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Textual variants
in the
Gospel of Luke

Results from the variant evaluation:

The best manuscripts of Lk:

1. Primary (=best) witnesses for Lk are: 01, B, L, W, Co
P4, P75, T, X (= have lacunae)
W is Alex from ch. 1 -7, after that Byz.

2. Secondary (= good) witnesses for Lk are: P45 R 070, 579, 1241, 1342°%1°
1342 is much better in ch. 6 -10 (ca. 6:35-11:15 from a
cursory check in IGNTP), elsewhere Byz.

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

3. Tertiary: Q. f1,[157, 1612, 1627], 565 2, 700 *'° 892, 2786
vqg, Sy-S
565 is comparatively good in ch. 1 -2, later it is Byz.

700 is better in  ch. 1-10, later Byz.
The assignment of R has been taken from Waltz online encyclopedia and is

consistent with my data (see below).

"Western": D, it, (Sy-S, Sy-0O

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

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

To the contrary the Caesarean element is very weak.



manuscripts with lacunae

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

P45 content:

6:31-41 10:6-22 11:50-12:12 13:29-14:10
6:45-7.7 10:26-11:1 12:18-37 14:17-33
9:26-41 11:6-25 12:42-13:1

9:45-10:1 11:28-46 13:6-24

P75 content:

3:18-22 5:37-6:4 7:41-43 17:19-18:18
3:33-4:2 6:10-7:32 7:46-9:2 22:4-end
4:34-5:10 7:35-39 9:4-17:15

C lacunae:

1:1:-2 6:4-36 20:28 -21:20

2:6-42 7:17-8:28 22:19-23:25

3:21-4:25 12:4-19:42 247 -45

R extant:

1:1-13 7:44, 46 -47 12:4-15 20:33-20:47
1.69-2:4 7:50 12:40-52 21:12-2
2:16-2:27 8:1-15 13:26-14:1 22:42 -56
4:38-5:5 8:25-9:1 14:12-15:1 22:71-23:11
5:25-6:8 9:12-43 15:13-16:16 23:38-23:51
6:18-40 10:3-16 17:21-18:10

6:49-7:22 11:4-27 18:22-20:20

T extant:

6:18-26 18:32-19:8 22:20-23:20 24:29 -31
18:2-16 21:33-22:3 24:25 -27



X is extant:

1:1-9 2:33-39
1:.19-23 3:5-8
1.27-28 3:11-20
1:30-32 4:1-2
1.36-66 4:6-20
1.77-2:19 4:32-43
2:21-22 5:17-36

070 is extant:

3:19-30 9:12-16
8:13-19 10:21-39
8:56-9:9 10:41-11:6
33 lacuna:

21:38-23:26

Sy-S lacunae:
1:16-38 5:28-6:11

Sy-C lacunae:
1:1-2:48 3:16-7:33

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

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

24:44 -51

9:32-33.35
9:41-10:18
10:21-40
11:34
11:24-33

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



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

Luk 5:39 [1 2 words] Luk 22:19b-20 [32] Luk 24:12 [22]
Luk 10:41-42 [11] Luk 22:62 [5] Luk 24:36 [5]
Luk 12:19 [7] Luk 24:3 [3] Luk 24:40 [10]
Luk 12:21 [9] Luk 24:6[5] Luk 24:51 [5]
Luk 12:39 [3] Luk 24:9[3] Luk 24:52 [2]

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

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

Luk 19:24b-25 [16]

Luk 19:32-33 [23]

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

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

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



Noteworthy other manuscripts :

In Lk 131belongstofl. Itisalsoflin Mk1 -5.

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

X040 12/15 80%
070 11/13 85% both fragmentary.
(+ 0110, 0124, 0178, 0179, 0180, 0190, 0191, 0202)
(Lk in: 070, 0124, 0178, 0179, 0190, 0191, 0202)
070 = T, Greek-Coptic bilingual from the 6 ™ CE, Paris, see Gregory I, p. 69.

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

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

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

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

131 of the 342 variants (38%) are difficult to evaluate (Rating either " -"or
"1?").

Lk has 1149 verses. This means that we have

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

- one difficult variant every 9 ™ verse.

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

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



TVU 1
NA? Luke 1:28 Kkai. eivselgw.n pro.j auvth.n &i=pen
cai/re( kecaritwvme,nh( 0" ku,rioj meta. sou/A

BYZ Luke 1:28 kai. eivselgw.n o™ a;ggeloj pro.j auvth.n ei=pen
cailre kecaritwme,nh 0" ku,rioj meta. sauloghme,nh su. evn gunaixi,nA

Byz A, C,D,D,Q,f13, 33, 565™, 1342, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo ™, goth, Eus, [Trg]
euvioghme,nh su. evn gunaixi.n
kai. euviloghme,noj o karpo.j th/j koili,aj sonry, pc

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

Lacuna: X, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (p. 1305, A 17 L) 28 ... souto h” de. evpi. tw/| lo,gw|
(It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the next one.)

Compare:
NAZ Luke 1:42 kai. avnefw,nhsen kraugh/| mega,lh| kai. eiwfmEinme,nh
su. evn gunaixkai. euvioghme,noj o karpo.j th/j koili,aj souA

Compare Proto-Gospel of James:

11:1 Kai. labou/sa ka,lpin evxh/lgen gemi,sai u[dwr( kai. ivdou. fwnh.
le,gouska

cai/re kecaritwme,nh 0" ku,rioj meta. samloghme,nh su. evn gunaixi,nA
The words then are omitted at 12:2, the position where they are in Luke.

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

Streeter notes (F our Gospels, p. 123-4) that 565 adds the wo rds in the margin
with the note "not found in the ancient copies”.

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

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



TVU 2
NA% Luke 1:29 h™ deevpi. twd,gw[dietara,cgh
kai. dielogi,zeto potapo.j ei;h 0” avspasmojfiou

BYZ Luke 1:29 h™ ddvdou/sdietara,cghevpi. tw/| lo,@wuivtou/(
kai. dielogi,zeto potapo.j ei;h 0" avspasntojj ou

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

Lacuna: X, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: umlaut! (p. 1305, A 17 L) 28 ... Sou#s h” de. evpi. tw/| lo,gw]
(Itis not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the previous one.)

Compare:
NA* Luke 1:12 kai. evtara,cgh Zacari,ajdw.rkai. fo,boj evpe,pesen evpV

auvto,nA

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

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

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

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



TVU 3

Minority reading:

NA*" Luke 1:35 kai. avpokrigei.j 0" a;ggeloj ei=pen\auvth/|
pneu/ma a[gion evpeleu,sepai se.

kai. du,namij u'yi,stou evpiskiassgi

dio. kai. to. gennw,mephajgion klhgh,setai ui’0.j geou/A

P evk sout, Q, f1, 124, 174(=f13), 22, 33, 372, 517, 954, 1675, pc  °,
a, c, r', vg™s Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, Ir **, Tert, Adamantius, Epiph
pc = 229°€, 478°€, 544, 1005, 1192, 1210, 1365, 1443, 237 2

P evn sol. Did

Lacuna: X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

There is an umlaut on the previous line ( 1305 B 5 L) for
dio. kai. to. gennwme

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 4
1. Difficult variant
NAZ’ Luke 1:37 O[ti ouvk avdunathseia. tou/ geopa/n r’h/mal

BYZ Luke 1:37 O[ti ouvk avdunathsaia. tw/| gew/pa/n r'h/ma

Byz 01%% A, C,D,Q,Y,f1, 13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 1071, Maj , Trg
txt  01* B, D, L, W, X (=040), 565, pc
B: no umlaut

avdunateidpers. "it is impossible”

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

Compare verse 30:
NA* Luke 1:30 kai. ei=pen o  a;ggeloj aumth/| fobou/( Maria,m(eju
ga.r ca,rinpara. tw/fjew/|A

Compare also:

NA?" Mark 10:27 evmble,yaj auvtoi/j o° VIhsou/)\ Ipgs. avngrw,poij
avdu,naton( avllV ouv park.pgemt4 ga.r dunata. para. tw/| qgew/|A
NA* Luke 18:27 0" de. ei=pém. avdu,nata para. avngrwghmpata. para.
tw/| gew/| evstinA

LXX:
LXX Genesis 18:14 mh.avdunatepgara. tw/| qew/| r hé&wa to.n kairo.n
tou/ton avnastre,yw pro.j se. eivj w[raj kai. e;stai th/| Sarra ui 0,

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU5
2. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 1:42 kai. avnefw,nhsen kraugiepa,lh| kai. eizpeumvioghme,nh
su. evn gunaixi.n kai. euvloghme,noj 0" karpo.j th/j koili,aj souA

BYZ Luke 1:42 kai. avnefw,nhsen fwnhAga,lh| kai. ei=pen Euvloghme,nh su.
evn gunaixi,n kai. euvloghme,noj 0" karpo.j th/j koili,aj sou

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

avnebw,hsen fwnh/|o1, c, F,Q, 053, 118, f13, 28, 33, 892, 1071, 1424, pc *

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

Compare:
NA% Matthew 27:46 peri. de. th.n evna,thn wiramebo,hsen o” VIhsou/j fwnh/|

mega,|He,gwhn
NA*" Mark 15:34 kai. th/| evna,th| vgvap,hsen 0" VIhsou/j fwnh/|\mega,ih|

NA* Mark 1:26 kai. spara,xan auvto.n to. pneu/ma to. avka,qarton kai.
fwnh/san fwnh/| megadttkh/lgen evx auvtou/A

NA?" Luke 23:46 Kai.fwnh,saj fwnh/| megah|VIhsou/] eispaate( eivj

ceilra,j sou parati,gemai to. pneu/ma, rpouA tou/to de. eivpw.n evxe,pneus
NA*" Acts 16:28 eviw,nhsen de. mega,lh| feiihPau/loj le,glvn

Here the words are safe.

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

On the one hand it is possible that fwnh/has been changed to kraught$ avoid
the double fwnh. In the same way the change by 01 et al. could be explained,
they left  fwnh/Jput changed avnefw,nhsenavnebw,hsen

On the other hand, the rare  Kraughould have been changed to the more
commonfwnh, weiss (Lk Com.) thinks fWﬂh/Ihas been conformed to the verb.



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 6
Minority reading:
NA* Luke 1:46 Kali. ei=peMaria,m Megalu,nei h™ yuch, mou to.n ku,rion(

VElisa,bet a, b, I*, Ir ™ or®™s  Nji cetas (A414)
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ Luke 1:41 kai. evge,neto w'j h;kousen to.n avspasmo.n th/j Mari,aj h’
VElisa,betvski,rthsen to. bre,foj evn th/| koili,a] auvth/j( kai. evplh,sgh
pneu,matoj a gi,oWklisa,bet(

NA? Luke 1:42 kai. avnefw,nhsen kraugh/| mdga,lkj=p&reuvioghme,nh

su. evn gunaixi.n kai. euvloghme,noj 0" karpo.j th/j koili,aj SouA

NA*" Luke 1:56 :Emeinen de. Mariasn.n auvttv]j mh/naj treif
VElisa,bet sy-s, Sy-P, sd™, geo™,
Diatess A"

A much debated point. In the previous verses it is Elisabeth who is speaking. It

is possible that someone accidentally or deliberately changed the name here.
The following words make not much sense in the mouth of Elisabeth ("from now
on all generations will call me blessed").

Harnack notes, that if the subject is changing in verse 46, ei:pen Od@uld be
expected and not Kai. ei=pen

Similarly in verse 1:56 the €;mein@rsu.n auveafuld be either

e;meinen de. Maria.m su.n th|/ VElisa,bet

or simply €;meinen de. su.n th|/ VElisa,bet

To the opposite WH argue that the change to Elisabeth could have been inspired

by these words.

Harnack argues that BOTH VEIlisa,beand Maria.mare explanatory glosses,
and that VEIlisa,betis the correct interpretation. Luke simply continues
Elisabeth's speech with Kali. ei=peThis is also the opinion of Burkitt.

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

Note that in 1.Sam 2:1 the Prayer also simply starts with kai. ei:pem/ith
Hannah continue speaking.



Compare:
E. Ter-Minassiantz "Hat Irenaeus Lk 1:46 Maria.moder VEIlisa,betelesen?"
ZNW 7 (1906) 191 -2

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 7
Minority reading:

NA”" Luke 1:66 kai. e;gento pa,ntej oi avkou,santej evn th/| kardi,a| auvtwi/r
le,gontey ti, a;ra to. paidi,on tou/to e;staiE kai. ga.r cei.r kurifetn

metV auvtou/A

omit: D, it(d, ff 2,1, q), vg™, Sy-S
Lat(aur, c, e, f, vg) read txt. a has a lacuna, b is not clear.

B: no umlaut

The last sentence is an afterthought from Luke and is not spoken by the crowd.
The manuscripts supporting the omission probably overlooked this and omitted
the then inappropria te h=nit is also possible that it has been changed
deliberately.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 8
NA% Luke 1:75 evn 0 sio,thti kai. dikaiosu,nh| evnw,pion auvtoutgi@,saij
h me,raij h>mw/nA

BYZ Luke 1:75 evn 0 sio,thti kai. dikaiosu,nh| evnw,pion auvtouapa,saj
h me,rdh.] zwh/jh mw/n

Only Byz in NA!
Byz G, Qfl,f13, 1424, 2542, Maj -part, Sy -S, Or

txt P4(200 CE), 01,A,B,C,D,F,K,L,R,U,V,W,Y, D, P, Y, Wo0130, 0177,
22, 33, 565, 579 , 892, 1241, Maj -part, Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H, Co, goth

Lacuna: X, X
B: no umlaut

A typical LXX term, it appears 33 times in the LXX, but nowhere else in the NT.

The support is rather bad, probably secondary.

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes, that the dative tai/j] h me,raghould indicate every
single day. It has been changed into the accusative of length of time, which then

is further defined by  th.j zwh/]

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

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



TVU 9

3. Difficult variant

NA*" Luke 1:76 Kal. su. de,( paidi,on( profh,thj u'yi,stou klhgh,sh|
proporeu,sh| gaevnw,pion  kuri,ou e toima,sai o dou.j auvtou/(

BYZ Luke 1:76 Kai. su. paidi,on profh,thj u’yi,stou klhgh\sh|
proporeu,sh| gapro. prosw,poikuri,ou e toima,sai 0 dou.j auvtou/

Byz AC,D LR, D, Q, Y, 0130, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 892, 1241, 1342,
Maj, Sy, Ir **, Gre, Trg

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

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare LXX:

LXX Malachi 3:1 ivdou. evgw. evxaposte,llw to.n a;ggelo,n mou kai.
evpible,yetai o' dpne. prosw,pou mou

Compare context: ~

NA* Luke 1:15 e;stai ga.r me,g&vnw,pion Itou/b kufijai. oi=non kai.
si,kera ouv mh. pi,h|( kai. pneu,matoj a gi,ou phlusgi,satk koili,aj
mhtro.j auvtou/évnw,picsfe!

Compare also:

NA* Mark 1:2 Kaqw.] ge,graptai evn tw/| VHsai<a| tw/| profilthi.
avposte,llw to.n a;ggelo,n mmu prosw,pou s¢w]j kataskeua,sei th.n
0 do,n sbu safe!

NA? Matthew 11:10 ivdou. evgw. avposte,llw to.n a;ggelpro.mooasw,pou
soy o]j kataskeua,sei th.n 0°do,n sou e;mprosge,n sou

NA* Luke 7:27 OUO,] evstin peri. ouge,graptai ivdou. avposte,llw to.n
a;ggelo,n mopro. prosw,pou s@uo]j kataskeua,sei th.n o'dogu s
e;mprosqe,n Saui!

And:
Odes of Solomon 9:76 Kai. su. de, paidi,on profh,thj u'yi,stou klhgh,sh|
proporeu,sh| gaaro. prosw,pou kuri,oeltoima,sai o dou.j auvtou/




evnw,pion Kurigpgears 117 times in the LXX, but only 2 times in the NT (2Co
8:21 and Jam 4:10).

pro. prosw,pou Kuri,@gpears only 5 times in the LXX and not in the NT. But
the exact LXX parallel here quoted has  Pro. prosw,pou maikso Mk 1:2, Mt
11:10 and Lk 7:27 have the words.

On the other hand €vnw,pion Kuri pgears in verse 1:15.

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

It is interesting to find ~ Pro. prosw,pou Kuri,@the Odes of Solomon, which
are generally dated to around 100 -150 CE and are therefore our earliest
independent(?) witness.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 10
4. Difficult variant

NA*" Luke 1:78 dia. spla,gcna evle,ouj geou/ h>mw/p(exyamskie,yetai
h mal/j avnatolh. evx u[youj(

BYZ Luke 1:78 dia. spla,gcna evle,ouj geou/ h"mw/p(eaypeske,yato
h mal/j avnatolh. evx u[you;

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

Byz 01% A, C,D,R,D,X,Y, 0130, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy -H, Gre, Trg.
txt  P4"9(200 CE), 01*, B, L, W, Q, 0177, pc, vg™s®, Sy-S, Sy-P, Cq Trg™

P4 not noted in NA. The editio princeps (J. Merell, RB 47 (1938) 5  -22) gives:
evn ¢i evpi@)))so also Comfort in his book.

The letter is only partly preserved. From the image in the ed.pr. a lota seems
more probable.

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

B: no umlaut

evpiske,yetandicative future middle 3rd person singular
evpeske,yat@adicative aorist middle 3rd person singular
evpiske,ptomaiit, care for, be concerned ab out"

Compare:
NA* Luke 1:68 O[ti evpeske,ydtai. evpoi,hsen lu,trwsin tw/| law/| auvtou/(

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

NAZ’ Luke 7:16 Kai. O[ti evpeske,yatd geo.j to.n lao.n auvtou/A

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

NA?" Acts 15:14 O (eo.gvpeske,yalabei/n evx evgnw/n lao.n tw/| ovnho,mati
auvtoih

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

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


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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 11
5. Difficult variant

NA* Luke 2:2 au[th avpografhprw,th evge,neto h'gemoneu,ontoj th/j
Suri,aj Kurhni,ouA

BYZ Luke 2:2 aulth h™ avpografprw,th evge,neto h’gemoneu,ontoj th/j
Suri,aj Kurhni,ou

Byz 01%% A, C,L R,W,D,X,Y,f1,f13, 33, 157, 579, 1071, 1241, Maj
txt  01* B, D, Q, 0177, 543(=f13), 131, 346(=f1), 565, 700, pc, L1043

au[thn avpografhavge,neto prw,tho1
au[thevge,ned@pografiprw,th D

W: Swanson has here the singular reading auf[thn avpograf. error . Even
though t he N can easily be confused with the H |, the H is certain here from the

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

B: no umlaut

Probably a transcriptional error:
AYTHHAHOF‘ ATTH
AYTHAHOF’]’ JiH

The peculiarity has been resolved in D by placing the verb before avpografh.
The error is probably at least in part accidental. The question is if the error is

the omission of one H or the addition of a second H. The former appears to be
slightly more probable.

The support for txt is incohe  rent.

Rating: 1?7 or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
adding hin brackets?

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


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

TVU 12
NA? Luke 2:5 avpogra,yasdai su.n Maria.m th/| evmnhsteume,nh| auvtw/|(
ou;sh| evgku,w|A

BYZ Luke 2:5 avpogra,yasqgai su.n Maria.m th/| memnhsteume,nh| auvtw/|
gunaiki.(ou;sh| evgku,w|

Byz A, C%D,Q,Y,f13, 33,579, 1241, Maj, Lat(ff 2,1, q, vg), (Sy-S), Sy-H, Gre

txt 01, B, C* D, L, W, X 0177, f1, 22, 565, 700, pc, L1043,
itaur, b, ¢, d, e, f,r 1), Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, goth, Eus
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% Matthew 1:20 VIwsh.f ui"0.j Daui,d( mh. fobhgh/|j paralabei/n Mari,an

th.ngunai/kasou
NA% Matthew 1:24 ... kal. pare,laben th.gunai/kaauvtou/(

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

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

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



TVU 13
NAZ Luke 2:9 Kai. a;ggeloj kuri,ou evpe,sth auvtoi/] kai. do,xa kuri,ou
perie,lamyen auvtou,j( kai. evfobh,ghsan fo,bon me,ganA

BYZ Luke 2:9 Kali. ivdowa;ggeloj kuri,ou evpe,sth auvtoi/| kai. do,xa kuri,ou
perie,lamyen auvtou,j kai. evfobh,ghsan fo,bon me,gan

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

1582 is not noted by NA and IGNTP. It is only in Swanson.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 14
Minority reading:

NA? Luke 2:9 kai. a;ggeloj kuri,ou evpe,sth auvtoi/j kai. do,xa kuri,ou
perie,lamyen auvtou,j( laifobh,qhsémbon me,ganA

fo,bon me,gan sfo,draw, bo
sfo,dra B

B: no umlaut

SfO,dI’a"very much”

Compare:

NA% Matthew 17:6 Kai. avkou,santej oi’ maghtai. e;pesan evpi. pro,swpon
auvtw/n kagvfobh,ghsan sfo,draA

NA%" Matthew 27:54 ~O de. e kato,ntarcoj kai. oi" metV auvtou/ throu/ntej
to.n VIhsou/n ivdo,ntej to.n seismo.n kai. ta. gendghlrghsan

sfo,dra(

NA? Mark 4:41 kai. evfobh,ghsan fo,bon mek@n e;legon pro.j
avllh,louj

A natural addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clear ly original)



TVU 15
Minority reading:

NA?" Luke 2:11 O[ti evte,cgh u 'mi/n sh,meron swth.r o[j evstin
cristo.j ku,rioj evn po,lei Daui,dA

Ku,rioj cristo.j W, Sy-S, Sy-P

cristo.j VlIhsou/j 859, d, Cyprian

cristo.j swth.r 346(=f13)

cristo.j kuri,ou b, r%, vg™, Sy-Pal, Ephraem, ¢j. (J. Weiss)
cristo.j Vlhsou/j ku,rioj e

cristo.j pcd, bo™

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA”" Luke 2:26 Kai. h=n auvtw/| kecrhmatisme,non u'po. tou/ pneu,matoj to
a’gi,ou mh. ivdei/n ga,naton pri.n T'® a'n ictistdarkuri,oul

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

A. Pallis (Notes, 1928) writes: "Luke being unacquainted with Hebrew imagined
that it was with Messi,ajthat the word SWth.r was related and not with
Vihsou/|

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 16
NA% Luke 2:14 do,xa evn u yi,stoij gew/| kai. evpi. gh/j ewsvmiprw,poij
euvdoki,ajA

BYZ Luke 2:14 Do,xa evn u'yi,stoij gew/| kai. evpi. gh/j] ewsavmiprw,poij
euvdoki,aA

T&T #1

Byz 01%° B“ K, L,P,D,Q, X, Y, f1, f13, 892, 1241, Maj, L1043,
Sy, bo, Or ™, Eus, WH, Trg™
omit €VIB72, 724, 2737, Sy -S

txt  01* A, B*Y9 D, W, 23, Latt, sa, Or ™, goth, Ir “*,
WH™, NA®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
omit €VNat, Ir “*, Weiss

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

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here .
There is an umlaut on the previous line (1307 B 4 L) for:

evpi. gh/j eivrh,nh egngpnij

Lacuna: C, N, P

B: no umlaut

euvdoki,ajoun genitive  feminine singular
euvdoki,aoun nominative feminine singular
euvdoki:good will, pleasure, favor"

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

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

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

See detailed discussion in WH Intro and Scrivener Intro Vol. 2. Scrivener notes

a quote from Dr . Field, who points out that "men of good pleasure" would be
according to Graeco -biblical usage, not avngrw,poi euvdqkhaj a;ndrej
euvdoki,aj


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

It is difficult to explain how the txt reading could have arisen accidentally.
The omission of the €VEbuld be due to avoiding a Hiatus: eivrh,nfievn

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

Do,xa evn u'yi,stoij gew/|(

Kai. evpi. gh/j eivrh,nh avngrw,poij euvdoki,ajA

or:

Do,xa evn u'yi,stoij gew/| kai. evpi. gh/|(

Eivrh,nh avngrw,poij euvdoki,ajA

Most commentators favor the first version. Harnack and Hort go with the
second. The first line is straightforward, ta. ufyistais equivalent to OI
ouvranaodnd has probably been chosen for poetic reasons (Harnack). But what
means avngrw,poij euvdokiigjas no parallel.

Hort notes that a trajection (hyperbaton) is possible, so that eudeki,lajlongs

to eivrh,nkith the meaning: "peace of [God's] favor in men". This is apparently

the interpretation of Origen! He writes:

eiv eivrh,nhn le,gei o~ swth.r mh. dido,nai evpi. gh/j( owdvaoiiaj
eivrh,Alouv ga.r avrnei/tai dido,nai th.n eivrh,nhn( avllV avgiwguelge
h=lgon balei/n eivrh,nhn evpi. th.n gh/nA ouvkeeirkigs. eivrh(nhn
avlla. tau/ta, ge ei=pon para. toi/j poime,sin oi’ a;ggeloiA

Origen distinguishes between €ivrh,nés such and eivrh,nh euvdokrag must
be a special peace "throu gh grace". By the way, Origen learned the word from
the LXX and thinks the LXX created it. It was apparently not part of the living
Koinh/Greek at his time.

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

too:

Glory in t he highest dto God d and on earth

= Glory in the highest and on earth to God

Peace- to men 0 of God's grace
= Peace of God's grace to men

Compare also Henoch I, 8: kai. meta. tw/n dikai,wn th.n eivrh,nhn poéh,sei
kai. th.n euvdoki,an dw,sei dvtoi



Harnack additionally notes that the two sentences are not connected, a kai.

seems to be required. He explains this structure as the two sentences being two
hymnic exclamations and also notes the contrast between quHnd avngqrw,polj

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

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

avngrw,poij euvdoks,ajobably a Semitic construction and has been found
several times in Hebrew and Aramaic Qumran hymns in the following forms:

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

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

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

The Byzantine text appears in the LXX Ode 14:1 -3. The addition of the Odes to
the LXX is relatively late (5 ™ CE?), but | haven't found any details about this.
The earliest form of Ode 14 can be found in the Apostolic Constitutions (4 " CE,
book 7, sec. V "Daily prayers 9dA morning prayer", XLVII).

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

or in form".

Compare:
o J.H. Ropes "Good Will toward men (Lk 2:14)" HTR 10 (1917) 52 -56
e J. Jeremias" aNqQrw,poi euvdoki(ej 2:14)" ZNW 28 (1929) 13 -20
e Gerhard v. Rad "Nocheinmal Lk 2:14 avngrw,poi euvdokz@yv 29
(1930) 111-115
. C-H. Hunzinger "Neues Licht auf Lk 2:14" ZNW 44 (1953) 85 -90
o C-H. Hunzinger "Ein weiterer Beleg zu Lk 2:14" ZNW 49 (1959) 1  29-30
e  R.Deichgraber "Lk 2:14: avnqrw,poi euvdokinay 51 (1960) 132
o R.S. Kilpatrick "The Greek Syntax of Luke 2.14" NTS 34 (1988) 472 -75

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 17
6. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 2:15 Kali. evge,neto w'j avph/lgon avp\éayvbwirouvran@in
a;ggeloi( oi° poime,nej evla,loun pro.j avllihlou;
die,Igwmen dh. e[wj Bhqgle,em

BYZ Luke 2:15 Kai. evge,neto w'j avph/lqon avpV auvtw/n eivj to.n ouvrano.!
a;ggeloi kai. oi° a;nqrwpoioi’ poime,nej ei=pon pro.j avllh,louj
Die,lgwmen dh. e[wj Bhgle,em

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

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

565, 1241, pc® omit also €ivj t0.n ouvrano.n
kai. L,579, pct®

Note also (word order):
oi" a;ggeloi eivj to.n ouvrano.n), Q, 13, 28, 33, 157, 1424, Lat

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

There is an umlaut on the next line ( 1307 B9 L) for:

poime,nej evla,loun praiiating the evla,louei=povariant.

Compare previous verse:
NA*" Luke 2:14 do,Xxa evn u'yi,stoij gew/| kai. evpi. gh/j ewrlawhgrw,poij
euvdoki,ajA

It is possible that  Oi° &;NQrwpaias been omitted due to h.t. (OI - Ol - Ol) or

to improve style. The longer reading is characteristically Lukan in style.

It is also possible that it has been added to have a better separation between

the angels and the shepherds. But this then has been  done very imperfectly.

Now, in the longer reading, the sentence structure is really equivocal: avph/lqon

avpV auvtw/n eivj to.n ouvrano.n oi" a;ggeloi kai. oi" a;ngrwpoi oi° poime,|
ei=pon

In this form it could be interpreted as ".. were gone away from them into

heaven the angels and the men, the shepherds said ..."



To avoid this interpretation several witnesses moved ~ Oi @;ggelah front of €iVj
to.n ouvranoifls possible that others omitted ~ Kai. OI° @a;nqrwpasr that
reason. Q goes so far and does both.

It is also possible that Kai. OI" a;ngrwpaias been added to continue the
bipartition from verse 14 of €vn U VYi,StOiand avnqrw,poifhat when the
angels departed ALSO the men behaved according to Gods will. But the addition

appears rather unskillful.

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 18
Minority reading:

NA%" Luke 2:22 Kai. o[te evplh,sghsan ai" h'me,rai tou/ kagarsnmowh

kata. to.n no,mon Mwu?seavjth,gagon auvto.n eivj ~leroso,luma
parasth/sai tw/| kuri,w|(

auvtou/ b, 118, 205, 209, pc ©,
Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, e, f, ff 2, g% I, r? vg), Sy-S, sa™, arm

auvth/j not 765" Catenae

omit: pc, bo™, Ir ', Chrys, Diatess "

Of the Latins only g reads txt.
The reading auvth/js not found in manuscript 76. Gregory checked the
manuscript and found aUVIW/(Textkritik" vol. 1, p. 146). Hatch confirms this.

B: umlaut! (p. 1307 C5R)  kagarismou/ auviw/n
B*reads: ai h'me,rai kagarismou/ auvtw/n
Umlaut with correction. On the left B3 adds ~ tOUbefore kagarismou/

Compare previous verse:
NA?" Luke 2:21 Kai. o[te evplh,sghsan h me,rai ovktw. tou/ peritemei/n auvto.

kai. evklh,gim. o;noma auvtou/ VIhHmlJ{]h(ke.n u'po. tou/ avgge,lou pro.
tou/ sullhmfgh/nai auvto.n evn th/| koili,a|

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

The purification law applies probably to women here only.

The Western auvtou/obably refers to Jesus, who is mentioned in the previous

verse.

NET Bible: "I t was Maryds purification that was |
after the birth (Lev 12:2 -4). However, it is possib le Joseph shared in a need to

be purified by having to help with the birth or that they also dedicated the child

as a first born (Exod 13:2), which would also require a sacrifice that Joseph

would bring. Lukeds point i s theywwerepidug" parent

auvth/j/as the reading of the Complutensian Polyglott Bible (1514) and spread
from there to a number of editions.

W.H.P. Hatch thinks that aUVIOW Luke's original reading, but a mistranslation
from the Aramaic, aUVtW/B an early correction of this and auvth/jhe



(underlying) correct reading. That auVvthfas been adopted was in part due to
the Latin "eius", which was understood as feminine.

auvthfpight have come from Lev 12:6
kai. o[tan avnaplhrwgw/sin ai’ h'me,rai kaqa asetng

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 19
Minority reading:

NA? Luke 2:25 Kai. ivdou. a;ngrwpoj h=n evn Vlerougaltnonva Sumew.n
kai. o a;nqrwpoj &n dikaioj kai. euvlabh.jprosdeco,menoj
para,klhsin tou/ Visrah,I( kai. pneu/ma h=n a[gion eWV auvto,n

euvsebh,pi* K, P, G 0211, 565, 700, 1071, 1424, al *?, 253, L854, Sy -H
al = 6, 229, 265, 489, 544, 713, 726, 1079, 1219, 1220, 1223, 1313

01* corrected by 01 2.

Lacuna: C, X

B: no umlaut. But there is one on the nextline (1307 C 24 R) for:
prosdecmenoj para,klhsirtou/
here is no variant known.

euvlabhahd euvsebbgjh mean: "devout, godly, pious”

Compare:
NA*" Acts 23:10 Pollh/j de. ginome,nhj sta,sefephgei.jo” cili,arcoj
euvlabh/geij 014, 020, 025, al

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

10 ©APOC CYMEWN OC HN
2 AIKAJOT AT OC ANOPWINOC
SKAHT%MNNGYCHB(TPXTOC

4 KAI TIAPAKAHCIN [T OY
5 AAOY
6 FIPOCAEX[OMENOC

In modern script:

o ta,foj Sumew.n o]j lsrrBumew/noj h=n

dikaiota,toj a;ngrwpokai. ge,rwn

euvselhipj kai. para,klhsin tou/ laou/ prosdeco,menoj

It is interesting to note that some  manuscripts which read eUvSebhaje a link
to Jerusalem. Two have the so ca lled Jerusalem colophon (565, 1071). 1219, 1220
and 1223 are manuscripts from St. Catherine, Sinai. 1313 is a manuscript in the
Jerusalem Orthodox Patriarchate.



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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 20

7. Difficult variant

NA* Luke 2:33 kai. h=0" path.r auvtou/ kai. h™ mhgdurma,zontej evpi.
toi/j laloume,noij peri. auvtou/A

BYZ Luke 2:33 kai. h=WIwsh.f kai. h® mh,thr auvgawima,zontej evpi. toi/]
laloume,noij peri. auvtou/

T&T #3

Byz A, D,Q,Y,f13, 892, Maj, it, vg ™", Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™, goth
Viwsh.f kai. h™ mh,thm, 33, 579, pc °

txt  01°% B, D, L, W, f1, 131, 700, 1241, d, vg, sa, bo ™, Or**
o path.rauvtou/ kai. h™ mh,thr auvtowh~, L, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-H™
0 path.r kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/ pc*

Viwsh.f o” path.r auvtou/ kai. h™ mh,thr auvtgies, 176, aeth

Sy-S: Pete Williams: " It is possible, however, that S was derived from ix¢ since
t he possessive on 'mother' needed to be expressed in Syriac.” (p. 56)

Lacuna: C, X

B:umlaut! ( 1308 A11L) path.r auvtou/ kai. h',ttmh

Compare:
NA* Luke 2:27 kai. evn tw/| eivsagadei/n gonei/to. paidi,on Vihsou/n
omit: pc

NA* Luke 2:41 Kai. evporeu,ontoi’ gonei/j auvtokatV e;toj eivj
Vlerousalh.m th/| e orth/| tou/ pa,scaA
o[ teVIwsh.f kai. h® Mariamo12, a, b, g% I, r*
Viwsh.f kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/ Mariadyif 2

NAZ Luke 2:48 ivdow’ path,r sou kavgwdunw,menoi evzhtou/me,n seA
omit: a, b, ff %, g*
"your relatives and 1" e, b

NAZ" Luke 2:43 kai. ouvk e;gnwsain gonei/j auvilu/

BYZ Viwsh.f kai. h® mh,thr auvtou/

Byz A, C,D,Y,0130,f13, Maj, it(b, c, f, ff 2,1, q, rY), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth

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




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

On the ot her hand it could be argued that there were no doctrinal reasons
involved, but stylistical ones: Either both are given a name or none. Therefore
VIwsh.has been changed into 0" path.r

Compare variant 2:43 below!

Interestingly the above noted verses are not treated alike. In 2:27, 41 and 48
only a few witnesses changed the text, whereas in 2:33 and 43 a majority
variant appears . This is somewhat strange.

If we assume the Byzantine text to be original, it could be argued that the
awkward and ambiguous "Joseph and his mother" has been clarified into "his
father and his mother" or "his parents”, respectively.

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 21

8. Difficult variant

NA%" Luke 2:38 kai. auvthith/| w[ra| evpista/sa avngwmologei/to tw/| gew/| kai.
evla,lei peri. auvtou/ pa/sin toi/j prosdecome,noij lu,trwsin Vlerousalh,mA

BYZ Luke 2:38 kai. auvth/| au[th/| w[ra| evpista/sa avhgwmologei/to tw/|
Kuri,w|( kai. evla,lei peri. auvtou/ pa/sin toi/j prosdecome,noij lu,trwsin
evn Vlerousalh,m

Byz Q,f1,f13, 1241, Maj, Lat

txt  01,A B,D,L N, WX, D, X,Y, 0130, 0211, 124(=f13), 28, 33, 157, 579,
1071, pc*®

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 22
NA?" Luke 2:38 kai. auvth/| th/| w[ra| evpista/sa avnqwmisldggeita|

BYZ Luke 2:38
kai. auvth/| au[th th/] w[ra| evpista/sa avngwnieliQeilie|(

Not in NA but in SQE!

Byz A, D,Q,f1,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, sa, goth
txt  01,B,D,L N, W, X 579,892, 1071, 1241, pc, a, d, Sy -H, bo

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 2:22 avnhh,gagon auvto.n eivj ~leroso,luma parastlisajvi/|
NA* Luke 2:23 kaqw.] ge,graptai evn no,kww,ou Ofti pa/n a;rsen
dianoi/gon mh,tran a[gion kufi,w|klhgh,setai(

NA* Luke 2:39 Kai. w'j evte,lesan pa,nta ta. kata. to.n ndsargau(
evpe,streyan eivj th.n Galilai,an eivj po,lin eladtazare,qA

Probably a harmonization to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 23
NAZ" Luke 2:38 pa/sin toi/j prosdecome,noij lu,trwsin Vlerousalh,mA

BYZ Luke 2:38 pa/sin toi/j prosdecome,noij lu,trwsievn Vlerousalh,m

Byz A, D, L, D, Q,Y,0130, f13, 33, 1241, Maj, d, Sy -H
txt 01, B, W, P, X, 0233, f1, 565*, pc ', Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co, goth, Ir -

Visrah,| pc, a, g, r’ vg®, bo™
eviVisrah,l 1071, pc
evn tw/| Visrahdc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Iu,trwsij "redemption, liberation, setting free"

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

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

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

NA? Luke 2:40 TO. de. paidi,on hu;xanen kai. evkrataiou/to  (
plhrou,menon sofi,a|( kai. ca,rij geou/ h=n evpV auvto,A

BYZ Luke 2:40 TO. de. paidi,on hu;xanen kai. evkratapmgtomgti
plhrou,menon sofi,akai. ca,rij geolh=n evp auvto,

Byz A, D,Q,Y,fl,f13, 33,892, 1241, Maj, aur, f, g, Sy -P, Sy-H, bo™*, goth

txt  01,B, D, L, N, W, pc, Lat, Sy -S, Sy-Pal™® Co, Or*®
D has evkrataiou/to kai. hu;xanen

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

auvxa,nw “"grow"
krataio,omarbecome strong"

Compare:
NA? Luke 1:80 To. de. paidi,on hu;xanen d&akrataiou/to pneu,mati

Possibly a harmonization to verse 1:80 (so Weiss). Is it probable that Luke used
the same words as in 1:80 for John, but omitted ~ PNeuU,Maktire? In 1:80 the
words are safe.

The Byzantine reading is theologically problematic, because it would indicate
that Jesus developed spiritually and was not completely divine from the
beginning (see Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, p. 92 -94).

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 2:40 T0. de. paidi,on hu;xanen kai. evkrataiou/to( plhrou,menon
sofi,al( kai. ca,rij geou/ hevpV auvto,A

Not in NA but in SQE!

evn auvtw/| o

"in illo" Lat(aur, f, ff 2, g%, vg
"in e b

"cum illo" itth, ¢, I, g, r 9

"cum eQ" d

"super illum" e
"super eum" a

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Luke 3:22 kai. katabh/nai to. pneu/ma to. a[gion swmatikw/| ei;dei w’j

peristera.nevpV auvto,n(
eivj auvto,np, Lat, Ir

NAZ" Luke 1:66 ... kai. ga.r cei.r kuri,ou hametV auvtou/A

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 2:42 Kal. O[te evge,neto evtw/n dw,deka( avnhabaino,ntwn auvtw/n
kata. to. e;qoj th/j e orth/j

BYZ Luke 2:42 kai. o[te evge,neto evtw/n dw,deka avnaba,ntwn auvtw/n
eiv] Vleroso,luniata. to. e;qoj th/j e orth/j

Byz A, C" N, D,Q,Y, 0130, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy -H, Sy-Pal, goth, [Trg]

txt  01,B, (D), L, W, 983, 1689(=f13 ©), 579, 1241, pc,
d, b, Sy-S, Sy-P, Cq Diatess @, Trg ™

D reads: ... avne,bhsan oi" gonei/j auvtou/ e;contej auvto.n kata. to. e;qoj

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA% Luke 2:22 Kai. ofte evplh,sghsan ai" h'me,rai tou/ kagarismou/ auvtw/n
kata. to.n no,mon Mwu?seaviih,gagon auvto.n eivj ~leroso,luma
parasth/sai tw/| kuri,w|(

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2 "™ CE by Schneemelcher):
19. o;ntoj de. auvtou/ dw,deka e;touj evporeu,onto oi- gonei/j auvtou/ kata.
e;qogeivj Vlerousalhgivj th.n e orth.n tou/ pajsca

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? Luke 2:43 kai. teleiwsantwn ta.] h'me,raj( evn tw/| u postre,fein
auvtou.j u pe,meinen Vlhsou/j o pai/j evn Vlerousalh,m(

kai. ouvk e;gnwsain gonei/j auvtou/A

BYZ Luke 2:43 kal. teleiwsa,ntwn ta.j] h'me,raj evn tw/| u postre,fein auvtou.j
u pe,meinen Vlhsou/j 0" pail/j evn Vlerousalh,m
kai. ouvk e;giiiwsh.f kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/

Byz A, C,D,Y, 0130, f13, Maj,
it(b, c, f, ff 2,1, q, %), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth, Diatess AP Pers:

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

Lacuna: X
B: umlaut! (1308 B27L)  kai. ouvkgeywsan oi° goneilj auvtou/A

Compare also minority reading verse 41:
NA* Luke 2:41 Kai. evporeu,ontoi’ gonei/j auvtokatV e;toj eivj
Vlerousalh.m th/| e orth/| tou/ pa,scaA

o[ teViwsh.kai. h® Mari,a 1012, pc, it

See above verse 2:33

ViIwsh.kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/

Byz AN, Q, Y, 13, 892, Maj, it, vg ™, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™
o path.r auvtou/ kai. h™ mh,thr

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

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2 " CE by Schneemelcher):
19.0i" de. goneguvtou/ evno,misan auvto.n evn ti/esemiaidi,

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

Note:

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

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

Minority reading:

NA*" Luke 2:47 evxi,stanto de. pa,nd€javkou,ontej auveepi. th/| sune,sei
kai. tai/j avpokri,sesin auvtou/A

omit: B, W, 1241, pc

Tis notes additionally: Or

oi" avkou,ontey

69 reads: evxi,stanto de. evpi. th/] sune,sei
kai. tai/j avpokri,sesin auvtpa/ntejoi- avkou,ontej auviou/

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA*" Matthew 12:23 kai. evxi,stanto pa,ntej oi’ o;cloi kai. e;legon
NA* Acts 2:7 evxi,stanto de. kavgau,mazon le,gontej
NAZ Acts 2:12 evxi,stanto de. pa,ntej kai. dihpo,roun(
NA% Acts 9:21 evxi,stanto de. pa,rdgjavkou,ontai. e;legdn
omit: P45V P74, Y*, 049, pc

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

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA®" Luke 2:48 Kai. ivdo,ntej auvto.n evxepla,ghsan( kai. ei=pen pro.j auvto.n
mh,thr auvtoug,knon( ti, evpoi,hsaj h'mi/n ouf[twjE ivdou. o  path,r sou
kavgw. ovdunw, resaihtou/me,n seA

P kai. lupou,menoi D, it(a, d,e, ff 2 1,q,rY, vg™s Sy-C
et tristes

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

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

Lacuna: X

B: no umlaut

lupe,w passive: "be sad, be sorrowful, be distressed"
ovduna,omak in great pain, be deeply distressed or worried"

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2 " CE by Schneemelcher):
19. i nati, tou/to evpoi,hsaj h'mi/n( te,knonk
ivdowovdunw,menoi evzhtou/me,n seA

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

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

NA%" Luke 2:52 Kai. VIhsou/j proe,koptiavn th/gnfi,a| kai. h'liki,a| kai.
ca,riti para. gew/| kai. avngrw,poijA

BYZ Luke 2:52 Kai. VIhsou/j proe,kopten sofi,a| kai. h’liki,a| kali.
ca,riti para. gew/| kai. avnqrw,poij

omit: A, C,D,D,Q,Y,f1, f13, 33, 1241, Maj , Gre
evn th/| o1, L, Co, O™, NA%, Bois, Weiss

~_th/| B,w,579, pc, wH

evn Clement (Swanson)

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA* Galatians 1:14 kai. proe,koptorevn tw/| Vloudai?smw/|

"l advanced in Judaism"

Compare context:
NA* Luke 2:40 _ _ _ _
To. de. paidi,on hu;xanen kai. evkrataiou/to plhrousoérej(kai.

ca,rij geou/ h=n evpV auvto,A

Infancy Gospel of Thomas (late 2 " CE by Schneemelcher):

~O de. VIhsquipe,kopten sofi,&ai. h'liki,a| kai. ca,riti

It appears that the omission might be original. There is no reason for an
omission. It is possible that the addition of evar evn thwhs meant to indicate

the dative. The omission of €VRBy B et al. is possibly due to oversight (ENEN, so
Weiss). On the other hand it could have been added for that reason.

Weiss (Lk Com.) notes that the words could have been omitted to construct the

three expressions more parallel: proe,kopten sofi,a| kai. h'liki,a| kai. ca,riti

Rating: 1?7 (NA probably wrong)
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Minor ity reading:

NA* Luke 3:1 VEN e;tei de. pentekaideka,tw|higgmoni,djiberi,ou
Kai,saroj( h'gemoneu,ontoj Ponti,ou Pila,tou th/j Vloudai,aj( kai.
tetraarcou/ntoj th/j Galilai,aj ~Hrw,|dou( Fili,ppou de. tou/ avdelfou/
auvtou/ tetraarcou/ntap/j Vitourai,ajkai. Tracwni,tidoj cw,raj( kai.
Lusani,ou th/j VAbilhnh/j tetraarcou/ntoj(

basilei,aj BC

ovreinh/j B®
"hill -country"

basilei,aj (p. 1308 C 31)
ovreinh/j (p. 1308 C 40)
B: no umlaut

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

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

It may be that someone tried to delete  OVreinhfjter, the area around it looks
washed out. But basilei,aj above also looks very faded and has no such blot. It
is thus more probable that the stain has nothing to do with the word ovreinh/j

ovreinh# not noted in NA, IGNTP and Swanson, butin  Tis.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic pro  blem, click here .

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

Has h gemonif&en changed to basilei,aj for stylistic reasons, to avoid the
double h"gemoni;d) gemoneu,onto;

And ovreinl¥]s it another designation for ~ VItourai, &

Perhaps an early commentary?


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

TVU 32
13. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA* Luke 3:7 :Elegen ou=n toi/] evkporeuome,noij o;blgtisgh/nai

u'pV auwagennh,mata evcidnw/n( ti,j u'pe,deixen u'mi/n fugei/n avpo. t|
mellou,shj ovrgh/jE

baptisgh/nai evnw,pion auvton/it(b, d, e, I, g, r %), Bois
coram ipso b,I,q,rt
in conspectus eius d, e

baptisgh/nai Sy-S, Sy-P

omit: Sy-C, bo™*

Lat(a, aur, ¢, f, ff 2, vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 3:6 Kai. evbapti,zon®vn tw/| Vlorda,nh| potampw/jauvtou/
evxomologou,menoi ta.j a' marti,aj auvtw/nA

NA%" Mark 1:5 kai. evxeporeu,eto pro.j auvto.n pa/sa h™ Vloudai,a cw,ra kai
oi" ~lerosolumi/tai pa,ntégg@ai. evbapti,zonto u pV a@viouw/| Viorda,nh|
potamw/| evxomologou,menoi ta.j a marti,aj auvtw/nA

NA?" John 3:23 +Hn de. kai. 0" VIwa,nnhj bapti,zwn ewnnAe@uggu.j tou/
Salei,m( ofti u[data polla. h=n evkei/( kai. paregikeonéwbapti,zohto

Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiphanius):
kai. evxh/lgon pro.j auvto.n farisai/oi kewbapti,ghsakai. pa/sa
~leroso,luma)

Possibly txt is a harmonization to Mt, Mk.

Burkitt (Evangelion Intro, p. 288) writes:

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



Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% Luke 3:9 h;dh ddai. h™ avxi,nhqy th.n r’i,zan tw/n de,ndrwn keéi/tai
pa/n ouzn de,ndron mh. poiou/n kkapmmevkko,ptetai kai. eivj pul/r
ba,lletai

omit:  P4(200 CE), Lat(a, aur, ff 2, vg™®), bo™s, Or ™
Lachmannand WH both in brackets

karpou.j kalou.j b, sy-s, sy-C, sy-P

ith, c, d, e, f, 1, q, r %) read txt.
omit 1. Kai: D, Lat, Sy -S, Sy-C

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 3:10 h;dh de. h™ avxi,nh pro.j th.n r’i,zan tw/n de,ndrvin kei/tai
pa/n ou;n de,ndron mh. poiou/n kkapmmevkko,ptetai kai. eivj pul/r
ba,lletai

Lat

omit: pc, Sy-S, Ir

Compare:

NA* Matthew 7:19 pa/n de,ndron mh. poiou/n karpo.n kalo.n evkko,ptetai
kai. eivj pu/r ba,lletai

NAZ Luke 6:43 Ouv ga,r evstin de,ndron kalo.n poiou/n karpo.n sapro,n(
ouvde. pa,lile,ndron sapro.n poiokérpo.n kalo,nA

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

Metzger notes that "the omission of ka|0.rimproves the sense (every unfruitful
tree - not only the one that does not bring forth good fruit - is to be cut down).”

It is quite probable that it is at least in part an omission due to homoioarcton ka
& Kaor homoioteleuton 30N-0N

It is no teworthy that WH have KalO.nin brackets. They very probably did not
know P4. P4 has been found in 1880 and was first published in 1892. WH



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

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

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

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA”" Luke 3:10 Kai. evphrw,twn auvto.n oi° o;cloi le,gorniejou=n
poih,swmen E

P i[na swgw/menp, b, d, g, Sy-C, sd"*
ut vivamus b, g
salbi simus d

NA®" Luke 3:12 h=lgon de. kai. telw/nai baptisgh/nai kai. ei=pan pro.|
auvto,mida,skale( ti, poih,swmért

P i[na swqw/menp, d salbi simus

NA?" Luke 3:14 evphrw,twn de. auvto.n kai. strateuo,menoi le,gontej
ti, poih,swmen kai. h"mei/jE

ti, poih,swmeijna swgw/mem d salbi simus

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

No parallel.
Compare: _ _ S _
NAZ Acts 16:30 kail. proagagw.n auvtou.j e;xwx &dirioi( ti, me dei/

poiei/ni[na swaqw/E

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

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

Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 3:16 avpekri,nato le,gwn pa/sin o Viwg,eagw. me.n u[dati
bapti,zw u ma#g;rcetai de. 0" ivscuro,tero,)] moupwk eivmi. i kano.j
lu/sai to.n i'ma,nta tw/n u paedgiwvn auvtbuduvto.] u ma/j bapti,sei evn

pneu,mat. gi,viai. puri\

omit:  788(=f13), 63, 64, ClI, Tert, Epiph, Aug, Bois
Tert, Aug: "in spiritu et igni."
Cl: e;rcetai demou ovpi,sw 0 bapti,zwn evn pneu,mati kai. puri,
(Tis has this quote as " Heracl? ap Clem eclog 25")

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

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 3:11 auvto.j u'ma/j bapti,sepeen,mati a gi,w| kai. puri,
BYZ Matthew 3:11 auVvto.j u ma/j bapti,sepeen,mati a gi,w|
Byz E,S,V,W,2,28,517,579, 1424, Maj, Sy -Pal
txt  P1019 01,B,C,K,P, L, M, U, W, D, f1,f13, 22, 33, 565, 892?
Lat, Sy, Co

NA% Mark 1:8 evgw. evba,ptisa u ma/j u[dati( eubapfigei u ma/j evn
pneu,mati a gi,w|A

Note the omission of @ Qi,0lih Lk 4:1 by Athanasius (4 ™ CE) and one hd™:
NA%" Luke 4:1 VIhsou/j de. plh,rhj pneu,mataji,ow pe,streyen avpo. tou/
Vlorda,nou kai. h;geto evn tw/| pneu,mati evn th/| evrh,mw]|

Augustine writes ( De Cons. Evang.|l. 12 8§ 26 ): de baptismo autem hoc ab
utroque [distat] quia non dixit [Marcus] et igni, sed tantum in spir. sancto. Sicut
enim Matthaeu s, ita et Lucas dixit, et eodem ordine : Ipse vos baptizabit in
spiritu et igni, nisi quod Lucas non addidit sancto. sicut Matthaeus dixit.

Note that the IQP Crit.Ed. has a qi,Wih double brackets (= "probable but
uncertain). They comment: "Is a‘gi,w1 Q or from Mk?" (Q -Mark overlap).




Compare the complete discussion at Mt 3:11.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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15.  Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% Luke 3:22 kai. katabh/nai to. pneu/ma to. aJgion swmatikw/| ei;dei w’j
peristera.n evpV auvto,n( kai. fwnh.n evx ouvranol/ gene,sqai

su. ei= 0" ui'0,j mou 0" avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaA

0 Ui 0,] mou ei€ seugw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, se
Filius meus es t u, ego hodie genui te
D, it(a, b, c, d, ff 2, I, r?), Justin(2x), Eus, Meth, Hil, Aug , Gre, Bois

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

ui 0,j mou ei= su. avgaphto,j( evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, se
Clement (Paed., |, 25, 2)

SU. mou ei= 0" ui'0,j 0" avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsa(
kai. pa,lin evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, se
Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiphanius)

Kai. ga.rouoj o dia,boldja[maw/| avnabh/nai auvto.n avpotaoudu/
tou/ lorda,noth/j fwnh/j auvtwgcqe,ish\

ui 0,j mou ei= su.( evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, se

evroi/j avpomnhmanasi tw/n avposto,lwn ge,graptai
proselgqw.nauvtwkji. peira,zwn me,cri tou/ ei=pen ‘ayortvgfu,nhgo
moié

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

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

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

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



Parallels:
NAZ Mark 1:11 kai. fwnh. evge,neto evk tw/n ouvranw/n
su. ei= 0" ui'o,j mou 0" avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaA

NA? Matthew 3:17 Kai. ivdou. fwnh. evk tw/n ouvranw/n le @dogavstin
0" ui'o,j mou o avgaphto,jf eunde khsal

Compare:
NA? Matthew 17:5 Kkai. ivdou. fwnh. evk th/] nefe,lhj le,goosi,| evstin
0" ui'o,j mou o avgaphto,jf eunde, khsakou,ete auvtou/A

NAZ” Mark 9:7 OU40,j evstino” ui'0,j mou o’ avgaphikpu,ete auvtou/A

NAZ’ Luke 9:35 OUO,j evstino” ui'0,j mou evklelegme, rajytou/ avkou,eteA
BYZ Luke 9:35 OUO0,j evstino™ ui 0, mou 0" avgaphtojou/ avkou,ete

NA% 2 peter 1:17 labw.n ga.r para. geou/ patro.j timh.n kai. do,xan fwnh/j
evnecgei,shj auvtw/| toia/sde u po. th/j megaloprepou/j do,xh;

0" ui'0,j mou 0" avgaphto,] nmpexstin eivj oln evgw. euvdo,khsa(

for having received from God the Father honor and glory, such a voice being born to him by the

excellent glory: 'This is My Son - the beloved, in whom | was well pleased;'

For the D reading compare:
LXX Psalm 2:7 diagge,llwn to. pro,stagma kuri,ou ku,rioj ei=pen pro,j me
ui 0, mou ei= su, evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, se

NAZ’ Acts 13:33 O[ti tau,thn 0" geo.j evkpeplh,rwken toi/j te,knoij Tauvtw/nD
h mi/n avnasth,saj VlIhsou/n weykaw/| yalmw/| ge,graptai tw/| deute,rw|
ui'0,j mou ei= su,( evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, seA

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

NA”" Hebrews 1:5 Ti,ni ga.r ei=pe,n_pote tw/n avgdeuivn,j mou ei= su,(
evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, seE

For to which of the angels did God ever say, "You are my Son; today | have begotten you"?

NA*" Hebrews 5:5 ou[twj kai. 0" Cristo.j ouvc e auto.n evdo,xasen genhgh/nai
avrciere,a avllV o lalh,saj pro.j auvto,im,j mou ei= su,( evgw. sh,meron
gege,nnhka) se

so also the Christ did not glorify himself to become chief priest, but He who spoke unto him:

"You are my Son; today | have begotten you"?




A so-called Adoptionistic or Ebionitic reading.

The reading seems to have been widespread and early. Internally it is clearly to
be favored: It is the harder reading and the txt reading is possibly a

harmonization to Mt/Mk. Acts 13:33 shows that Ps 2:7 is clearly connected with
Jesus from early on. Where did the author of Hebrews get his quote? Did he
know LK in this form?

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

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

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

kai. katabh/nai to. pneu/ma to. a[gion swmatikw/|
and the Holy Spirit descended upon him in bodily form

P4 has:

kai. katabh/nai to. PNA to. a[gion PNI

which expands:

kai. katabh/nai to. pneu/ma to. a[gion pneu,mati

and the Holy Spirit descended upon him in spiritual form
Comfort writes: The reading "provides a creative alternative to the difficult

idea of the Spirit descending in bodily form."

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

Rating: - (indecisive)



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

The names of the Lukan genealogy from NA?Z':

23 Vlwsh.f tou/ VHI24 tou/ Maqgqga.t tou/ Leui. tou/ Melci. tou/ Vlannai.
tou/ Viwsh.ts5 tou/ Mattaqgi,ou tou/ VAmw.j tou/ Naou.m tou/ ~Esli. tou/
Naggai. 26 tou/ Ma,aq tou/ Mattaqgi,ou tou/ Semei>n tou/ VIiwsh.c tou/
Viwdaz7 tou/ Viwana.n tou/ ~Rhsa. tou/ Zorobabe.l tou/ Saiagfin
Nhri. 28 tou/ Melci. tou/ VAddi. tou/ Kwsa.m tou/ VEImada.m tea/ "Hr
tou/ Vlhsou/ tou/ VElie,zer tou/ Viwri.m tou/ Magga.t towb ltew.
Sumew.n tou/ Vlou,da tou/ Viwsh.f tou/ Viwna.m toudMmalibketea.

tou/ Menna. tou/ Mattag#éou/ Naga.m tou/ Dawadtou/ Vlessai. tou/
Viwbh.d tou/ Bo,0j tou/ Sala. tou/ Naasssviou/ VAminada.b tou/
VAdmi.n tou/ VArni. tou/ ~Esrw.m tou/ Fa,rej tou/3¥Imud&/lakw.b
tou/ Visaa.k tou/ VAbraa.m tou/ Qa,ra tou/ Nadewv/' Serou.c ta/
~Ragau. tou/ Fa,lek tou/ :Eber tou/ Sadaou/ Kai?na.m tou/ VArfaxa.d
tou/ Sh.m tou/ Nw/e tou/ La,meimu/ Maqousala. tou/ ~Enw.c tou/
Via,ret tou/ Maleleh.| tou/ Kai?nasniou/ VEnw.j tou/ Sh.q tou/ VAda.m
tou/ geour entries

Four slightly deviating genealogies are given in Swanson, by

E, 2, 28, 1071

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

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

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

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

23 ...uioj lwshf tou lakwb

24 tou Maqgan tou Eleazar tou Elioud tou lacein tou Sadwk
25 tou Azwr tou Eliakeim tou Abioud tou Zorobabel

26 tou Salaqihl tou leconiou tou Iwakeim tou Eliakeire™ e
27 tou lwseia tou Amwj tou Manassh tou Ezekeia

28 tou Acaj tou Iwagan tou Ozeiatou Amasiou

29 tou Iwaj tou Ocoziou tou Iwram tou lwsafad

30 tou Asar tou Abioud tou Roboam tou Solomwn




31
32
33

tou Daueid
tou lessai tou Wbel tou Booj tou Salmwn tou Naasswn
tou Ameinadab tou Aram tou Asrwm tou Farej tou louda

34

tou lakwb tou Isaak tou Abraam tou Qara tou Nacwr

35

tou Serouc tou Ragau tou falek tou Eber tou Sala

36

tou Arfaxad tou Shm tou Nwe touLamec

37

tou Magousala tou Ainwc tou lared tou Malelehl tou Kainan

38

tou Ainwj tou Shq tou Adam tou Qu

Matthew 1:6-16 reversed:

16  VIwsh(fViakw(b

14-15 Matqa.l VElea,z&VElioudVAci.c5adw(k
13 VAzw(rVEliaki.ihVAbiou.@orobabe(|
1212 Salaqgih.l( Vleconi,gj

9-10 VIwsi,&djVAM.Manasshij ~Ezeki,§;

9  VAca(/Ilwagqq.MOzi,&n

8  Viwra(nViwsafaf(t
7 VAsa(fVAbid.~Robod.8olomw(n
6 Daui.d

Notes:

1. Aphraates omits tou Eliakeim. This name is in D only. Regarding its
probable origin confer: 2. Chr 36:4 The king of Egypt made his brother Eliakim king
over Judah and Jerusalem, and changed his name to Jehoiakim. So, Eliakim is just
another name for lwakim Perhaps a marginal gloss that found its way
into the text?

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

M, U, Q, S, f1, 33, 1342, al '8, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, geo, (Ir **), Epiph

3. The addition of tou Amasiou tou Iwaj tou Ocozious also given in

Mt 1:8 by Sy-C, Aeth and Epiphanius (4™ CE). Unfortunately D is not

extant in this part of Mt. Sy-S reads normal.

They are taken from 1 ' Chronicles:

1.Chr. 3:11-12 Iwram ui'0.j auvtou/ Ocozia ui 0.j auvtou/ Iwaj ui 0.]
auvtouz Amasiaj ui'0.j auvtou/ Azaria 0.] auvtou/ lwagan ui o.]
auvtou/

4. Unfortunately Sy -C is not extant for this part of Lk. Sy-S reads the

normal genealogy.

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



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

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

Mt 1:1-16 Josias autem genuit Jechoniam

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

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

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

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

Phares autem genuit Esrom. Abiud autem genuit Eliachim.

Esrom autem genuit Aram. Eliachim autem genuit Azor.

Aram autem genuit Aminadab. Azor autem genuit Sadoch.

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

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

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

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

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

Salomon autem genuit Roboam. Lk 3:34-38

Roboam autem genuit Abia. Abraham autem fuit filius Thare.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Amon autem genuit Josiam.

Irenaeus (Adv Haer 111.22.3) seems to have known a text of Luke with 72

generations: "Wherefore Luke points out that the pedigree which traces the generation of

our Lord back to Adam contains seventy -two generations, connecting the end with the beginning,
and implying that it is He who has summed up in Himself all nations dispersed from Ad am
downwards, and all languages and generations of men, together with Adam himself."

Much depends on how Irenaeus counted, e.g. if he included Adam or Jesus.
(Regarding the 72 nations compare the discussion of the 70/72 at Lk 10:1 )

Rating: 2 (NA clear ly original)



TVU 38
NA* Luke 3:27 tou/ Vlwana.n tetRhsaou/ Zorobabe.l tou/ Salaqgih.| tou/
Nhri.

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

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

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



TVU 39
NA% Luke 3:33 tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAdmi.n tou/ tddfnrtEsrw.m tou/
Fa,rej tou/ Viou,da

BYZ Luke 3:33 tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAreuoi(~Esrw.m tou/ Fa,rej tou/
Viou,da

Byz tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAra,m
A, D, P, 33, 565, 1424, Maj -part, Lat, Sy -P, goth, Trg
tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAra,m tou/ Viwra,m
K,M,S,Y, D, Y, 118, 205, 209, 2542, (=f1), 28, 700,
892, 1071, Maj-part, b, e, Sy -H

txt tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAdmi.n tou/ VArni.
01%% L, X, G 13, 157, pc, bo, NA?®, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Tis
tou/ VAdam tou/ VAdmi.n tou/ VArni.
P4"4(200 CE), 01*, 1241, pc, Sy-S, sa
tou/ VAdmi.n tou/ VArni. B, wH, Trg™, Bal
tou/ VAdam tou/ VArni. sy-s, wH™ (1)

Mixed:
tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAra,m tou/ VAdmi.n tou/ MAmj pc, arab™s
NET -Bible

tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAdmi.n tou/ VAraym
tou/ VAminada.b tou/ VAra,m tou/ VArRi.

Minority reading:
VAmiada.m M* S, P, W, 1,118, 2, 28, 33, 157, 1424

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

TOYCAAA - TOYNAAIC
CWN - TOYAAIAM To
AAMEIN - TloB,(
TOYECPWM -

There is an extra file with images on th|s paleograp ic problem click here .

Sy-S: acc. to Burkitt the words  tou/ VAdam tou/ VAraite added "between
the lines".


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

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

There are certain different g enealogies in Lk. Compare above!

Parallel:

NAZ Matthew 1:3 .. ~Esrw.m de. evge,nnhseVAoajms VAra.nde.
evge,nnhsen to.n VAminada,b(

NAZ matthew 1:8 VAsa.f de. evge,nnhsen to.n Viwsafa,t( Viwsafa.t de.
evge,nnhsen tdlwra(nViwra.me. evge,nnhsen to.n VOzi,an(

The names VAdmi.Bnd VArni.appear nowhere else in the Bible. Probably
someone changed them to the Byzantine reading using the name from Mt 1:3.
Since then one name is missing, a VIWra,Ras been inserted later. Or, in the case
of 0102 and N VAra, ks been replaced for one of the unknown names. The
reading of Q, fl1 is a conflation of b oth either accidentally (misinterpreting a
correction) or deliberately.

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

Then the B reading and the Byzantine reading (A, D et al.) would mean the same.
VAminadasBometimes written as  VAmM#da.hich might explain the VAdam
by P4, 01* et al., but why the other way round?

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

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

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

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

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



Compare also on this and other issue s:
G. Kuhn "Die Geschlechtsregister bei Lukas und Matthaus" ZNW 22 (1923) 206
228

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 40
Minority reading:
NA? Luke 3:36 tou/ Kai?namou/ VArfaxa.d tou/ Sh.m tou/ Nw/e tou/ La,mec

omit: P75 D,d
(acc. to Burkitt Ev. d. Mepharreshe , Aphraates' Homilies omits it, to0)

ELAM  Sy-S (Ailam ?)

Pete Williams comments (textualcriticism list Dec. 2005):

"Sy-s, rather oddly, has 'Elam ', (YLM, where other witnesses have KAINAM. | take this to be an
inner -Syriac corruption from qynm (the L and n can readily be confused; q --> ( is less obvious).
On this theory Sy -s would at least attest the final mu on KAINAM."

P4 has the words.

P4, reconstruction (red letters doubtful):
ce OYIXTOYPATAY

Y A)\IGK OD{GBG
TOY ATOB{KAI]EN AM
TOYA]’ AZAATOYICB—II
TOYNW T‘OY)\AMlGX

P75, reconstruction:
(This page was integrated into the binding and had not been photographed. Aland
explicitly agrees with this omission, as "vid", in his collation of P75.)
TOoYyl AFAD{Toy§> AACKDIOYylckep
TEDY CAAATOYA AIEAAT‘OD{lCHM
TOYN(DGTOYD\AM ‘XT‘OYMAlGOYCA
)\AT‘OYGN(DXDT‘OYIA!GT‘TOYLMA)\G

p

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

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

Context:
NA? Luke 3:35 tou/ Serou.c tou/ ~Ragau. tou/ Fa,lek tou/ :Eber tou/ Sala.

36 tou/ Kai?natou/ VArfaxa.d tou/ Sh.m tou/ Nw/e tou/ La,mec
37 tou/ Maqousala. tou/ ~Enw.c tou/ Vla,ret tou/ Maléteit.Kai?na.m
38 tou/ VEnw.j tou/ Sh.q tou/ VAda.m tou/ geou/A



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

LXX parallels:

LXX Genesis 10:22 Ui 0i.Shm Ailam kai. Assour kai. Arfaxad kai. Loud

kai. Aram kai. Kainan 23 kai. ui' oiAram ...

LXX Genesis 10:24 Kkai. Arfaxad evge,nnhsenn Kainan kai. Kainan
evge,nnhsen to.n Sala Sala de. evge,nnhsen to.n Eber

LXX Genesis 11:12 kai. e;zhsen Arfaxad ekato.n tria,konta pe,nte e;th
kai. evge,nnhsem Kainan

LXX Genesis 11:13 kai. e;zhsen Arfaxad meta. to. gennh/sai atwio.n
Kainan e;th tetrako,sia tria,konta kai. evge,nnhsen uiou.] Kali.
gugate,raj kai. avpe,qanen kaiseszfainan e kato.n tria,konta e;th
kai. evge,nnhsen to.n Sala kai. e;Z2k@@m@an meta. to. gennh/sai auvto.n
to.n Sala e;th triako,sia tria,konta kai. evge,nnhsen uiou.j Kai.
gugate,raj kai. avpe,ganen

LXX Genesis 11:16 kai. e;zhsen Eber e kato.n tria,konta te,ssara e;th kai.
evge,nnhsen to.n Falek

But note the Hebrew:
~r"a]w: dWiw> dv;k.P;r>a;,w> rWiVaanszislyfe ~ve ynE
rb,fea, di;y" xl,v,wstlgt;y" dv;K.Rirrasiests 10:24
xI)vta, dl,AYw: hn"v' ~yvil{v.W vmexryxe@dwskRr>a;w>
VHV' xl;vta, AdyliAh yrEx]a; dv;kePticeaesysxiyzan:
s tAnb'W ~ynIB' dl,AYw: hn"v' tAame [B;

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

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

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

verse 23 omit tou/ VHIi**tou/ Maqgga.t c
verse 24 omit tou/ Melci. 1220
omit tou/ Vlannai. tou/ Vlwsh.f 1005
omit tou/ Vlannai. 115, L1056
verse 25 omit tou/ VAMW.| 1200, a, b, c, e, |
omit tou/ Naou.m L10
verse 26 omit tou/ Ma,aq tou/ Mattaqi,ou 544
omit tou/ Ma,aq a,aur,b,c, el r?

omit tou/ Matt) tou/ S) touNMlwsh.c16



omit tou/ Mattaqi,ou 213
verse 27 omit tou/ Vlwana.n tou/ ~Rhsa. N* L10
omit tou/ Zorobabe.| tou/ Salagihd

verse 28 omit tou/ VEImada.m L854
verse 29 omit verse 828

omit tou/ VIhsou/ 157, 2757

omit tou/ Leul. 69, 1424, b
verse 30 omit verse 69

omit tou/ VIwsh.f 213

omit tou/ VEliaki.m 213

omit tou/ VEliaki.m31) tou/ Mennais79
verse 31 omit tou/ Melea. t) Menna. t) Mattagqa9

omit tou/ Melea. a,belr?t
omit tou/ Menna. A
omit tou/ Mattaga. L854
omit tou/ Naga.m 213
verse 32 omit tou/ Bo,0j N*
omit tou/ Naassw.n 71*, 157, 1458

verse 33 omit tou/ VAminada.lou/ Fa,rej L76
omit tou/ ~Esrw.mtou/ Vliou,da 2766
omit tou/ ~Esrw.m tou/ Fa,rej 348

omit tou/ ~Esrw.m 047, 1005
omit tou/ Fa,rej A

verse 34 omit tou/ Vlakw.b 2766
omit tou/ VAbraa.m 1071

verse 35 omit tou/ ~Ragau. 480*
omit tou/ :Eber N*

verse 36 omit tou/ Kai?na.m pP75Y¢ D

verse 37 omit tou/ Magousala. tou/ ~Enw.ao71
omit tou/ ~Enw.c tou/ Vla,ret 157
omit tou/ Maleleh.| e

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

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

LXX Genesis 10:22 Ui 0. Shm Ailam kai. Assour kai. Aaxad kai. Loud
kai. Aram kai. Kainan

Ailam is a brother of Kainan



The LXX evidence:

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

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

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

But note:
Josephus (37 -100 CE), who quotes the LXX, does not have Kainan in Ant. book
1 he explicitly writes: "Shem, the third son of Noah, had five sons", and also:

"Sala was the son of Arphaxad"”.

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

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

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

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

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

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

e "Gen 10:22-24 and Gen 11:1213 are not found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, are
not found in any of the pre Christ ian LXX manuscripts, are only found in 2
LXX manuscripts that predate the Great Codices, see P.Berlin Graec.Fol.66
LIl (Rahlfs 911), a Christian  manuscript of about the late 3rd century, and
P.Beatty IV (Rahlfs 961), a Christian = manuscript of about the ea rly 4th
century ."

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

e "the Genesis Apocryphon lists the sons of Shem at 1QapGen 12:11. The
beginning of the list has been lost, but the end is there. The list is in the
same order as the LXX, so fortunately we can see where the Kainan would
have been at the end of the list. It is not there. We have: ..WR )RPK$D



LWD W)RM WBNN NQBN XM$ (...ur Arpachshad Lud and Aram and five
daughters). No QYNN. "

Looking this up in the Gottingen edition, the papyri P833, P911 and P961 omit
Kainanin 10:24, but not 10:22 , and have it in chapter 11. Only manuscript 319

omits in all cases.
So, the earliest evidence in the LXX we have for Kainanis from the late 3rd

CE (P911)

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

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

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

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

and he called his name Eber

So, depending on who the "he" is in vs. 5, we possibly have the succession from
the LXX and Lk 3:36 : Arfaxad - Kainan - Sala - Eber

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 41
NAZ Luke 42 h'me,raj tessera,konta peirazo,menoj u'po. tou/ diabo,louA
Kai. ouvk e;fagen ouvde.n evn tai/j h'me,raij evkei,naij kai. suntelesqgeisw
auvtw/n evpei,nasenA

BYZ Luke 4:2 h'me,raj tessara,konta peirazo,menoj u po. tou/ diabo,lou kai.
ouvk e;fagen ouvde.n evn tai/j h'me,raij evkei,naij kai. suntelesgeisw
auvtw/uo[steronevpei,nasen

Not in NA and SQE butin Tis!

Byz A K W, D, P,Y,f1,f13, 33,565, 700, Maj, f, ff 2, q, ", Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

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

Lacuna: C, X

B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA* Matthew 4:2 kai. nhsteu,saj h'me,raj tessera,konta kai. nu,ktaj
tessera,kota( u[steronevpei,nasenA

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 4:4 kai. avpekri,gh pro.j auvto.n o Whgngfiaptai ofti
ouvk evpV a;rtw| mo,nw| zh,setai 0~ a;nqrwpojA

BYZ Luke 4:4 kai. avpekri,gh VIhsou/j pro.j auvto.n le,gwn( Ge,graptai o[ti
Ouvlevp a;rtw| mo,nw| zh,setarwpoj
avilV evpi. panti. r'h,mati Qeou/A

T&T #4

Byz A,D,D,Q,Y,f1,f13, 33, 579, 892, Maj,
Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H, bo™, goth, [Trg]
+add after ' h,matevkporeuome,nw| dia. sto,matoj
118, 157, 205, 209, 1071, 1424, al '8 bo™*

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

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NAZ" Matthew 4:4

avllV evpi. panti. r'h,resiporeuome,nw| dia. sto,matoj geou/A
D, a, b, g% avllV evpi. panti. r’h,mati geou/A

LXX Deuteronomy 8:3 ... avllV evpi. panti. r'h,mati tw/| evkporeuome,nw| dia
sto,matoj geou/ zh,setai 0~ a;ngqrwpoj

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

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

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 4:5 Kai. avhagagw.n auvto.n
e;deixen auvtw/| pa,saj ta.j basilei,aj th/j oivkoumestidpprdwvcro,nou

BYZ Luke 4:5 Kai. avhagagw.n auvdodia,boloj eivj o;roj u'yhlon
e;deixen auvtw/| pa,saj ta.j basilei,aj th/j oivkoume,nhj evn stigmh/| cro,not

Byz 0 dia,boloj eivj o;roj u'yhlon
A, D,Q, Y, 0102, 33, 579, 1342, Maj,
it(d, f, ff 2,1, @), Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™>, goth

o dia,boloj eivj o;roj u'yhlo.n li,an f13, c, r £, vg™, sa™
eivj o;roj u'yhlo.n li,an D, 788 (=f13)

eivj o;roj u'yhlon 01! 1, 700, 2542, pc,
sa™* bo™, arm, geo
eivjo;roj W, e
o dia,boloj aur, b, g*, vg™*
"satanas" Sy-S

txt  01%* B, L, 1241, pc, sa™>®, bo™

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA* Matthew 4:8 Pa,lin paralamba,nei auvtoai dia,boloj eivj 0;roj
u'yhlo.n li,ankai. dei,knusin auvtw/| pa,saj ta.j basilei,aj tou/ ko,smou
kai. th.n do,xan auvtw/n

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

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

IQP's Crit. ed. has the Matthean 0" dia,boloj eivj o;rdju’yhlo.n li,aP®ith
u'yhlo.n li,am double brackets indicating doubt that text was present there.

This is odd, because both Mt and Lk have U Yhlo.nFleddermann ("Q - A
reconstruction”, 2005) has O dia,boloj eivj o;roj u\yh|m’lhout li,an.



Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? Luke 4:8 kai. avpokrigei.j o° VIhsou/j ei=pen geviyaptai ku,rion
to.n geo,n sou proskunh,seij kai. auvtw/| mo,nw| latreu,seijA

BYZ Luke 4:8 kai. avpokrigei.j auvtw/| ei=pen o \Hbgaue ovpi,sw mou(
Satana/ Ge,graptai proskunh,seij Ku,rion to.n geo,n sou kai. auvtw/|
mo,nw| latreu,seij

Byz A, D,Q,Y, 0102, f13, 157, 1071, Maj, it(b, e, |, q,r Y, Sy-H, bo™, Justin *?

txt 01,B,D, L, W, X fi, 788(f13), 22, 33, 579, 700, 892*, 1241, 2542, pc &
Lat(a, aur, ¢, d, f, ff 2, vg), Sy-S, Sy-P, sa, bd", arm, geo, goth, Justin *?
pc =372, 903, 1005, 1210, 1365, 2372, L854

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

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut (1310 C 251L)
kai. avpokrigei.j o° Vihsei#pen auvtgé|graptai ku,rion
B has: kai. avpokrigeiguviwé|=peNlhsoufje,graptai ku,rion
It is not clear if the umlaut indicates the word order variant in B or the ~Upage
OVpIi,SW Madiant.

Parallel:
NA?" Matthew 4:10 tO,te le,gei auvtw/| o™ VIhggpige( satanha/
BYZ Matthew 4:10 t0,te le,gei auviw/| 0" VIhsfpape ovpi,sw mou Satana/

txt 01, B, C* K, W, D, f1, f13, 565, 579*%, 700, 892*, k,  vg, Sy-P, mae, bo, Or
Byz C% D, L,Z, 33,118°%, 1582 579, 1071, Maj, Sy-S, Sy-C, sd™®, bo™*
[A, Q lacuna]

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 16:23 strafei.j ei=pen tw/| Pe,tkv)[page ovpi,sw mou( satana/
NA? Mark 8:33 evpeti,mhsen Pe,trw| kai. leifpage ovpi,sw mou( satana/(

It is interesting to note that here no omission of OVpPI,SW Me6dturs. The text
is added in the full Byzantine form. The long form must be old, because it
appears already once in Justin (Dial. 103:6).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 45
16.  Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 4:17 kai. evpedo,gh auvtw/| bibli,on tou/ profh,tou VHsai<ou Kai.
avnaptu,x&. bibli,on ewen to.n to,pon oin=n gegrammé,non

avnoi,xaj A, B,L, W, X, 788(=f13), 33, 579, 892, 1241, pc °,
NA%, WH, Weiss, Trg
pc = 1195, 121, 2643

txt 01, D, D,Q, Y, f1, f13, 157, 1071, Maj, Latt

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

Compare:
NA*" Luke 4:20 kal. ptu,xajto. bibli,on avpodou.j tw/| u phre,th| evwka,gisen
kai. pa,ntwn oi" ovfgalmoi. evn th/| sunagwgh/| h=san avteni,zontej auvtw/|

Regarding avnOi,ngpare also: Rev 5:1-5

Both words mean essentially the same ("open”), but avnaptu,SSW used
especially for "unrolling scrolls”. It is possible that it is a harmonization to
immediate context, verse 20 (so Weiss).  Ptu,SSWmeans "close (a book)".
avnaptu,SSwVa rare word. It appears only here in the NT and only 6 times in

the LXX. avn'chon the other hand is a very common word, appearing 260 times
in the Bible (77 times in the NT).

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ Luke 4:18 pneu/ma kuri,ou evpV evn@[nkmn e;crise,n me
euvaggeli,sasqgai ptwcoi/j( avpe,stalke,n me(

khru,xai aivcmalw,toij a;fesin kai. tufloi/j avna,bleyin( avpostei/lai
teqrausme,nouj evn avfe,sei(

BYZ Luke 4:18 Pneu/ma Kkuri,ou evp evmei[reken e;crise,n me
euvaggeli,sasqai ptwcoaype,stalke,n me

va.sasqgai tou.j suntetrimme,nouj th.n kardi,an(

khru,xai aivcmalw,toij a;fesin kai. tufloi/j avna,bleyin avpostei/lai
teqgrausme,nouj evn avfe,sei

Byz A, D,Q,Y, 0102, f1, 1241, Maj, f, vg ™S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bd™s, Ir **
é th/lkardi,a| pc®

txt 01, B,D, L, W, X fi3, 33, 579*, 700, 892*, Lat, Sy -S, Co, goth, Or, Eus

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel. Quote from:
LXX lIsaiah 61:1 pneu/ma kuri,ou evpV evnegneken e;crise,n me
euvaggeli,sasqai ptwcoi/j avpe,stalke,n me
lva,sasgai tou.j suntetrimme,nouj th/| kardi,a|
th.n kardi,ars, ¢*, c*
khru,xai aivcmalw,toij a;fesin kai. tufloi/j avna,bleyin

Compare also:
LXX Psalm 146:3 O ivw,menoj tou.] suntetrimmetmoukardi,an

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 4:26 kai. pro.j ouvdemi,an auvtw/n evpe,mfgh VHli,aj eiv mh. e
Sa,repta th/j Sidwni,aj pro.j gunai/keh,ranA

sSu,ran cj. (Julius Wellhausen, 1844-1918)

B: no umlaut

Context:

NA®" Luke 4:25 evpV avlhqgei,aj de. le,gw u mi/n(glghai.h=san evn tai/j

h me,raij VHIi,ou evn tw/| Visrah,l( o[te evklei,sgh 0" ouvrano.j evpi. e;th t
kai. mh/naj e[x( w’j evge,neto limo.] me,gaj evpi. pa/saredahkaigh/n(
pro.j ouvdemi,auvtw/revpe,mfgh VHli,aj eiv mh. eivj Sa,repta th/
Sidwni,aj pro.j gunai/kech,ran&7 kai. polloi. leproi. h=san evn twl/|
Visrah.l evpi. VElisai,ou tou/ profh,tou( kai. ouvdei.j auvtw/n evkaqgari,sq
eiv miNaima.ro® Su,rojA

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

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

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

except Naaman the Syrian."

ch,ranin verse 26 is superfluous, because the widows have already been
mentioned in verse 25 and are referred back to in verse 26 with the words pro.j
ouvdemi,an auytw/dne of them") .

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

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



TVU 48

Minority reading:

NA* Luke 4:38 VAnasta.] de. avpo. th/j sunagwgh/j eivsh/lgen eivj th.n
oivki,an Si,mwndp A pengera. de. tou/ Si,mwnoj h=n sunecome,nh puretw
mega,Mggi. hvrw,thsan auvigeni. auvth/jA

p kai. VAndre,ou D, it(b, c,d, e, ff 21 1Y, vg™®

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

Parallel:
NA* Mark 1:29 Kai. euvqu.j evk gupagwgh/j evxelqo,ntej h=Igon eivj th.n
oivki,arsi,mwnoj kai. VAndretoeta. Vlakw,bou kai. Viwa,nnouA

Probably a harmonization to Mk 1:29.
It is also possible that the words have been added to get a plural subject for
the following kai. hvrw,thsaauvta.n

There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)
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NA? Luke 4:41 evxh,rceto de. kai. daimo,nia avpo. polewgba,zonta
kai. le,gonta o[tisu. ei= 0" Ui 0.] tou/ gedkdiA evpitimw/n ouvk
ei;a auvtéalei/n( ofti h;|deisan to.n cristo.n auvto.n ei=naiA

BYZ Luke 4:41 evxh,rceto de. kai. daimo,nia avpo. podwbnta
kai. le,gonta oftiSu. ei= 0" Cristo.j 0" ui 0.] tou/ deuévpitimw/n ouvk
ei;a auvta. lalei/n ofti h;|deisan to.n Cristaiata.n ei=nai

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

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

kra,zonta B, C,K,L N,Q, X,Y,f1, 33, 565, 579, 892, 1241, 1424, pm
krauga,zontaa, b, Q,w, G, Df13, 700, pm, Or

No parallel.

Compare:

NA* Matthew 16:16 avpokrigei.j de. Si,mwn Pe,troj ei=pen
su. ei= 0" cristo.j 0" ui'0.j tou/ fEu zw/ntojA

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

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

NAZ Luke 4:44 Kai. h=n khru,sswn eivj ta.j sunagwga.j\thgjudai,ajA

BYZ Luke 4:44 kai. h=n khru,sswn evn tai/j sunagwgai/@hljlai,ajA
T&T #5
Byz A,D, D,Q,Y,f13, 33, 1071, Maj, Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H™, bo™, goth, Trg.

txt  P75,01,B,C,LQ,R,f1,22, 131, 157, 579, 892, 1241, al >3, Lect,
Sy-S, Sy-H, sa, bo™, WH, NA?°, Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg™

th/j Vloudai,aj katalilai,aj 447, 740
th/] Galilai,aj kai. th/j Vloudai,aj 744 (744* = Byz)

tw/nVloudai,wrw, 713, 1282 €, 2147
auvtw/n 517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc ° (= 505, 702, 976, 1048, 2522)

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Luke 4:14 Kai. u pe,streyen o Vlhsou/j evn th/| duna,mei tou/ pneu,mat
eivj th.n Galilai,an/kai. fh,mh evxh/lgen kaqV o[lhj th/j pericw,rou peri.
auvtou/A

Parallels:
NA* Mark 1:39 Kai. h=lgen khru,sswn eivj ta.] sunagwga.j auvtw/n eivj
o[lhn th.nGalilai,an kai. ta. daimo,nia evkba,llwnA

"Judaeae" Lat™ (s. Zahn)

NA? Matthew 4:23 Kai. perih/gen evn o[lh|@dlilai,a| dida,skwn evn tail]
sunagwagai/j auvtw/n kai. khru,sswn to. euvagge,lion th/j basilei,aj

Note previous verse:

NA* Luke 4:43 O de. ei=pen pro.j auvtou.kai[titai/] e te,raij po,lesin
euvaggeli,sasqgai, me dei/ th.n basilei,an tou/ geou/( o[ti evpi. tou/to
avpesta,lhnA




Note next verse:
NA? Luke 5:1 ... auvto.] h=n e stw.j para.lifmmhn Gennhsare,t

Note also:
NA? Mark 1:28 Kai. evxh/lien h™ avkoh. auvtou/ euvqu.j pantacou/ eivj o[lhn t
peri,cwron th/jGalilai,aj

o1= Vloudai,aj (28: Vlorda,npu

NA%" Luke 1:26 VEN de. tw/| mhni. tw/| e[ktw| avpesta,lh o™ a;ggeloj Gabrih.l
avpo. tou/ geou/ eivj po,linGlljlai,aj h} o;noma Nazare.q
o1= Vloudai,aj (pc: Vlou,ga

NA* Luke 23:55 Katakolough,sasai de. ai° gunai/kej( ai[tine] h=san
sunelhluqui/ai evk thalilai,aj auvtw/|(
179: Vloude @NTP)

NA* Luke 1:5 VEge,neto evn tai/j h'me,raij ~Hrigdde,wj th/]
Vlioudali,aj

NA* Luke 7:17 kai. evxh/lgen o  lo,gofopuevn oflh| th/| Vioudaeal
auvtou/ kai. pa,sh| th/| pericw,rw|A

NA* Luke 23:5 OI° de. evpi,scuon le,gontej ofti avnasei,ei to.n lao.n
dida,skwrkaqV oflhj th/j Vloudai,aj( kakrxa,menoj avpo. th/j Galilai,aj

e[wj vdeA

NA*" Mark 1:5 Kai. evxeporeu,eto pro.j aysddsa h™ Vlioudai,a cw,ra

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

On the other hand it is possible that Galilea is a harmonization to the parallel
accounts. It is quite possible that ~ Vloudal,&jas the original text and that later
scribes tried to work around th  at by changing it to the Mt/Mk parallel or into
tw/nVloudai,ven auvtw/n

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

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



Another possibility is that Judea is meant here as "land of the Jews" as in Mk

1:5 (so Weiss). This is also clearly meant in Lk 1:5 and possibl y also in Lk 7:17 and
Lk 23:5. This interpretation would also be in line with the statement in verse 43

"I must proclaim the good news of the kingdom of God to the other cities also".

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

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

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 5:2 kai. ei=dedu,0 ploi/ae stw/ta para. th.n limnhai" de.
a’liei/j avpV auvtw/n avpoba,ntej e;plunon ta. di,ktuaA

du,o ploi/a  p75,01%, c® D, D, Q, f1, f13, 157, 565, 700, Maj,
Lat, Bois, Trg

ploi/a 01*
ploi/adu,0 B,w,579,892, pc,e, WH,Bal

du,o ploia,ria A, c* L, Q% R,Y, 1% 33, 1071, 1241, 1424, al,
a, f, NA®, WH™ Gre
ploia,ria du,0 Weiss (no manuscript support)

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare: ~
NA? John 6:23 a;lla h=Igenploila,riba evk Tiberia,doj evggu.j tou/ to,pou
o[pou e;fagon to.n a;rton euvcaristh,santoj tou/ kuri,ou

ploi/a P75, (01), B, W, Y, 157, pc, Lat
ploia,ria A, (D), L, Q, f1, f13, 33,579, 1071, 1424, Maj

NAZ John 6:24 evne,bhsan auwdi ta. ploia,ria kai. h=lgn eivj
Kafarnaou.m zhtou/ntej to.n Vihsou/nA

ploi/a (01), A, Q, f1, 28, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj

ploia,ria  P75,01°4 B, L,N, W, Y, 33, 579, 892, 1071, al

NA* Luke 5:3 evmba.j de. eivj e]rptaimn(
NA* Luke 5:7 kai. kate,neusan toi/j meto,coij evn tw/| eptei

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

Blass notes that diminutives are not accepted in "good Greek", so it is possible
that scribes changed ploia,ria into ploi/a

Difficult.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 23) notes that it is possible that scribes found the little

boats too small for t0.Nn O;clorvf verse 1. Placing du,0in front of ploia,ria
should emphasize it. He also suggests a possible conformation to Lk 5:3 and 5: 7.



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

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

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

NA% Luke 5:5 kai. avpokrigei.j Si,mwn ei=gepista,{adiV o[lhj nukto.]
kopia,slga\mtej ouvde.n evlalo@wein de. tw/| r'h,mati, sou cala,sw ta.
di,ktua

dida,skale D, a, d (magister)

B: no umlauts

NA? Luke 8:24 proselqo,ntej de. dih,geiran auvto.n le,goeigjista,ta
evpista,@avpollu,meqaA o" de. diegergei.j evpeti,mhsen tw/| avne,mw| ke
klu,dwni tou/ u[datokai. evpau,santo kai. evge,neto galh,nhA

ku,rie( ku,rie o, d, sy-c
dida,skale a, c, e, r!(magister)

NA” Luke 8:45 Kai. ei=pen o VIhsdijjo’ a'ya,meno,j mouE avrnoume,nwn
de. pa,ntwn ei=pen o Pé&,&uopista,(aoi’ o;cloi sune,cousi,n se kai.
avpoq|li,bousinA

dida,skale 157, a, d, r* (magister)

NAZ Luke 9:33 kai. evge,neto evn tw/| diacwri,zesgai auvtou.] avpV auvt
ei=pen o  Pe,troj pro.j to.n Vihsaw/pista,(@kalo,n evstin h’maklev

ei=nai( kai. poih,swmen skhna.j trei/j( mi,an soi. kai. mi,an Mwu?sei/ kai.
mi,an VHIi,a|( mh. eivdw.j o] le,geiA

dida,skale P45, X, 157, pc, a, b, d, r * (magister)

NA?" Luke 9:49 VApokrigei.j de. Viwa,nnhj ai=gpaaista,{@aei;dome,n tina
evn tw/| ovno,mati, sou evkba,llonta daimo,nia kai. evkwlu,omen auvto,n
ouvk avkolougei/ meqV h mw/nA

dida,skale P45, c* L, X, 157, 892, 1342, pc, e, a, d, r %, Sy-H™, bo
omit: Sy-C

NA* Luke 17:13 kai. auvtoi. h=ran fwnh.n le,gan¥jhsouévpista,ta(
evle,hson h maljA
omit: 472



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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ’ Luke 5:17 Kai. du,namij kuri,ou h=n eivj to. ivadsyéd,nA

BYZ Luke 5:17 kai. du,namij kuri,ou h=n eivj to. iv@@,j,&
T&T #6

Byz A,C,D,D,Q,Y,f1,f13, 33, 892, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H, bo, goth, Trg

txt  01,B, L, W, X 579, 2542, pc 8, Sy-S, sa, Trg™
pc =313, 371, 434, 752, 1016, 1264, 1821, 1822

pa,ntaj K, bo™
auvtoupa,ntaj Sy-Pal?
UBS and IGNTP have Sy -Pal for the K reading, the conflated extra reading is
only in Metzger's commentary. A.S. Lewis says "all have pa,ntajfor auvta)n

omit_Kai. du,namij auvto,n 1241
B: no umlaut

eivj to. iva/sqai auvin “for his healing"
eivjto. iva/sqai auvtou,j "to heal them"

Compare:

NAZ Luke 4:40 Du,nontoj de. tou/ h'li,ou a[pantej o[soi ei=con avsgenou/nta]
no,soij poiki,laij h;gagon auvtou.j pro.j auviw,ide. e ni. e ka,stw| auvtw/n
ta.j ceilraj evpitigei.vgera,pewivtou,jA

Robertson: "neat Greek, but awkward English". Possibly the Acl has not been
understood. auVtOij#ithe subject of 10. iva/sqaiot the object.

It is possible that aUVLOMas been changed to aUVtOUgk a conformation to Lk
4:40. There is no reason for a change from auvtoug auvta,n

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 5:25 kai. paracrh/ma avnasta.j evnhw,pion auvtw/n( a;raj evfV o
kate,keito( avph/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon dox@maivn to.n geo,nA

NAZ Luke 5:26 Kkal. e;kstasij e;laben aJpantaj kai. evdo,xazon to.n geo.n
kai. evplh,sghsan fo,bou le,gontej o[ti ei;domen para,doxa sh,meronA

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

kai. e;kstasij e;laben a[pantaj a

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

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 9:8 ivdo,ntej de. oi" o;cloi evfobh,ghsan kai. evdo,xasan to.n
geo.o.n do,nta evxousi,an toiau,thn toi/j avngrw,poijA

NA* Mark 2:12 Kal. hvge,rgh kai. euvqu.j a;raj to.n kra,batton evxh/lgen
e;mprosgen pa,nfwrjste evxi,stasqai pa,ntaj kai. doxa,zein to.n geo.n
le,gontaj o[ti ou[twj ouvde,pote ei;:domenA

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ Luke 5:33 Oi° de. ei=pan pro.j auvto,n oi maghtai. Vlwa,nnou
nhsteu,ousin pukna. kai. deh,seij poiou/ntai o moi,wj kai. oi tw/n
Farisai,wn( oi° de. soi. evsqi,ousin kai. pi,nousinA

BYZ Luke 5:33 Oi° de. ei=pon pro.j aud@nti, oi’ maghtai. Viwa,nnou
nhsteu,ousin pukna. kai. deh,seij poiou/ntai o moi,wj kai. oi" tw/n
Farisai,wn oi" de. soi. evsqi,ousin kai. pi,nousin

Byz 01*“? A,C,D,R,D,Q, Y, fl, f13, 579, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo ™, goth, [Trg]
txt  P4(200 CE), 01°% B, L, W, X, 33, 157, 892, 1241, pc, sa, bo ™

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

Parallels:

NA”" Matthew 9:14 To,te prose,rcontai auvtw/| oi° maghtai. Viwa,nnou
le,gontey dia. ti, h'mei/j kai. oi° Farisai/oi nhsteu,omen Ipolla,B( oi" de.
maghtai, sou ouv nhsteu,ousinE

NA? Mark 2:18 Kai. h=san oi° maghtai. Vlwa,nnou kai. oi" Farisai/oi
nhsteu,ontejA kai. e;rcontai kai. le,gousin audiay/|ti, oi° maghtai.
Viwa,nnou kai. oiaghtai. tw/n Farisai,wn nhsteu,ousin( oi° de. soi.
maghtai. ouv nhsteu,ousinE

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

The omission makes a statement out of a question. Jesus answers in verse 34
although it merely says: 0  de. VIhsou/] ei=pen pro.j auguyj the one
hand it is possible that the  dia. ti,has been added to create a question. On the
other hand itis p ossible that the absence of ~avpoKrigeiij verse 34 led to the
excision of dia. ti,in verse 33 (so Hoskier).

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

the question!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ Luke 5:33 Oi° de. ei=pan pro.j audvtojh maghtai. Viwa,nnou
nhsteu,ousin pukna. kai. deh,seij poiou/ntai o moi,wj kai. oi tw/n
Farisai,wn(oi" de. soi. evsgi,ousin kai. pi,nousinA

oi° de. maghtai. sou ouvde.n tou,twn poiou/sin)
tui autem discipuli (e:discentes) nihil horum faciunt .
D, d, e, Wellhausen

oi" de. soi. maghtauwhsteu,ousig: Mt 9:14 , Mk 2:18)
517, 954, 1424, 1675 = fam. 1424 = von Soden |fa

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

Possibly the words "eat and drink” have been avoided, because Christians  were
accused by pagan critics to be gluttons and drunkards  (so Kannaday).

It is also possible that the words have been changed, because the prayers were
not mentioned.

Wellhausen (comm. Lk 1904), to the contrary, thinks that the very general
"don't do anything of this" was considered objectionable.

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

NAZ Luke 5:36 :Elegen de. kai. parabolh.n pro.j auvtou.j o[ti ouvdei.j
evpi,blhnaevpo. i'mati,ou kainou/ scesgjba,llei evpi. i'ma,tion palaio,n
eiv de. mh, ge( kai. to. kaisad,sei kai. tw/| palaiw/| ouv sumfwnh,sei to.
evpi,blhma to. avpo. tou/ kainou/A

BYZ Luke 5:36 :Elegen de. kai. parabolh.n pro.j auvtou.j o[ti Quvdei.
evpi,blhma i'mati,ou kainou/ evpiba,llei evpi. i'ma,tion palaio,n

eiv de. mh,ge( kai. to. kaino.n sci,zei kai. tw/| palaiw/| ouv sumfwnei to.
avpo. tou/ kainou/

Not in NA, and only Byz in SQE!

i 'mati,ou kainou/ A, C,R,D,Y, 565, 1071, 1424, Maj, Lat, goth
avpo. i mati,ou kainou/ X, f13, 700, Sy -H

i ' mati,ou kainou/ sci,saj Y, 157 579
avpo.sci,saj i mati,ou kainoud, sy-p

avpo. i'mati,ou kainou/ sci,sag(200 CE), 01, B, D, L, W, Q, X, f1, 22, 33,
157+, 892 , 1241, pc, d, Co

P4: Acc. to Comfort P4* reads: avpo. i matijsalaiou/sci,sajwhich has been
corrected then into txt. This is not noted in NA and IGNTP. Comfort is probably

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

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

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 9:16 ouvdel.j de. evpibagepi,blhma r'a,kouj avgnaypu
i"'mati,w| palaiwAi;rei ga.r to. plh,rwma auvtou/ avpo. tou/ i mati,ou kai.
cei/ron sci,sma gi,netaiA

NA* Mark 2:21 Ouvdeigvpi,blhma r a,kouj avgnavioiua,ptei evpi. i ma,tion
palaio,n eiv de. mh,( ai;rei to. plh,rwma avpV auvtainoto. t&u/
palaiou/ kai. cei/ron sci,sma gi,netaiA



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

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

Both parallel accounts have the genitive without the preposition, but both use
different words here and also the sense is slightly different. It seems that
SCI,ZW"tear", is required in the first place, because  Kai. t0. kaino.n sci,zei
"also the new wil | be torn" takes up the word again. Possibly it has been added
for this reason?

The only reason to omit SCi,Saj would be to make it more conform to the
parallel accounts.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weightin g the witnesses)
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20. Difficult variant

NAZ Luke 5:36 :Elegen de. kai. parabolh.n pro.j auvtou.j o[ti ouvdei.j
evpi,blhma avpo. i'mati,ou kainou/ sci,saj evpiba,llei evpi. i ma,tion palaio,
eiv de. mh, ge( kai. to. kaisd,Bei

kai. tw/| palaiw/| ouv sumfwnhgsedvpi,blhnt@ avpo. tou/ kainou/A

BYZ Luke 5:36 :Elegen de. kai. parabolh.n pro.j auvtou.j o[ti Ouvdei.|
evpi,blhma i"'mati,ou kainou/ evpiba,llei evpi. i'ma,tiongaldm,mh,ge(
kai. to. kaino.n sci,zei

kai. tw/| palaiw/| ouv sumfwnei to. avpo. tou/ kainou/

Byz A, K, P,R,D,Y, 565, Maj, goth

txt  P4(200 CE), 01,B,C,D,L, W, X, Y, Q, L, 0211, 0233, 1, f13, 33, 157,
579, 700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, 2542, al, Latt, Sy, Co
to. avpo. tou/ kainewpi,blhma b

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

T, W TTIAAATWD OY [CY]M
WDONHCCE] T O [ETUBIAH

MA TTO AJTIO TOY K[AIN]OY

Lacuna: X, Sy-S and Sy-C

B: no umlaut

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 59
NAZ" Luke 5:38 avlla. oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j kditide,pnA

BYZ Luke 5:38 avlla. oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.| kdilinde,pn
kai. avmfo,teroi sunthrou/ntaiA

T&T #7

Byz A,C,D,R,D,Q,Y,f13, Maj, Latt, Sy, bo ™ goth, [Trg]
ba,llousin kai. avmfo,teroi throu/ntai D, it, Sy-P, Marcion®

txt  P4(200 CE), P75" 01°% B, L, W, 1, 33, 131, 157, 579, 700, 1241, pc 2, Co
o1* ba,llousin
w: ba,llhtai
pc =5, 301°

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

Parallel:
NA% Matthew 9:17 avlla. ba,llousin oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j kakabu,j(
avmfo,teroi sunthrou/ntaiA

NAZ” Mark 2:22 avlla. oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j kainou,jA
BYZ Mark 2:22 avlla. oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j kditnie,pnA
omit: 01* B, pc®
pc = 1041, 1282, 2528*
01 corrected by 01 “*

Very probably a harmonization to Mt.
Note the rare blhte,ona verbal adjective from  ba,llw "must be put". This
word is basically safe in Lk. It is very questionable if the omission in Mk is

correct.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" Luke 5:39 |kai.D ouvdei.j piw.n palaio.n ge,lei\ne,on
le,gei ga¥ o palaio.jcrhsto,j evstinA

Western non -interpolation

omit verse: D, it(a, b, c, d, e, ff 2,1, r%, Marcion, Ir, Eus

WH have the verse in brackets.

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

omit_Kal; P4, P75 01 B, 579, 700, 892, 1241 (see "Minor variants WH").

Lacuna: X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

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

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

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

The saying also appears in the Gospel of Thomas.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ’ Luke 5:39 Ikai.D ouvdei.j piw.n palaio.n ge,lei\nke,giei gay
0" palaio.jcrhsto,j evstinA

BYZ Luke 5:39 kai. ouvdei.j piw.n palaieeavge,og,lei ne,dre,gei ga,r
~O palaio.jcrhsto,tero,jevstin

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

Byz A,C,R,D,Q,Y,f1,f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy -H, goth, Trg™
txt  P4(200 CE), P759, 01, B, L, W, 157, 1241, 1342, pc, Sy-P, Co

omit the verse: D, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff 2 I, r?), Eus (see next variant)

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

Sy-S and Sy-C have lacunae.

From P75 only the last S of CI’hS'[O,j is visible, but space calculations make it
improbable t hatitread crhsto,tero,j

Lacuna: X

B: no umlaut

The Byzantine reading indicates a misinterpretation: The person who sticks with

the old does not do it because the old is better (in his view), but because it is
good (enough). He has not tried the new one, so he cannot know if it is better.

Is it possible that the wor  d has been changed to avoid confusion with Cristoj ?

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

NA* Luke 6:1 VEge,neto de. saba,tw| diaporeu,esqai
auvto.n dia. spori,mwn(

BYz Luke 6:1 VEge,neto de. saiba,twfleuteroprw,twfliaporeu,esqai
auvto.n dia. tw/n spori,mwn

T&T #8

Byz A,C,D,R,D,Q,Y,fl3, Maj, Lat(a, aur, d, f, ff 2, vg), Sy-H, goth, Gre
Lat = sabbato secundoprimo

txt  P4(200 CE), P75"% 01, B, L, W, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 22, 33, 157, 579, 1241,
2542, pc 8 it(b, c, e, 1, g, r 1), Sy-P, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co
pc = 588, 697, 791, 1005, 1210, 1365, 2372, 2670

sabba,tw]| prwi>e
sabbato mane
="in the morning"

sabba,tw| deute,rw| prwix;. Francois Bovon, 1989 (Lk Com.)

Tregelles has Sabba,twHeuteroprw,twiBhe margin.
Lacuna: X, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ Luke 4:31 Kai. kath/lgen eivj Kafarnaou.m po,lin th/j Galilai,ajA
kai. h=n dida,skwn auvtoutpejsa,bbasih

NA* Luke 6:6 VEge,neto de.estasrw| sabba,tw]|

Compare LXX:

LXX Psalm 23:1 yalmo.j tw/| Dauid th/j mia/j sabba,twn tou/ kuri,ou
LXX Psalm 47:1 yalmo.j wv|dh/j toi/j ui oi/j Kore deute,ra| sabba,tou
LXX Psalm 93:1 yalmo.j tw/| Dauid tetra,di sabba,twn

External against internal evidence.



A real myster y. The word occurs nowhere else (M.A. Robinson notes the titles of
several psalms, which also contain similar references of (today) unknown
meaning). The reading is normally considered as originating through some
strange scribal blunder. But the given expl anations are quite unsatisfactory. The
best is that of Skeat who thinks of a dittography BATWBATW, which was

subsequently interpreted as -BATW BA -TW with B and A representing numbers.

Another explanation is that some scribe wrote  Prw,tWhere, with refer ence to
the other Sabbath in 6:6, but then remembered an earlier Sabbath in 4:31 and
correct the Prw,tw|nto deute,rwifhich then led to deuteroprw,twut this
appears very far -fetched. Klein argues that actually Luke himself wrote er,tW|

Frangois Bovon in his Luke commentary conjectures Sabba,tw| deute,rw| prwi>
The problem with this suggestion is, as Bovon himself acknowledges, that Luke

does not like the word Prwi>and avoids it when he finds it in Mark. However,

the advantage of the em endation for the narrative is that the early time of the

day explains the hunger of the disciples.

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

NAZ’ Luke 6:1 kai. h;sgion tou.j sta,cuajw,contej tai/j cersi,nA

BYZ Luke 6:1 tOU.] sta,cuaj kai. h;sqiogw,contej tai/j cersi,n

Sahlin suggests that some scribe wrote  deu,teron pI’O/tOﬂ)ove the words to
indicate exchange. Another scribe misunderstood this and created the variant.

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

Eustratius (in his life of Eutychius) refers to the deuteroprw,th kuriakhas
the first Sunday after Easter. The word deutere,scat0$ also known (see Th.
Zahn, Comm. Lk.).

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

It might additionally be noted that ~ deuteroprw,tws visually and acoustically
similar to the following word ~ diaporeu,esqgali



Compare:

e GW Buchanan and C.Wolfe "The 'Second -First Sabbath' (Luke 6:1)" JBL 97
(1978) 259 -262

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

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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22.Difficult variant .
NA? Luke 6:2 ti, poiei/te 0] ouvk e;xeslin] sa,bbasinE
BYZ Luke 6:2 ti, poiei/te 0] ouvk e;xeghioiei/n evn toi/| sa,bbasin

poiei/n evn toi/| sa,bbasin A, c, K, P, Q, Y, 13, 33, Maj,
q, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth

poiei/nevn sa,bbasin D, L*
poiei/n evn sabba,tw| Y, 132 @:mi)

poiei/n toilj sa,bbasin o1, (D), U, W, f1, 124, pc
toi/] sa,bbasin poiei/n L

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

D: i;de ti, poiou/siroi’ maghtai, sou toi/j sa,bbasih ouvk e;xestinE
Lacuna: X, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA* Matthew 12:2 0i de. Farisai/oi ivdo,ntej ei=pan &autddu. oi
maghtai, sou poiou/sin o] ouvk e;xpsi&i/n evn sabba,tw|A

poiei/n evn toi/j sa,bbasisr, 1071

NA? Mark 2:24 i;de ti, poiou/sirtoi/] sa,bbasino] ouvk e:xestinE

Compare:

NAZ" Luke 4:31 kai. h=n dida,skwn auvenjtoi/| sa,bbas$in

NA?" Luke 13:10

+Hn de. dida,skwn evn mia/| tw/n sunagwytaifj sa,bbasinA

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

The Byzantine reading could be a harmonization to Mt. There is no reason for an
omission. The support for txt is slim. In 4:31 and 13:10 Lk uses evin tOi/j
sa,bbasirstylistic reasons?

Rating: - (indecisive)
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23.  Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? Luke 6:3 kai. avpokrigei.j pro.j auvtou.j ei=pen o Vibgedd. tou/to
avne,gnwte o] evpoi,hsen Daui.d o[te evpei,nasen auvto.j kai. oi° metV .
lo;ntejp(

NA% Luke 6:4 W jBeivsh/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ geou/

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

W 01*W,579,[Trg]
pw/j 01%% L, X, Q, f1, 69, 788(=f13), 33, 157, 700, 1241, pc, L890

o;ntej Wj A, C,K, P, D,579,892, Maj, goth , [Trg™, Tis
o;ntejpw/j R, f13, 1071, 517, 954, 1424, 1675, pc
pa,ntejpw/j 124,174 (=f13), L211

o;ntej Bois

Lacuna: X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA%" Matthew 12:3 O  de. ei=pen auvtmiyk avne,gnwte ti, evpoi,hsen Daui.d
o[te evpei,nasen kai. oi" metV auvtou/(
NA* Matthew 12:4 pw/jeivsh/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ geou/
W: W\j

NA? Mark 2:25 Kai. le,gei auvtdi/puvde,pote avne,gnwte ti, evpoi,hsen Daui.d
o[te crei,an e;scen kai. evpei,nasen auvto.j kai. oi’ metV auvtou/
NA* Mark 2:26 pw/jeivsh/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ geou/

omit pW/j B, D

add O;ntej D
add h=san D

The omission of 0;ntejis possibly a harmonization to Mt, Mk (so Weiss). On the
other hand it could have been added to improve style. Note the similar changes

in Mk!

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ Luke 6:4 IW'jD eivsh/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ geou/ kai. tou.j a;rtouj
th/j proge,sew;j labw.n e;fagen kai. e;dwkeoi/j metV auvtou/( ou]j ouvk
e;xestin fagei/n eiv mh. mo,nouj tou.j i erei/|E

BYZ Luke 6:4 W | eivsh/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ qeou/ kai. tou.j a;rtou;j th/j
proge,sewj e;laben kai. e;fagen kai. e;dkekeni/; met auvtou/ ou]j ouvk
e;xestin fagei/n eiv mh. mo,nouj tou.j i erei/]

Byz 01,A D,R,D,Q,f13, 33, 157, 579, Maj, Sy -H, bo
txt  P4Y9(200 CE), B, L, W, Y, f1, 372, 1352, 1604, Lat, Sy -P, Sy-Pal™, sa, goth

omit: kai. e;dwken toi/| metV auvtou/

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

Parallel:
NAZ Mark 2:26 kai. e;dwkekai. toi/j su.n auvtw/| ou=sinE
omit: D, Lat

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

a harmonization to Mk (so Weiss).

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

NA%" Luke 6:4 Iw'jD eivsh/lgen eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ geou/ kai. tou.j a;rtou;
th/j proge,sewj labw.n e;fagen kai. e;dwken toi/j metV auvtou/( ou]j ouv
e;xestin fagei/n eiv. mh. mo,nouj tou.j i dprei/|E

The so called "Cambridge pericope™:

b th auvth/]| h"'me,ra] qeasa,meno,j tina evrgazo,menon tw/| sabba,tw|
auvtiv/|

a:ngrwpe eiv me.n oi=daj ti, poiei/j maka,rioj ei=A eiv de. mh, oi=c
evpikata,ratoj kai. paraba,thj ei= tou/ no,mouA

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

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

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

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

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

E Bammd writes: "The old Latin codex Palatinus (e) introduces Luke 6:1 by the
addition of maneto the normal text, that means in a way which suggests that
another story was to follow later on the same day 0 as it actually does in D. If
this is right, it would po int to the existence of the pericope at some stage of
the Latin version and thereby to a more widespread occurrence, the last trace

of which is found in e."



For the phrase paraba,thjtou/ no,meampare:

NA* Romans 2:25 Peritomh. me.n ga.r wvfelei/ eva.n no,mon\ peagssh||
deparaba,thj no,mdwe|j( h™ peritomh, sou avkrobusti,a ge,gonenA

NA* Romans 2:27 kai. krinei/ h™ evk fu,sewj avkrobusti,a to.n no,mon
telou/sa se. to.n dia. gra,mmatoj kai. peritopangbalin no,mouA

NA* James 2:11 0 ga.r eivpwmh. moiceu,sh|j( ei=paénnkhi, foneu,sh||

eiv de. ouv moiceu,eij foneu,eij de,( gparabaij,thj no,mouA

A. Plummer (ICC Com. Lk 1922) considers it possible that both Paul and James

got the phrase paraba,thj no,ma@bim the source of the tradition presented

in D.

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

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

NAZ Luke 6:5 kal. e;legen auvtoi/j

ku,rio,j evstin tou/ sabba,i@ ui’o.j tou/ avngrw,poul

BYZ Luke 6:5 Kali. e;legen auvtati
ku,rio,j evstin 0" ui 0.] tou/ avnhgrikgidiou/ sabba,tou

Byz A,D,LR,D,OQ,Y,f1, 13, 33, Maj,
Latt, Sy -H, sa, bo™, goth, Marcion &, WH™, Gre, Trg

txt 01, B, W, 1241, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, bd™, WH, NA®
omit O[tk P4, 01*, B, W, f1, 157, 579, 700, 954, pc

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

P4 is not noted in NA. In IGNTP it is not noted as defective and also not in the
apparatus (except that it omits O['[i). So one must assume that it reads Byz. But
this is certainly not correct. P. Comfort has P4 for txt, but the ed. princeps (J.
Merell RB 47, 1938, 5 -22) reads (letters in  red doubtful):

[TOYIC IEFEIC: KAl EAE
[FEIN AY T OIC KC ECTIN
[KAI TOY CABBATOY O]
[YIOC] TOY ANOPWITOY
ErENETO A€E EN T W ETE
W CABBAT W EICEAOEIN

This also Skeat (NTS 1997) notes, without presenting the text: " kai. tou/
sabba,touhe Kal.is required by the space”. From the above reconstruction

this seems reasonable, but it would create a singular reading (note that this is

the reading of the TR in Mt!).

Unfortunately the image | have is too bad to make out any letter.



Parallels:
NA* Matthew 12:8 o
ku,rioj ga,r evstirtou/ sabba,tou 0" ui'0.j tou/ avngrw,poul

0 Ui 0.] tou/ avngrw kaiutou/ sabba,tou

f1, 33, 157, 788, 1424, pc, vg (not in NA and not in SQE)
kai. tou/ sabba,tou 0" ui'0.j tou/ avnhgrw,pou

124, 372, 565, al, f, vg™, Sy-Pal, TR (!)

NA? Mark 2:28 W[ste
ku,rio,j evsti™ ui'0.j tou/ avngrw jaiutou/ sabba,toul

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

The O[ti is not in the Matthean parallel (but there is a ga,l and in verse 12:6
there is a O[I ). There is no reason to omit the O['[i in Lk. It was possibly added
to separate ku,rio,jfrom the preceding, because one could interpret the words

as kai. e;legen auvtoi/j 0" ku,rio,j

Note also that some witnesses at Mt 12:8 have the reading with  Kal, either as a
harmonization to Byz -Lk or to MK. Interestingly some witnesses in Mt insert the
kai. between evstinand tou/ sabba,touithout parallel. This is possibly the
reading of P4 in Lk.

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

NAZ Luke 6:10 Kai. peribleya,menoj pa,ntaj auvtdo.jei=pen auvtw/|
e;kteinon th.n ceilra, souA o’ de. evpoihsen kai. avpekatesta,qh h™ ce
auvtou/A

P evn ovrgh/|p, x, Q, L, f1, 230(=f13), 22, 1071, al,
it(aur, b, ¢, d, ff 2,1, g, rY, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bd™™ arm, arab™®

P metV ovrghip, 157, 2542

inira aur, b, d, ff 21,qg,r?!
iratus C
et vidit et viliabundus e (= biliabundus? = full of wrath, anger? )

No manuscript of f13 omits this!
f, vg read txt.

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

Parallel:

NA* mark 3:5 kai. peribleya,menoj auvtomgtV ovrghgpullupou,menoj
evpi. th/| pwrw,sei th/j kardi,aj auvtw/n le,gei tw/| axnepktepvan th.n
cei/raA kai. evxe,teinen kai. avpekatesta,gh h* cei.r auvtou/A

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)






