. Common text and GMW® min to adaBaotpov (in sec loco) ; 

N*ADEFHKSUVW'XY“PASID) tov adaf. but BLY'CAY 

Paris” tv adraf. 

The Greeks made alabaster masc. or fem. (Liddell and 

Scott), Herodotus using the masc. and Plato the fem. article. 

Perhaps there was a difference in the use to which the 

word was put. In the parallels and above in this verse 

no article is used. It certainly looks as if B and com- 

panions had wished to show their grammatical instinct and 

had made a change here, for % has tov, and only N° brings 

his text into conformity with B. As to W, it with ® (and 

GM reported by Tisch.) has to. W does not even agree with 

28, the latter having Tov. 

Change of Order. 

As to Order consult 

Matt. v. 4/5, where for paxapiot o¢ mpaeis, to come before paxapiot ot 

revOourres, D 33.a¢ fi Qizh klovg syr cu witness with Clem 

Origen (specifically, see Treg ‘ Printed Text,’ p. 187) Nyss Bas 
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Hil and the Eusebian canons, while 8B and the rest, with 

b fq syr sin pesh copt arm aeth and Tert, followed by I-H, 
put vrevOourres first. [Sod errs as to A and 604.] 

The question is whether this is scientific. If W-1 want Origen’s 
text, he ig a witness here against them and supported by the section 

authority of Eus Am. This passage was omitted from consideration in 
its proper place. Now as to St. Mark observe: 

Mark ii. 10. agvevat apaptias ere ts yns BP Sod 142157273 al’ acth W-H 
against ad. ewe THs YS ap. A etc. (et Sod txt) 

emt THS YynS ah. ap. XD mult et verss 

and —eme THS YyNS Wobq 
Probably B omitted and found em ts yys in his margin, adding 

afterwards. At any rate W points this way, as that Greek Ms now 
comes to join the Latin b-g for omission of ems ts yns. 

An exceedingly useful commentary on this supposition is offered in 
the very next verse but one. Instead of «ae nyepOn evlews nar apas Tov xpaf. 

of most Mss and versions, NBC*L 33 and four boh mss (arm?) say Kat 

nyepOn kat evOus apas Tov xpa. which is not the same thing at all. Now 
evOus is omitted outright by b c e ff q, and the new Greek us W not only 
comes to join them but gives the Greek in the Latin form of 0 q as ille 
autem surgens tulit by writing: o Se eyepOets kat apas... Probably again 
here NB took evus from the margin of their exemplar and slipped it in 
the wrong place. JV-H and Soden follow SBCL. 
Mark v. 25. Swdexa etn (pro etn Swiexa) NBCLAW fam 1 [non 118] 28 

fam 13 Paris® 892 al. perpauc and Coptic W-H «¢ Sod txt, 
not syr nor lat. 

This needs no comment. 

vi. 2. >didacxew ev Ty cvvaywyn NBCDLA Sod al? 33 892 7P° 
Paris” df fa (r) sah boh aeth syr arm. Contra rell omn et W 
et latt et goth. 

I am convinced that the change of order is an improvement and 
wrong, although D d/ ff, join 8B here for it. The other Latins (which 
from v. 40 to v. 43 hung absolutely together) oppose and have the 
support of W plus eleven uncials and =P and 1 13 28 2" G04. Besides 
goth opposes and neutralises f here,as W e neutralise Dd. It is doubtless 
the Egyptian order to which D d have been accommodated in this place. 
Sod rejects, and most unscientifically, having followed the group at v. 25. 
Mk. vi. 26. > aernoat avtqnv NBCLNA® Sod” 179 Sod™! 1 892 against 

DW and all the rest and the Latin order avrny afernoas (om 
autnv 69 265 Sod“ ¢ syr sin) Sod again stultifies his method 
by following NB etc. 

49. >eme ts Oar. wepimatourra =NBLA Sod*°* 33 892 Paris” 
c®T syr sin (cf Matt. xiv. 26) W-H «& Sod against DW and all 
the rest and against the order of the versions, including Coptic. 

It might be thought that NBLA were original and “ neutral’ here 
(obs. syr sin), but why should all the rest change? Further, observe that 

H 2 
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immediately following, the same group NBLA 33 892 Paris” (without 2° 
604 al.) change davtacpa ewat to ott havtacpa eotw with copt t (cf syr). 

Both changes cannot be right. The latter (if not the former) seems 

a clear theft from Matthew. It is rejected by Soden. 

Mk. vii. 5. > ov reperarovew ot palntar cov NBLA 33 179 892 Paris” 

Sod™6 Evst 49 boh aeth, against sah all the other Greeks and 
DW and latt syr arm goth. There can be no question here but 
that the same vicious little group is wrong, yet Soden follows. 
Not only does sah oppose, but all the Latins and DW and the 

other important minuscules. Tisch merely quotes “ copt"’ 

for the change. We know now that it is boh and not sah. 
27. >To Kvvapiows Barewv NB Sod fam 1 28 [non W] 892 

Sod'© 25" Hust 49 150 q against > Bar. rors uv. everything else 
and D and W and all Jatt (but gq) and copt syr. Even Paris” 

opposes NB here. It is nothing but an ‘improvement’ on 
their part yet Soden follows ! 

Here there is not agreement with Coptic or Latin order (except q) 
so that there must be another reason for it. The fact that the Latins 
and copts put the Badrev ahead of tos xvvaprers does not lerid colour to a 
“neutral” order bere. It would seem like an Alexandrian preference 

and rounds out the sentence better. Besides when W and 28 oppose 
each other it is always wise to go carefully. Here the younger codex 

goes with NB against the one which is a contemporary of NB. 
vil. 29. >ex tTys Ouyatpos cou To Saipomov NBLA Sod®° 892 Laura* ! 

Sod? boh et W-H Sod txt (contra sah et rell omn et DW verss). 
ix. 1. A small matter. Practically all Greek authorities write: 

ott toe Tes Twv wde egtnKOoTwY While B(D*) says ote e:ot 
Twes wde Twv eatynKoTw», refusing to separate the article 

from eotnxotwyv. JV-H follow this without marginal comment, 
so that it evidently commended itself strongly to them. So 

do Tisch Treg (cf. latt) not Soden. But why should all other 
Greeks oppose B if B be right here? Is it not more like 

the grammatical preference of a purist ? 

xii. 19. See under ‘‘ Coptic.” 
Kili. 10. > rpwrov Set (pro Se mpwrov) NBD#W 28 299892 Laura‘! 

Sod” Evst 53 al. pauc.anlvg W-H & Sod tet. 
and mpwrov de de W Sod" 108 115 124 [non 

157 errat Birch] 2" al. pauc. ¢ d f2 got (h) r sah. 

This is bound up with a matter of punctuation as to whether the 
first part of verse 10 belongs to verse 9. It has led to sah and syr pesh 

[not sin| transferring es wavta ta eOvn to the end of verse 10, and to 

w very curious conflation in D d ff2 g2, where holding «at es mavta eOvn 

at the beginning they add ev act rors eOveow at the end. 
That a do not do this proves once more that this happened in 1) d 

t Which Tisch omits. 
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after the old base (which a n used) had been modified. Observe W here 

has a space before tpwrov S¢ Sec (W alone now comes to join a very small 

proup) definitely reporting back xa: es mavta ta eOv7 to verse 9. As 28 

only has mpwrov de with NBDY it looks as if the 28 base were older 

than W and that the parent of W had insevted Se in order to make this 

matter of punctuation secure, after the NBD type had changed dec rpwrov 

to mpwrov Set. 

Birch has erred a3 to 157 reading mpwrov Se Sex. Correct Tischendorf 

and Horner. 157 reads Sec pwrov. 

N* really reads mpwroy (or mpwros) Xaov Sec which Tisch does not 

refer to in his edition of the N.T. [Paris®’ has Se zpwrov- | 

xiv. 64. avtov evoyov evar (pro avtov etvat evoxov) NBCLAY 33 892 

Paris”? Sod'™* et Sod“' 1 q. This seems to be in the nature of 

improvement. D d ff omit evar; Laura4™ places it last. 

W goes with the majority of Greeks and Latins for 

etal evoxov. 

65. This is followed by > avrov to tpocwroy NBCLUAY 33 

108 127 892 Paris” Sod'"® et Sod™ bringing the possessive first 
as Coptic. The usual conspirators remain well together here, 

only joined by U 108 127; W and the rest are against it. 

Observe 108 127 do the same at xiv. 40. 

67. See under “ Differences between % and B"’ no less than seven 

differing orders. Of these BCLY Sod%** 892 alone cling 
together for pera Tov vat. na 0a Tov noov, which, instead of being 

neutral and basic (as Hort & Soden would have us believe by 

using this order in their texts without marginal comment), is 

opposed by all others, thus: 33 remaining alone with sah boh, 

& alone with both syriacs, W with fam 1, 2" and 604, while 
the large groups are represented by DA and all Latins, and 

AN wnc!? on the other hand. But in this division none place . 
rou enoov last! Eusebius is extant and he goes with Paris” 
and DA latt practically, although having ys with W fam 

1 2° G04. It must be an “ improvement’”’ by BCL'Y 892. 

” 

Historic Present. 

See lists in Hawkins, ‘ Horae Syn.’ p. 144/149. There is a difficult 
place in 
Mark xi. 7 where N*CW Sod fam 1 including 91-299 fam 13 28 Sod" 

substitute ayovow for the nyayov of most (= Matt. Luke), 
while BN*LA 892 LauraA!* Orig., holding the present, 
substitute depovaw as W-H Sod trt. [D = ryayor.] 

These groups come together in the same verse (+D) for ez-' 
Bardovew instead of ereBarov. 

Are these authorities forcing an historic present on Mark, or do they 

represent the real ‘‘ neutral” text here? The only commentary offered 
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is at the close of the verse, where xaGcter is substituted for exaicev 
but only by Ds" (d@ sedebat) W Jam 1 28 91 241 2" (Cronin) 604. 

Here W 28 conspire to indicate a completer revision, while D 
remains composite: nyayov.. .ertBadrXovew.. Kadrber. 

At the close of the verse NBCDLA Sod” min? W-H Sod substitute 
ex avtov for em avtw of all the rest (including W and 28). While in the 
next verse WD 28 and two of the cursives (2'* 604) which wrote er’ aurov 
conspire to substitute with the Latins eotpwrvuoy for ertpwcay. In this 
verse 8 NBLA 892 7 W-H Sod txt write coyavres for exowtov. There are 
other clear indications of revision hereabouts. By whom is the question. 

The apparent Alexandrine preference for the imperfect over the aorist, 
a kind of historic present or imperfect,t is seen in some other places as 
Mark ix. 38, exodAvopev (for exorvoapev) by NBD*LA Sod fam 1 W-H 

Sod, and it is noteworthy because repeated in Luke ix. 49 by 
NXBLE 157 Paris” a b ¢ 1 W-H Sod against the mass in both 
places. 

See also 
Mk. viii. 25. eve@derev for eveBrevev NBL 28 273 (WA fam 13 244 440 

: syr) W-H Sod. 
That the historic present was revived can be seen in other Mssas C* alone 

at Luke x.30 xata@awee for xateBawev. Cf. Orig 2/3 Matt. xiv. 19 xerever. 
B is absolutely alone at Mark i. 18 using nxoAovOow for nxodovOncav 

against all Greeks and versions. 
Mawk ii. 8. deyer (pro ever) NBLW 33 892 [ron min al. magni moment? 

ef g.vg W-H & Sod tet. 
16. pr loco ort ec Oe (pro ott noOvev NDL Sod") B33. 2" Paris’ b d 

[sed D* nobtev] ff r syr boh arm aeth W-H (avtov ecOovra 
A plur af q goth). We sec loco (pr. om) eoOter et manducat. 

iil. 8, over (pro eroet) BL only W-H txt [non Sod] against ND and 
all the rest + W2‘P and cursives. Only sah and boh® support BL. 

iv. 1. cuvayeras NBCLA® fam 13 28 604 892 Sod'™' et trt, (fam 1 
see below), against cvyny8n DW une? and &® all Latin and 

6 and versions, and ournyOnoav A 2" al. pauc. and some 

verss, as Matt, while the 1 fam is hopelessly divided, 1-209 
reading ouvepyerat, 131 cuvepyovtas and 118 ovvny6n. 

vi. 1. epyetas (pro dOev) NBCLA 892 IV-H « Sod tzt, sed 

confuse Sod in notul. (a? venit, al. aliter: abiit ut D «camndOev 

sic) No minn except 892 join and this would seem a purely 

arbitrary change. Note that W elides exeOev nat qrOev and 
has only xat eEndrOev evs tv tatpida avtov. (Obs. epxerat i. 40, 
v. 22, vi. 48, x. 1, xiv. 17, 87, 41, 66 by all ex lat? vENIT.) 

The reading of the group NBCLA is absolutely opposed by 
Origen: ‘xat o wapKos Se dnow Kat nrOev es Tov...” 

t Observe W alone at i. 26 sven panes for dwmoa of NBL 33 Paris” Orig W-H Sod 

and xpagas of D and xpagay of the rest. 
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[A place of great conflict. I lay no emphasis upon it because tenses are 
all mixed up in this chapter : 

Mark vi. 16. edeyer NBCLA® 33 892 f boh | aitSdetbgi.ilgrrg 
evTrey AD* 33 unc! et W ac fa sah goth syr Sod) 

vii. 14. Aeyer B 59 only (against edeyer NDW rell omn et latt 

et evrev Sod?” 2° a n syr copt) 
viii. 6. mapayyedree NBD" L 892 1 vg® W-H Sod tzt (praecipit, non 

al. latt et d = praecepit et c ffz jussit) 
mapayyeicas = Sod**° Qh 
Tapnyyetne Rell et W et ewerake vid Orig (kat o Mapxos. 
ewetake gyow avtois wavtas avaxdivat: evOabe Se ov Kedevet 
adda TapayyedAr€l TH oXAW avakNOnva. Hine perperam (?) 

Trapayyedres NBD*"L. 
To these add perhaps of the man cured of the Legion of Devils: 
v.18. wa pet avtov nv (pro 7) B* As only. The copts stopped 

to consider this passage, for instead of esset of the Latins, 
they have “follow” or “remain with,” or “ go with” as aeth, 
but all in indirect discourse. 

vill. 36. wheres (pro wedncet) NBL and W:™ 892 an q Aug 
W-H Sod txt against all the rest (and against 33 Paris’ 
aopernOnoerat cf syr) and against sah boh Orig. Correct Tisch, 

for sah boh are clear. 
ix. 13. 7Oedov NBC*D® [contra d] LY 892 1-H Sod tzt, ef boh 

(k oportebat illum facere) 

nOednoav A une rell!? WE® minn et Paris” latt [Male Sod] 
et d voluerunt sah. 

x. 10. exnpwtwy NBLAYV Sod min paue et Paris? LauraA' 892 
W-H & Sod tzt 

emnpwtouy C ct 
emnpwtncav D rell omn ct W2® minn longe pl.latt copt syr goth. 

[In ver. 13 NBCLAY reverse thist and write the aorist against 
the imperfect, but in Mark these matters are very much involved. | 

xiv, 35. emerrev (pro evecev)  NBULWVT" (eremimtev) 892 [non Paris’’} 
boh W-H Sod, contra sah ct latt™., This is nothing but a crib 
from boh [not sah, observe] and notice the manner of boh in 
expressing it. (Cf. D Clem sol. avamimte pro avatece Luc xiv. 10) 

49. exparee B sic, sed expatette V*" (pro expatncate rell). Until 
Mr. Lake published the text of V, B stood alone; not even 892 
has exparte:te. 

x. 43. (pr loco) eatw (pro estat) NBC*DLA et WY Sod itt vg 
copt W-H Sod trt (contra reil). 

Observe in xii. 41 where 8 273 use Oewpe: (only c vidit) against efewpe 
Gr rell and latt boh ‘ aspicicbat’ or ‘ videbat,’ Origen once uses ewper and 
once efecpet. : 

t Soden amusingly abandons I!’-H and the group here, for he loves the imperfect. 
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And, as bearing on Alexandrian custom, exhibited elsewhere, observe 

the preference for the imperfect even over the present at 
Mark 

v1. 35. eXeyou NBLAF Sod 33 892 Paris boh W-H Sod (quite 
a characteristic group) against Aeyovow of nearly everything 

2 else and DW, while it!" say dicentes as sah. 

vil. 27. edkeyer NBA Sod"! 33 892 Paris” Loh W-H Sod (reve 

D* 604 a gq, Rell W et latt" et d sah eczev) 
x. 23. ereyev S*C Sod" (against Aeyee of B plur) 
And observe Clement when quoting x. 17 avoids both yovuterwv 

of D 28 fam 13 (geniculans late") and yovuternoas Gr" (genibus 
prostratus @, et cum prodisset genibus 4) and says éyovu7éret. 

But the treatment of this matter generally in St. Mark by the 

NB family is quite different from that exhibited in the other Gospels. 
Frequently they render an aorist for an imperfect. They were so bent 
on having their own way that I infer from this that if they were 

translating from Latin they often supposed the Latin imperfect would 
be better rendered by an aorist, but this subject is extremely com- 
plicated in Mark as in everything else in the Gospel. Take vi. 56 for 

instance. There are five imperfects in this verse ; ™ introibat, © ponebant, 

© deprecabantur,  tangebant, and © salvi fiebant. The first and third 

are agrecd to by all, but NBLA IV-H Sod and five lectionaries prefer 
etiecav to eteOovv, NBD* (against d latin tangebant) LA min’ a ff, and 

W-H prefer myavto to nrrorto, and while nearly all are agreed as to 
ecwtorto (S:ecwtovto N min aliq), 33 2" Paris” want ecwOycav with a, and 
A Stecw8 naar. 

More HaArmonistic. 
Omissions. 

ix. 88. — 09 ove axorovber nut (vel pe nuwy Dad ky) NBCLAV 
Sod 10 115 846 2? 892 Paris” Laura*!™ Sod" [non tre] 
Evst 44 f [non goth] boh syr pers aeth. The character of this 
group makes it probable that they all consulted Luke and 
found the clause absent and so excised it from Mark. Why 
should nearly all the rest of the Greeks be so pleonastic if not 
genuine: os ov axodovOer nuty Kat exwdvopev avTovy oTt ovK 

neorovbe. nuy? But DXW latt complicate matters with 

Soden by leaving out the ott ovx nxodovber nu at the end. 

x. 6. -0 Geos by only NBCLA Sod™ [non Sod] ¢ 8 sah boh. Not 
even W omits, and all others and syr, rell latt, aeth arm 

goth have it. The passage here must be influenced from Matt. 

xix. 4 where it is absent. 
19. Here again BKATIWY invite us to throw out St. Mark's 

Ln atootepnans witnessed to by all Latins, by syr pesh sah 
boh aeth, by 8 and D and most Greeks, as well as by CL and 

c k which were with B at x. 13 jin (see above), which seems 

to be simply because the words are absent in the parallel 
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accounts of St. Matthew and St. Luke. In A there is a big 

space showing the writer was aware of his strange recension. 

Syr sin and arm support B cc. and one lorn vg’. But the rest 

and the coptics are all against this excision nor do W-H Sod 

accept it. 

xiv, 68 fin. Kae (evOews) adrextop epornoev. This is omitted by NBL and 

W [non 28] ¥ 892 Paris” Evst 17 ¢ syr sin sah boh [non aeth] 

W-H [non Sod] but by these only, and no doubt because not 

found in Matthew and Luke. The whole chapter has been a 

tissue of harmonies (in which Origen and D have played a 

part) and I do not refer to many of them. The presence 

of W here, absent for the most part from the XB combinations 

in this chapter, is probably due to coptic influence, for both 

versions of the coptic omit here. But the Latins speak 

with no uncertain sound including 4, and with syr pesh and 

the rest of the Greeks including D and CA (otherwise 

generally with NBLY) oppose c, which here sbows its 

frequent critical Egyptian tendency. 

Observe B in the next verse omitting madw alone with 

M Paris” coptics and W. Practically all oppose, including 

the friendly 892 and NCLA and ¥, only varying the position. 

xv. 10. —o« apyiepers B 1 [non fam] Paris” [non 892] Sod? Evst 

13 17 boh [non sah] syr sin [non pesh] 

Cf. Matt xxvii. 18 where the words are absent, but we can 

give B the credit of omitting from homoioteleuton in Mark as 

the next words in xv. 11 are a repetition ‘‘ ot de apysepes.” If 

I concede this, I would like my critics to allow me to date boh 

here quite as early as B, and not relegate poor boh to the 

vir™ century. 
12, —Oerere (ante wogcw) NBCA ct WY 1 [non fam] 13-69 

[non 124-346] 33 291 892 Sod"? sah boh (ut Matt xxvii. 22) 

contra rell omn ct Paris” latt syr aeth arm. Soden accepts the 

omission. 

Again here the presence of W is accounted for from coptic 

sympathy. 

Additions. 

1. 34. +0 evar post ott nSercav avtov by BLWE 892 and CGM al. 

(rov xv) acth and boh (ex Luc iv. 41) but absolutely contra- 

dicted by ND and the rest and even Paris” [against 28 2"° 604 

ctc.] with syr goth pers and Vict*' diserte. Soden excludes. 

38. +addayou NBC*L 33 Paris” sah boh arm aeth, but against 

all others and W as well as 28 2" 604 and latt syr (ex Luc iv. 43 

“xat eTepats Todeoty evayy. pe Ser”...). Soden excludes. 

[This combination here of NBCL 33 Paris” against the rest 

is only one recension, for at the end of the same verse they 
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(vill, 21. voeste (pro curiere) 

i. 40, 

iii. 14. 

vi. 20. 
49. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

have e&AOov together against all the rest again, who have 
efermdvOa or ednrvéa.] 
txupte BCLWE Paris” al" copt arm aeth c e ff vg° (ex Luc 

v. 12 ct Matt viii. 2) Not received by Soden. 
tous Kat arroato\ous wvopacer NBC! Wa fam 13 28 238 
Sod™ [non Sod''] 8 only with boh sah aeth (ex Lue vi. 18). 
This is opposed by all the rest and D and latt arm and goth and 
sy. Hort unfortunately takes it into his text without marginal 
comment but I?-F and Soden cast it out as Tischendorf had done 
before them. W is errant here writing «at erouncev 1B waOntas 
va Wow (eT AUTOU OVS Kat aTroaTOAOUs wrouncer, for W adds 
paénras first and interposes wa wot per avtov before making 
the addition. D and the Latins control the situation. 
(= Luke ix. 7) qrropes for rover. See under “ Coptic.” 
ote Gavtacna cot (pro davtacua ewat) NBLA 83 892 

Paris” JV-H [non Sod] = Matt xiv. 26. 
Observe in the same verse the order emt TS Oaracons 

Tepiratovyta, of NBLA Sod 33 ext 892 Paris syr sin 
only, is the order of Matthew, accepted by IV-H and by Soden. 

Changes. 

x. 13 fin, avrois 

Be! (D) Vide sub “ Coptic.” 
I prefer not to regard this as harmonistic from Matt xvi. 11 

because of the presence of ovy in some copies and of Ge in 
sah, and because the sah word is almost voerte transliterated. ) 

ix. 14. eADortes.. .ecdov (pro edOwv...eSer) NBLUWAW 892 k sah arm 
Cf Matt. and Luke. See remarks elsewhere as to opposition to 
the rule of preferring the harder reading. Rejected by 
Soden. 

NBCLAW Paris” 892 ¢ k boh sah" 1/2. W-H 
Tos mpoopepovow practically all others and WE® minn omn 

vid and the other versions and all other Latins. 
This is simply accommodation by NB etc to the Matthaean 

and Lucan accounts and about as vicious a matter as we can 
find. There are only two sah codices here extant and they 
oppose each other. Westcott and Hort have the temerity to 
place avrovs in their text without a word in the margin. And 
—would it be believed ?—R-V ed. 1910 follows suit, with no 
footnote. It had corrected the harmonising blunder above of 
the same authorities, who wrote wa avtwy ayyrae instead cf 
va ayntat avtwy against Origen’s specific information, and yet 
here Souter’s edition perpetuates a fourth-century harmony, 
in very bad taste then as it is now. Soden avoids this, 
(Souter even restores eetipwv for eretiznoay of the same 
blundering authorities and IW-H.) 

Mark 

(xiv. 69.) 

xv. 46. 
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I suppose the Revisers thought ¢ /& strengthen the XB 
combination here for autos, but what of all the others? The 

Latin side is the important one and all but ¢ hk are with 
D d for tows zpocpepovow. How we can expect to proceed 
on any such unscientific lines I fail to sce. Souter’s text 

corrects two trumpery mistakes in this verse of the same 
Greek group, one of order and one of tense, and then leaves 

the worst one in the text and the editor gives no authorities 
below. We shall never advance at this rate., Did they not 
realize when they accused NB of bad faith in taking the 
Lucan order for wa avtwv ayyra: that NB were looking at the 

parallels, and hence the further blunder ? 
I hope to show clsewhere that the Latin of l d is the 

important thing in Mark. And here we throw away the 
testimony of DW and sixteen other uncials, practically all 
cursives, all Latins but c ’, the syriacs including sin, goth, 

arm, and aeth in favour of the usual coterie of blind guides. 

They are only one, an entity, and that a critical recension. 

Not the neutral text. 
I mercly make suggestions elsewhere, but I make free here 

to demand of the next revisers that tos rpoogepovary be restored 

to Mark x. 13. Even Soden’s text holds it. 
Finally here B alone adopts the e:rev of sah boh aeth for 
nptato Aeyew of absolutely everything else. All B’s friends 

desert him and leave him self-accusant of coptic conspiracy. 

This ec7ev in copt is the same here as at Matt. xxvi. 71 (where 
the Greek is Xeyes). Horner has spoiled my picture in sah by 
quoting B for np£aro Aeyesv in error. 
everAnoey Tn cuvdove Kat EOnxev (pro xateOnxer) avTov ev pynpatt. 

XBCDLW2IT" 2t° 692 Sod™* [non Paris”] IV-H_ prefer 
eOnxev to xateOnxev. cOnxev is found to be the expression in 
St. Matthew (xxvii. 60) and St. Luke (xxiii. 53) and this may 
be classed as harmonistic on the part of NBC*DL, but it is 
worse ; for why should they deny free speech to St. Mark 

when the very catacombs at Rome re-echo xateOnxev! For 
this expression is found on some early sepulchral tablets in 
the Christian catacombs, and doubtless St. Mark if writing 
in Greek wrote xateOnxev and not eOyxer. [A = xaOnnev; 

Soden and Tisch retain cateOyxev. | 

Improvement. 

i. 7. epyetas 0 txxvpotepos pov omicw (—pov seq) only B and 
Orig 1/2 against all others and against Origen close by 
‘distinctly ov ovicw pov. Hort places this second pov in 

square brackets, but it is quite against the weight of evidence. 
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i. 27. 

ij. 18. 

iii. 6. 

33. 

iv. 28. 

38. 

. odorrovery (pro odov srotety) 
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The only others to vary are } 1 q which elide the first ov, and 
Aj 273 6 ff, t which leave the first nou and elide omow pov. 
wate cuvtntew avtous (pro wate ovvt. mpos eautous rell) NB only 

W-H (cf. b e fq —avrovs) against Paris” and the rest. 
Sod has no new witness. W has «at cvvetntouy Tpos EavTous, 

of syr. 
A question of ‘‘pairs” as in Matthew, or rather of triplets. 
Sate ot pad. lwavvov cat os pad. tov hap. vnotevovew or Se coe 
(= pHafyTat) ov vnor. B elides the third zantac (fourth in the 
verse) with only two cursives (127 and 2!) and most mss of 
the bohairic; so [W-H]. Tisch does not record this for boh 
and Horner forgets to put it in his sah apparatus. 

BGH 1 372 892 Sod (Om W, 
habens tihdev pro tiAdovTEs). 

cupBovrov edidouv (pro cupB. eroovy vel erorncav) BL 
Jam 13 28 2" 604 boh'® Sod* et txt, against Paris’? and d 
eroovv with the mass, against emovouvto W Sod", against 
erornoav NCA Sod boh"" sah, and against D* and @ qoiourtes. 
—pov fin BD arm? W-H only [contra d rell omn et verss | 
This is another question of “ pairs” where we have so often 
found B guilty before. It is quite natural. The phrase is tus 
coTw 7 wyTNP wou Kat ot aderAgor prov, witnessed to by all other 
Greeks (but W, see below), all Latins and syr copt aeth. 
Ambrose 1/2 and Aug agree (libere) with BD*, and W goes 
further and elides pov after untnp retaining it after adedpot, 
thus giving the lie direct to BD*, although not as usual 
wholly supporting the Latins. Westcott and Hort adopt 
the omission of BD just because B and D™ happen to agree. 
It is wholly unscientific, because small d is supported by all 
others. Soden avoids this. 

ectrev (pro eta) bis BULA W-H. Ionic form. ®& has ectev 

sec. (but omits eta orayvy altogether). N° inserts eta orayuy 
but allows evrey 7A. following to stand. 
For “ «ae nv avtos emt ty mpupyn ere to Tpoaxepadatov 

xaGevdsov"” NABCDLAW fam 1 fam 13 17 28 53 61 77 116 
273 604 892 LauraA™ Sod™* Evst 48 222 semel it vg etc. 

would substitute ev for the first ems: “in puppi.” But can 
we conceive that a revision would put in this ers? Rather 
is it the hand of revision which removes this em: so as to 
have but one ez in the sentence, and substitutes ev for the 

first. This seems logical. I assume here a Greek original. If 
we assume a Latin original, then the matter simply is a question 

of two recensions or translations. Soden prints év as W-H. 

The sah here is a little picturesquely amplified, while boh 
expresses emt (or ev) T) mpuuvyn by one word Sida pos 

“behind,” “retro.” 
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ie See Wetstein ad loc. quoting Hom. Od. ‘‘...em’ txprogev 
yrahupns tva ynypetoy evdoe pups.” Cf Liddell and Scott 

under ixpia and Homer Od. iii. 353. 

v. 27. axoveaca ta Tept Tov ty «= N*BC*A Evst 33 IW-H [non Sod]. 
Either due toretranslation, improvement, or from AKOYCACANEPI. 

86. mapaxovcas (proaxovaas) S* &°> BLA et W 892" ? € (contra 
rell omn et latt rell omn copt syr). This must be a “‘nicety,” 

as rendered by e ‘‘ Ihs autem neglecrit sermonem,” referring to 
the previous verse where the messengers report that the daughter 

is dead and add ‘‘ Why dost thou trouble the Teacher?” 

Sod follows Hort and Tisch, but adds 2°* [contra Cronin]. 
All Latins oppose with D, but e joining W and XBLA 

shows the hand of revision. 
As Dr. Scrivener comments on this in his ‘ Plain Introduction’ I will 

add here the other two examples in St. Mark which he discusses : 
x. 16. xatevroyee NBCA Sod" 892, xatnudroyes LNY Paris ys" Px 

(pro evroyer (nudoyee TIP 28 al.) ADEHK*MSUVXII et W 
minn, evoynoey FGK? e& wt 28° Sod") I give the evidence 
in full. Scrivener did not know of NW2®W or Paris’’. 
(Latt = benedicebat). Soden prints xatevroyer. 

xii. 17. e€eOavpatov NBW b W-H Sod, eBavpatov D°LA Sod? ™ ? gre 
LauraA ™ 892 latt boh (eOavpatovto D*), eOavpacay ACNXIII 

al. unc? et WE® al. pl. k sah. I add here the evidence of 
WS® and ¥ unknown to Dr. Scrivener. 604 and Paris® read 
eOavpacay. 

Now hear Dr. Scrivener : 
“qapaxovoas, ‘overhearing,’ instead of axovoas, may be deemed 

probable on the evidence of N*BLA and the Latin e, which must have had 
the reading, though it mistranslated neglezit.” (A note to this observes 

that Lucian certainly gives the word this meaning.) ‘‘ We gladly credit 
the same group (NBCLA 473f Evst 150 259) with another rare compound 

xatevdoyes in x. 16 whose intensive force is very excellent. In xii. 17 

a similar compound efeOavyator is too feebly vouched for by XB alone.” 
Thus Dr. Scrivener. I cannot agree with him. This is very old- 

fashioned criticism and neglects the force of the grouping. As a matter 
of fact the last illustration is rather better attested than the others in 
a way, because an independent enters in, in the person of the Latin Ms b, 

which by adding vehementer to mirabantur, alone among Latins, provides 
the force of e€eOavpatov. The Latins also give us the imperfect. If I 
am correct as to b being the most important base key of the whole Old 
Latin in St. Mark, this is a most serious place, as showing (if b has not 
been revised here on an Old Greek like NB) that NBY got e€e@avyaloy when 
translating a Latin like b, or using a Greek base the counterpart of b.t{ 

¢ But 473 (2°*) is wrong. ; 
t cf, use admirabantur, / admirati sunt, but the others mirabantur. 
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Now as to the other two places. Dr. Scrivener favours rapaxoveas 
supported by N*'*? BLA and W e¢, and xatevdoyee supported by NBCA 

(LN Paris’ ys" Ps"). I believe, on the contrary, that this is either pure 
revision (“‘iiprovement”’) or is to be accounted for by translating into 

Greek, at any rate in the second place “ bencdiccbat.”” The reason is this. 
Why should ‘ Antioch” or any other revision have sought to displace 
mapaxovoas and xatevdoyer if they were such good expressions that they 

commend themselves to the critic as having intensive force? Is it 
reasonable, is it probable, is it possible that all the other recensions and 
documents cast owt these good intensive expressions? Where are the 
1 family, the 13 family, and 28 and 33 and 157, 2° and 604 and others 

usually so friendly? To support the theory of tapaxovoas and xatevroyet 

being original and basic, we must do this: we must accuse 33 of having 

come to this place{ and having deliberately rejected these good 
readings. We must similarly accuse fam 1 fam 13 in their entirety 
of the same course. We must accuse 28 (sister of W) of having 

seen mapaxoveas and xatevaoye: and of having rejected them. Similarly 
we must accuse 2° and 604 of the same proceeding. I wish to state 
this matter thus, once for all. It has not been put to us thus before, 
but daily and hourly for years I’ have been confronted with this 

proposition, and it is this which causes me to write this whole essay 

on NB. 

Cursive Mss, most friendly otherwise, desert the revisers of Egypt 
just when they should be expected to support them in “‘ good” “ plausible” 

or ‘‘ improving” readings. And it is this which causes me to believe that 
the boot is entirely on the other foot and that what we have been taught 

were revisions at Antioch or elsewhere are nothing of the sort, but that 

it is the beloved group NBCL, +A in St. Mark and ¥, which come 
from the same parent-revisor of the “true” text. They sought to 
improve. ; 

It was old-fashioned and unscientific of Dr. Scrivener to welcome e¢ 

as strengthening the cause of the small group (which is simply an 
integer recopied) for mapaxoveas, although Wé now upholds, because, 

as I have shown, W e are simply one, and because ¢ is away from all 
other Latin support here. Similarly xatevdoyes is not strengthened by 

WY Paris’ particularly. It merely indicates that these mss found this 
in their exemplars (of the same stem exactly as NB) and if they found 
this here why should they not also be truthfully copying when they do not 
reproduce other doubtful things which we find in NB? That is the 
question. And that is why the Mss junior to NB in years, but of the 

same parentage, should be useful to us in checking the traditional text, 

and not by casting away their check when it displeases us, lead to the 

perpetuation of erroneous readings or renderings in NB. 

+ 33 is wanting at x. 16, but extant at xii. 17. 
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As to Paris’. 

Thus Paris” does not read wapaxovcas in v. 36. I subjoin a com- 
parison of some readings of Paris’ in this same chapter (verses 1/13) to 
show exactly how Paris” stands compared to N and B. 

Mark 

v. i. yepyeonver Paris” LUActe (yepacnvwy NBD) 

2. e€eXOovtos avtov ms XBCLA 892 
umnvTnaev ts NBCDGLA 

3. pvnpacw 9 NB plur (uvnpetocs §~=—s -DH al.) 
advocow 7 NS plur (arvcee BCLW) 

ouxeTt ovdets a NBCDLA 892 

4, 8a To avtoy TOAXr. ,, B plur (& avtov word. &, Sa ro 

ToAX. W, ott ToAX. avtov D) 
6. xat tov 4s NBCLA 892 

TPOcEK. AVTW re ND plur (mp. avrov BACLA) 
8. edeyev yap ‘i B plur = («at edreyev &) 
9. ovopa poe A N plur (feotw B) 

10. amocteiXn avtous _,, AM al. (avtovs av. D"EFGHSU, 

avta atroot. BCA, avtov amocr. NL, 
atroat. avrov KII, —avrous 892) 

13. exondOov 4g OM plur (eondOev BT? Sod) 
noav Seas &ioyird—,, A unc’? (om noav $e NBCDLA 892) 

and so it runs to 

36. axovoas Paris” plur et 892 ex emend (mapaxovoas 

XBLWA e) 

Improvement (continued). 

MK. vi. 24. rov Barriovtos NBLA* Sod 2'° W-H Sod against all 
the rest (and 28, Scholz misled Tisch as to 28) tov Bamtictov 
and W as copt and Jatt. 

It is difficult in Mark to know where to class this. It 
may be due to retranslation. If ‘‘ foundation” on the part 
of NBLA* then how did all the rest get tov Bawtictov? But 

if the Latin baptistae was original, then we can see NBLA® 
translating independently of DW and the rest. 

25 fin. Of course the Latin remains constant here with baptistae. 
L repeats tov Bazmrifovros, but NBA 2" here go with the rest 
for tov Bamrictov while it is 604 and 892 which go alone to 
join L here. 

51 fin. eftoravto (pro ektotavto Kat Oavpatov) NBULAA* (fam 1) 

28 [non 604 non Paris] 892 copt ¢ ff, 118 vg syr sin W-H Sod. 
This is seeking to remove a conflation and is a, very interest- 

ing example. Various proof offers as to this. In the first 
place both D and W with the rest hold the double expression. 





112 

Mark 

vil. 

vill. 

to 

9. 

« PAVTLOWVTAL 

. = EKELVA 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

d is strengthened by b q f x syr""" arm aeth (a adds cum 

admiratione). Further the 1 family substitute e€erAnocovto 

for e€:oravto while cancelling «at eOavpzator, showing what they 
were driving at, and, may I ask, why should all other Greeks 

conflate including Paris’? This Ms has been consistently 
following the fortunes of NB in this chapter (against D 2" 
rell) but now deliberately says that this is not a conflation, but 

is oxiginal. Nor is it imported in any way from St. Matthew. 
The “conflation” was undone by NBLA in my opinion as an 
“improvement,” and upon reference to John vi. 19 where kat 
efonOncav is the expression. Finally note that 2", like the 

1 family, was exercised here, and while omitting Asap earlier in 

the verse, finishes thus: efsaravto xat eOavpatoy Acav ev eavTots. 

NB 40 53 71 86 179 237 240 244 259 sah Luthym 

W-H instead of Barticwvtat D rell and W with the important 
minuscules and latt. In Apoc xix. 13 &* and N° with P favour 
“sprinkling " as against AeBappevov of most, but there Hipp 

and the Latins are with them. Here in Mark the character 
of the cursives suggests distinctly that the change was made by 
NB, and not by the others. Not only do DW rell oppose, but 

fam 1 13 28 157 2"* 604 892 and even Paris” have Barticwrtat. 
This is the more important as to the latter because imme- 

diately following Sod Paris? alone with B write azep 
edkaBov for a tapedaBov showing the B base in this detail and 
contradicting payticwvta. Cf. Merx, p. 70, ad loc. ‘deren 
schlimmste und sachlich ganz verkehrte in NB.’ 

NBLA Sod*® # 20° Paris” Evst 48 49 boh (against 

sah and the rest of Greeks and all Latins). This seems a 
distinct effort to remove a superfluous word, which no doubt 

from the testimony of DW etc. is basic. Cf. Paris” which goes 
further and elides ecru, writing ‘‘ ta xowovvta tov avOpwrov ” 

(almost the antithesis of B’s unique 10 xowovy avrov above, 

which Paris” does not adopt). Soden omits exeva. 

—or dayovtes NBLA Sod* se 46 33 892 Paris’? Erst? 18 

19 49 150 sah"? Boh", The same group approximately 

as above, although a whole chapter further on. There is no 
particular reason for adding ot dayovtes (which all the rest 
and DW have) but there is a possible ‘“‘nicety”’ involved in 

removing the words as unnecessary. Sod' omits. 

_ eOnKey tas xelpas emt, for emeOnKev Tas xetpas eme only by 

BL 892 Sod'** against all else (if we except syr copt) and all 

Latins inposuit (or inponens as a with D 2 604 exBers). 

This seems to be from a desire to avoid the double em. If 

eOnxev ... ewe were original, why should a revision strive for 

pleonasm by changing eOyxev to eweOnxer ? Soden refuses eOnxev. 

Mark ‘ 

ix. 29. 

41. 

xi. 17. 

ibid. 

24. 

+ Asa matter of fact 4 repeats the performance in verse 18, writing xat neovoy... 
cat e(yrouv for xat neovoav.. .xat eCqrouv. 
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—xatvnoteca NB k Clem W-H [non Sod] against everything 
else as well as the new W2® and even ¥ and Paris” and 892. 
Cf. Merx, pp. 103/4. 

[A has ‘in orationibus” not ‘in oratione”’ for ev mpocevyn, 
but so have b g and r d (contra D*) ‘in orationibus et 
jejuniis,” and i vg™ “in orationibus et jejunio.’’] 

The syriacs (with bohT arm aeth) give “fasting” the place 
of honour, reading ev ynotera Kae mpocevyy. 
€v ovopate fov ote xptotou eote. No less than ABC*KLNII* 

and £@¥31 [non fam] 892 Paris®’ Laura‘! and eight other 
cursives + five of Sod remove this wov. Tischendorf says ‘‘ vdtr 
propter pleonasmum omissum esse; si quis intulisset pov, 

ciecisset opinor ott yi eate.” He found that & not only held pov, 
but substituted ewor for yprorov afterwards, reading “ev ovouate 

Hov ott epov eotat,”’ hence he was trying to account for the 

absence of wovin B. His explanation is quite possible, for all 
Latins have mco and quia xpe estis (only ff, substitutes Dini 
for xpt and k suppresses estis) and if we regard the Latin as a 
whole to be basic we must come to the same conclusion. In 

other words it is a smoothing away of a supposed difficulty. 
xat edtbacKev Kat eheyev NBCLAY 6 fam 13 k & boh (aeth) 

(syr) Orig W-H & Sod txt. 
This I believe to be another clear case of improvement by 

“pairs.” { For sixteen verses we have had much disagreement, 
but the Latins have been more or less divided. Here they rise 

in a body and with sah (against boh) they contradict the group 
NBCLAY Orig W-H Sod, and have with all other Greeks, in- 

cluding WE 2?° 604 Paris” and Laura’! , car eSiSacxev eyo. 
Tn xi. 1-16 Orig and NB have been much divided but here 

they conspire together. 

This is followed closely by weroinxate by BLA¥ Orig W-H Sod 
only. The LXX quotation, as pointed out in the notes on 

Matthew, does not lend itself to any particular form of the 
verb. But nearly all Greeks use exoimoarte here, including the 
Latinisers 2'* and 604 and the friends of XB, viz Sod’ 892 

Paris” and Laura4!™, and if eoimxate had been basic why 
should all change, for the aorist is hardly an improvement here ? 
Within seven verses we here get another illustration of 
improvement by “ pairs.” 
oca mpocevxecOe Kat atercbe NBCDLAY 892 Paris” 
LauraA™ [non al. Sod]acd ff,k syr Cypr W-H « Sod zt. 

ova Tpocevxopevor atteraOe A une reli? ef WEL® minn 
rell omn vid b et latt reil. 

I 
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xii. 24 init. epn avtois o inoous 

xu. 15. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

The three cursives seem to be the only supporters of the five 
uncials with NB. Dd of course lend support, but in view of 
the other arguments against such “ pairs’? Dd may have 
followed the “improvement” here, which W*" and b, two 
equally good witnesses, take pains to contradict. Besides, if 
mpocevyedOe xat arteroOe were fundamental, why should a 

revision change to mpocevyopevor atteccOe? Whenever a 

copula has to be added to make such a change it is suspicious. 
(Sah boh here do not belp to recover the original reading). 
If I submitted this without the one at xi. 17, the correctness 
of the inference might well be impugned. Kindly consider the 
two matters together and then the addition of D d may not be 
considered so weighty in the second place. (Sod"®* abstains.) 

Besides, consider Origen" cay ornxnte mpocevyopevot 

mateveTe oTt AauPavete Kat AnWeobe, thus merging 24/25 but 

implying a probable antagonism to XB. 
NBCLAY 33 892 Paris” Sod et 

Sod™ sah boh syr pesh [contra syr sin] 
This is the “shorter” text. Such introductions have 

occurred several times already in this Gospel (and see below 
xii. 29). I have hesitated to brand them as ‘‘ improvements ” 

in deference to the shorter text. But here Origen®®* (with 

the rest of the Greeks and all the Latins) comes to say that 
atroxp.iOeis 0 tnoovs evrev (avtots) is the Marcan text. There- 
fore the previous passages involving this “‘ cutting’ (generally 
with copt) must be viewed with suspicion. The group itself 
is plainly self-accusant of a special line of work, and as it 
would appear editorial, some time back in the third century. 
Consider xii. 27 fin again the ‘‘shorter”’ text “‘7roAv mAavacbe"” 

NBCLWAY 892* Sod! 4 i sah boh against all others (even 
33 and Paris’ oppose) and we see the same group at work. 
For the others including sy pesh have the longer expression. 

. Out of six varying orders BLT" 2°* 892 Sod? * et txt elect to 
use avtov eotw vos. Cf remarks on ‘Genitive before the 
noun” in Luke. Here in Mark the possessive precedes the noun 
according to coptic usage but the verb comes last: avrov vos 
eotw by sah boh and 179 7'* goth, so that (taking into con- 
sideration vios avrov ect of & rell pl. and b, and eorw vos 
avtov of D d i#!", and eatw avtou vtos of Ak 8) the order of BLT" 

seems to be a grammatical preference combined with coptic. 
NBLY 245 Sod*"*"" ¢k sah boh [non aeth] 

syr pesh [non sin] W-H [non Sod] 
This I think is a clear case of improvement. It is opposed 

by D and all the rest, including not only W 28 and the 
minuscules (2° only has the shortened clause ‘‘ «at o emt Tov 

—€ls THY otKltay 
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Swpatos pn KataBatw evs THY ovxiay avtov’’) but by 892 

Paris” and Laura’! syr sin and all the other non- Egyptian 
Latins, arm and aeth. The reason is to avoid Mark’s 

characteristic pleonastic touch, for he undoubtedly wrote: 
o S¢ (or xat o D tt!) emt tov Swparos py KataBaTw ets THY oLKLaY 

nde etceAOaTw apat TL ex THS oLxtas avtov. The compiler of 
the NBLY recension seems to have forgotten Mark’s method. 

See below again at xiv. 19. This will be a good place to 
exhibit it. 

Mark's Diction. 

I take the liberty of extracting from Sir John Hawkins’ list some of 
the longer expressions in St. Mark’s synoptic diction.{ They are very 
interesting as showing on the one hand semitic pleonasm (and no doubt 

more true to life than the shortened forms in St. Matthew an St. Luke) 

and on the other a kind of Roman rhetoric which Mark may have 

imbibed amid Roman surroundings. 

Mark 

i. 32. oyras Se yevoperns ote edu (ebucev) 0 nAtos 
42. anndOev am avrov 7 AeTPpa Kat exabeptaOn 

45. xnpvoce rodrda cat Siagnpslery Tov Aoyov 

ii. 20. tore vnotevoovaty ev exewn TN NEPA 
25. yperav exxev Kat erewacev 

iii. 26. ov Svvarat otaOnvat adra TEAS EXEL 

iv. 5. ee ro metpwdes (vel ert Ta TeTpwby) Kat ovK ELEY ynY TOAANY 

8. xaprrov avaBatvovta Kat avEavovta (vel av£avopevor) 

21. uvro tov podiov teOn 4 vO THY KdLYHY 

39. exomracev 0 aveuos Kat eyeveTo yadnvn peyadn 

v. 19. ets Tov o1xoy cou pos TOUS Tous 
ibid. ova 0 Kuptos cou TremroinKey Kas NENoeEV CE 

23. wa owOn at non 

26. Kae pndev whernPeca adda paddov ets To yetpov ENOovea 

33. poBnbeoa xat Tpepovea 

39. te OopyvBeroOe Kat (Tt) KAateTe 
vi. 4. Kat ev Tots ouyyevevow avTov Kat Ev TH OLKLA aUTOV 

vii. 21. ecwOev. .ex THs Kapdias 

viii. 17. ovmrw voerte ovde ovveTe 
ix. 2. xatiSiay povous 

12. wa rodda rrabn nat eEovdevwOn 
35. eatat mavtwy ecyatos Kat Tavtwy Siaxovos 

X. 22. oTvyvacas. .Aviroupevos 
30. vuy ev Tw Kalpw TOUTM 

+ Pp. 189/141. I have modified some passages slightly to embrace some m3 
evidence, and excluded others where the sss vary. 

12 
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xil. 44. vavra oca evyev. .odov Tov Brov 

Mlll, 28. amados yerntat Kat expun ta puddrAa 

29. eyyus eat ere Oupats (and Matthew, not Luke) 
xiv. 1, ro wacxya Kat ta abvpa (Compare Luke) 

6. adete avtny + Te aut KoTTOUS TrapeyeTE 
15. eotpwpevov eroov (Some Latins and Orig expand further.) 

30. onpepoy TauTn TH vuKTL 

61. eotwma Kat ove arrexpivato ovdev (vel xat ovdev amrexp.)t 

xv. 21. mapayorta . . epyopevor at’ aypou 

82. wa bwpev Kat Tictevowpev (avTw) 
42. eet nv Tupackeun o eat tpocaBRarov (vel mpos caBBP. vel mpiv 

cap.) 
Xvi. 2. (Atay) mrpwe. . (eT) avatethavtos Tov nALov 

[Add xiii. 15, xiv. 19.] 

Improvement (continued). 
Mark | 

xiii. 85. 9} ope 3} peo. (pro oe n peo.) NBCLAYI 892 Sod’? 9 fm da 
ct Sod k ? sah boh aeth 

The first 4 is an addition by these authorities to make the double 

“pair” ¢ against all else, and WE® Origen*** and Orig™ °°". 
In this we cannot tell whether the sahidic got it from these six 

Greeks or the Greeks from the sahidic, as in sah the expression is 

literally the same: H...H; in Loh it is E1-.e1. 

To xiii. 15 now add xiv. 19 jin. where «at adXos ponte eyo is omitted 

by NBCLPA et W [non 28] ¥ min aliq g218 vg sah boh syr acth. This 

looks like a strong combination, but for the clause are ranged DAW'XTII 

anc? et S®, all the important minn including fam 1 fam 13 (both in their 

entirety) 28 [hiat 33] 157 2° 604 892 Laura‘! etc (and Paris”, the 

latter apparently having «ac o addos without pate eye sec) § a (mut b) d 

f (mat goth) fk q (mut r) Orig, and it ts decidedly in Mark's manner. 

Absent in Matthew it may well have been thought redundant here and 

early removed. As Sir John Hawkins’ book is based on Westcott and 

Hort’s text he naturally does not have on his list this place or xiii. 15. 

The full context here at xiv. 19 is: “(xa vel ot Se) npEavto Aveta Oat kat 

Aeyerw auto es Kata (vel Kal) es pyTLEyH Kat GAOS pITE eyo.” It is 

this cat addos pate eyo which the itala supports with D unc!® minn longe 

pl and Origen against the Egyptian coterie of uncials plus a few scattering 

{ amexpi6n of D is a form no doubt later than the second century. See Moulton’s 

review of Thackeray’s Grammar of Old Testament Greek in J.T.S. January 1910, 

pp. 299/300. 
ic 

$ 7 ope 1 peo, 7 adexrp. 1 mor” instead of ‘ oe n pec. n adexrp. 7 Tpart. 

§ Cf c in peculiar manner inverting: “ nunquid ego ant alius hoc singuli coeperunt 

dicere.”’ 
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cursives (see below) and sah boh syr aeth [not arm apparently]. To the 
previous evidence for omission we have now to add W, but given its 
Egyptian environment this witness has not here a very grave importance, 
and 28, its sister, contradicts it. It seems almost incredible that this 

very pleonastic clause should have been added, but very natural tbat it 

should have been subtracted as quite redundant. We are however doing 
violence to Mark’s own distinct method (as exhibited above) if we elide 

the words, and Origen is a witness here for the words ‘4 distinctly 
Marcan (0 8€ papxos ott npEavro XuTrerc Bat Kar Aeyeww auTw eus Kad Eva....) 

but Origen is here put out of court by the critics because he fails to 
uphold the doctrine of codices otherwise sympathetic. Thus we are up 
against a wall of prejudice which has forced the critics to follow certain 
rules involving the impeccability of certain witnesses. The addition here 
is absolutely Mark-like and I believe in D and the itala with Origen 
against the other versions and NBW etc. This is practically a key place 

as to how much force such a strong grouping for omission should 
exercise. And we cannot consider it apart from Mark's habitual 

manner. Soden does not omit, although retention stultifies his other 

readings with the same group. 

Tisch claims min for omission, but I doubt if there be as many. 
Among them are 17 106 131? 218 s*" Evst 7 9 10 12 14 17 36. Thus 

none of Matthaei's codices and only one of Scrivener’s. Soden adds five. 
Finally consider the Latin expressions for es xa” evs (ees kata es 

NBLA [non W] ¥ 892; Beza es xdta [= nar eta] evs; ets exaatos C; 
es Tap ets 244; ets xa” eva Orig) for there is quite a difference between 
singillatim of vg g21, and singult of the principal vett. The singuli 
allows of nwmquid ego with the addition et alius nunquid ego, while 
singillatim assumes the stop after nwmguid ego without further addition 
as if when Jerome was translating his Greek he adopted this on purpose, 
not proposing to amplify the clause. 

k indeed transfers singulis to the end after the double clause, 
thus: “ Illi autem coeperunt contristari et dicunt illi numquid ego alius 
numquit ego singulis.” Observe c, cited above. 
Mark 

xiv. 29. Indeed it is a question whether Mark's pleonastic manner 
has not been pruned at this place also. For e «ae wavres 
oxaviartcOnoovtat add ove eyw there is added by D d ff, 
q 7? vg? ov cxavdaricOnoopar. And to this witness now add 

(teste Buchanan) b: nunquam scandalizabor, exactly as (teste 
Horner) the sah ms™, 

36 fin. Or at this place, where to: add ov te eyw Oedw (or adr 

ovy o eyo OedXw TD) adda Te ov (or add o ov D) there is found 
the addition of Oedes in D Sod" 2° t c'abed f fy (hiat i) 

t Tisch. omits 2°°. 
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g2q (7?) vg'® sah buh arm acth. It is rather curious that the 

coptics add, but not XB rell gr nor W. Buchanan now adds 

bd to all these other Latins. 

xv. 46 init. Or indeed here, where all Latins have o S€ wand 
(following tw won ver 45 fin) with DS [hiant N@] Sod 

2"* and a very few cursives against all Greek uncials and W. 
It is quite possible that the first Latin draft of Mark contained 
this, and that it was removed in the first Greek as rather 

unnecessary and «az substituted. At any rate it is very 
peculiar to find such a clash of arms as occurs here when 

all Greeks and W are for «ac against all Latins and DE Sod**° 

38 106 435 2° Sod? 538 for o S€ twonh (n syrPer MB ar 
wwoond) especially as in the previous verse W is with D 1 124 
are Sod" substituting mapa tov xevtupiwvos for amo tov 
xevtupovos, and yet here opposes. And in verse 46 again goes 
with D d (2°) alone for ees tnv cuvdova (pro tn owvdor). 

Consider also xi. 11 oyeas ovens (— ys wpas) by BI alone. Cf. 

John xx. 19 ovens ovy oftas and Thucyd. (i. 50) 78y S¢ qv ove. 
And Mark xiv. 3 of the contents of the alabaster box : 

xiv. 38. 

Katexyeev avtov Kata THs Keparns. This cata is removed by 
NBCWA 6 1 [non 118-209] 28 435 892 Sod’ ct Sod (k: et 
perfudit cum a capite). ems is substituted by D Evst 20 sah 
boh (syr) it, but Arrian (quoted by Wetstein) supports the N.T. 
use: ‘Bare edadioy traidupioy es to Badavewov, eBadrov av 

yaptov, kat arreAOwy Kata THS KEhahns auTou KaTEXEOD.” 

“mpocevyedOe wa pn etcedOnrte ets wetpacpor.” N*B 13-346- 

556 Sod and q are for making it zp. wa py edXOnTe ees 
metpacpoy to remove the double es. Sod follows NB and W-H 

here. 
The other 21 Greek uncials, including CDLA and ¥1" and 

W as well as the great cursives and 892 Paris” Laura '™, are 

all against NB, while 69-124 give the lie to 13-346-556 of this 
family. When the XBCLAY family (for it is a family of 
uncials in Mark just as much as fam 13 of cursives) is divided, 
and only two of its members, NB, go apart, and CLAY, four 

of its members, join the great majority, why should we favour 
NB? Consider for a moment, if eA@y7e were original, why 
change to eweA@nte and invite the pleonasm? The answer 
would be that all these 21 Greek uncials have been 
accommodated to Matthew and Luke, where we read 

eaerOnte evs metpacpov! I think the charge here is rather 
ridiculous, for if so it is a conspiracy of W (the contemporary 
of NB) as well as of 20 other uncials and 1,000 cursives. 
Rather is it that the Greek recension of Mark, as I am 
trying to point out, is a thing apart and must be reckoned 

Mark 

xv. 36. 

39. 

40. 

a Xvi. 
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with as such, and that here NB were merely “ improving” 

etceAOnre es and do not hold the neutral base against all else. 
I have excluded, as a rule, passages which were liable to 

reaction from synoptic parallels, and only adduce this with 

some hesitation. See below for confirmation at xvi. 5. 
tts (pro eis) NBLAWYV 892 Paris” 8 (arm) against all else, 

all Lating (but 8), sak boh aeth, and syr (although it will 

bear both interpretations). The above little group is simply 
an entity deriving from one revising parent. I do not cite 
it as a special case of improvement, for e1c may have 

been simply misread as TIC, but in order to emphasise the 
basic entity of this group as a whole. Not a “neutral” 
entity however, as Hort the Revisers and Soden [against all 
other mss] indicate by placing tvs in their texts, because all 
the Latins oppose, except 6 over A® of the group. 
More grave is the omission of xpafas here by NBLY 892 

and copt. No others. W, which has a lacuna xv. 12-38, 

begins again just before this, and has «pafas with all the rest. 
See my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ vol. i. p. 403 seq for the 
explanation. A avoided this in the eighth century. Hort 
revived the error in the nineteenth, and R-V followed suit, 

and Souter’s edition of 1910 maintains it and Soden also omits. 
As to k that Ms merely substitutes exclamavit for efervevaer. 
—nv NBL [non AV] p** 892 vg 1/2 W-H & Sod tt. 
+nv all the rest and WW Paris”, DA and all Old Latin 
extant and vgg"'* boh (sah ect). As to the Latin Wordsworth 
remarks “ emendatio Hieronymiana ut videtur ex graeco” for 
Amiatinus and ten vulgates omit against the Old Latin. 

(The syriacs and aeth omit ev ats nv). 

. AOoveat (pro ecedOovcat) Only B 127 against all the other 
Greeks friendly to B. This is another case of real ‘‘ improve- 
ment” on account of the es following: “ «ae ereovaar ets 

To pynpeov.” See B in the other Gospels. Hort places 
eAovca: in his margin, obviously liking B’s method. 

Change without Improvement. 

Among many we fasten at once upon xvi. 4. Here we are on firm 
ground before the famous dispute as to what follows xvi. 8. 

xvi. 4. avaxexuNotat ( proaroxexvktota) NBL W-HIR.V. Sod. This 

is of the stone, and appears to represent a mistaken view of the 

way in which the stone was placed in Jewish burial places. 
Neither A nor VY join NBL here, nor any minuscules, not 
even $92 or Paris®’, while the itala uss with D (azroxexudtopevov) 
all have revolutum except n = amotum. The question is of 
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rolling away, rolling away from, not lifting or rolling wp. 
To think NBL (as Hort and R.V., Sod text) represent a 
“neutral ’’ text because avoxee. is the expression in Matthew 
and Luke is to do violence to the whole synoptic problem. 
The mass of authorities did not accommodate to Matthew 
and Luke here (against NBL) for V witnesses against its 
friends with the rest, but it only proves once more that the 
textual situation in St. Mark is quite different from that in 
the other Gospels as regards NBL, and the matter of 
retranslation here in St. Mark must be taken into account. 
Observe the amotum of n. Under avaxvdAwSeo or avaxvAto in 
the Lexicon the significant and only remark is Aler. xuPepr. 
i. 7, Thayer gives also Alexis in Athenag. Leian. Dion Hal. 
Plut., but under azoxvd. Josephus and the LXX three 
times. [See Postscript in Part II. Tisch has misreported 8]. 
avéavopeva (pro avkavovra TIED unc? vel av£avopevov 
ACDLAW) by NB LauraA! only. Even 892 has avEavoperov 
and Paris” av€avovta. Om. 2°°. 
NB would have “xat edid0v xaprov avaBawworta Kat 

avfaropeva”’ which seems simply to be a mistake (even if it 
does refer to dAda init.) which however both Hort and Souter 
follow. Wiser are Tischendorf and Soden with avEavopevor. 
aha init. is read by NBCLW 28 33 124 892. Even with — 

adda (pro addo init.) CLW 28 33 124 892 still give us 
avfavopevov or avtavorta, 

Opposition to the Rule “ Proclivi lectioni praestat ardua.” 

viii. 16. 

ix. 14. 

exovaw pro exouev. This is distinctly the easier reading. 
““xat Siedoyilovto mpos aAdAnAous (AEyovTEs) ore apTous ovK 

exovow.”” NBDW fam 1 28 2" 604 it" (non syr) omit Neyoures. 
exovory is read by BW fam 1 28 2° 604 ¢ g. k (D etyar), a 

bdiqrnon haberent, ff; haberent 
exoev by the rest (eAaSouev Paris’) with the Vulgate, while 

copt = (dicentes) nullus panis iis, 

syr = panis non est (nobis). 
The matter turns on the omission of the word Aeyovtes and 

the original Aramaic expression for “have.” But when 
Aeyovtes is dropped exyouev becomes more difficult. Hence 

apparently B writes exoucw (followed by W-H & Sod) while 
N holds eyouey with the mass, although it omits Aeyovres with 
sah, which boh and syr retain. 
erOovres (pro ehOwr) 
sidou (aire wea) \wBLaWY 892 k sah arm W-H [non Sod!] 

Mark 
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There is a difficulty here, and apparently overcome by the 
“‘neutral’’ text, and hence opposed to the above rule of 

preferring the harder reading. In the previous verses our 

Lord discourses withthe apostles who had been present at his 
transfiguration. Then in verse 14 the majority of witnesses 
read: Kat eXOwv mpos Tous paOntras «Wev oydov Trodvy TreEpL 

avtous...“‘ He came to the disciples.”” As verse 13 said ‘adda 

Aeyw uu" etc, some scribes perhaps jumped to the conclusion 

that our Lord was speaking to the body of disciples (while the 
record is of Peter, James and John) and thought «AOwy apos 

tous waOnras should be edortes. 
As a matter of fact syr sinft says ‘‘ When he came to his 

disciples they saw”’...using half of the change of NBLAWYV 
892 & sah arm, and showing that the difficulty was known and 
ancient probably before B’s day. 

The matter may be merely harmonistic (cf Matt xvii. 14, 
Luce ix. 37). 

Other passages bearing on this rule may be found under 
“Improvement.” See ix. 41 efc. 

Origen and B in conflict. 

To complete the picture of an already composite text in B we must 
consult Origen closely. 

i. 15. 

35. 

iv. 11. 

12. 

30. 
abid. 

ote Nc vog™ Orig syr sin 
Kat Aeywy ott Betc (Others rAeywr ort as AD une® sah goth, 

so that B here has the longest text of all with a b boh) 
evvya NBCDLO'W min aliqg 28 372 892 ete. W-H 

Sod trt. 
evvuyov A unc! et Z@ et Orig et 2° 604, et evyvxtov Paris®’ 

al. aliq. 
efwOev BE) soli 
efw Orig’® ct rell 
Hn Brerwot Orig et gr pauc. [negl. Orig von Sod] 

Brerrwot NB rell pl (W —Brerwot nar. Cf. syr sin) 

tit (pr loco) Origen plur., sed mwas NBCLWA 7 28179 Sod'* 
ev tut (sec loco) Origen ef NBCLWA 7 28 et Sod". 

This seems to be a question of ‘‘pairs”’ again, for D al. 

change in the second case to ev moa, having tev primo loco. 
Origen’s quotation seems quite important here. IW-H 
naturally follow the apparently strong group against Origen. 

t Recte vid Burkitt ct Merz. Male Lewis Horner. 
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iv. 84 fin. ewedver avtas DW e f2tqrand Origen (Om. THpors sah 1/2) 

vi. 

ibid. 

vil, 24. 

ibid. 

vill. 

1, 

40. 

45. 

6. 

12. 

36. 

emTeAVEV TraVTa NB rell et rell latt, sah boh, syr aeth 
nrbev Plur ct Origen’ against historic present epyerae 

by NBCLA Sod" ct txt [non minn] (om exeBev kat nOev W) 
Kata NBD 21 IW-H Sod", but ava Rell gr Orig. 

avdpes p (pro ava exatov) W 
Tpoayev NB gr plur 
mpoayew avrov DNX® min aliq latt et verss et Orig 
mpos nbc. NBDW plur 
ews BnOc, Sod” fam 1 28 2°* 604 Orig 
— Kat atdwvos Orig" et DLAW Sod" 28 2° ab fin syr sin hier 

(Correct Merx p. 75 by adding W Sod" 28 syr hier, and make 
Orig: Orig”), 

Habent NB rell et W-H Sod txt. 
Who is right? Orig" ™'s and DW 28 b ete. syr™ ™“", or NB? 
es THv otxtay = Orig et DW Sod 71 179 2" s** al. 
tS olKtaV “SB plur. 

(Following this observe Ochyncev NA 2° al® Orig and nOere 

BDW rell. Origen stops at yvwrar, but NB Sod™ (alone) 
write nduvac6n for nduvnOn). 

An interesting matter occurs here referred to also under 
“Historic present.” While NBD*L 892 W-H Sod have 
mapayyedret the rest have mapnyyetre (mapayyetras Sod Q°°), 

Now Orig*5 says «axes wey xeXever Tous oydous avaxALOnvac 7 

avVaTECEtV ETL TOU Xoptou “Kat yap o RXoveas * aTaKAtvaTe auTous 

aveypaye, Kat 0 papxos*emetake, pyow, avtows mavtas avak- 

Awat* evOade Se ov Kedever GAAA Tapayyeret TW oYhw 
avaxrOnvat... 

From this it would appear that Orig did not say Mark used 
mapayyehret. He merely uses two historic presents to 

explain the matter. If NBL followed this we have a good 
key as to the responsibility of Origen for much that has been 
attributed to the “neutral” base of NBL. [Observe I leave 
D* out, because he is contradicted here by all Latins but 1 

and five vulgates.] Apparently then ewerafe is St. Mark’s word 
according to Origen. This makes a further complication in 
our troubles as to a Latin or Graeco-latin original for Mark. 
ce and ff, use jussit here, but elsewhere in Mark vi. 27, 39, 
ix. 25, they use praccipio with the rest of the Latins for 
emitacow, Ati. 27 on the other hand inperat is generally used. 

At any rate we find NB and Origen disagreed here at viii. 6. 

onetov emitntes Orig and many with W, against tyree onpecov 
; of NBCDLA. 

wperee NBLWI 892 anq W-H Sod txt 

wpernoet All the rest and Orig (wpeAnOnoeras 33 Paris”, ef syr) 

sed 

20. 

29. 

35. 

46. 

ibid. 

ibid. 

48. 

. TWY ETTNKOTWY WOE 

. €YEVETO 

. Wa avntat avtoy 
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Soe N°B W-H txt So NL Sod' ' 
bwoee Orig rell omn. : 

1 sah boh Orig [of b de circumstantibus 

mecum (—hic) b°'; —hic i r et d (D")] 

woe TWY ETTNKOTWV B (syr sin aeth) 

Twy woe aT. Rail. 
. tev Tw mpocevyacOat avtov Sod®® 28 2° c* Orig’ 

+ oy ” autos = W fam 13 
Omit NB rell 

NB unc® et W® Sod’ 

AGKLNVXW'TII e¢ = 

eyevevovto D 
inet yevovtat Orig 

Longe plur et W Sod et Orig'® “ xata 

bevy Tov patOavov twa Tas..KaTa Se Tov papKoY, tva ayntact 

aut@v' xata S€ Tov Novuxay, wa avT@v arTytTa.”” 

wa avrev aynta, NBCLAY Sod” 124 892 Evst 49 y al. 
pauc. et Paris” et f5W-H. In the light of this, when we meet 
A 124 Evst 49 Paris” elsewhere with NBCL does this inspire 
confidence in them as supporters of NB? It merely indicates 

a similar text faithfully copied, but the group is to be treated 
as one eclectic group, not as a tenfold authority. They stole 
the Lucan order here and created a hiatus in Mark to do it. 

And we know they did this, for they substitute avrois of Luke 
and Matthew (see under ‘“‘Harmonistic’’) for tors 7poopepovow 

of the great majority of authorities at the end of this very verse. 
epurata AD 28 892 Clem Orig 
edudatapny NB rell (enoinoa 1 2" Sod" syr sin) 

n pntepa n watepa ~=BCAW® Sod™ al. pe. et txt. Boh sah 1/2 
n tratepa yn untepa = orell et YW Orig * quamvis Marcus 

; .-cum dicit qui dim. patrem et matrem... 

ot Sv0 vioe BC Paris” sah boh aeth. No others, 

not even V, and Orig with 8 and the rest flout the proposed 
addition. (Soden however quotes Origen for it.) 

epxeTat ( pro epyovtat) D minta b d fa g2i 7 syr sin 
diatess Orig’ contra rell. 

Dae? tabdf f2iqr goth 
Orig’ contra rell 

D Sod’®* 2" Orig (ct wpocaitwv A plur WEP verss 
plur) 

mpocatns NBLAYV 892 k W-H « Sod txt [sed cf. Merx 
p. 130] Om. C* Paris”. 

ov modroe ~=Orig (ef sah) No others add o but B* has autos 

exeOev (pro azo teptyw) 

ETTALT@Y 

t Male Tisch de 28. Habet 28 avrov sed W avrovs. Om. Orig von Soden. 

} Errat Muralt de 2? amo seperxo habet Belsheim nec aliter Cronin. Vide Sod. 
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moAXoe for avtw or avtov Toddor. Sod does not quote Orig or 
Clem. 
Cf Clem" lib apedet kat Tov emtBowpercv Tov KUPLOV AUTOP ot 
Bev TodXOL... 

x. 49. avtov dwornOynvat Orig" cum plur et W, contra NBCLAW 7 
892 Sod''** et Sod'™ davnoarte avrov cum boh. 

xi. 1/12. See remarks elsewhere (pp. 4/5) about Origen’s double text here. 
xi. 3. amooreAdes NBD" malt et syr b cl W-H Sod, sed aroatedet 

ubique Orig (ter vol iii, et vol iv) com GUI et Wor [non =] 
ad [contra D") f fh g2q 7 8 vg sah boh arm aeth. 

11. —r1ns wpas Be cum 3" ex 454 (Habet Orig rell) 
13. NB and Orig at variance here also. 
14. gdayou NB ete. 

gayn DW ete Orig'* 
xii. 1. avOpwrros Tus epuTevoev apredkova Orig et W Sam 13 2°° Sods" 

¢ syr pesh aeth al. pauc. 
auTedwva avOpwros eputevoev NBC(L)APY cece. 

(Cf. rell sub “ Two or more recensions."’) 
24. Origen is specific as to amroxpiOets evmev for Mark against ey of 

NBCLAY 33 892 Paris” Sod & Sod‘ copt, that thoroughly 
representative group, all hanging together for this (as on 
several previous occasions) an apparent improvement. Syr 
pesh joins this group here, but is opposed by syr sin which 
takes the side of the Latins and other Greeks and Origen. 

ibid. D Orig pn yewwoxortes pro pn ecdotes of the rest and W. 
This seems to be a clear case of retranslation by Origen. 
See p. 159. In Matthew (xxii. 29) eSorey is used. 

41. eatws Orig diserte bis (kata papxov) cum W Sod" fam 1 
Sam 13 28 2° Sod"*" arm syr sin, contra xaficas NBD et rellomn 
et latt copt syr pesh diatess (ex Marco) Hiat goth. 

I would like to point out here that syr pesh and diatess arab keep 
with 8B and the mass against syr sin and Origen. One should remember 
this place when praising syr sin elsewhere if it supports NB and contra- 
dicts syr pesh. The matter here is of course irreconcilable. 

Mr. Sanders does not record this place as to W in his notes 
on p. 80 owing to his self-imposed limitations (see p. 74). 

xil. 41. xatevayte Orig’® with & and most, but avevavte BUY 33 
71 179 280 348 Sod*"%"* [non Sod] Paris” only. 

43. 1 xypa ny wtwxyn avty Origh* et DS® Sod 7 G04 2” Eysgautaie 
Sod! a bdig 

(contra n xnpa avtn n TTwxn = NB ell et WY) 

avin n xXnpanmtTwexn 28 Cf syr, et 21 k (—arrwyn) 

xii. 8. +xa tapayar Orig" («Marcus addit et turbelas”’) contra 
NBDLY Sod'*" it (praeter q) boh. This is a square division, 
with sah on Origen’s side and most Greeks, but practically 
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si all Latins go with NBDL against him. W however comes to 
his rescue and has it (‘‘ecovtat atopot Kata ToTrous * Atpoe 

tapayar”’) as also {@ Sod. 
xiii. 11. Orig here goes with W 28 fam 13 91 299 2 Sod’ k for exewvo, 

against Touro of NB and most, and avto of D* c. Unfortunately 
b is here mutilated. Small as is the place, the fact that Origen 

with W 28 contradicts NB plur shows a possible foreign base f 

(with D* c opposed to d) and b’s testimony would have been 

most useful for control. As to 91-299 they are really part of 
the 1 family, but 1-118-209 apparently have rou7o, so that 
this family is divided amongst itself, but fam 13 holds 

together. Compare this place with xii. 24 above. 

12. Orig and all eravactyncovta, but B Sod*"’ exravactncerat (as 

BA 28 Sod“ at Matt x. 21) with k exsurgebit. 
22. woincovaw D Sod 2P* min™ a det Orig™ (onset... . rover) 

contra NB rell Swzovew , 
35. +n (ante ove) NBCLAW 892 Sod’? %? fam + e¢ Sod’ k? sah 

boh aeth against all the rest and Origen. 

ibid. pecovuxtiw Origen with Hipp? = 238 511 604 ec Sod’ and 
latt media nocte, against varying forms in the rest. 

xiv. 10. 6 els (pro ets) NBC*LMY 892 Sod" boh against sah 

the rest and Origen (who was with them just above in dropping 
6 before toxapiwtns with latt). 

ibid. Neglect. mpoondOe here of Origen alone for amn\Gev of the 
rest (j\Oev Li) as the zpos following no doubt accounts for 
Orig (libere). 

19 fin. Habet Origen Kat addos pte eyo cum D unc? LD minn" 
Sod it" contra NBCLPAWY copt syr aeth. 

63. +evOus W 124 2" 604 a sah arm Orig (syr sin) against the rest. 
xv. 1. evoncav Orig D3 Sod? 245 2"° Sod? 8742 of latt (contra 

B plur rotnoavtes, et NCL 892 soli cum Sod‘ erotpacartes). 

ibid. annyayov Orig CDGNW2 [Hiat ®] al. paue. (latt) [contra 
amnveycay XB plur']. 

t See below, xiii. 35 PETOVUKTLOM. 





CHAPTER IV. 

CoNCERNING THE GENESIS OF THE LATIN VERSION OF 

St. Mark's GOSPEL. 

“This (Western) text was translated into Latin before the time of Tatian, and the 
primitive bilingual in which the translation stood is a document of patriarchal dignity 
and largely capable of restoration."'— Harris, ‘ Codex Bezae,’ p. 177. 

“ But, beyond this, when translations were made into Syriac and Latin (the former 

certainly, the latter probably, as early as the middle of the second century) the attention 
of scholars was necessarily directed to the difficulties in interpretation of the text, with 
tts occasional archaic expressions, obscure words, and harsh constructions; and the 

practical usefulness of a simplified and modernised text was suggcsted.””—Ramsay, 
“St. Paul the traveller and the Roman citizen,’ p. 25. 

To put the matter into as few words as possible, before the new 

Greek ms W was discovered my studies had already led me to consider 
that the ancients were probably right when they said that St. Mark had 
both preached and written his Gospel in the Latin tongue [see sub- 
scriptions to the Syriac vulgate and to some of our Greek manuscripts]. 
But this ms W in St. Mark is a perfect mine of wonderful information 
on this subject. 

My impressions to-day are that the Gospel of Mark was written 

originally in Latin and in Greek, and circulated separately—that the 
Latin went to Latin Africa—thence to Greek Egypt, where it was 
translated into Greek. [But see the quotation further on from St. Jerome 

in connection with the testimony of Clement of Alexandria.] Hence a 
double Greek recension visible all along the line. This matter appealed 

to Blass, for he says (‘ Philology of the Gospels,’ pp. 203 and 205), ‘‘ To 

use a simile: reading Mark (with due attention given to the variants) 

reminds one of walking on quicksand .... for the difference of readings 

mainly rests in the expressions and does not affect the sense. But, 

nevertheless, we feel unsafe and wonder in what way such a condition of 
the text may have been produced.... But one of the authors seems to 

be Luke. Well, and then? Did Luke perhaps interpolate or revise 
Mark? No, but he translated it, as the original Mark was in Aramaic, 

or had it translated for his own use, and then revised the translation. At 

a later time Luke’s copy got into circulation and was again copied, and 

those copies went side by side with copies containing a translation made 

by somebody else... .” 

Thus Blass. I do not think there is much which points to an 

Aramaic original. The whole matter can be understood if to St. Peter's 

Semitic background we apply Mark’s Latin surroundings when he wrote, 

but Blass clearly apprehended the double Greek recension and was 

striving to account for it. 
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As to D*, a and d. 

At first it seemed as if d were the king, but there are certain 

independent features in D* which stamp it as of almost equal importance. f 
For instance in Sir John Hawkins’ list of words peculiar to St. Mark’s 
Greek, we find among them (p. 200) emtpamtw and emourtpeyw, but in 

D* for extpamrec (ii. 21) that Ms bas emouvparte: and W* emouvarte. 

So that this form emo vy» applies to another word in the Marcan Gospel as 
well as emicuvtpexyw. Enicuvparte: stands opposite adsuit (the Latins 
hardly vary here at all) and adswit can scarcely have influenced emovv- 

parte: or emicvvarte. Excepting emtovvayw (Matt., Mark, Luke) no 

other verb in the New Testament is compounded with emovv-, besides 

eviouvtpeyw above mentioned, peculiar to Mark's Greek text at ix. 25. 
For this the Vulgate and most Latins have concurrentem, but a =conlisissit, 

while b di =concurreret, f ff, =concurrit, k = concurrunt, g =concurret, 
and 8 =concurrebat. {pamrec 71 only in ii. 21.] 

Of course D*® of to-day is not the exact original of D® foundation 
text. We have a splendid illustration of this at xii. 88 in one verse. 
D* (against d) adds awa. This a (alone t of Latins) maintains with the 
addition of simul. But two lines below D* goes wild (against d’s Latin 
et qui volunt) by writing nat twyv TeXwvev (for twyv OedXovrwv). This a 
opposes, having qui volunt. The addition of e¢ in dis due to some curious 
reaction § which, however, did not conform d to D* or D* to d, so that we 
have the opportunity to observe a process at work which is quite 
interesting. This is followed in the same verse by another illustration 
which seems helpful. For D® 2? add woveroOar at the end of the verse 
as d facitis, so that D™ d hold together. How do the Latins stand ? 
The Greek expression is: kat agmacpous ev Tats ayopats dependent on the 
original twy Gedovtwy. A few cursives only add ¢uAouvrwy before aaracpous 
(borrowed from Luke) as do syr pesh and syr sin, while sah repeats tev 
Oedovtwy (aw Ewosed) as arm and c: “qui volunt salutari’”’ but ¢ 

abandons agracpous (tTovs aotracpous sah boh) or salutationes of b de for 
salutari of ak iq? & [above aoracpous] thus making a composition of 
salutationes and salutari and adding volunt. Here therefore b dc have 

{ From this Greek the Latin of a seems to have been made, quite independently of 
d. For a beautiful although infinitesimal example see vi. 18 licet te says a, and so D® 
alone: efeorw oe right opposite d: “lice tibi." All other Greeks and Latins use cou 
and fzbi. So in other small places, as vi. 85 n8n 8« D* 2°* 604 a, but xat 87 the Greeks 
and d. See xii. 37 libentissime for libenter by a and Dd: cat ndews. Inthe very next 
verse xii. 38 a follows D* alone, against d, for a has simul alone and D® apa alone. At 
ix. 831 D d (as we have them) make bold to remove the apparently pleonastic amocravdets 
(following amoxrevovo.v). The only support is from x‘ y" and ack, All Greek uncials, 
including WY retain, as do b and the rest of the Latins. That a is found here with 
D is significant. Here b doubtless holds the base and not d. 

t As we pass through the press von Soden teaches us that his new Greek ms 050, 
sister to D, does not have aya. But he obscures the Latin issue by grouping a b ri 
together, whereas b r i do not have simul asa. Sod has moeccOa fin. 

§ Add for +xa ante roy behovrwy von Soden's « 1091 (Sinai 186, Greg. 1223). 
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the simple salutationes dependent on the original qui volunt; against 
salutart of atk qr 8vg. Wearrive at the conclusion then that roreoOat 
and facitis of DP Sod 2" and d is a late accretion to both D and d,for a 
rejects it, unless indeed salutari of the others is supposed to be a composi- 
tion of aamacpous trovera Oat, but then salutare would have been used. 

At xiii. 14 D adds 11 avayewwoxer after 0 avayewworwv voetto. a also 
adds quidquid legit and n quod dicit, while d has quod legit, so that although 
Dd here are together, D*® here probably reacted on d latin, as d differs 
from @ x who probably translated from D's Greek. At xiii. 22 a@ has 
facient with d and D Sod”? 2°* rouncovow against Swoovew of other Greeks 
and Latins. xiii. 33 @ alone follows D® against d and all else omitting 
eat fin. (Cf ¢ which however turns the phrase.) 

I wish to add here a most important matter which I think has never 
been pointed out before. Where D and d differ we can frequently 
discover, by the help of a, which reading is basic and which is not in 
D or d. 

Thus at xiv. 1 D d and a ff, and only these omit xat ta atupa. This 
occurs in connection with one of St. Mark’s well-known doublets or pairs. 
Ww 8€ TO wdcya Kal Ta akypa.t We know from the absence of other D d 

sympathisers like 2" etc ¢ that this must be a correction to remove apparent 
pleonasm, but how came both D and d to excise the words? The answer 
is that Greek D reacted here on small d. We know this because it is the 

Greek of D and not the Latin of d which a habitually follows. Further 
proof offers in the same verse. D* and ai omit ev ded but d has it. 
Here therefore D* did not react on d latin, although a, as usual, follows 

D's Greek. There are several other places where at first sight @ would 
seem to strengthen the small combination D a d, but as a matter of fact 

it is now proven that D simply overflowed back as a (wrong) influence 
on d, and a is merely an accessory and a witness that this influence came 

from D*® only. 
This is well illustrated again at xiv. 25 where D Sod" 2" have ov un 

mpocOw mew as @ (differing in latin expression from d) d and f only, for ov 

pn mew of all others. This Greek of D, found only in a/f otherwise, 

must have flowed back on to d. 

The retranslation of a (and k and sometimes 7) is often illustrated. 

It occurs again immediately after at the opening of xiv. 26. he Greeks 
maintain «at vuynoartes, the Latins and the vulgates “ et hymno dicto,” 

but exceptionally : 
a = Et cum hymnos dixissent 
1 = Et cum laudem dixissent 
k = Et cum heminum dixisset 

{ Only ¥ Sod" vary the order nv Se ra afupa xa ro wacya, while k r, do not like the 
doublet and have pascha azumorum or azemorum as vg® and (gat). 

$ Von Soden's 050 appears also to go against D d a ff here. 
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yr = Et cum hymnum........ 

i = Et ymnum dicentes 
§ = Et umnisantes 

In the same chapter again at xiv. 32 D a d alone substitute avtas 

(illis) for tots paOntars avtov of all others. 

At xiv. 44. @ (and ¢ k 7) go with D® only edwxer (SeSwxev Sod) by 

writing dedit for dederat of all others and d. 

But at xiv. 47 Dad together omit twv wapeotqxoTwy showing D® has 

here influenced d. ; 

At xiv. 67. where D® alone omits «ac before cv, we know it is an 

error, because a does not follow. 

At xiv. 70. —7w wetpw D a d, 

and 72. —o7e mpw adexropa povycar bis pe atrapynon D a d, they 

are seen together. 

Further, when, as at xiv. 48, both D and d omit ws and tanquam 

before ems XnoTyv, we must assume this to be a common error in the last 

copying of the ms, as neither a & nor any others omit. We thus learn 

that at the last copying even, an effort was made to bring Latin and 

Greek into conformity. 

And when 2 replaces a (as it does from xv. 22 onwards) we must 

note that n does not support D® at xv. 34 wveidioas with c i k(?) but has 

me dereli[quisti] against them. Thus probably D® and c ¢ k are con- 

spiring in an error against the mass, and » controls the old D® as a did 

before. : 

Observe the independence of m throughout this section, and especially 

xvi. 4 amotum for revolutum of the rest of the itala, which although 

agreeing with the azroxecvdrcpevoy of D® (d = revolutum) against a7roxexv- 

Actas of most, yet appears to hang on a different treatment. 

Note also at xvi. 6 where D(W) has ¢oPeoOa (for exOapBeroOe) and d 

timere, that n follows suit with timere against expavescere of the others 

(K stupetis). 

As to b: 

The most important Latin witness in St. Mark for ‘‘ control” is b 
[k is wanting i.-viii.] a feature which Buchanan has quite forgotten to 
mention in his new and valuable edition of b.f The text of b (far 
removed from ff in this Gospel) is a most ancient one. All the O.L. join 

+ Observe in Mark iii. 32 (where exaOnro bothered a e so much that they deliberately 
alter the sentence, although no others know any different verb) that N alone of Greeks 
has mpos avrov oxdos (for mept avrov oxdos). We look to d and find circa eum turba a8 
the rest of Latins. We look to D and find mpos rov oydé and do not understand it. 
But b says alone of Latins ap illum turba, so that Nb are giving us what D means to give, 
rov standing for avrov. See Harris, ‘Study of Codex Bezae,’ page 20, where he shows 
Aov for Aoyov twice and Aes for Aeyets. Add Aes for Aeyers John xiv. 9 and frum for 
fructum in d at John xv.2. We find even ze for wept (Mc. v. 27). (Cf. xiv. 58 rov vooy 
(—rovrov) De alone against hunc templum by d opposite.) 

K 
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D dso largely in Mark as a unit (with the exception of a) that it has a 
very deep significance. But b goes farther than this and invites inspec- 
tion as to the fundamental @ text sometimes preserved in b where d has 
lost it. As toa the condition is quite different as sketched above. It 

would seem as if a had been independently translated into Latin from a 
Greek which had already been, made from the original: Latin. 

Long and long ago critics found certain Latin words graecised 

especially the property of St. Mark, as oexovXatwp, xevtuptor, Eeotns,t but 
explained them away. Siz John Hawkins calls attention (p. 182) to v. 23 
exxatws exet, saying in a note “This expression is. condemned by 
Phrynicus, see Thayer's Lexicon,” but if retranslation from the Latin 

“in extremis est” it could not very well be rendered ecyatws ect. As to 
Ovyarpeov nentioned just above this, fliola isfoundin e. Now the problem 

is both simplified and complicated by some of the extraordinary agreements 
of W* with ¢ latin. How it will all work out I cannot say at present. 

It is quite unnecessary to repeat that St. Mark probably wrote his 
Gospel at Rome for Roman readers, and it is beside the mark to say that 
Greek was the current or polite language of the city or that the names 
of the early leaders and Popes were Greek names. The oral Gospel 
appealed first as thoroughly to the oppressed servants and slaves of the 
Roman households as to their masters; and what was the language of 

the common people? Of the converted butchers, bakers and purveyors 
to these households? Of the masons, blacksmiths, carpenters etc? Of 
the Christian attachés and employés of the baths and places of public 
entertainment ? The catacombs tell us, and the inscriptions speak in no 
uncertain voice that the Latin and Greek tongues were in a state of flux 

in St. Mark's day. We find Greek words transliterated to Latin, and 
conversely Latin words expressed in Greek letters. We find dyAcxcooupos 
for felicissimus, AcE for bixit or vixit, didto for filio; or cosmou for xoopou, 

itaira for etapa, Theos for @eos and so forth. In fact some could speak 
Greek but only knew the Latin alphabet, others, while knowing enough 

Tatin to speak it, could only write the Greek letters. Hence a Latin, 

t Cf also Mk. vi. 8 uy ccs ryv (ory yadxoy (neque in zond aes") as against St. 

Luke (ix. 3 “pyre apyupiov"'). Cf also Mk. xii. 42 Xerra 8v0 0 eorw eo8payrns (‘duo 
minuta quod est guadrans,” the lowest Roman coin) as against St. Luke (xxi. 2 ‘ 3vo 

Aenta tantum, practer D +0 eorw xodpavrns"’). 
t We find the very hybrid graeco-latin words bisomus, frisomus and quadrisomus in 

common use in the catacombs (to the exclusion of other expressions) for burial space for 

two bodies, three bodies, and four bodies. 
Sometimes 4 occurs for D throughout a Latin inscription (see No. 142 in Marucchi 

and others). 

We come across such a thing as this: 
KALEMERE DEVS REFRI 
GERET SPIRITVM TYVM 
VNA CVM SoRoRIS TVAE HILARAE. 

Or benemerenti, et, and gedce in the middle of a Greek inscription, and observe 

the Greek rho in benemerenti. 
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or a Graeco-Latin written Gospel seems a priort to have been perfectly 
natural and called for under the circumstances; and not necessarily a 

bilingual, but two separate editions, one in Greek and one in Latin. The 

Latin original, if represented by b and d, seems to have parted company 
with the Greek original very soon if not immediately. It reappears in @ 
and part of k to some extent, but a is a fresh translation from the Greek 
as k seems to be in many places.t The consensus of Latins with b d 

AHMHTPIC ET AEONTIA 
CEIPIKE SEIAIE BENEMEPEN 
Tl MNHC@HC IHCOYC 
O KYPIOC TEKNON. 

We find septem (ZEPTE sic) with ANN in the middle, at the end of a Greek 
inscription : 

EPMAICKE WC Z 
HC EN ©6E€W KYPIE! 

G) XPEICTW ANN 
WPOYM X MHCW 
POYM ZEPTE. 

In the middle of a Greek inscription (Marucchi No. 844) occurs BONI@ATIE, 
From the catacombs of Domitilla, observe two Latin lines followed by Greek in 

Latin letters: 
ANNIBONVS FECIT SIBI €T SVIS 
LOCVM HOMIBVS N_ VIIl INTRO FORMAS 

€C TON EMON PANTON TVTO EMON. 

This lasted a long while. There is a Latin inscr. in Greek letters throughout, 
dated 269 a.p. 

KWCOYAE KAYAIW EA MATEPNW NONEIC 
NOBENBPEIBOYC AEl € BENEPEC AOYNA XXIII 
AEYKE IAIE CHBHPE KAPECCEME MOCOYETE 

€O4 EICNEIPITW CANKTW TOYW. 

On the shorter and earlier inscriptions such Latin names as Flavus or Flavius, 

Septimius etc are written in Greek characters : 

For instance: @A - CABEINOC .« KAI 

TITIANH - AAEADO! 

And again : CENTMIOC MPAITESTATOC 

KAt KIAIANOC 

Or ANNIA AYCTEINA 

Or ANNIOZ KATOE 

Or AIKINIA @AYCTEINA 

t A good example occurs at xiv. 54 where the 23 uncials and W write nv ovy (or 
avy) xaOnpevos but D it vg nv xaOnpevos. Tischendorf observes ‘‘it™ vg erat sedens, 
sedens, sedebat; k accurate fuit simul sedens,"’ but he should have said...k ex 

graeco fuit simul sedens.” The Latins all hang together against any consedens or 
simul sedens except k, which as we thus see is bringing back his Latin into conformity 
with the Greek, while D" alone follows the Latin. 

K 2 
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shows that the Latin as an entity remained knit together. With the 
Greek it is quite different. D reappears in Egypt in W but with 
modifications incident to a passage of d through Carthage previously, 
where it had become modified to ¢ and e. The Greek of XB is quite 
different again from that of DW, although & shows occasional traces of 
W e, and B of W or D. Did the Greek of D perish by shipwreck or 
otherwise on its way to Alexandria?t Or did they use at first only 
St. Matthew and St. Luke in those parts? The early Fathers are 
strangely silent as to quotations from St. Mark. 

Among one of the first distinct quotations from St. Mark (v. 34) 
it is noticeable that Clem! gives us ameArGe ecg etpnyny for umaye ens 
eypnynv. [Luke says wopevov.] The Latin is cade. See later for remarks 
as to Clement in connection with what St. Jerome says of Mark’s 
personal arrival at Alexandria, bringing his Gospel with him. 

As toc: 

is also a valuable adjunct for control as to the original base 
bede. Its glosses are reproduced by W®, and it has many Egyptian 
characteristics. Whether it ever had an accompanying Greek column 
we do not know, but the corruption per labia for per manus in vi. 2 
probably arose from confounding yelrewy or yew with yerpwr. One 
thing is very certain, acth and c are very close in Mark. Among other 
places observe Mark vi. 38 —xae yvovtes c acth and syr sin. The latter 
adds force to the basic age of the recension. 

Then, as shown beyond, Tertullian and acth share the otherwise 

unique reading in xiv. 13 invenietis hominem for occurret vobis homo. 
Besides this c and Tert are in apposition in other Gospels. 
A curious coincidence occurs at Mark ii. 26, where for evondev, W 

alone substitutes evedMwv, not supported by our Latin witnesses, but by 
Jerome with ingressus (Ep ad Pamm: “Idem Marcus inducit ad 
Pharisaeos salvatorem loquentem ‘Nunquam legistis . . . quomodo 
tngressus domum Dei sub Abiathar .. .’’’). 

St. Mark in the Irish Latin texts. 

One striking fact deserves notice, and that is that when the Irish 
text of the four Gospels was copied St. Mark’s Gospel alone appears in 

almost pure Vulgate dress. Why was this? It must be concerned with 

t Observe v. 37 mapaxodovdncar DW fam 1 28 124 2Pe 604, axodrovdnoa AKN* 

al’, quvaxoAovéncat XB rell. While the Latins use sequi, W elides per avrov, and e 

has introtre with Sod®® ecedOew. But the point is that mapaxodovénoa bears directly 
on the wording of the end of Mark, for at xvi. 17 wapaxodXovbnoet occurs, and this has 
been challenged as not being a Marean compound or occurring elsewhere in the Gospel, 

whereas DW corfirm it in Mark v. 37, at any rate as to their Greek. 
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the irreconcileable differences observed between the tio separate Greek 
lines or recensions to which I wish to direct attention. Not being able 
to decide to follow the itala, so largely interwoven with the b d base, 
which disagreed with the Greek line of NB, except in spots, it was 

evidently considered judicious to swallow St. Jerome’s revision almost 
completely for St. Mark. That there was a reason for it is obvious. 

Have we found the true reason in assuming a double Greek recension? 
This must be further investigated, but I see no other outlet. 

Base of St. Mark's Gospel. 

So much has been written concerning St. Mark's Gospel that it may be 
thought that the subject is threadbare. This hardly seems to be the case, 

but I would fain bring forward something new if possible. What I suggest 
has already found circuitous admission by other minds. For instance, 
in Sir John Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae, p. 207, after referring to the pro- 
portion of classical and non-classical words in the four Gospels, he says : 

“Tt thus appears that the non-classical words (like the non-Septuagintal 

words) occur with considerable more frequency in the special vocabulary of 

St. Mark than in those of the other synoptists.” 
In other places he agrees with most authorities in giving priority to 

the Marcan Gospel as regards its foundation, where roughnesses, not of 
diction but of the manner of presenting facts, have been smoothed by 
St. Matthew and St. Luke. 

Taking these two observations together, they make for a later Greek 
than that of Matthew and Luke, with an earlier base. Now if that base 

be Latin the matter is to a large extent explained. Little things like 
ecyatov (Mark) for vorepov (Matt. Luke) then assume a greater force 

than we have been disposed to give them. 
Sir John emphasises the historic present as being one of Mark's 

strong preferences. Indeed, this also bears upon the point. For the aits 

of d often bear opposite in D*® e:rev, while the itala coincides with the ait 
of d.t Further than this, where the strong Alexandrian preferences for 
the historic present and imperfect over the aorist make themselves felt 

t This matter deserves considerable attention. Compare Dr. Nestle's too brief 

notice of the subject in Journ. Theol. Studies, July 1911, p. 607, and consider the figurea 
given for b and d in St. Mark in connection with such a Roman writer as Plautus, whose 
plays are crammed full of aif and ais and aio. Cf. Amphitruo I. i. 188-189. 

Merc. Ai’ n' vero? 
Sos. Aio enimvero. 

Merc, Verbero! 
Sos. Mentiris nunc jam. 

Merc. At jam faciam ut verum dicas dicere. 
Sos. Quid eo 'st opus? 

Notice also the frequent appearance in Mark of epyera (for the indeterminate Latin 
venif, present or perfect) against the synoptic nAéev. 





134 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

in 8B in the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, it is different in St. Mark, and although I chronicle a fair number of these additional Greek historic presents for 8 or B in St. Mark, the situation is more confused there and sometimes the aorist is preferred to the imperfect. Before we can deal with the list of ‘‘ Rude, harsh, obscure or unusual words or expressions which may therefore have been omitted or replaced by others” (op. cit. pp. 131/4) we must consider more fully what the Latin texts have to say, and variations in Greek Mss. Thus, as to the first example, 
i. 10 cyfopevous, did St. Mark himself really use this? The Latins ba f fr 9 go hl yr, 8 (hiant i q) all say apertos (even a adaperiri, 

¢ aperiri). So D* sol. 
Then, ii. 4 etc xpaBatros. This surely belongs among the Latinisms, 

cited lower down. 
As to ii. 21 empamte, we must observe D’s emtouvparter and W's emiovvane as to retranslation, or as to two lines of Greek. 

xi. 1. etow tives wdSe tw eotnxotev, ‘an awkward arrangement of 
words” says Sir John Hawkins, but the mss vary here 
considerably. (See ante p. 100.) 

xiil. 11. yy rpopepymvare, a verb not found elsewhere in N.T., LXX, or classical writers.” But if cogitare were original we can 
understand it. (a here retranslating, as usual, has prae- 
medctare (of. mpopedrerate V3), k exceptionally satagare but 
both @ and & have been influenced by Greek recensions as 
compared to the other Latins in St. Mark). 

16. 0 es tov aypov, a very probable Latin construction. 
xiv. 31, exmepicows ¢ “is found nowhere else in Greek.” 

Perhaps from a Latin colloquialism “ tanto magis”’ as indeed 
re-rendered by @ (while k has “ plura loquebatur magis dicere” 
against amplius of most vett). 

xiii, 19. ecovrar yap at nuepac exewwar Ores (or Oreyrets). This is far 
more difficult, in fact insoluble from our available Latin 
materials, which do not agree with the Greeks, who here seem 
to be a unit, yet an original dies illi tribulationes, meant for 
dies illi tribulationis which c ff, il hold, might have led to the 
Greek, which is opposed byabdknq-r “ (in) illis diebus 
tribulationes ’ and which in these may not represent an original 
base but revision. 

Unfortunately, for such Greek words—unique in Mark—as oxwdn€, 
atactacrns we have no synoptic parallelisms to use for purposes of exact 
comparison. otactacrys of Mark xv. 7 (uera twy otactactwy Sedepevos) 
is however beautifully confirmed by St. Luke’s S:a ctaow (xxiit. 19). 

f It is exceedingly curious to find that the notorious latinisers 56-58-61, apparently 
alone among cursives, join NBCD¥%” for exmepioows. Add Paris”, 
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cavéadia Mark vi. 9 (not appearing in Sir John Hawkins’ list of words 
peculiar to St. Mark, probably because it occurs in Acts xii. 8) may be 
emphasised as compared to the vrodnyata of Matt. x. 10. 

In Mark di have sandalia, b f 1 q = sandaliis, so that probably solcis 

of a, soleas of e, caligulas of c, galliculas of ff, are retranslations. 
utodnviov Mark xii. 1, unique as to Mark and as against Anvoy of 

Matt. xxi. 33, is indeterminate. 
In Mark bc d f go! (q locum) 8 vg have lacum (a ff; ¢ k torcular). 
In Matthew a b c d (¢ torcularem) ff, g | q vg have torcular (ff, h 

lacum). : 
Lacwn would appear original in Mark, and torcular in Mattbew. 

But it is almost impossible to draw any inferences, although u7roAnreov 

may be considered more probable for lacus. 

Important example of harmony among the Latins at St. Mark vi. 36. 

One of the most striking places is the eyyora of D G04 and all latt 
PROXIMAS at vi. 36 against xuxdw of the otherGreeks. Not a single Latin 
tries to express xuxdw otherwise here in Mark.f But now turn to the 

parallel in Luke ix. 12 and see a very different state of things. The 
Greek of both passages is the same: 
Mark vi. 36. avoAvcov avtous wa amedOovtes evs Tous KUKAW aypoUS Kat. 

KOMAS. +5 

Luke ix. 12. amodvaov tov oyAov wa tropevOevtes } €lg TAS KUKAW K@pAaS Kat 

amredOovtes aypous... 

(Matthew omits cuxdo.) 
In Mark then the Latins have: in proxiMas villas et vicos.t 

But in Luke a = adjacentes vicos et agros 
be fil qr = circa castella et villas 

» = circa castella et vicos 
c = in castella adjacentia 
d = in proxima castella et villas 
6 = in circum castella et villas 
Jf = in castella et villas quae in circuitu sunt 
vg = in castella villasque quae circa sunt ; 

I submit that this has a distinct bearing on a common Latin base in 
Mark of proximas, and a common Greek base in Luke of KuKra, when 

we see in Luke the variations circa, adjacentes, adjacentia, prorima, in 

t Cf. also xi. 82 ndetcav (pro exov) DW Sod'® 2" and a8acr 604 = sciebant of it” 
against habebant of all vulgates. The proof of retranslation is here afforded by 604. 

} All have in prozimas. a = in proximas villas et municipia 
bef $7 = in proximas villas et castella 

dil= in proximas villas et (+in 2) vicos 
7, = in proximas villas et vicinos 

5 {no vivos } aie 

(hiantekq) 8 ={ ec ToUC KUKAW aArPoYc f *¢ 
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crroum, quae cirea sunt, and quae in circuitu sunt, against the steady 
prozimas in Mark. 

, For the rest I must refer to the following lists. 

And first as to Retranslation in W. 

The following is a list of some of the apparent retranslations in W. 
It is startling enough, but there is much more to be observed. 
Mark 

: 
1. 27. Bavpatoy (pro au BnOnaav) 

44. xaBapavov (pro xaSapicpov) 
ii. 4. mpocedOew (pro mpoceyyicat) 

12. @avpatew avrous (pro e&tatacbat Tavtas) 
23. eomappevev (pro omopiwr) 

iii. 11. cov (pro eBewper) {Negl. Sod. W. Male Sod. deD evdov, habet 
6 

30. exe avtov (pro exet) eFewpour | 

34. KuKAw avTou (pro KUKrAW TOUS Tept avtov) 
iv. 4. ta opvea (pro ta meretva) 

20. werrortes (pro omapevtes) 
32. avke. (pro avaBacvet) 

Vv. 81. cuvtpiBovta (pro cuvOr1Bovra) 

Vi. 5. ouxere (pro exet ovdeusav) 
18. e€ereprrov (pro e€eBadror) 
31. Aowrov (pro odvyor) 

vil. 10. adetwr (pro kaxoXoywv) 

19. &avoray (pro kapdav) 

31. evs thy Sexarrodw (pro Sexa7rodews) 
33. mpoohaBoperos (pro amodaBoperos) 

vill. 11. aw (pro tap) 

23. evrtucas (pro mTugsas) 

ix. 8. srepeBremopevoe (pre TrepiBreyrapevot) 

11. 7 ovy (pro ore prini) 
32. epwtnoat (pro erepwrnaat) (al) 
45. Kooy (pro amoxowov) 
49. arta ynOyoerat (pro adicOnoerat) 

X. 22. aro Tov Aoyou (pro emt Tw Aoyw) 
35. autnowpeba (pro artnowper) 

xi. 12. auptov (pro emauptov) 
25. avy (pro adn) [ Negl. Sod] 
30. am (pro e€ pr.) (al) 

xil. 1. eEwpu€ev (pro car wpukev) 
8. edipav +xat amextwav (346) 

10, 26. aveyrwxate (pro aveyvewte) 
xiii. 2. aeOn ovde SiadvOnoerat (pro catadvOn) 

12. avaotyncovtat (pro emavactnaovtat) (348 Sod'"*) 
xiv. 6. xozrov (pro xozrous) 

THE LATIN VERSION OF ST. MARK’S GOSPEL. 137 

aire 27. oxopmicOncerat (pro d:acxopmicOncera) [ Negl. Sod] 
30. apynon (pro amrapynon) 

32. eEepyovras (pro epyovrtat) 
53. ouvropevovtat (pro auvepyovtat avtw) (Sod'*”) 

61. evroynpevou (pro evdoyntov) and so V 28 c** 
70. wepteatnxotes (pro apertures) (cf. a) 

xvi. 1. evcedOovoat (pro edPovcar) 
5. Oewpovow (pro etdov) 

In ch. i.-v., where the e and bce sympathy is paramount, the 

retranslation is very thick. Afterwards it shades off but does not 
disappear. What is there is not only retranslation from Latin, but from 

the other Versions. Of these 45 cases only 5 find any support. 
Observe also in iii. 1 a genitive absolute cat evcedOovtos avrov for Kat 

eton\Oev, which cannot come from the parallels, and must be from bc e 

“‘et cum introisset."" The others have “et introivit.” Cf ix. 28, where 
for ‘et cum introisset"’ of all Latins the Greeks only vary between 

etcedOovros avtov and evceAOovta avtov. 

Consider also yeverar and eyerero: 
At iv. 37 D writes eyevero with which Tisch groups all the Latins, while 

ywerat (so W) is the reading of the other Greeks. But 

observe the reverse at : 
ii. 15. yeverae only NBLW 33 2"* 604 892* IV-H & Sod tzt, and 

eyevero D and all the rest. [Om. Sod°.] 
It seems clear that factus est or facta est or factum est is 

rendered either ywerat or eyevero. And the way in which the 
Mss occasionally go apart looks like a Latin base out of which 
the variations sprung. 

When I published Evan 604 it became apparent that there was a 
reason for the Latinisms in that Ms, when we took into consideration the 

sympathetic bond between D 2" and 604. It became clear to me how 

ancient was this Latin base. Lest some should still think that the 
Latinisms and evidences of retranslation in 1 13 28 2°* and G04 are late, 
I have exhibited first a typical list in the great ms W. 

Now there is much /ess of this in 28 and not more as we come down 

the line, as far as actual age (not actual text) is concerned. But to show 
how the matter is interlocked I will exhibit these examples. 

We find in 28 at: 

1.19. catackevatovtas (pro xataptitovtas), but this is visible in 124 

[non fam] although not in W. 
xii. 84. cuvaitws (= cuverws) pro vovveyws apparently unique by 28. 
xiv. 1. xpatnowow Kat (pro xpatnoavtes) = latt syrr (et Sod minn'). 

As to 28 and 604: 

iii. 14. Here 28 and G04 conspire alone to give us Tepe avtov (pro per 
avTou) 






