e - T - .

w ASBURY %%« B.L.Fisher Library

THE WHOLE BIBLE FOR THE WHOLE WORLD Instructional Services and Academic Technology

Dol b ‘-
el B AT BN
3 o s s (. (bt - o

This material has been provided by Asbury Theological Seminary in good faith of
following ethical procedures in its production and end use.

The Copyright law of the united States (title 17, United States code) governs the
making of photocopies or other reproductions of copyright material. Under certain
condition specified in the law, libraries and archives are authorized to finish a
photocopy or other reproduction. One of these specific conditions is that the
photocopy or reproduction is not to be “used for any purpose other than private
study, scholarship, or research.” If a user makes a request for, or later uses, a
photocopy or reproduction for purposes in excess of “fair use,” that user may be
liable for copyright infringement. This institution reserves the right to refuse to
accept a copying order if, in its judgment, fulfillment of the order would involve
violation of copyright law.

By using this material, you are consenting to abide by this copyright policy.
Any duplication, reproduction, or modification of this material without
express written consent from Asbury Theological Seminary and/or the
original publisher is prohibited.

Contact

B.L. Fisher Library

Asbury Theological Seminary
204 N. Lexington Ave.
Wilmore, KY 40390

B.L. Fisher Library’s Digital Content
place.asburyseminary.edu

800.2ASBURY
asburyseminary.edu




TEXTUAL AFFINITY
OF ORIGEN'S GOSPEL TEXT
IN HIS COMMENTARY AND HOMILIES
ON LUKE

A Thesis
Presented to
the Faculty of

Asbury Theological Seminary

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree

Master of Theology

by
Kei Satoh
May 1966



TEXTUAL AFFINITY
OF ORIGEN'S GOSPEL TEXT
IN HIS COMMENTARY AND HOMILIES
ON LUKE

A Thesis
Presented to
the Faculty of

Asbury Theological Seminary
In Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements for the Degrees

Master of Theology

Approved:

%1//.,9;7/@:

Kei Satoh
May 1966



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The writer of this thesis is greatly indebted to
Dr. Jacob Harold Greenlee, former Professor of New Testa-
ment at Asbury Theological Seminary, It was he who suggested
the topic of research and guided the main part of the
project. To him the writer wishes to express his sincere.
gratitude.

Dr, Wilber T. Dayton, Professor of New Testament
at Asbury Theological Seminary, has given suggestions and
guidances, and has encouraged the writer in many ways to
bring the project to its completion., To him the writer
offers his great appreciation,

To Dr. George Allen Turner, Professor of Biblical
Literature at Asbury Theological Seminary, the writer
offers his heart-felt thanks not only for suggestions he
has given as the second reader, but also for the personal
scholarship aids he has given to the writer,

Miss Susan A. Schultz, Librarian at Asbury Theo-
logical Seminary, has willingly spared time from her busy
schedule to give suggestions and corrections in order to
make the thesis form as nearly perfect as possible, To her

thoughtful efforts and labors the writer offers his ap-

preciation,



Mr. Jose R. Velazquez, Jr., a student at Asbury
Theological Seminary, translated for the writer a Spanish
article written by Teéfilo Ayuso, for which the writer
offers his thanks to him,

Also, the writer offers his appreciation to
Drs. Castle and Carr, Greek Professors at the University
of Kentucky, and to their secretary for their generos ity
to have allowed the writer to use the Greek typewriter of
that department which was the only Greek typewriter avail-
able to the writer at the time when the charts I and II
were made.

In connection with this, the writer is grateful to
Mr. Ken-ichi Nishimura, a student at Asbury Theological
Seminary, who kindly allowed the writer to use his English
typvewriter, for a long period, so that the English part
of these charts could be in accordance with the Greek
part.

Finally, the writer offers his grateful thanks to
his wife, Tomoko, for her patience and continuous en-

couragement, and for her hard work in supporting our

family.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION &« & o o o o o o o o & o
Statement of This Project . . ., .
Necessity of New Testament Textual

Criticism . + o o o o o o ¢ o &

A Rapid Glance at the Recent Trend

.

Significance of Patristic Quotations

Origen . . o o o ¢ o o ¢ o o o o
Aims of This Study « +« o o & o o &
Origen: His Person . . + ¢ o o ¢ o

His Life o &« o ¢ o o o o o o o &

His Works . o « o o o o o o ¢ o

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS , , . . .
The Texts and the Dates . ., . . .

The Text8 & &+ o ¢ o o o o o o @

The Dates .« ¢« ¢ ¢ o « o o o o
The Method of Investigation . . .

Determination of Quotations . .

Collation . + « & &4 o o o o & &

Collection of Evidences . . . .

Classification of Evidences . .

Examples of Inconclusiveness of

Critical Apparatus . « « « « o

PAGE
. xi
. xi
. xi
. xiii
. xvii
JXViii
. Xix

xix

e o w o e Boy

L ]
=
‘W



II.

ITI.

Some Features of Origen's Quotation

Quotations in the Same Words

Orthographic Notes ,
Literary Notes . . .
ORIGEN'S TEXT OF MARK .,
In Commentarv ., . , .
In Homilies . . . . .
ORIGEN'S TEXT OF MATTHEW
In Commentary . . . .
In Homilies , . . . .
ORIGEN'S TEXT OF JOHN |,
In Commentary . . . .
In Homilies ., . . . .
ORIGEN'S TEXT OF LUKE
In Commentary . . . .
Chapters 1-6 ., ., . .
Chapters 7-19 ., . .
Chapters 20ff , ., .,
Summary . . . o .

In Homilies ., . . . &
Chapters 1-4 , ., ., .
Chapters 7—19 ¢ o o
Chanters 20ff , . .

Summéry ¢ o o o o oo

.

L]

26
26
28
30
37
37
48
56
57
67
71
71
77
79
83
83
89
95
101
102
103
110
114
118



VI,

CHARTS
I-1

IT-1

GENERAL CONCLUSION , , . .
The Type of His Text ., .
Why Two Text-Types . . .
His Text and the Family 1

His Text and

"Jerusalen
His Text and
His Text and
His Text and

His Text and

the MSS with

Colophon" . , . & 4 & v & o .
By /U o ot e v e e e e e e
Its Peculiar Western Readings
Versions .+ 4 4 4 4 o o 4 o

the Pre-Caesarean . . . o « o

General Conclusion . 4 4 4o o o o o o o o o

OF ORIGEN'S TEXT , , 4. 4 4 4 ¢ o o 4 o o &

Origen's Variants from the T.R, (Commentary).

Mark . . .
Matthew . .
John . . .
Luke . . .

L] L] . ] L] L] * ] L N 1 L] L] L (4 *

A4 L] . 1] . . L] 4 . . [} [ ] [ ] . L]

[ L g ® L] [} ] L4 [ ] [ ] [ ] L] * o [ ]

] [ . L4 ] . ] L) L] [ ] L] [ [ 4 .

Origen's Variants from the T.R. (Homilies)

Mark e o o
Matthew , .

Luke . ., .

o . [ . [ ) [ ] [ * L * ] [ o L [d

. . . L] [} [} LJ ] » [ [} [ ] L] L)

. L ® . L] ’ [} [} L] o * o [ [} ]

Variants from Origen and/or the T.R.

(Commentary) . o o o s o s o o o o » o »

Mark . . .

121
121
122
125

127
127
127
129
129
133
135
135

136

138
140
142
160
161
161
163



Matthew .

John
Tuke

II.2 vVariants from
(Homilies)

Mark

Matthew

John
Tuke
BIBLIOGRAPHY

.

.

.

*

.

[

176
181
185

216
216
219
222
225
271



LIST OF TABLES
TABLE
I-1. Numbers of Origen's Quotations . . . . . .
2. Origen's Singular Readings, and his
Agreements and Disagreements with T.R. .
II, Combination of Texts ., . . v v ¢ o o o o &
Variants from the T.R., in the Commentary
Witnesses which Support Both the T.R.
and Origen in the Commentary . . ., . .
Variants from the T.R. in the Homilies .
Witnesses which Support Both the T.R.
and Origen in the Homilies . . . . . .
Variants from Both the T.R. and Origen
Where they Agree in the Commentary ., .
Variants from Both the T.,R. and Origen
Where they Agree in the Homilies , . .
Witnesses which Support the T.R. where
It Differs from Origen in Commentary .
Witnesses Which Support the T.R. where
It Differs from Origen in the Homilies
III. Readings Supported by One Single MS or
Small Group of MSS . ¢ & o+ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o
IV. Relationship of Pre-~Caesarean and Caesarean
with Other Texts . o« ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o &
V. Frequency of Individual MSS . . + « + o« &
VI. Relationship of ‘U and B in Supporting

Or igen ° . L] L] [ ] [ . L4 . [ ] L] [ ] L[4 L] L 4 [ ] *

PAGE
254

2%6
238

239

239
240

240

240 _

241

241

241

242

250
253

258



LIST OF OTHER CHART
CHART PAGE
III, Agreements and Disagreements of

Individual MSS . o & o 4 4 4 4 o & s o o o 261
Commentary . o o ¢ 4 4 4 4 o« o o o o o o o 262
Alexandrian Text . o o o o o o o ¢« « o o 262
Caesarean TexXt . . o v 4 4 ¢ o o o « & o 263

Western Text . . . . & 4 4 ¢ ¢ o o o« o o 264

Byzantine Text . . o + v o 4 ¢ o o o« o« » 265

Homilies , . . &+ o 4 4 ¢ o v v o o s o o« » 266
Alexandrian Text . 4 4 4o ¢ o o o o o« o« « 266
Caesarean Te€xt ., . . o ¢ ¢« o o o o « » o« 267

Western Text . « o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o 268
Byzantine Text . . . + o & o o o ¢ o « o 269

Main Unclassified MSS .+ &« ¢ o ¢ o s o o o 270
Jerusalem~Colophon MSS . .+ &+« ¢« o ¢ ¢ o « » 270

MSS of the Fam 1424 . ., + + &+ +» = « » « « 270



xi

INTRODUCTION

Statement of this project. This project was in-

tended to study and analyze Origen's gquotations from the
four Gospels in his commentary and homilies on Luke in
order to clarify his textual affinity. This study has
been done in the field of the New Testament textual cri-
ticism of which the final aim is to restore the original
form of the New Testament text.

Necessitz of New Testament Textual Criticism,

No one can ignore the significance of the Scrip-
tures, which is the most important book in the world.

It is the book of life, Nevertheless, no autograph of
it is known to be extant., It is in these facts that the
necessity of the New Testament textual criticism lies,
Also it is because of these facts that a critic is most
challenged,

How can one make a comment on a word or words of
the Scrivtures unless he is somehow sure about the origi-
nality of the word or words? The task of the New Testament
textual criticism starts with this question, the function
of which is to recover the original text of the New

Testament in the true forms by its authors, *

lKirsopD Take, The Text of the New Testament (London:
Rivingtons, 1959), p. I; FTederic G. Keényom, Hanabook to
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It is true and a matter of thanks that many MSS
of the New Testament are extant,2 wholly or fragmentary,
though no two of them are precisely alike., The propor-
tion of words virtually accepted on all hands is, on a
rough computation, not less than seven eighths of the
whole.”

Yet, it does not Jjustify to neglect the necessity
of the New Testament textual criticism, rather it empha-
sizes it, as Westcott and Hort themselves discussed it.4

To recover the true original form of the New

Testament is a very complicated work because of the vast

the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (London:
Macmillan and Co., 1901), p. 2; J. Harold Greenlee, Intro-
duction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids,

Michigan: Wm. B. Berdmans, 1964), p. Ll.

2Over 200 uncial Greek MSS, over 4,000 minuscule
Greek MSS, at least 8,000 Latin versions, more than 1,000
MSS in other versions, and more than 1,600 liturgical MSS
of the New Testament are extant, See: Kenyon, op. cit.,
p. 4; Greenlee, HR. cit., p.16; Kenneth W, Clark, "The
Manuscripts of the Greek New Testament,"” New Testament
Manuscript Studies, -eds. Merrill M. Parvis and Alien P,
Wikgren, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1950),

P. 5.

3Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort,
The New Testament in the Original Greek (Cambridge:

Mzcmillan and Co,, 1882), p. 2.
#1bid,, pp. 4ff.

nm—
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number of the extant MSS, yet it is a very important and
significant work because of the value and character of the
Bible itself with which it deals.

It is "a prerequisite to all other Biblical and
theological work."5 Sir Kenyon began his book with these
pregnant words:

Textual criticism is a humble handmaid in the

great task of Bible study, but its service is in-
dispensable, Its business is to lay the foundations

on which the sgructure of spiritual investigation
must be built,

A rapid glance at the recent trend. Westcott and

Hort assumed that "a true approximate reproduction of the
autographs" has been preserved in the Neutral texts,
especially in B and.ﬂ‘.7 Recently, however, most scholars
have come to recognize that the text of B and A is not
original, though it is the "best" known at the present,
The efforts by many scholars have been offered to iso-
lating and. analyzing several families of New Testament
manuscripts which together constitute, and also to the

8

study of the local texts. Epochmaking works in the

5Greenlee, op. cit., p. 17.

®prederic G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible

(London: Duckworth, 1949), p. 9.

7Westcott and Hort, op. cit., p. 276.
8 — ,

Bruce M. Metzger, Chapters in the History of New
Testament Texutal Critic¢ism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm.
B, Eerdmans, 1965), pp. 42if.
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former are the establishment of the family 1, and of the
family 13, and the publication of the codex 6. These
studies have renewed the quest of the local texts, and
the new text-type to which these families and 6 belong
has become identified by the name of "Caesarean" which
was given by Streeter who bel ieved that Origen found this
text-type in Caesarea of Palestine and used it there,
though he used the Neutral type in Alexandria.? This
theory was later revised slightly by Harvard scholars,

10

Lake, Blake, and New. In fact, it was Kirsopp Lake

who made a suggestion, in 1900, more than a quarter century

before Streeter confirmed it, that one ought to localize

11

the text of some MSS at Caesarea, In respect of this

12

theory, many debates have been made. Eerlier than

Streeter, Hermann von Soden also published his monumental

9Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels, A
Study of Origins (seventh impression; London: MacmilIlan
and %o., IQB%S

, Pp. 77£f.
105¢¢ their article : "The Caesarean Text of the
Gospel of Mark," HTR, XXI(19287), pp. 207-404.
11

Lake, The Text of the New Testament (London:
Rivingtons, 1900), p. 21, cited by Metzger, op. cit.,
p. 47 n.

1yarm debates between Streeter and Tasker are
famous, who later was convinced by Streeter., Also F, C.
Burkitt's objection to this theory by an illustration of
"g unity of undenominationalism" is well known. Gf,

Metzger, op. cit.,pp. S54ff.
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work in which his famous I-H-K theory appears,13 which
has been criticized by most scholars and was never highly
regarded, though his edition remains a monument of broad
research and immense industry which must be taken into
consideration.l4
The discovery of the Chester Beatty Papyri (1930-
31) shed another light onto this issue of local texts,
especially to that of the Caesarean text. The text of
the first of these papyri, P45, which is preserved in
Mark is "closely akin to" the Caesarean text.15 Kenyon,
the editor of these papyri, expresses that their origin
is probably from the neighbourhood of the Fayum.16 A
few years later Kirsopp &nd Silver Lake17, and Teéfilo

Ayusolgublished the same opinion independently, that there

3Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des
Neuen Testaments ( G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
Vol. 1,1502=10: Vol. 2,1913).

14Metzger, The Text of the New Testament( New York:
Oxford University Press, 198F), p. 143,

15Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Papyri: Descriptions
and Texts of Twelve Manuscripts on Papyrus ol GreeE Bible,
Tasciculus II-( London: Zmery Walker Ltd., I933), p. XVIiiif.

16

Ibid., fas. I, p. 5.

17Metzger Chapters in the History of New Testament

Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm, B. Eerdmans,
. p. o4 n, citing Kirsopp and Silver Lake, “De
Westcott et Hort au Pére Lagrange et au-deld,” "Revue

Biblique, XLVIII (1939), 497-505.

18Te5fllo Ayuso, " i Texto Cesariense C Precesariense?
Biblica (Vol. XVI, 1935) po. 369-415.
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should be recognized two divisions in the Caesarean text-
type, instead of the classification by the category of
"better" or "worse" grouplg; one is the Caesarean pro-
per and the other is the pre-Caesarean.

The Caesarean proper includes the following MSS:

45

@, 565, and 700; while P “, W, fam 1, 28, and fam 13 be-

Ibng to the pre-Caesarean.go Since p45

existed in Egypt
before Origen's hegira to Caesarea, the group which includes
that paoyrus, or the vre-Caesarean, is called "Egyptian"

text 21; it is called also by the name of "pre-Origenian"

text22

to distinguish it from the Caesarean proper which
is said to bave been found and used by Origen in Caesarea
of Palestine,

Such studies as to identify the local texts have
been of a great advantage and value in tracing back the
originél form of the New Testament text. Also it has
thrown a light which is brighter than ever upon Fathers

who lived at the early dates, and has made them more

important than before,

198treeter, Four Gosvels, pp. 77 and 108.

20Metzger History of NT Textual Criticism, pp. ©64f;
Teofilo Ayuso, op. cit., p. 3/8; Greenlee, The Gospel Text
of Cyril of Jerusalem(Vol. XVII of Studies z2nd Documenfs,
eds, Slilva Lake and Carsten Hgeg; Copenhagen: EJjnar Munks-

gaard, 1955), p. 13,

2lyetzger, op. cit., p. 65; --Ibid.
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Significance of patristic guotation. The impor-

tance of the patristic quotations for the study of the
text of the New Testament has been widely recognized.
It was Gregory that called it even "a crime" to omit
them by writing:

In the case of the New Testament it would be a
crime to fail to approach the last witness, to omit
the last gquotation that could be put, in order to
gain a ray of light upon its history, in order to
solvezg problem touching the form of its original
text,

The significance of patristic quotations lies in
the fact that most of those that are important in this
respect lived at dates earlier than those of most of our
oldest MSS, and are of great help to determine the loca-
tion, date, and text-type both of Greek MSS and of ver-
sions. ZEspecially when two or more different readings
were cited in a writing of a patristic writer, the sig-
nificance of his quotation is greater, and is of the
utmost importance to prove the currency of such variants

in his date and place.24

23Caspar René Gregory, Canon and Text of the New
Testament (Kew York: Charles Scribner's soms, 1907), p. 419.

24prederic G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible
(London: Duckworth, 1949), p. I&7; Bruce M., Metzger, The
Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University

Press, 1964), p. 86.
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Origen. Among those patristic writers Origen is
one of the most important ones, His textual evidence is
of a great value and guide for the reconstruction of the
original text of the New Testament as referred to pre-
viously.

He lived (185 - 253) only one and half centuries
after the Apostles and, at least, a hundred years before
our great MSS ( B and JU ), and also at the two places
regarding the texts of which the recent critics have
assigned two different names, the Alexandrian and the
Caesarean., §Since he was not only a great Biblical schol-
ar but also "the first textual critic" of the New Testa-
ment,25 there is no doubt in assuming that in his quotations
one can find a land-mark to trace back to the more original
reading of the text, and to find a real picture of these
text-tyves., In this respect Vaganay says:

What would be of even greater effect would be the
restoration as far as possible of the New Testament
used by Origen, either at Alexandria or Caesarea,
Even though such a workwere incomplete it would
necessarily shed much light, both upon the native of

the Alexandrian and Caesarean recensionsggnd upon
the primitive forms of the Western text.

25Frederic G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criti-

cism of the New Testament(TLondon: Macmillan and Co,, 1901),
p. 214,

26,Leo Vaganay, An Introduction to the Textual Cri-

ticism of the New Testament, trans. B. V. Miller (London:
Sands & Company, 1957), pp. 190f.
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In this respect many investigations have been done

on his major works, for example, Commentary on John, Ex-

hortation to Martyrdom, Contra Celsum, Commentary on

Matthew, etc., but few seem to have been done yet on his
works on Luke,

Aims of this study. This study, therefore, aims

first to investigate what text-type(s) his four Gospels

in his Commentary and Homilies, both on Luke, have af-

finity for, and, secondly, to find a clue to explain the

relationship between the text-types.

Origen: his person., O'Meara says:

He was a man of such zeal for God and His Churchj
so dead to the things of this world and so alive to
the things of the spirit; so completely absorbed in
the study of the Scripture, th@& he was sometimes
guilty of indiscretion . . . .

It is Bigg who said that "there has been no truly
great man in the church who did not love him a little."28
He was "the profoundest scholar,” Dryer evaluates him

continuing, "of the early church ., . . a diligent exegete,

one of the ablest apologists, the first great theologian."29

27John J. O'Meara (tr.), Origen: Prayer and Ehor-
tation to Martyrdom, (Westminster: The Newman Press, 1954),

P. ©.

286harles Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alexan=-
dria (Oxford: The Charendon Press, 1913), P. 229-.

29George H. Dryer, Histo of the Christian Church
(Cincinnati: Jemmings & Pye, Y, I, pp. I30%.
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Even Jerome, who denied to be a follower of Origen during
the Origenistic controversy, always praised him everytime
that he had an occasion to speak of him.ao In the pre-~

face to his translation of Origen's Homilies on Ezekiel

Jerome put the words, "A teacher of the Church second
only to the Apostle."3l Erasmus, in Opera (Basel: 1588)
3. 99, is said to have admired him that "one page of
Origen taught him more Christian philosophy than tén of
Augustine."32 Even when reminded of the Fifth Oecumenical
Council at Constantinople in 55% and its declaration, it
should be remembered that he had never attempted to be a
disloyal son of the Church, nor he himself was never
formally declared as to be a heretic.

What we are concerned in this study is, however,
not his dogmatic or doctrinal opinions nor exegesis, but
his New Testament, or his quotations from the Scriptures.33

These references may be enough to point out the person of

Origen.
His life.34 Origen was born probably at Alexandria

3OJohn N. Hritzre(tr), Saint Jerome: Dogmatic and
Polemical Works (Washington: The Catholic University of

America Press, 1965), p. 48 n.

5lo'Meara, op. cit., p. 7. ~°Ibid.

33Gregory, Canon, p. 427.

34Historical statements -in this and the next para-
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about A,D. 185, being surnamed Adamantios. He was trained
early on both the scientific and the Christian sides.

His father, TIeonides, having become a Christian in
Origen's seven or eight years of age, was a prominent
member of the Christian community of Alexandria, and per-
haps was a Greek professor; he trained Origen daily in
the biblical study, often offering secret thanks to God
for his son by kissing, not only in love but also in
respect, the bosom of the sleeping boy.35

When his father died a martyr (4.D., 202) before his

seventeenth year, Origen, being prevented from joining

gravh depend uvon the following books: Bigg, Christian
Platonists; Henry Chadwick (ed.), Alexandrian Christianity
(Voi. II of The TLibrary of Christian Classics. 20 vols.;
Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1954 ); Benjamin
Drewery, Origen and the Doctrine of Grace (London: The
Epworth Press, 1960): Eusebius, The Bcciesiastical History,
trans. J. E. L. Oulton (London: William Heinemann Ltd.,
1942): Eusebius, The Ecclesiastical History, trans. Roy J.
Deferrari (New York: Fathers of the Church, Inc., 1955);
William Fairweather, Origen and Greek Patristic Theology
(Edinburgh: T. & T. CIark, 1901)37 R. M. Grant, The rarliest
Lives of Jesus (London: S. P. C. X., 1961); R. P. C. Hanson,
Zllegory and Bvent (Richmond, Virginia: John Knox Press,
I959); Joln N. Hritzre (trans.), Saint Jerome; W. Metcalfe
(trans.), Gregory Thaumaturgus: Address to Origen (London:
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, IQZ%S; John J.
O'Me=zra, Prayer; R. B. Tollinton (trans.), Selections from
the Commentaries and Homilies of Origen (London: Society
Tor Promoting Christian Knowledge, I%?g).

55A beautiful story is reported in Eusebius, ibid.,
VI, ii, 10~11.
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father's fate only by mother's effort to hide all his
clothes from his sight, sent a letter of ecnouragement to
his father by writing, "&mexe un 61’ Hudc &Alo Tu @povﬁcmc"56
(Take care not to change thy mind on our account.)

He had to support the family of a widow and six
children besides himself; he taught at a secular school
while also receiving aid from a wealthy lady.

After Clement, his teacher, was driven away from
the city by the persecution (A. D. 203), he reconstituted
the catechetical school and was appointed, in his eighteenth
year, as the head of the school by his Bishop, Demetrius,
During the persecution he, with a great boldness visited
and encouraged martyrs even by kissing them at their last
moments in the presence of the enthusiastic heathen, saved
only by "the divine right hand."37 Once when he was cap-
tured by the heathen and was required, in a risky atmos-
phere, to distribute palms to the people entering their
temple, he cried out in clear tone saying, "Receive not
the idol's palm, but the palm of Christ," yet preserved

marvellously from hurt.38 His life was strenuously ascetic;

*®1bid., VI, ii, 6.

571p1d., VI, iii, 4.

38gpiphsnius, Haereses, lxiv, 1, cited by Fairweather,
op. ¢it., p. 40.
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he was so strict to Lord's commandments that he committed
an error to cut-off a part of his body taking Mt. 19:12
literally.

In 211 or 212 he visited Rome in about his twenty-
seventh year; he went on two missionary journeys to
Arabia, once to the heathen, once to the heretics in 215,
As the emperor Caracalla (211-218) ordered the massacre
of the inhabitants of Alexandria (A, D. 215), and drove
all the teachers of philosophy from the city, Origen fled
to Caesarea, where he was welcomed cordially by his old
friend Alexandria, Bishop of Jerusalem, and subsequently
by Theoktistus, Bishop of Caesarea, and requested by the
bishops there to discourse and expound the Scriptures
publicly in the church, though not ordained yet to the
presbyterate., Probably in 216, he was demanded to return
to Alexandria by his Bishop, Demetrius, and resumed his
duties at the school, His literary activity began to
blosom in these days.

He was invited to meet the Emperor Alexander's
mother, Mamea, at Antioch in 228, escorted by military
forces., Two years later he Journeyed to Greece because
of an urgent necessity in Church matters, and when he
was in Caesarea he was ordained by the bishops there
without the aporoval from his Bishop, Demetrius, which

caused to provoke him, Demetrius summoned two synods of
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bishops, by one out of which Origen was banished from

Alexandria and by the other of which he was deprived of
the priesthood.

In 232, however, Origen, voluntarily and permanent-
1y, left Alexandria for Caesarea, being cheerfully wel-
comed by the bishops of Jerusalem and of Caesarea.

n39

It was "a spiritual crisis in Origen's life when

his degradation was communicated, with an information of

an erroneous deed in his youth,4o

to all bishops. But he
strove for his pirit. He himself referred to this in his

Commentary on John which he was writing during these days.

He says:

« « o Ghe enemy made war most bitterly against us
by means of his new letters . . . and though he stirred
up against us all the winds of wickedness, reason [or,
"the Word" ] called me to stand firm for the contest
and to preserve the inner self, lest haply evil thoughts
should have pg¥ers to bring the storm against my soul
also . . ., ."

After settled at Caesarea he made journeys to
Athens, Ephesus, Antioch, Cappadocia, Arabia, and Tyre.
He established a new school there, and spent the rest of

his 1life there at Caesarea until he himself died martyr at

59Ch.adwick,.Alexandrian Christianity, p. 176.

40pusebius, History, VI, viii, 1-2.

41Origen, Commentary on John, VI, 2, cited by
Chadwick, loc. cit.
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Tyre in 254, shortly after the persecution of Decius, at

his 69 years of age.42

His works. 1In his letter to Rufinus, St. Jerome
mentions about Origen's works saying that "those six

43

thousand books of Origen." Also Epiphanius credits

Origen with six thousand books.44

Whether the word,
"BuPAoc"  has the meaning of "book" or simply that of
"volume" as the word " TOMOG" has been a matter of dis-
cussion., Nevertheless, these references prove, at least,
the marvelous vastness of his literary and scholary ac-
tivity, which was sponsored by Ambrosius who furnished
him also with a staff of copyists and shorthand writers.
Jerome says, witnessing this, that "I had translated
into Latin seventy of Origen's books, as my good friend

w45 14 is said

charges, and many of his commentaries,
that Jerome translated into Latin nine of Origen's

Homilies on Isaiah, fourteen on Jeremiah, thirty-nine on
46

Tuke, fourteen on Ezekiel, two on Song of Songs.

42Eusebius, op._cit.,VII, i, 1.

45H’ritzre, Saint Jerome, p. 213.
L'PL;.

Tollinton, Selections, p. xiv n,

4SHritzre, op. cit., p. 68.

461hi4., p. 48 n, and p. 92 n.

———
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The following are some of his books.

I. Before his departure from Alexandria.

The first five books of Commentary on John,

The first eight books of Commenatry on Genesis,

Commentary on the First Twenty-five Psalms,

De Principiis.

Commentary on Lamentations (five tomes).

On Resurrection (two tomes; after A.D. 215).

Stromateis (ten tomes; after A.,D. 215).
II. After removal to Caesarea.

The rest twenty-five books of Commentary on John.

The rest four books of Commentary on Genesis,

On Prayer (A.D. 233~ 234).
Exhortation to Martyrdom (A.D. 235).

Hexapla,
Contra Celsum (A.D. 246- 248).

Comme ntary on Matthew (26 tomes; A.D. 244-249),

Commentary on Twelve Prophets (A.D. 244-249),

Commentary on St. Luke (after A,D. 249).

Commentary on Ezekiel (completed during his

stay at Athens).

Commentary on Song of Songs (started during

his stay at Athens).

Commentary on Romans,
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Commentary on Isaiah,

Commentary on I Corinthians.

Commentary

|5

Ephesians,

Commentary on Revelation.

As mentioned previously, Origen made so many
homilies besides these doctrinal and expository works,
In addition to those mentioned in relation to Jerome,
the following homilies, at least, are known:

Homilies on Genesis, Homilies on Exodus,

Homilies on Leviticus, Homilies on Numbers,

Homilies on Joshua, Homilies on Judges, Homilies

on I Samuel, Homilies on Psalm 37, Homilies on

Psalm 39, Homilies on Psalm 82, and Homilies

on Lamentations.

Not all of them are extant, In fact, the number
of his homilies which are known counts 574, out of which
only twenty-one have survived in Greek, and three hundred
and eighty-eight no longer exist even in Latlon transla-

tion.47

47R. P. Lawson (trans.), Origen: The Son g£ Songs,
Commentary and Homilies (Vol. XXVI of Anclen ristian
Writers, eds, Johannes Quasten and Joseph C. Plumpse; London:

Tongmans, Green and Co., 1957), p. 16,
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Regarding the dates of the homilies, Fusebius re-
ports saying:

¢« o o it is said that Origen, who was over sixty

years of age, inasmuch as he had now acquired im-
mense facility from long prevaration, permitted
shorthand-writers to take down the discourses de-~
livered by him &g public, a thing that he has never
before allowed,

If his words are taken literally, all of Origen's
extant homilies belong to the period between A.D. 245 and
254. There are, however, some attempts to interpret
them in other senses. Some say that Origen completed
some parts of his Homilies on Luke even while in Alexandria,
composing the rest of them in Caesarea.49 Some take these
words to mean that he d4id not permit to publish them
50

until that time with a keen responsibility as the author.

This question will be discussed later again,

48Eusebi3;s, History, VI, xxxvi. mu. . . Umep TOL
TBV‘*QZ

%éﬁnovrd PAOLY ETT oLYEVNV stéusvov) &te 61 weyloTnv
716n oUAAeEb&uevov En The ponapds maprareic EELv, Tag &mi

700 noLvol Aeyopévag abtd SLaAEEeLg TaxvYphpoig peToAaBelv

Envtpépar, od mpdtepbv moTte ToUTO PevEGBalL CuyrEXwENHETK."

(English translation is by Oulton.

49

5OTollinton, Selections, p. xiv; Max Rauer, Origenes
Werke (Vol. IX of Die egrlechischen christlichen Schrift-
steller der ersten Jahrhunderte. Berlin: Akademie vVerlag,
1959, p. VIIL; Theodor Zann, Die Predigten des Orizenes
Uber das Fvaneelium des Lukas (Vol. XXII of Neue kirchliche
Zeitschrift, 1911), pp. 25%-268, cited by Rauer, ibid., n,

Grant, Earliest Lives of Jesus, p. 52.




CHAPTER I

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

In this chapter some preliminary considerations

concerning Origen's Commentary and Homilies on Luke are

discussed, covering their texts and dates, the method of
this investigation, and some characteristics of Origen's

quotations.

I. THE TEXTS AND THE DATES

The texts. As in the case of the New Testament
MSS, the patristic quotations also should be submitted to
textual criticism,l because their treatises have been
modified in the course of copying. Some preliminary con-
siderations, therefore, should be kept in mind regarding
at least these matters:2
1. Whether the quotation has been altered by the
copyist's error, or morelikely by intention
to assimilate it to the later standard Greek

New Testament, i, e, the Byzantine text,

1J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction: to New Testament
Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1964), pp. S54ff; Metzger, The Text of the
New Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964),

pp. Sef.

2ereenlee, ibid.
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2, Whether the quotation is intended to be verbatim,
or simply a loose reference or a quotation
from memory.
5., Whether the quotation is confused or conflated
with parallel passages.
Keeping these in mind, the present writer has used
Max Rauer's critical edition of Origen's Commentary and
Homilies3 as the text for his study,

The Dates. Discussing Hieronimus' letter to
Paul and Eustochius in which he listed the Catalogue of
Origen's works, Rauer, the editor of our text, makes a
statement by writing:

o o o it [the commentary on Luke by Origenw] was
therefore considered as a supplement to the Commentary
on Matthew (just like Ps-Titus Commentary); its size
of fiye volumgs being sufficient to explain Luke's
peculiarity.”

If so, the date of his Commentary on Luke must be

later than that of his commentary on Matthew.
Since FEusebius reported5 that Origen composed

twenty-five tomes of his commentary on Matthew in Casarea

5Max Rauer, Origenes Werke, Vol, IX of Die grie-
chischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten Ja underte
(B erlin: Akademie Verlag, 19559).

4Ibid., p. xx. This is a private translation,

Sgusebius, op. cit., VI, xxxvi, 2.
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toward the end of his 1ife6, probably between A.D. 244 and
A.D, 2497, the date of the Commentary on Luke is later
than A.D. 244 or even 249,

Concerning the date of his homilies, the editor
assigns earlier date8 than that supposed from Busebius'
report of Origen's permission to the shorthand writers,
in which he says that Origen did not permit them to take
down his public discourses until he became over sixty
Yyears of ageg, which means after A.D. 245,

As referred to previously, R. M. Grant antedates
some of these homilies on Iuke even to the period of his
life in Alexandria.lo

As to the date of the homilies, a further discussion

will be given later when Origen's text of Mark is discussed,

II. THE METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

Determination of gquotations. The first step of

this study was to collect and determine Origen's quotations

from his Commentary and Homilies on Iuke, using Rauer's

6Deferrari, op. cit., p. 61 n.

7mollinton, op. cit., p. xv; Fairweather, op. cit.,
. 123.

8Rauer, op. cit., pp. viii f.

aEusebius, op. cit., VI, x>xxvi, 1.

10g56e p. xviii,
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edition as the base, Reference was made to a Greek con-
cordancel%o assure the book and the verse from which the
quotation is made.

In determination of a Father's quotation, in
general, those which seem not to be exact quotations made
by referring to a manuscript, should be excluded. The
present writer followed this principle until he found
the following words of Origen which appear in his com-

mentary, fragment 231, as following: APXTE ouv, 9noLV

TOLC MAPECTWOLV, &N’ QUTOU TNV UVAV.

These words appeared also in his homilies, XXXIX,
in the exactly same words and word-order. Though there
is no known attestation to this reading of Origen, the
present writer believes this is not a mere allusion or
a loose quotatién from memory, because he made this quo-
tation in the same words and yet in the different works.

Also in the frag, 248 of commentary, Origen adds
Tov Beovgo mapadeLoov (Lk, 23:43), which has no known
attestation. However, Tishendorf, im Vol, 1, p. 714,
cites the first half of this fragment in the exactly same

1lW, F. Moulton and A. S. Geden, eds., A Concor-
dance to the Greek Testament (Edinburgh: T & T Clark,




words changing only word-order very slightly, giving a
reference to "Or4-455." Also, in Lk. 4: 2 (in commentary)
Origen reads €V TECOXPAHOVIX MPEPALE MV TELPALOKWEVOC

with no known attestation, but this reading is introduced
by these words, i.e., "o Mapuog Ml o Aovwag €Lmov oTL".
In addition to these quotations from Gospels, Origen
quotes from Gal, 6: 14 by writing: eyw ®oOUW E£0TAVPWUXL HALOL
HOCOWOG . Though this reading has no support from MSS,
Basilius Magnus, Bishop of Caesarea, who was born A.D. 329
and died A.D. 379, quotes this same reading four times,
according to Tischendorf,

When Origen quoted I Thes. 5: 23, he introduced
it by writing, wg ¢onoiv o Beonectog ITIXUAOCC. « o Yet,
this quotation has no known attestation.

Influenced by these instances, the present writer
ha® become to feel much safer not to exclude even such a
quotation as to seem not to be an exact one, unless there
is a reason enough to exclude it.

In the case of a conjuction, if it introduces the
word which Origen is quoting and is omitted in his quo-
tation, this is not taken as an omission reading.

For examvle, in Commentary frag. 30 (Lk. 1:40), he omits
HAL before nonaoxto , by writing 1f 5 16" NOMAOXTO TNV

EXLooBeT; And this is not taken as an omission, If it
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happens in the middle of that quotation, it will be taken
as an omission reading. In the case of the imsertion or
change of a conjunction, it is taken as a variant for much
safety, unless there is an objection to do so.

Collation. The second step of this investigation
was to collate these Origen's quotations against the

Textus Receptus.

There are various methods in analyzing the textual

affinity.12 In general, however, the Textus Receptus is

used as the base against which the MS is collated, with
a presupposition that the Textus Receptus represents the
Byzantine text-type. However, this Byzantine character

is only the general tendency of T, R.13

, and there is a
no small risk in emphasizing it too much. For example,
when Origen reads cudov in Lk, 2: 30 with TR against L 4
N fam.1l3, and etc., and if one finds that x* B, and D
support TR, can one say that TR and Origen have the
Byzantine reading, or can one conclude, only by a reason
that L N fam. 13 are against TR, that these MSS have

non-Byzantine reading? Or can one assure that the reading

leCf. Metzger, op. cit., pp. 156 ff,

13Greenlee,o . cit., p. 135,
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neve of X' W is a non-Byzantine reading, only because it
varies from TR, if one finds B C L and D read elnecte with
TR? These are only a couple of examples. F. C. Burkitt
cited three examples to indicate the cases where 0ld
Syriac agrees with the later Greek MSS against the early
Western and Alexandrian evidences, and which he thought

14

to have preserved the original readings. Two of these

examples agree with 'I‘R.15
This fact has been kept in mind while Origen's

quotations having been collated against the Textus

Recentus}6

Collection of evidences. The third step of this

investigation is to collect evidences for Origen's variants
from TR.

In the case of a complete M5, the collation of that
MS against TR and the collection of evidences for the
variants will provide sufficient materials to indicate

its textual affinity. However, as Greenlee points out

14

F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion de-Mepharrshe, IT
(Cambridge: 1904), pp. 22Ef, cited by Wetzger, Chapters in
the Histo of New Testament Textual Cr1tic1sm (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: %m. B. Eerdmans, 1963), D. 37- ‘

15 cvbonia(Tk, 2:14), qvaponoac (Mk. 15:8). One more
example is apiotov (Lk. 14:15).

16Novum Testamentum (Oxford: E. Typographeo Claren-
donino, 1863).
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in his discussion on Cyril of Jerusaleml7, this is not a
sufficient method in the case of a Father, because such
quotations as to be collected from a patristic writer are
too fragmentary to get the accurate proportion of variants
from the T. R, For this reason, some supplementary con-
siderations were made:
1. The chart of variants against both Origen and
T. R. was made.
2. The witnesses for both TR and Origen were cited,
when possible to do so.
5. The witnesses for TR against Origen were also
cited, where possible to do so.
The purpose of such charts as these is threefold:
it will give a more accurate picture of the purity of a
given text-type found in the patristic quotations. As
Greenlee illustrates, "if a Fagther is found to have used
twenty Neutral readings, it will make a great difference

if it be shown that there are forty Neutral readings

with which he does not agree."l8

In the second place, it will serve to close up more

17Greenl<-3e, The Gospel Text of Cyril of Jerusalem,
(Vol. XII of Studies and Documents, eds, Silva Lake and
Carsten Hdeg, Copenhagen: Bjnar Munksgaard, 1955), p. 27.
The writer owes to this book in writing this part.

18144,



clearly the text which the Father used, by showing the
texts which he did not use. 1In the third place, it will
give some suggestion about Byzantinization of the Father's
text itself, or of the MS which he used, or of the wit-
nesses, by indicating the witnesses which agree with TR
where Origen differs from TR.

For the purpose to collect the evidences to these
variants, the following critical apparatuses were used,
and in the order given. Tischendorflg, Legg (only Mt.

21 22

and Mk. have been published)zo, von Soden™", Merk™",

lgconstantinus Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum
Graece (Vol., 1, editio octava critica major, 3 vols.;
Tipsiae: Giesecke et Devient, 1869).

208. C. E. Legg, Novum Testamentum Graece: Evan-
éelium Secundum Marcum ( Oxford: E. Typographeo Claren-
oniano, 1935); legg, Novum Testamentum Graece: Evan-
gelium Secundum Matthaeum (Oxford: E. Typographeo

Clarendoniano, 1940).

21Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des
Neue Testaments: Teil 2 (2 vols; GO8ttingen: Vandenhoeck
und Ruprecht, 1913%)

22Augustinus Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece et

Tatine (eighth edition; Roma: Sumptibus Pontificil In-
stituti Bibliei, 1957).
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Souterza, Nestle24, Boverzs. In order to unify the cita-

tion system of evidences according to Gregory's system,

the following works were used: Gregory's Prolegomenaz6,

and Die griechischen Handschriften des Neuen'Testament827,

Kraft's hsndbook to von Sodenga, Greenlee's Introduction

29

to New Testament Textual Criticism “, and Metzger's The

Text of the New Testament,BO and Robertson's An Intro-

duction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament.51

23Alexander Souter, Novum Testamentum Graece
(eitio altera penitus reformata; Oxford: E. Typographeo
Clarendoniano, 1956).

24Eberhard Nestle, Novum Testamentum Graece (24th
edition: Stuttgart: privileg. wWurtt. Bibelanstalte, 1960).

25Ioseph M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca
et Latina (Matrit: Leopoldus, 1947).

260aSpar René Gregory. Prolegomena (Vol. III of
Novum Testamentum Graece, editlio octava critica major, ed.
Constantinus Tischendori, 3 vols: Lipsiae: Giesecke und
Devient, 1890).

27Gregory, Die griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments (Leipzig: J§.C. Tich'sche Buchhandlung, 1908).

28penedikt Kraft, Die Zeichen flir die wichtigeren
Handschriften des griechischen Neuen Testaments (Freiburg,
Germany: Herder, 1955).

2Iop. cit. Oop. eit.

31A, T. Robertson; An Introduction to the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament(New York: George H. Doran

Co., 1925).
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In addition to these critical apparatuses, the
variants were also collated directly against the follow-
ing texts in order to gain accurate evidences: P45,52
P°0,23 75 3% Godex ¥55, Codex 6,7 Codex &,37 fam 1,38
fam 13 in Matthew,’” fam 13 in Tuke,*° fam 13 in John,“!

32Frederic G. Kenyon (ed.), The Chester Beatty
Biblical Papyri: Descriptions and Texts of Twelve Manu-
scripts on Papyrus of the Greek Bible: Fascliculus Il,
The Gospels and Acts (Iondon: Emery Walker Limited, 1933).

33Victor Martin (ed.), Papyrus Bodmer II (Geneve,
Switzerland: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1956); V. Martin
and J, W. B, Barns, eds., Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplement
(Geneve, Switzerland: Biblictheca Bodmeriana, 1962).

34Rudolphe Kasser, ed., Papyrus Bodmer XIV and XV
(Geneva, Switzerland: Bibliotheca Bodmeériana, 1961).

35Hary S. Cronin (ed.), Codex Purpureus Petropolis
tanus (Vol. V No. 4 of Texts and Studles, ed. J. Armitage
Robinson; Cambridge: The University Press, 1899).

36Gustav Beermann and Caspar René Gregory, eds.,
Die Koridethi Evangelien: 6, 038 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich'sche
Buchhandlung, 1915).

3'7E'>zamuel Prideaux Tregelles (ed.), Codex Zacynthius.
Greelk Palimpsest Fragments of the Gospel gg Saint Luke
( London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, ISEIS

38Kirsopp Lake, ed., Codex 1 of the Gospels and
its Allies (Vol. VII of TextS and Studies, ed. J., ATmitage
Robinson. Cambridge: The University pPress, 1902).

59Jacob Geerlings, ed., Fam 13--The Ferrar Group:
The Text according to Matthew (Vol. XIX of Studies and
Documents, ed. J. Geerlings. Salt Lake City: University
of Utah Press, 1961).

40geerlings, ed., Family 13 (The Ferrar Group),
The Text According to Luke (Vol. XX of SD, ed. Geerlings.
Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1961).

41

Geerlings, ed., Family 13 (The Ferrar Group):
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42 43 44

fam IT in Matthew, fam IT in Tuke, and fam IT in John,

In addition to these edited texts, the variants were also
collated against the lists of variants in the following
works: Greenlee's Cyril of Jerusalem,45 and Metzger's

study on the lectionaries,46 Tasker's articles,47

and

The Text According to John (Vol, XXI of SD, ed., Geerlings.
Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1962).

42Russell Champlin, ed., Family IT in Matthew
(Vol. XXIV of SD, ed. Geerlings.  Salt Lake City: University
of Utah Press, 1964 ).

“37. Geerlings, Family II in Iuke (Vol. XXIT of
SD, ed. Geerlings. Salt Lake City: Tniversity of Utah
Press, 1962).

**Geerlings, ed., Family IT in John (Vol. XXIII of
SD, ed. Geerlings. Salt Take %iﬁ?: University of Utah
Press, 1963).

*Sop. cit.

46Bruce M. Metzger, The Saturday and Sunday Lessons
from Tuke in the Greek Gospel lLeéctionary (vol. 11l No. 3 of
Studies iIn the Lectionary Text oi the Greek New Testament.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1944),

47R. V. G. Tasker, "The Quotations from the Synop-
tic Gospels in Origen's Exhortation to Martyrdom," Journal
of Theological Studies, Vol. XXXVI (1935), pp. 60-65;
Tasker, "the Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by Origen in
his Commentary on St. John," JTS, Vol., XXXVII (1936),
pp. l46-155; Tasker, "The TeXt of St. Matthew Used by
Origen in his Commentary on St. Matthew," JTS, Vol. XXXVIII

(1937)1 pp. 60-64.
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48

Streeter's chart in his Four Gospels. This was done

in order to get evidences from Cyril of Jerusalem, from
lectionaries, and from other works of Origen.

The codex B49 and the codex;eso were also referred
to in the time of need.

Classification of evidences. The fourth step of

this study is to classify each evidence according to its
text-type. For the convenience of analysis, each evidence
is listed in a chart, being classified under its text-type.

Origen's variants from TR are listed, with reference,
in the chart I; I-1 is for those in his commentary, and
I-2 is for those in his homilies. If there are more
than two variants in the same verse, each of them is
listed.

The reference to Origen's quotation is made ac-
cording to the number of his commentary or of his homi-
lies, the Arabic number being used for the former while
the Latin number being used for the latter, A reference

to the page or line where the quotation appears was not

48streeter, op. cit.

49Angelus Maius, ed., Codex Vaticanus: Novum
Testamentum Graece (New York: D. Appleton and Co., 1859).

5OHelen and Kirsopp Lake, eds., Codex Sinaiticus

Petropolitanus (Photographic reproduction in fascimile;
ﬁiforgz The Clarendon Press, 1911).
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made, because the same quotation appears not rarely in
the same homily or in the same fragment of commentary
twice or more. However, if a quotation appears in more
than two homilies or fragments of commentary, each number
of them is listed. For example, the reference IV,VII in
Lk. 1: 15 in his homilies indicates that this reading

Ev ™ noLAia ) appears in homily IV and VII.

In the charts of the variants of Origen from TR
there are five columns classifying the witnesses: the
first column is for the witnesses of the Alexandrian text-
type; the second is for the Caesarean text-type; the
third is for the Western text-type; the fourth is for the
Byzantine text-type; the last is for those which have no
classification according to text-type. Where a variant
is singular or has no known attestation, the symbol

0 is used to indicate this fact,

The witnesses against both TR and Origen are also
classified, likewise, in the chart II, with the same sub-
division as in Origen's varinats from TR, II-1 being for
those in commentary and II-2 being for those in homilies.
In the chart II there are also five columns classifying
the witnesses in the same way as in the c¢hart I. Also
the reference system is same.

No chart was made separately for the witnesses
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which support both TR and Origen, or which support TR
against Origen, but all of them were listed in the chart II.
If there is a citation of evidences which support both
TR and Origen, this fact is indicated by writing "TR et
Or cum" in the column for variant readings, and the evi-
dences are listed, starting at that line, under each
class, If a citation of witnesses for TR only is made,
this fact is indicated by "(TR) cum" placed after that
reading of TR, or, in the case where there is another
reading cited as to be against both TR and Origen, the
evidences for TR reading is introduced by "TR cum" after
the citation of the witnesses for the reading against
TR and Origen. In the latter case the symbol "(TR)" is
placed after TR reading in order to indicate that the
reading is not of both TR and Origen, but only of TR.
This is an illustration. In Lk, 1: 14 (in commentary)
Origen reads nvpiov with some MSS against tow wmwpov of TR,
but there is another reading (tovfeov ) which is supported

by 6 and fam 13, This is indicated as following:

TOU HUPLOV (TR) ] Tou Beov Evidences
classified,
TR cum Evidences

classified,
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The text-type of each witness is determined from

reference to the table in Greenlee's Introduction Eg

New Testament Textual Criticism,sl and to Metzger's The

Text of the New Testament.52 In so far as they appear in

this study, witnesses for the Alexandrain text-type are

Pl 2% 2% 75 x B Cc L QT Wk 1-8:12, Jn) ZAS W 33 579
892 1241 1342(Mk) bo sa Cyr 1®* Ath; those for the Caesarean
text-type are P'° © W(Mk 5:31ff) N OS & faml faml3 28 157
565 700 1071 1604 arm geo syrpal Eus Cerer; those for the
Western are D W(Mk 1-5:30) it(especially k, and e) syrc

syrs Tert Ir ClemAlex

Cyp (Aug); those for the Byzantine
text-type are AEF G HK? M S U V W(Mt; Lk 8:13££) YA
famTI £) most minuscules, and go.

Under fam., 1 the following MSS are included: 1 118
131 and 209.°% fThe fam. 13 includes the following MSS:
(a group) 13 346 543 826 828, (b group) 69 124 174 230
788, (¢ group) 983 1689.°2 Mo the fam. IT belong the follow-

ing MSS wich were studied in Geerlings' editions: TII K

 Slgreeniee, op. cit., p. 117.
52Metzger, op. cit., pp. 37-92, 247-255.

53’I‘his MS is treated as a member of the fam. IT ex-~
cept in Mk of which fam IT text is not yet published.

S4girsopp Lake, Codex 1 and its Allies, pp. Xxiiiff,

55Geerlings, The Fam. 13 in Luke, p. 1
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178 265 489 652 1219 1313 1346 1478 1546 and 1780.56

In reading these charts one must keep in mind the
fact that any critical apparatus is not conclusive.
Sometimes it omits witness or witnesses intentionally or
unintentionally. This fact has made it impossible to grasp
the exact number of oppositions of a certain MS to Origen.
In the case of variant from TR, if there is no witness for
that MS cited, such a variant as this is taken as a singu-
lar reading of that MS, and is treated separately. If
there are a few witnesses for that MS, however, it does
not automatically mean that all other MSS oppnose that MS,
unless these evidences are cited., For example, in Lk. 2:25
(in commentary) Origen omits 1bov , and the critical ap-
paravuses cite D syrp aeth as the witnesses for him,
but we cannot conclude from this citation that gll other
MSS are against him. In fact, the condex N is found to
be a witness for him by the direct collation. Some other
examples to illustrate this inconclusiveness will be given
later after the explanation on the Tables which follow
the two charts having been referred to.

The table I-1 indicates the number of Origen's quo-

tations from New Testament. The numbers it indicates is the

56Geerlings, The Fam. IT in Luke, p. 7.
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number of verses, and not that of variants. The table
I-2 indicates the numbers of his wvariants from TR, his
agreements with TR., and his singular readings. The total
of variants in number is obtained simply by adding the
numbers in the columns of "Singular," and "Against",
There two subdivisions in this table: 1I-2-a is for his
commentary, and I-2-b is for his homilies.
The table II indicates the combination of texts.
There are also nine subdivided tables 1in this..They are:
II-1 : Variants from TR, in commentary.
II-2 : Supporting witnesses for both Origen and TR,
in commentary.
II-3 : Variants from TR, in homilies.
II-4 : Supporting witnesses for both Origen and TR,
in homilies.
II-5 : Variants from both Origen and TR, where
both agree with each other, in commentary.
II-6 : Variants from both Origen and TR, where
both.agree with each other, in homilies,
II-7 : Supvorting witnesses for TR where Origen

disagrees with TR, in commentary.

II-8 : Supporting witnesses for TR ,where Origen
disagrees with TR, in homilies.
II-9 : Variants from both TR and Origen where both

disagree with each other,
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The table III indicates Origen's readings supported
by a single MS or by a small group of MSS. The subdivision
1l is assigned for those in the commentary, and 2 is for
those in the homilies,

The table IV reveals the relationship of the pre-
Caesarean and Caesarean texts to other texts. In this
table also the subdivision 1 is for those in the com-
mentary, and 2 is for those in the homilies, By the term
of the pre-Caesarean the following MSS are implied, i.e.,
qu, fam 1, fam 1%, 28, and W; by the term of the Caesarean
the following are implied, i, e.,, 6, 565, and 700.

In the table V one finds MSS supporting Origen in
his variants from TR, being listed in order of their
frequency of occurence. Also the same subdivisions are
made as in the above.

The table VI is designed to show the relationship
of A and B to Origen in their agreement with him in his
variants from TR. The same subdivisions are made.

After these tables, there will be other charts,
Chart III-1, III-2, III-3, III-4, and III-5. These charts
were made to indicate the numbers of the agreement and of
disagreement of each MS with Origen. In each chart the
numbers are put in the order as follows:

1, Agreements with Origen where he disagreeswith TR.

2 . L1 " 1" " n agre es n "
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3. Disagreements with Origen where he agrees with
TR.

The subdivisions are made as follows : 1l is for
those in the commentary; 2 is for those in the homilies;
% is for those of the unclassified yet significant MSS;
and 4 is for those of the group of MSS wich have so-called
"Jerusalem colophon," and 5 is for those of Streeter's
family 1424,

It seems good to recall the mention made previous-
ly concerning the reliability of numer of disagreements
of a certain MS with Origen, If a critical apparatus
gives both evidences of agreement and of disagreement,
one can have the accurate number of both agreement and
disagreement of a certain MS with Origen. However, this
is hot the situation one can always expect. Therefore,
the present writer primarily paid the attention first to
the cases where the chart II lists the evidences both for
supporting and for opposing to Origen, when he had to
consider the witnesses against Origen.

These evidences were evaluated and discussed
following Greenlee's method in his discussion on Cyril of

Jerusalem.57 However, the primary discussion is on the

57Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, supras,
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witnesses from MSS, and secondly on Origen's relation-
ship to a certain family, or group, or a certain MS, if
there be any such a fmily, or group, or a MS as to have a
close relation to him; but the discussion on the witnesses
from the versions and the Fathers are less intensive.

The discussion: on these should be enlarged later with

the direct colla tion against the versions and Fathers.,

Examples of inconclusiveness of critical apparatus.

The following are some examples to show the inconclusive-
ness of the critical apparatus, The examples relating to
the MSS which a critical aaparatus could not have at the
time of its publication are excluded from consideration,
A. Examples of lacking in citation (in Tischendorf,
Merk, and von Soden).
1. In the case where Origen agrees with TR,
Mt. 7: 13 fam 1 for the addition of n wvAn
after mAaTeix.
Mk, 14:38 fam 1 for eiceAnbnre.
Ik, 11: 3 Codex =, fam 13, and famp for
70 nab’ muepav.
2. In the case where Origen disagrees with TR.
Lk, 16:16 Codex N for uexp. against TR.
Tk, 18:11 Codex N, and fam 13 for gomnep

against Origen.
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Lk, 19:43 fam. 13 for nmgpfirovoLy against
Origen.

B. Examples of impossibility of actual citation of
MSS.
1. Too inclusive.

Von Soden: In Lk, 23:17 he cites IP for
the addition of SeopiLov after sya, but
there are seven MSS in this group, and
it is said not safe to cite all of MSS
in such a too inclusive case as this,

Tischendorf: In Mt. 5: 45 he says "cum
multi mss" for the omission of 7ouLg.

In Lk, 11:33 also "cum unc omnib al
plu" for TNV MpuURTINV.
2., Confusion or error by critical apparatuses?

In Mt. 22: 30, Tischendorf and von Soden
cite Origen for ovayyeloL ; Legg and
Souter cite him for the reading without
the articel; Merk does not mention at
all of this variant.

In Lk. 12:20 Tischendorf cites TR for wgpov,
instead of appwv.

C. Other examples.

1., 7o mention of Origen's reading.
Lk. 9:45 Origen reads encpwinoal , dbub
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no mention is given by von Soden,
Lk. 9:58 Origen reads uAivoi twice in his
commentary (fr. 154), but no mention is
given by Tischendorf,
Lk. 14:15 No mention of Origen's reading
of apiotov is given by Tischendorf, and
von Soden,
Lk, 19: 43 Origen reads mnapepfoarovoLv,
while Tischendorf cites him for the read-
ings both of mapi.Fdovoly and of the omission

of mapepBarovolv oL gxBpol cov YxEHX GOL

giving no mention of this reading.

2. Errors.

a,

58

Mt. S5: 18 Tischendorf, Legg, and von
Soden cite the codex B for the omission
reading ofaqv before mxvia yevntor , but

28the

in the printed edition of Maius
codex B has qv . In the preface of that
edition, the publisher says,". . . this
accurate reprint of the Roman edition
of the Codex Vaticanus of the New Tes-
tament, . . ." Which is wrong in this

case?

Angelus Maius, op. cit.
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b. TLk. 19: 43, Merk cites Origen for the
omission reading of mapeuBoaAovoLv ol ex-
POL oov Xapara coiL ,but Origen reads
napepParovoLy oL exBpol aving yapana ewn’
avtne in his commentary on Luke (fr.
238-a)., The change of cov 1into aving
and of co. into en’ aving are due to
being a comment on that text.

c. Mt, 6:22. TILegg cites Origen for the ad-
dition of oov after the first ogbalpoc,
but Origen in his commentary (fr., 121-a)
omits cove.

d, Ik, 25:17. X has anoXUSLv59,but Nestle
had cited N~ for amoAvoxt until he
corrected it in his edition of 1960,

e. Von Sode, though this example is not re-
lated to the Gospels, in I Cor, 10:11
cites the codex A for the omission of
TUTLHWG by writing "nur ouvvefaivov,”
but the codex A has 7TuniLuwg cvveBativov

which Origen reads.6o

59See the first column, verso, the leaf 47, of:
H. and K. Lake, Codex Sinaiticus.

6OSee the first column, verso, the leaf 122, of:
Trustee of British Mus€um, Fascimile of the Codex Alex-
andrinus: New Testament and Clementine Epistles (London:
British Museum, 1879).
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f. Tk, 11:26. Von Soden cites 983 and 1689
for the omission reading of Tov avlpwnov
ENELVOY, Dbut Geerlings' edition of the

fam 1% in Luke6l

does not give mention
of this reading.
D. Examples in other works than these critical ap-
paratuses.
Kraft's Handbook gives no clue for v. Soden's
1'1442

Pischendorf's 1P® which is £ 246,

which is 1515 in Gregory's system, and for

Tasker, in his article on "The Chester Beatty

62 cites

Papyrus and the Caesarean Text of Luke,"
MS 69 for the omission reading of ovde umo tTov
podtov  (Lk. 11:33), but Geerlings gives us the
opposite reference concerning this reading in his
fam. 13 in Luke. Also Tasker, in the same
article, classifies I' as a witness for the Alex-
andrian text-type in Lk, 12:1 ( I' is -only one
witness for that text-type given by him in that

place), but in 11:18 as a witness.for the Western.

Also in nineteen cases after Lk. 9: 27 he cites

61Geer1ings, op. cit.

62Tasker, "The Chester Beatty Papyrus and the
Caesarean Text of Luke," HTR XXIX, No. 4 (19%6), pp. 345-

352.
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W as a witness for the Western text-type, which in
general at the present time is recognized as Byzan-
tine in this section of Luke (TLk., 8:13 to the end
of that Gospel).

III. SOME FEATURES OF ORIGEN'S QUOTATIONS

Quotations in the same words. Origen is said to

have rarely quoted in the same words.63 These are, how-
ever, some examples of his quotations in the same words,
A. Quotations which appear both in Commentary and in
Homilies, agreeing with TR.
Tk. 1:18. (Hom. X, Com. fr, 50-a)

gvhoyntog nupLoc o Beog Tou IopanA oTL [naL]

ENEOHEPRTO HAL
(The underlined letters are inserted in the
homilies, and the letters in the bracket are
inserted in the commentary.)

Tk. 1:46, (Hom. VII, Com. fr. 37)
LEYXAUVEL 7 QUYT KOV TOV HUPLOV

Tk, 1:76. (Hom. X, Com., fr. 53-a)
TPOMOPEVOT YAP TPO MPEOCWTOV HVPLOV E€0TOLUXOXL

odovg avTtov

63Metzger, The Text, p. 87.
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Lk. 1:76. (Hom. X, Com, fr. 53-a)
nuptov without article.
Lk. 2:49, (Hom. XX, Com, fr, 74-a)
ndette and eLval ue.
TLk. 3:3. (Hom. XXI, Com. fr. 84)
TNV MEPLYXWPOV.
Lk, 3: 8. ( Hom.XXII, Com. fr, 89)
HAPTTOVG aELovug
Lk. 10:27. (Hom, XXXIV, Com. fr. 166)
HUPLOV OOV
k. 19:24, (Hom. XXXIX, Com. fr, 231)
TG demno €XOVTL
Quotations which appear both in Commentary and in
Hommilies, differing from TR.
(Origen's reading is given after that of TR,.)
Lk. 1:29. (Hom. VI, Com. fr. 22-a)
dLeTapaxdn ] eTopoyon
Ik. 1:69. (Hom. X, Com. fr,., 50-b)

TW OLHW ] OLHMW
Tk. 19:24, (Hom. XXXIX, Com. fr, 231)

MaL TOLG TXPECTWOLVY ELnev, ApaTe am’ QUTOV TNV

pvav‘] Apxte OUV ONOLV TOLC TAPECTWOLY am’

QUTOU TNV HVAV.
k. 23%3:21. (Hom. XXXIX, Com. fr. 246)

1l et 2 bis
JTAVPWOOV ] gTXVPOV



28

C. Quotations which appear also in his other works.
(Origen's reading is given after that of TR.)
Lk, 9:23, anapvnoxcbw ] apvnoxcbw

In Commentary on Luke and in Exhortation to

Martzrdom.64

Lk. 11:26, €ETNTA ETEPA TVELUATX TOVNPOTEPX aavfou]

EMLTX AEYWV ETEPX TMVEVUK KET Q&UTOV

In Commentary on Luke and in Commentary on

Cantica Canticorum.65

Lk, 12:4. QROUTELVOVTIWV ] ATOUTELVOVTWV

In Commentary on Luke and in Exhortation to

Mart,zrdom . 66

Lk, 12:20. a@pwv ] xPPOV

In commentary on Luke and in Commentary on

John.67

Orthographic notes, The following are some ortho-

graphic notes from his quotations,

64Tasker, "The Quotations from the Synoptic Gospels
in Origen's Ehortation to Martyrdom," JTS XXXVI (1935),
pp. 60-65.

650f. Tischendorf, op. c¢it., Vol., p. 570.

66Tasker, op. cit,

67Metzger,.Lectionarz, p. 91 n.
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A. Spelling of proper nouns.
Fevnoxpetr (Lk. 5:1; Com. fr, 104) with L 230(fam.
13).
A BC faml : Tevvnoxper.
W bo © fam 13 : Tevvnoaped
D : Tevvnooped

syrpal 68

Aeviv (ILk. 5:27; Com. fr. 108) with A 33 579
892 fam 1 (exe, 131), and fam 13,

T'evvnoop

XBCLE: AgveLv.
© D : Asvel.
Y bo sa 131 28 1604 : Agvi.

Iwaxvvov (Always he spells this way, while B P>
and D spell Iwaxvov.
MatOxLov (Always he spells thus with © fam 1 and
fam 13.)
NBD : MxB8xiLov.
LN® : MatBeov.
B. Usage of the article with some proper nouns. This
might be due to the characterisitec of his work as
a commentary and homilies, but this usage of the
article with personal names oftenly appears. These

are only a couple of examples,

68The New Testament in Hebrew supports this reading,
which was published by Trinitarian Bible Society, London,
in 1910,
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N Mxpia (Lk. 1:38).

Tov ABpaau (Lk. 1:7%3).
The name of Jesus appears at least sixty-one times,
out of which more than two thirds it has the article.
It is in the codices B and D, especially in the
Gospel of John of these codices, that the name of
Jesus is frequently anartbrous;69

Literary notes. The following are some notes on

his methods of quotations, of discussions, and of inter-
pretations,
A, Mention of the source from which he quotes.
Being worthy to be called "a textual critic®
as well as a Biblical scholar, he gives a
reference to the source from which he guotes.
In Com. fr, 95, quoting from Lk, 4:2 and Mk. 1;13,

~he says: o Mapuog L AOVHAG ELTOV OTL .

In Com. fr. 174, quoting from Lk. 11:2, he

writes: Aovrnag Oe mepL BaoiAerog didaouwv
Beov ev oAw Tw MAT’ AUTOV EVAYYEALW €LWRNNOE
TO EV TOLG OUPXVOLGs « o &

Also in the same fragment he says: Aovnag e

« « o 0UOE TO" pvOBMVAL ATO TOVU TOVNPOU
entpepovta Haba MatbaiLog ¢noiv.

69c¢. Richard C. Nevius, "The Use of the Definite
Article with 'Jesus' in the Fourth Gospel," NTS XII, No. 1
(Oct. 1965), pp. 81-85. -



51

Quoting from Lk. 11:2 in Com, fr, 173, he introduces
that quotation by writing: H autn eotiv 11 ev

Tw MaTBaiw MEOCEUXN, « « «

Making a comment on Lk. 23:45(Com. fr, 250), he
says: Iwavvnc pev ovv ovde gpvnobn Toutov,
MaxtBaxirog Te uaL Mxprog ovTe MALOV OUTE EMAELPLV
XVOouaoceEV. AovHag O€ ELTWV" « & +

When he discussed the view of the followers of
Marcion, he says thus, quoting from them:

Ener 0e ov amo Mapriwvog €xovol Tnv AgELV
OVUTWG® « « + &
B. Discussion on the different readings among the

Gospels.

Making a comment on the Lord's prayer in

Tk, 11: 2 (Com. fr. 173), he discusses Tuke's
omission of ev toiLg ovpavoig , and of the
prayer of "Thy will be done on earth as it is

in heaven," referring to the prayer but changing
the mood and the word "thy" into "of God," to
use it as a statement to affirm his argument,
He quotes this prayer as follows : yi.vetalL To

BeAfua tov Geov wg. ev oUPAVW HAL ETL TNG YNG."
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In Lk, 11:4 (Com, fr, 174), he discusses also
Luke's omission regarding deliverance from
the evil,

As mentioned in the above, he discusses: the
different readings concerning the sun on
the crucifixion of Christ, and also points
out the difference among the Gospels con-
cerning the attributive clause of "our
Father" in the Lord's prayer.

C. Discussion on the heretic reading.

In Com., fr. 180 (Lk., 11:3), quoting from Marcion
who reads TOV QPTOV OOV TOV EMLOVGLOV
instead of TOV XPTOV NMUWV TOV ETLOVOLOV,
he discussed it and disputed it by saying:
TLC EO0TLV O aptog Tovu Beov; (Who is the
bread of God?)

D. Allegorical interpretation.

Origen is famous for the allegorical inter-
pretation, These are a couple of examples
of his allegorical interpretation.

Preaching on the good Samaritan (ILk. 10:30ff;
Hom., XXXIV), Origen made a famous allegori-
cal interpretation, taking the man for

Adam, Jerusalem for the paradise, Jericho



33
for the world, the thieves for hostile powers,
the priest for the law, Levite for the prophetic
words, the Samaritan for Christ, the wounds for
disobedience, the breast for Christ's body,
the inn for the Church, two derarii for the
knowledge of Father and Son, the inn-keeper
for the presiding angeéls over the Church, the
return of the Samaritan for Christ's second
appearance,

The Latin translation of this homily has
such an introductory words to this interpreta-~
tion as follows . Aiebat quidam de presbyteris,
volens parabolam interpretari. . .

According to J. Daniélou’l this was one
of traditions reported by Papias as to be a
form of Jewish Christian theology, which ob-
viously go back to early date, some of them
even to A.D., 70 coming from the Palestinian
community.

Making a comment on Mt. 5:18 (Com. fr. 221), Origen

705 . ; .
ean Danielou, The_Theolog% of Jewish Christian

ity (Vol. I of The Development o TstTan Doctrine before

e Council of Nicagay, trans. and ed, John A, Baker (Chicago:
The Henry Regney Company, }964), pp. 48f.
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explains LwTx €v 1 pLx Hepaila as to refer
to Jesus himself "who himself is the word of
God in the Law," relating this phrase to the
first letter of Jesus' name which is, in Greek,
Iota, and is, in Hebrew, "a small dot," i. e,
Jod.

Origen is very skilful in quoting from the Scrip-
tures, and his comments and interpretation are of deep
interest. However, the object of this study is to examine
and find the textual affinity of his text. Therefore,

I believe that these examples are sufficient to show some
characteristics of Origen's quotations. Now the dis-
cussion on his text shall be followed.

Before going into the next chapters to discuss his
text, the fact that the detailed study of the Caesarean
text has been largely limited +to Mark, and in other
Gospels the witnesses for this text are not yet established
with the final authority, should be kept in mind. As
discussed 1a ter, the codex © has been largely Byzantin-
ized in its last half, and this Byzantinization is common,
less or more, in other Caesarean witnesses in other Gospels

thanvMark.7l Therefore it is necessary to be careful in

7lStreeter, "The Caesarean Text ofMatthew and
Tuke," HTR XXVIII (1935; pp.231-235), p. 232; Tasker,
nPhe Text of the Fourth Gospel used by Origen in his Com-
mentary on St. John," JTS XXXVII (19%6), pp. 146-155.
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reconstruction of Caesarean text in these Gospels,

Taking these into consideration, the present writer
shall begin with Mark, though it is from Luke, of course,
that Origen quoted most in his commentary and homilies on
Luke. Next to the discussion on his text of Mark, his
text of Matthew will be discussed, being followed by the
discussion on his text of John and that of Luke, in order
given., After discussing these, a chapter will be provided
for the general conclusion,

The charts of Origen's variants from the Textus
Receptus, and of the witnesses for the variants from Origen
and/or the Textus Receptus, are not divided into each
chapter where the related parts of these charts are dis-
cussed, but put together after the final chapter, followed
by the tables which are the statistical results from
these charts,

The names of the peériodicals are abbreviated as
much as possible in order to avoid complication, as
follows:

HTR: Harvard Theological Review.

JBL: Journal of Biblical Literature.

JTS: The Journal of Theological Studies.

NTS: New Testament Studies.

SD : Studies and Documents.
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If a book is cited more than once, only the last
name of its author and the shortened form of its title

will be given, after the second citation.



CHAPTER II

ORIGEN'S TEXT OF MARK

Origen's text of Mark will be discussed in this
chapter, first that in his commentary, secondly that in
his homilies. Each of these parts of discussion will be
closed with the conclusion to that part, Finally the
discussion on relation between these two parts will be

made.
I. IN COMMENTARY

In his commentary on Luke Origen quotes 13 verses
from Mark, making 14 variants from the Textus Receptus.
Out of the 14 variant$ 4 are singular, having no known
attestation, and leaving a total of 10 to be considered,

The table II-1 reveals strongly enough that the
text is of the Caesarean character., All of the 10 vari-
ants are supported by the Caesarean text, ranking that
text to the top of the others, followed by the Western by
7. Out of the 10 variants two readings are supported
only by the Caesarean text exclusively but once where

1

some 6 unclassified minuscule MSS™ agree with the Caesarean

text in supporting Origen.

lone of these MSS is a member of the family 1424
by Canon Streeter.
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That the text is of the Caesarean character will
be also found in the table III-1 where the variants sup~
ported by one single MS or by a small group of MSS are
listed along with the witnesses for these variants., Six
out of the 10 variants in total are listed there as such
variants, with the Caesarean support 6 times and with the
Western support 4 times, but none with the Alexandrian
nor with the Byzantine., Among 6 Caesarean supports in
this table, the frequency of the pre-Caesarean and that
of the Caesarean proper are 3 with PC, and 5 with C, and

2 As far as this table

1 with other class in that text.
is concerned, the character of the text seems to be
slightly more of the Caesarean than of the pre-Caesarean.
In the table IV-1l, however, the frequency of C
without PC is shown 3 (all combined with the codex D which
is the representative of the Western text) as well as that
of PC without C is also shown as 3 (only once with D).
This might lead us into consideration that the character

of the text is rather slightly more of PC than of C,
because, though the number of frequency of both C and PC

2PC stands for the pre-~Caesarean tex&5 and C for
the Caesarean proper. In PC are included P fam 1 fam 13
28 and W. 1In C are included & 565 and 700. Cf. Metzger,
History of NT Textual Criticism, pp. o4f., and 215; Teofilo
Ayuso, "¢ Texto Cesarienso O Precesariense?" Biblica (Vol,
XVI, 1935), p. 378; Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 13,
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is same, that of C without PC is always combined with D
while that of PC without C is almost purely that of PC
alone,

However, the totals of frequency of both groups
arealso the same, both having 7. This means that 70% of
the total corrected variants are supported by each of
these groups. Since all corrected variants are supported
by the Caesarean text, as observed previously, this in-
dicara2s that 40% of the total variants are supported by
both PC and C, and 30% of that are supported by C, and the
rest 30% are by PC.

These facts indicate that the text is of the
Caesarean, and that the both groups in that text have the
same degree of ratio in supporting Origen's text. It
will be furthermore shown by study of individual MSS
related to his text of Mark in his commentary on Luke.

In the table V-1 the highest degree of frequency
is shared by the codices 565 and D, The reading of the
MS 565 in 4: 21, however, may be able to be taken as a
supporting witness for Origen. It is only because of
seeking for much  more safety that I have listed
Origen's reading of ~ti.Beaxor , instead of 71ebn , which
is added after uAivn as to have no known attestation.

Three MSS, at least, which are all of the Caesarean (one
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PC and two C) are known as to have the addition reading

of 7e0n after wAivn. It is not impossible, rather,

it must be right to take this singular reading of Origen

as an allusion or a rough quotation from a MS which had
this addition reading in the word which these three MSS
have. If so, we are right to consider that MS 565 has the
highest frequency in supporting Origen in Mark, in his
variants from the TR, and it is more than that of o,

The MS 565 is known as the best authority for the Caesarean
text in Ma:ck,3 being a member of the C group, though it
has suffered so much from the Byzantine revisers, in other
Gospels, by being spared Western than Neutral readings

in it.%

This will be more attested by the chart III-1,
where 565 is listed as to support Origen once when he
agrees with TR against some important MSS, and also as
to oppose him twice when he agrees with TR, and once when
he disagrees with TR, opposing TR, too, in the latter case,
Out of the two disagreements of 565 with Origen when he
agrees with TR, one seems to be such a case as the text
of Origen's commentary was assimilated to the Byzantine

standard., It is Mk. 9:28, where Origen agrees with TR

3Streeter, The Four Gospéls, p. 574; Streeter, "The
Caesarean Text of Watthew and Luke," HTR, XXVIII(1935),

P. 254.
4Tasker, "The Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by
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with the supports from bosa N I & 118 syrS and the

most of the Byzantine text, along with some un-classified
MSS. The MS 118, according to K. Lak:e,5 was written by an
"eclectic" scribe who often hesitated between the reading

of the family, i.e, fam. 1, and that of TR.6

Though Lake
did not list this reading as one of the examples of the
scribe's hesitation between these two readings in his
list:,'7 it seems that the 118 has the Byzantine element

in this reading., Also N, in some places, has the Byzantine
character,8 while being classified by Streeter as weak
member of the Caesarean text.9 If is is remembered that
ante-Nicaean Fathers, especially the well-known Fathers,
have received, more or less, the Byzantine revision in
their scriptural quotations by the late copyists or edi-

tors,lo it can be said that this reading of Origen re-

flects such an example of Byzantinization.

Origen in his Commentary on St. John," JTS, XXXVII(1936),
pp. 1l46-155; Streeter, ibid.

5Lake, Codex 1 of the Gospels and Its Allies, op.
xxvff.,

®Ibid., p. xxvi.  /Ibid., pp. xxxvii f£f.

One———

8Metzger,‘The Text, p. 55.

9Streeter, Four Gospels, p. 576; Metzger, ibid.

lOStreeter, ibid., p. 9%; Metzger, ibid., pp. 86f;

Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, pp. 24f,
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In another instance of the disagreements of MS 565
with Origen (5:3%4), 565 has only a few supports (bo syrpal
238 1223 447 450 £253). The variant of these MSS from
the other most MSS is the omission of that clause, which
can be taken as an error of these MSS or of their ancestors,
while it is also possible to take it as an earlier read-
ing, though it is not safe to cite lectionaries as
witnesses for an omission reading,.

If these are taken into consideration, it will be
noticed that the relationship between Origen and MS 565,
in Mark, is very close,

To the contrary, the conclusion on the relation
of the codex D to Origen's text of Mark seems to be drawn
into another way, though D has the same frequency of
agreement with Origen as that of 565,

A glance at the chart TITI-1l notifies us that D has
the same number of disagreement with Origen as that of
its agreement with him. The total 7 disagreements are
not small as far as this study on Mark is concerned., It
ranks D at the top among other MSS in disagreeing with
Origen. On examining what kind disagreements they are,
it cgn be said that D, though it shares with 565 the

highest frequency in agreement with Origen in Mark, is

incapable to insist, at any rate, on having the affinity
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for Origen's text of Mark.

When Lake noticed so many agreements of P45 with
Western readings, he suggested:

+ . its 'Western' features do not imply any
connexion with either Rome or the Syriac Church., . . .
The readings which do occur in it are not geogra-
phically Western or Syrian, but are early readings
which did not find a place in B, but which, in vary-
ing degrees, are preseiyed in Western, Syrian, or
Caesarean authorities,

If this is applicable also in this place, the
high frequency of D in supvorting Origen is of a great
interest.

Attention should be called rather to fam.l. The
table V-1 ranks the fam. 1 next to both 565 and D in sup-
porting Origen in his variants from TR. In chart II-1
there are four instances where the witnesses for the
readings supvorted by both Origen and TR are available.
Out of these 4 instances % are supvoorted by fam 1. The
remaining one out of these 4 instances is that in 9:28 which
seems to be Byzantinization of Origen's text as referred
to previously. In other words, fam 1 supports Origen
in all these instances except once where his text has
suffered from the Byzantinization, The following are

among MSS which support Origen along with fam 1 in these
cases: \* B L P“'5 © faml? and 565. They support him in

11y . Renyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical
Papyri, fasc. 2, pp. xviiif,
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different places of these three cases. These MSS are
good authorities for the Alexandrian, or for the Caesar-
ean, at least in Mark, texts. MS 565 is said to be the
best authority for the Caesarean text-type in Mark, as
mentioned previously. Therefore, that these readings of
Origen which fam 1 supports agree with TR is not due to
their Byzantinization. The agreements of fam 1 with
Origen in these instances are, therefore, significant.
The chart III-1 reveals us that the fam 1 disagrees only
once with Origen where he agrees with TR, It happens at
9:28 which was previously mentioned as the Byzantinization
of his text. It can be said that fam 1 has a close re-
lationship to Origen's text of Mark.

At the third rank in the table V-1 appear MSS 28
(PC) and 700(C) along with MSS C and 579 (both Alexandrian).
If the consideration made previously for the MS 565 re-
garding its agreement with him in 4:21 is acceptable,
both fam 13 (PC) and the codex 6 (C) also are raised up
to the third rank. Concerning their disagreements with
Origen where he agrees with TR, 700 has only one in the
place where his text seems to have been assimilated to
the Byzantine standard, i.e., 9:28. The MS 28 has only
two more disagreements besides this one. Fam. 13 has only

one - disagreement besides-that in 9:28. 6, however,
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has 4 disagreements out of which one occurs at 9:28,
leaving 3 to be considered, Out of these 3 disagreements,
one is because of a prefix, and the other 2 are because of
addition or omission of article, These kinds of variants
are not so small or valueless as to be ignored, However,
if the fact is recalled that the scribe of © had some but
not much knowledge of Greek which was just enough to
read the text and to copy it in a somewhat slavish way,12
we may be safe to cite this MS as a witness for attesting
the Caesarean character of his text,

As to the witnesses from the Alexandrian text-type,
A stands at the fourth place at the table V-1, being
next to these MSS discussed above, with L A and 3, It
supvorts Origen twice, while disagreeing with him 5 times
when he agrees with TR. All Alexandrian MSS listed in
the 5able V-1 are against him at 9: 28, where he has
suffered from the Byzantine revisers as mentioned pre-
viously. Deducting this variant, A* has 2 disagreements
for 2 agreements, L also 2 for 2, A 4 disagreements for

2 agreements, and MS 33 one for two., Still worse is B,

having 4 disagreements for 1 agreement (80% disagreement).

12Kirsopp T.ake and Robert P. Blake, "The Text of
the Gospels and the Koridethi Codex," HTR, XVI(1923),

p. 279.
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Therefore, taking these aspects together into
consideration, it can be safely said that Origen's text
of Mark used in his commentary on TLuke is evidently
Ceasarean, If Origen's cormentary on TLuke was written
as a supplement to his commentary on Matthew, as Rauer
discussed,13 this conclusion agrees with Streeter's
conclusion on Origen's text of Mark in his commentary on
Matthew and also in his Exhnwation to Martyrdom, in which
he says that the text is of that of the fam 6.14

As to the combination of X and B in supporting
him, the table VI-1 indicates that A supports him one
time with B, and one time against B, but B never against
A« The phenomenon that D ranks at the top with 565 in
supporting Origen can be further explained by this fact
too, that X\ supports him more than B does and even against
B. This is the same tendency as that in Streeter's study
on the relation of Origen's text of Mark (1:1-27; 6:16;
10:18; 11: 1-12, 15-17; 12: 26-27; 14:60) to B and X,
in his commentary on John., According to him, Origen

has 6 agreements with B as against 7 with ;u.ls

laRauer, Origenes Werke (IX :0f Die griechischen
christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten Jahrhunderte.
Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1959), D.XX.

fl#streeter, Four Gospels, P. 9. 151bid.,p.95.
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As to versions, geo and bo are listed at the top
among the versions at the table V-1, both having % agree-
ments while having one disagreement (geo) and two (bo).
They are followed by sa syrc it vg with 2 agreements, and
by arm with 1 agreement. Bo and sa support Origen when
his text seems to have been suffered from the Byzantini-
zation, being only Alexandrian witnesses for him, while
geo and arm disagree with him,
The investigation and observation above tend us
to draw the conclusion as follows:
1. Origen's text in Mark in his commentary on Luke
is clearly Caesarean, having almost same af-
finity for both PC and C.
2. There is slightly more affinity for A than
for B.
%3, It has a notable frequency in agreeing with MS
565,16 and also with fam 1.
4. The codex D has the almost same frequency in
supporting Origen as MS 565, but cannot claim

as to have the affinity for him as strong as

565.

161t is to be noticed that at the end of Mark the
MS 565 has the so-called "Jerusalem colophon,"
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5. Georgian version is a good witness for him,
while Armenian is poor, and syrP®F has no

agreement at all but one disagreement.

IT. IN HOMILIES

In his homilies on Luke, Origen quotes only one
verse from Mark, i. e, 12: 23, making 2 variants along
with 2 other readings which he agrees with TR.17 There
is no singular reading, leaving all variants to be con-
sidered.

The table II-5 shows that these variants are sup-
ported by both the Alexandrian and Caesarean by the same
frequency. There is no instance, in this restricted
range, of support by one single MS nor by a small group
of MSS. When a glance is made, however, upon the table
IVv-2, it will be noticed that there is no combination
occurring except that of A and B, and that of these MSS
and PC combined with D. In other words, the character of
Origen's text in Mark in his homilies is tending to be
Alexandrian rather than to be Caesarean, as far as known

from this very limited number of ¥zsriants. The table

V=2 indicates furthermore, giving more emphasis upon this

17cf. Table I-l and -2,
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aspect, that the MSS which support him in all these
variants are exclusively Alexandrian only. In these
cases B and -l' agree with each other, showing no disagree-
ment (the table VI-2). 1In addition, the chart ITI-2
indicates this same thing from another point. There we
will find that Origen does not receive any disagreement
from main Alexandrian MSS ( B C L) while he does from
the main MSS or families of other text-types. The fre-
quency of disagreement of main MSS where he disagrees
with TR is as follows : twice by & fam 1 fam 13 28 700
1071 (31l Caesarean), A and II (Byzantine); once by 33
579 892 (all Alexandrian), WX 157 565 (all Caesarean),

D (Western), G K M (all Byzantine), and X (unclassified).
The observation above may allow us to make a con-
clusion as following, though the number of readings is
so small and limited.
1. The text of Origen in Mark in his ‘homilies on
Luke is clearly Alexandrian rather than Caesar-
ean, \* and B having the same affinity for.
2, Among the Caesarean witnesses the PC is more
preferred by him than the C.
2. This feature is contrary to that made previously
concerning his text in the same book, i.e. Mark,

in his commentary on Luke,

m

4, P 5 appears three times in this study of Mark
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in his homilies, in 9:2, 28, and 12:25. 1In

18 Mk, 12: 25 is not

the text edited by Kenyon
included, and I could not collate. Out of
other two, it agrees with Origen where he
agrees with TR, In 9: 28 it disagrees with him
along with the Caesarean witnesses, and this
verse is one discussed previously as to be
Byzantinizatiom of his text,
This conclusion is opposite to that made on his
text in Mark in his commentary. Probably it is due to the
extremely small amount of data available from his homilies.
Streeter's theory which was modified by Harvard scholars,19
however, may raise a question on this matter. According
to it Origen used the "Neutral" text while he was at
Alexandria, with some possibility of using the Caesarean

text as well, but after he removed to Caesarea he used the

Caesarean text, though for a while he certainly used the

"Neutral® text which he subsequently abandoned.ZO Eusebius

mentioned in his Historz2l that Origen came to Caesarea

l8F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri,
fasc., 2,

ngenyon, ibid., p. xv; Metzger, Text, pp. 214f.
20

Kenyon, ibid.

, 21Eusebius,E%nxncuacrnnng IotopLac o €d. & trans.
J. E. L. Oulton(London: William Heinemann Ltd.,, 1942),
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from Alexandria escaping from the warfare in that city
and was requested to discourse and expound the Scriptures
publicly in the church before he was ordained to the

22 Oulton, the translator and editor of

presbyterate.
that book, gives a note on that warfare as to be one by
Caracalla in A.D. 215.23 In other words, he preached

at Caesarea some days between this year and the year when
he returned to Alexandria (probably A.D. 216). Also
Eusebius mentions that Origen d4id not allow short-hand
writers to take down his discourses in the public until

24 i.e., later than A.D, 245,

he was "over sixty of age,"
If any part of his homilies were not taken down until

this year, then this part of his homilies on Luke must
have been delivered and taken down at Caesarea more than
thirteen years 1z ter after his removal from Alexandria to
Caesarea (A.D. 23%2), which cannot be “a short time" in

any sense, If so, why and how does his text of Mark in
his homilies on Luke have the Alexandrian character while
his text of the same Mark in his commentary on Luke writtea

after 249 at Caesarea has the Caesarean character? If it

be right that this part of his homilies was delivered

221bid., VI, xix. 22Ibid., p. 63 n.

24Ibid., VI, xxxvi.

o———



52
during the period of his temporary stay at Caesarea
because of the warfare in Alexadria, it explains the
Alexandrian character of his text in his homilies on Luke,
but has a conflict with Eusebius' statement about his
permission to short-hand writers,

Three questions, at least, will be raised concern-
ing this matter: first, whether or not Fusebius' statement
means an absolute forbiddance of taking note of his
homilies until that time; secondly, when these homilies
were, in fact, delivered; thirdly, whether or not Streeter's
theory can be applicable in this matter. Not enough
materials for discussing these in detail were, however,
available to the present writer, and also it seems to be
beyond the primary purpose of this paper. Therefore,
suffice to say as follows:

It seems true that the congregation of the church
at Caesarea was so unreliable that Origen, a scholar of
high quality, felt a need for the reserve.25 Nevertheless,
not all of his audience was this kind, and much less so
when he preached by the request of Bishops there. This

view cannot explain-rightly what Eusebius' statement means,

25Benjamin Drewery, Origen and the Doctrine of
Grace(TLondon: The Epworth Press, 1960), p. 5; Charles
Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alexandria (Oxford:
The Clarendon Press, 1913), p. 167.
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26 yo1d, that

Though it is possible, as some scholars
his extant Homilies were delivered and taken down after
he was over sixty years of age, interpreting Eusebius
literally, it is much more likely, as others hold, that
Origen did not permit to publish his Homilies until that
time, wishing to take the responsibility for them by him-
self.27

If so, when was this part of his Homilies delivered?

Hieronimus, according to Rauer, 28

reports that Origen
preached since he was even a little boy. This may be an
exaggeration, as Rauer points out. Eusebius, as previously
mentioned, gives us a report on his preaching at Caesarea
between A.D. 215 and A.D. 216. Before this time he seems

29 According to a subscrip-

to have preached in Corinth.
tion in a MS,BO however, it is more likely to ¢onsider

that these homilies were done in a longer period than that

26E. g, ¢ William Fairweather, Origen and Greek
Patristic Theology (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1901), p. 125,

27R. B. Tollintion, Selection from the Commentaries
and Homilies of Origen (Londen: Macmillan Co., 1929), p. xiv;
Rauer, Origenés Werke, p. viii; Theodor Zahn, Die Predigten
des Origenes Uber das Evangelium des Lukas (Vol, XXII o
Weue kirchliche Zeitschrift, 19Il) pp. 253-268, quoted by

Rauer, 1bid.

28Rauer, ibid. Quoted, "Fateor itaque ... in his
Origenem tractatibus quasi puerum talis ludere!

291bid., pp. viii f.

3O"Incipiunt omeliae Origenes in Lucan . . . dictae
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of his stay in Corinth. Therefore, it seems more likely
that it was done either during his temporary stay at
Caesarea or during his final settlement at Caesarea,

The former seems to be more probable,

According to Lawson's mention of the report by a
church historian named Socrates, Origen preached, as a
rule, on Wednesday and Friday, but his homilies on Luke
were reportedly delivered on Sundays.§2

Accordingly, it may be said safely that Origen’'s
homilies on Luke were delivered on Sundays during his
temporary stay at Caesarea but not published until late
date.

If this is the situation, another question will be
raised: why did not he assimilate the scriptural quotations
in these homilies to the text which he was currently using,
namely the Caesarean? This question, moreover, introduces
another one: why did he abandon the Alexandrian text after
a while since he settled at Caesarea? Was it because of
change of his faith, or of his attitude to Alexandria, or

of his viewpoints, or because of another reason which is

in diebus dominicis." P, P, Lawson, Origen: The Song of
Songs; Commentary and Homilies (Vol. XXVI of Alcien
EEE%Etian Writers, eds, Johannes Quasten and Joseph C.
Plumpse; London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1957), p. 311 n.
2% citing Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller

der ersten drei Jahrhunderte (Leipzig, 190I- ), 25, 2. 15-17.

321 awson, ibid.
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much simpler. If Tasker is right by saying that "they
were both in his view 'good texts,'"35 this change of
texts may be caused by a less great reason, letting him
leave these scriptural quotations un-assimiliated to the
Caesarean text which he later used in the time of publi-

cation of his homilies,

33Taskex', "The Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by
Origen in his Commentary on John," JTS, XXXVII (19%6),

p. 155,



CHAPTER III

ORIGEN'S TEXT OF MATTHEW

In this chapter, as in the previous one, Origen's
text of Matthew is discussed, first that in his commentary
and secondly that in his homilies,

In searching for the textual affinity of a certain
MS in other gospels than Mark, it should be kept in mind
that the mst of witnesses for the Ceasarean text have

1 In Matthew

suffered more or less Byzantinization,
even the codex 565 which is supposed to be the best au-
thority among the Caesarean witnesses in Mark has suffered
from the Byzantine revisers more than any other witnesses
in that text.2 Along with 565, 28 has also very few
Caesarean readings,3 and @ is assimilated to the T, R.

%o a great extent.4 There is, however, an additional
witness for the Caesarean text. As known, Tischendorf
divided the correctors of ' into four groups, i. e, a,

b, ¢, and e,5 though Milne and Skeat could not find any

1l

2Streeter, Four Gospels, p. 574.

Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, pp. 22 and 38,

3Streeter, "The Caesarean Text of Matthew and Luke,"
HTR, XXVIII (1935), pp. 231- 235,
41p1d.,

5'I‘ischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece, Vol. III,
pa 346’
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good reason to separate the first two groups.6 Out of

these groups of the correctors, the "c¢" group is counted
as a minor witness for the Caesarean text. This witness,
however, does not help this study of his text in Matthew,

having no appearance at all,

I. IN COMMENTARY

Origen quotes %3 verses from Matthew in his com-

7 making 9 singular readings with no

mentary on Luke,
known attestation,8 leaving 5 variants to be considered
besides 2% readings which agree with the ‘I.‘R.9 The Table
II-1 shows the three texts-- Alexandrian, Caesarean, and
Western-- have the same frequency, and the Byzantine has
no occurence at all. That table reveals also that in
two cases the Western text supports Origen exclussively,
and in another case it supports him along with the other
two texts., Moreover, the table III-1 indicates that the
codex D, the representative of the Western, appears 3
times out of the total 5 variants supporting Origen as

one single or as one of small groups of MSS, placing itself

at the top among the other MSS, Also the table V-1

6H. J. M, Milne and T. C. Skeat, Scribes and Cor=-
rectors of the Codex Sinaiticus (London: British Museum,
printed by order of the Trustee, 1939), p. 40.

8rable T-2-A. Table I-2-A.

7mable I-1.



58
reveals that D appears as a witness for Origen most
frequently among others except A which appears same
times as D.

This may let us assume that D has a good affinity
for Origen's text of Matthew. The frequency of its dis-
agreements with Origen, however, gives us a contrary
conviction, After deducting Origen's readings which
seem to be the Byzantinization of his text, D has 10
disagreements with Origen when he agrees with the TR,
ranking itself at the top among other MSS in opposing
him., The ratio of support of D becomes then only 28.6%
which places D at the thirteenth rank among other USS.

The MSS which stand at the top in the supporting
ratio are 28, 157, and 700. However, these MSS 40 not
support Origen in his variants from the TR, They agree
with him only when he agrees with the TR. Also the data

obtained concerning these MSS are a few. Moreover the

MS 28 is known to have suffered much from Byzantinization,

Therefore, their highest ratio is not reliable.

Next to them the codex C stands with the ratio of

10

75%. Even the possibility of coincidence of the pauseness

both- of this MS and of Origen's text being taken into

1OStreeter, "The Caesarean Text of Matthew and
Luke," HIR, XXVIII (1935, pp. 231 - 235), p. 234.
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consideration, C has only small numbers of occurence, in
both its agreements and disagreements. It has only one
agreement with Origen in his variants from the TR, and
only 2 in his agreements with the TR. There is a con-
siderable probability that the numbers of its disagree-
ments, rather than that of its agreement, will be increased
if every witness to the variants from Origen, in both places
where he agrees with the TR and where he disagrees with
it, be available in a critical apparatus. Futhermore,
this codex is of less importance in spite of its age
(v century).ll Taking these into account, we are safe
to leave this MS out of consideration.

Next to C is fam 1 with 70%. It is this group of
MSS which hold the highest ratio in a real sense. This
family is also indicated in the table V-1 to stand at
the same rank as that of B by 2, surpassed only by D and
A by 3. These three MSS (D,', and B) have twice or
three times more disagreements than those of fam 1. It is
obvious that the fam 1 has more affinity for Origen than

those MSS do,

K. W. Kim, in an analysis of representative work

11Metzger, Text, p. 49.
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of Origen, made a conclusion by writing:

The Matthean text of Origen in his commentary on

Matthew is neither "Caesarean" nor "Neutral:;" it is
a distinciatextqtype which is represented by Codex 1
and 1582."°

In this part of the present study, however, 1582
aprears only © times, Out of the 6, 2 times the MS 1582
supports Origen and 4 times opposes him, An interesting
thing, however, 1s this: whenever it supports Origen it
always agrees with the codex 1, and also even when it is
oppose& to Origen it almost always agrees with 1, except
once (22:30) where fam 1 with B disagrees with TR against
A which 1582 supports, though both A and 1582 also dis-
agree with TR, This relationship between 1 and 1582 is
of interest, though the ratio of agreement of 1582 with
Origen is far less than that of the codex 1.

The Caesarean character of the fam 1 is highly

estimated even in other gospels than Mark.13

l2K. W. Kim, "The Matthean Text of Origen in his
Commentary on Matthew", JBL, IXXVIII (1949), pp. 125-139.
The quotation was made from p. 139.

13Streeter,"Th.e Caesarean Text of Matthew and Luke,"
HTR, XXVIII (1935), pp. 231~ 235. He says,". . . so for
These Gospels we are principally dependent on fam 1 and
fam 13." (p. 234). R. V. G. Tasker, "The Text of the Fourth
Gospel Used by Origen in his Commentary on St, John,"
JTS, XXXVII (1936), pp. l46- 155, He made a list of
non-Byzantine readings of each member of the Caesarean
text. There the fam 1 ranks at the top by 53 out of
170 quotations, followed by & by 51, and by fam 13 and N

both by 34.
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Next to fam 1 stands the Georgian version. It is
to be noticed that geo always (4 btimes in total) agrees
with fam 1 in supporting Origen, regardless whether he
agrees or disagrees with TR,

It will be known that members of the Caesarean
text show in general higher ratios in supporting Origen,
as far as this study on his commentary on Luke is con-
cerned, than those of the Alexandrian, From the third
rank, which should be counted as the first rank in a
real sense as observed previmusly, to the eleventh rank
are occupied by the Ceasarean members, except the sixth,
the seventh, and the tenth which are occupied by sa, bo,
and .U respectively.

This same thing will be attested, if Streeter's
hypothesis ¥ is recalled, by the table VI-1 in which
is listed as to support Origen twice with B and once
against B, while B never supports Origen against A,

Tasker concluded in his study on Origen's text of
Matthew in his commentary on Matthew by writing:

The conclusion, therefore, cannot be resisted that
the text used by Origen when writing this portion

14streeter, "Origen, A' and the Caesarean Text,"
JIs, XXXVI (1935), pp. 178- 180, Tasker also supports
this hypothesis in his "The Text of St. Matthew Used by
Origen," JIS, XXXVIII (1937), pp. 60-64.
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of his co§§entary on St. Matthew at Caesarca was that
of fam ©.

By this conclusion he agrees with Streeter who says
that Origen's text in Matthew is that of fam ©.1° This
conclusion by Tasker, however, may be mistaken as a self-
contradiction by a hasty mind with another conclusion

which he made in his study on Origen's Exhortation to

Martyrdom.17 He says:

No clearly 'Caesarean' text emerges in Matthew
and Luke., All we can say is that Origen uses a
text similar to that of X B, and that that text
finds a certain degree of supnort from individual
members of the family known as "Fam €" by students
of the text of Mark.

If Streeter's theory which was revised by a group
of Harvard scholars is applicable here, this contradiction

will be explained without much trouble, because Exhortation

to Martyrdom was written a few years later after his

arrival at Caesarea from Alexandria, while his Commentary

on Matthew started to be composed more than ten years

later after his Exhortation to Martyrdom was written.

Opasker, ibid.
18gtreeter, Four Gospels, po. 95-96.

l7Tasker, "The Quotations from the Synoptic
Gospels in Origen's Exhortation. to Martyrdom," JIS,
XXXVI(1935), pp. 60-65. The quotation was made from

p. 65.
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Regarding Origen's text in the chapters from 12 to
the end of Matthew Greenlee points out that "Origen's text,
therefore, seems to be much closer to the Neubral text

than it is to the text of Cyril."18

In this study of
Origen's text of Matthew in his commentary on Luke, however,
Cyril of Jerusalem does not appear at all, which must be
due to the paucity both of Cyril's quoted text and of those
of Origen.19 The observation in this restricted area
reveals that none of the total 14 variants from TR appears
in the part of the chapter 12 to the end of this Gospel,
though the total 10 agreements with TR are found in this
part, while the rest 13 agreements with TR are in the
first half of the Gospel., Out of the 10 agreements in the
last half part of this Gospel, 4 are such cases as both

of A and B agree with him, and twice are those where

' or B agrees with him, making the total © agreements
with the Alexandrian and 4 disagreements with it., On the
other hand, out of the 13 agreements with TR in the first

half of the Gospel, 9 are also with both .V and B, and 2

18Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 4l n.

19The present writer collated Origen's variants
from TR and his agreements with TR (in the Chart II)
against Cyril's variants from and agreements with TR
(in this Gospel), too, which are given in Greenlee's

Cyril of Jerusalem,




are with either A or B, while 2 are against A’ and B,
making 11 agreements with Alexandrian and 2 disagreements
with it. As to the Caesarean text, the numbers of agree-
ments are slightly more than those of the Alexandrian text
in the both parts. In the first half part of the Gospel,
out of the 12 agreements of Origen with TR, 10 are also
with fam 1 and fam 15, and 2 are either with fam 1 or
fam 13, while there is only one disagreement with the
combination of fam 1 and fam 13, making 12 agreements
with the Caesarean and one disagreement. In the second
half, out of the 10 agreements of Origen with TR, 5 are
Wwith both fam 1 and fam 13, 1 is with fam 1, and 2 are
with fam 13, while 2 are against both fam land .fam 13,
making 8 agreements with the Caesarean text and 2 dis-
agreements. From this viewpoint also the Caesarean
character of his text of Matthew in his commentary on
Tuke is noticed,

Among the Caesarean groups his text slightly pre-
fers PC than C, as seen in the table IV-l. P45 does not
appear in this study on Matthew. This seems to be a mere
co-incidence due to the paucity both of the quoted text
of Origen and of the extant portions of the papyrus.

As to the versions the Georgian version is the best

witness to Origen in his text of Matthew in his commentary
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on Luke. This is the same phenomenon as seen in Greenlee's
study on Cyril of Jerusalem. He concluded in the part of
discussion on Cyril's text of Matthew that the Georgian

version is one of the strongest witnesses to him.2o

The
Georgian version is followed by the Sahidic version, the
Bohairic version, the Curebtonian Syriac version, the
Sinaitic Syriac version, and the Armenian version, The
Palestinian Syriac version never supports Origen in this
Gospel in his commentary, while it opposes to him 4 times.
The Fathers who appeared in this part of the present
study are Cyril of Alexandria and Athanasius (both Alex-
andrian), and Eusebius (Caesarean), and Irenaeus, Ter-
turianus, Clement of Alexandria, Cyprianus and Augustine
(all Western).zl Among all these fathers, only Irenaeus
and Cyprianus support Origen in his variants from the TR.
They support him twice (5:44, two times). In doing so
they agree with A',B, bo, sa, fam 1, geo, syrc’ s’ and
some 0ld Iatin versions including k, and they oppose to
D. Therefore their witnesses in these two cases seem
to be unique, and probably are not merely Western.

Burkitt discussed the importance of the old Syriac versions,

20 . - ,
Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 43 (for the
second KHalf of Ma%t.) and p. &/ Tor the fist half of

Matt. ).
21,6 Chart ITI-1.
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suggesting some possibility that the original readings
are preserved in them even in some cases when they dis-
agree with early Alexandrian or Western MSS.22 In these
cases (two times in 5: 44) they agree with /' and B, and
also with fam 1. Also modern scholars have recognized
the importance of the old Latin manuscript k, concluding
that this fourth or fifth century MS is a descendent of
a copy current in the North Africa about A.D, 250.25
These two opinions give an interesting suggestion on
these two readings of Origen.
From the observation in the above the conclusion
concerning Origen's text of Matthew in his commentary on
Tuke will be drawn as followg:
1. Origen's text of Matthew in his commentary on
Luke is apparently Caesarean.

2. Among the Caesarean groups he prefers slightly
PC more than C. Among PC the fam 1 has the
closest affinity to his text.

3, His text has a slightly more affinity to A'than

to B.

4. The Georgian version is a strong witness to his

text, while the Armenian version is only fair

22 . - . 3
Cf. Metzger, Histo pp. 36f. He introduces
Burkitt's opinion quétlng froﬁ Fvangelion da-Mepharreshe,

II (Cambridge, 1904), pp. 224f.

23Metzger, Text, p. 86.
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and the Palestinian Syriac version is very
poor. Coptic versions (Sahidic and Bohairie

in order) are better than the Armenian version.

II. IN HOMILIES

Origen quotes 20 verses from Matthew,24 and makes
11 variants from the TR, having 6 singular readings with
no known attestation and leaving 5 to be considered.25

The Table II-3 notifies us that each text type
has the same frequency in supporting Origen, except
the Alexandrian and the Byzantine which have an exclusive
reading far these texts, one reading for each.

The exclusive reading of the Byzantine(18:10),
however, is of less importance, because it is only one
MS (H) that supports Origen in that place with an addi-
tional witness from Irenaeus who is classified under the
Western,26 and the reading supported by H and Ir is an
omission reading of a pronoun which can easily happen in
a case of homilies., Therefore, this reading of O;igen
may be called an allusion or a rough quotation, and be

excluded from our consideration.

24noble I-1. 2OTable I-2-B.

26In making the table II the versions and Father§
were left out of the consideration to simplify the statis-
tic data according to the main purpose of that table,
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Contrary to this, the exclusive reading of the
Alexandrian, though it is also an omission reading of
a word, has a strong support from B, L, bo, and sa, re-
ceiving the additional supvoort from syrs and ff% There-~
fore, this reading should be taken into consideration.

The chart III-2 reveals that the members of the
Caesarean text have no agreement with Origen in his variants

from TR, except only two instances (346 and surpal

, once
for each), while the main Alexandrian members do. The
fam 1 has no agreement with Origern in his variants from
TR, but has 2 disagreements with him when he agrees with
TR. The fam 13, when taken as a family, never supports
him when he differs from TR as well as it never opnoses
to him when he agrees with TR. The codex 6 does not
support him in his variants from TR while it has one
disagreement with him where he agrees with TR, which was
because of a different spelling.27 NDther Caesarean wit-
nesses are more or less similar to these.

Contrary to this, Alexandrian witnesses are more
positive in supoorting Origen. X, B, L, bo, and sa

support him in his variants from TR in different places,

276 peads Yeveolg for Yevvnoig. It is noticed
that © sometimes changes . ore&. for n, and omits one
of doubled Vs, or adds another v to one single v.
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though they have also disagreements with him when he
agrees with TR, but only in these cases.
When X and B supvort Origen, however,U supports
him against B, and so does B, 1In relation of these two
MSS to the Caesarean groups,* appears once with PC, but
B never does with any of the Caesarean. This phenomenon
is understandable as observed previously.
The observations in the above lead us to make a
conclusion into a different direction from that made
on his commentary, but it is in accordance with the con-
clusion made on his text in Mark. The conclusion is
drawn as followS:
1. Origen's text of Matthew in his homilies on
Tuke is apparently Alexandrian,

2. No particular preference is shown to A nor to
B as far as this limited area 6f the present
study 1is concerned.

3. The combination of & and PC is seen here also

as in the case in Mark.

4. Among the versions the both o0ld Syriac versions

(syrc’ Sy are better than the two Coptic ver-
sions (bo and sa), and also than the Palesti-
nian Syriac version,

5. P*> goes not appear in this study as in the

study on Mark, which must be due to paucity both



of this
papyrus
and of the gu
oted %
ext of

Origen

70



CHAPTER IV
ORIGEN'S TEXT OF JOHN

In this chapter Origen's text of John is discussed,
first that in his commentary and secondly that in his
homilies. Each part is followed by a conclusion for

that part.

I. IN COMMENTARY

Origen quotes 26 verses from John, making 7 vari-
ants from the TR except one out of which are all singular
readings with no known attestation, while he has 17 read-
ings which agree with the TR. In addition, it is only
652 (fam II ) alone that gives a witness to Origen's
only one attested variant in this Gospel which is the
omission of the second aunv in 8:58. Therefore, no
search is possible to find out his textual affinity
through his variants from the TR, though that is the prima-
ry step and the normal procedure for this purpose.
Therefore, we have to examine his readings which he
agrees with TR as our only source to study his text-type.

Out of the 17 readings which he agrees with TR,

2 are recongnized as those of Byzantinization. They are
11:50 (Origen and TR read nuuv ) and 11:51 (both read

npoepnievoev ). A doubtful reading is that in 8:57 where
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he with TR reads EWPXHAC against P7%1?sa syrs (all of
these read ewpare(v) o0 ) and B WO (all of these read
gwpares ), The following MSS supvort Origen in this
place: P66 C N fam 1 fam 13 D A S UT Aand A% IS
This reading, however, is adopted in the printed texts of
Tischendorf, von Soden, Merk, Nestle, and even of Westcott
and Hort., Therefore, it is more unlikely a Byzantine
reading. This reading is thus to be included in our
consideration for more safety.

For the convenience for discussion here is afforded
a 1list of the variants from both Origen and TR which are
supported by a single MS or by a small group of MSS. They

are 9 in total.

Verse TR et Origen Variants Witnesses for Variants
1 :12 6e ] om D
eAxBov 1 ehrapav B
1:3% 4 yioc ] 0 EMAEUTOC syr®1®
5 1% s ] Ldov N A 253
8 :57 oumw ] ovdenw D
8 :58 yeveobor 1 om @ D it
11:51 ooy iepevc 1 apxwv W
gueLvov | om B+ D syr®

15: 5 Gysev ovde €v B

]
" ] om D
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By a glance it will be noticed that Origen is
rejected often by D, 5 out of the total 9, which is one-
third of the tot:™ 15 agreements of Origen with TR.l
As known from the chart III-1 D opposes to Origen 7 times
out of which 2 are due to the Byzantinization of his text.
In other words, all disagreements of D with Origen except
these two due to the Byzantirization of his text are listed
here, Out of these 5 only 2 are with other MSS (P45 and
© ). 1In short, these 5 variants from Origen are almost
exclusively of D.

At the same time D has 5 agreements with Origen
when he agrees with TR. Apart from these 5 agreements of
D, none of the members of that text is listed in the chart
II as to have an agreement with him.

We may safely say that Origen's text of John is
hardly supposed to be Western.

If only the numbers of agreements and disagreements
when he agrees with TR are concerned, the ratio of support
of main MSS in other text-types than the Western are as the

following in order:

Ale xandrian Caesarean Byzantine
po0 83% fam 1 100% fam T 75%
p/? 66% fam 13 83% T 66%

1Two Byzantine readings are deducted.
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C 60% N 60% F,G,H 50%

A,L,A 50% e 43% AR 40%

In making this list the two doubtful Byzantine
resdings of Origen are excluded from consideration. Also
the Armenina version, Eusevius, E, and S are not listed
here because of their rare occurrences, though their
ratios themselves are very high.

2 and Streeter3 ob-

The similarity to what Tasker
served regarding the reliability of the Caesarean witnesses
in other Gospels than Mark is seen also here, therefore
the Caesarean members, at least fam 1 and fam 15, in this
study can be taken as to be faithful to that text.4

Tasker concluded that "the text of Origen in John
is nearer to the text of B than of;\!,"5 and he thinks
that Origen resumed his text again from the Caesarean %o

the Neutral at the book XXXII of his Commentary on John.

It is not impossible to presume that Origen might have
resumed his text-type even from the Caesarean text %o the

Alexandrian. However, as far as this study on his com-

2Tasker, "Mhe Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by
Origen in his Commentary on St. John," JTS, XXXVII (1936),

pp. 146-155.

5Streeter, n"Mhe Caesarean Text of Matthew and Luke,
BTR, XXVIII (1935), pp. 231-235.

45¢e also Greenlee's Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 22.

n

5’I‘asker, loc. cit.
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mentary on Luke is concerned, the Neutral text represented
by and B is less preferred than the Caesarean and the
so-called proto-Alexandrian.6

The family Il and the MS U have higher ratios than
any MSS of the Alexandrian except what are called proto-
Alexandrian., One may point out by this fact that Origen's
text or the MSS of Origen's commentary have been Byzanti-
nized. Nevertheless, the studies done by Streeter and
others concerning these MSS give a better and more
probable answer to this issue. Geerlings takes the fam II
as a bridge over the gap between the Caesarean, the Alex-

7

andrian and the Ecclesiastical texts,’ and agrees with

TLake, Blake, and Streeter to think that "a modified form
of von Soden's I text gives.a fair representation of the
"Caesarean' text as used by Origen and Eusebius."8

Mrs, Lake, according to Metzger, made a statement that
"the reconstructed text of Family lI, therefore, . . .
affords another witness to a text which must have existed

in the early part of the fifth century, if not before."9

6Metzger, Text, pp. 215f.

Studies and Documents (ed. J. Geerlings, s5Salt Lake City:
University of Utah Press, 1962), p. 2.

8

7 7acob Geerlings, Family IL in Iuke, Vol. XXII of

Ibid.

9Mrs. Take, Family ILl and the Codex Alexandrinus,

the Text According To Mark, Vol. T of otudies and Documents
(Tondon: 1937), p. 1x, quoted by Metzger, History, pp. 2ot.
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10 the non-Byzantine element

According to Streeter,
in the fam U seems %0 be about as large as that in the
purple MSS, and it also represents the fam 8. Streeter,
moreover, extends the test to the family A too, and is
convinced that this family also has the element of the
family 6, and said that "I do not happen to have noticed
any readings which suggest that this element is other than
the fam 6 text."ll Furthermore he thinks that von Soden
is right in supposing that the non-Byzantine element in
the codex Alexandrinus{ A ) represents mainly, if not
wholly, the fam & text.12

If these views are right, and are taken into con-
sideration along with the statistic results in the above,
the considerably high ratios of Byzantine witnesses seem
to reflect not the Byzantine element, but that of the
Caesarean,

The conclusion, therefore, can be made as follows:

1. The text of John used by Origen in his commentary

on Tuke is Caesarean, with a remarkxably strong

lOStreeter, Four Gospels, pp. 579f.

11pi4., p. 580.

1214i4., p. 579.
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preference to PC group, especially to fam 1.

2. Among the Alexandrian MSS, the proto-Alexandrian
has a good affinity to his text, A is only
fair and B is poor,.

5. The support from the Byzantine in this place
which is considerably high in degree is not

Byzantine proper.
II. IN HOMILIES

He quotées 6 verses from John in his homilies on
Luke, making no variant from the TR but 4 agreements with
it. Therefore, the same vrocedure as in discussing his
text in his commentary should be applied here too., The
more complicated situation in this case, however, is this
that no witness to both TR and Origen is available in the
critical apparatuses at all in the places where these
variants from both TR and Origen have witnesses for them.
Also none of the main uncial MSS is cited as a witness
for these varilants from both TR and Origen, except D and
A once for each, TUnder such a circumstance as this it
is not safe to discuss his textual affinity. All that I
can say 1is this

In 3 out of the 4 agreements of Origenr with TR

the Alexandrian opposes him: A (the only uncial), two
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%6 is an unproved member of that text,

paoyri (though P
having a mixture of text-typesla), and three cursives,
and one Father. In 3 out of the 4 agreements of Origen
with the TR the following members of the Caesarean text
disagree with him: two or threel4 cursives and one ver-
sion., The Western opvoses him once out of the 4 of his
agreements with the TR: D and it. It seems to me that
his text does not show a close affinitu to the Proto-
Alexandrian, nor to the pre-Caesarean, nor to the Western,
A presumption is that his text may have an affinity for
either the Alexandrian or the Caesarean proper. The
definite conslusion, however, should not be attempted in
such a scantiness of materials. Therefore the question

should be left unanswered.

lBMetzger, Text, p. 254.
14If the fam 1424 is a Caesarean witness as Streeter
holds, the MS 1293 should be classified under the Caesarean
instead of being under the Un-classified text-type.



CHAPTER V

ORIGEN'S TEXT OF LUKE

In this chapter Origen's text of Luke is discussed,
first that in his commentary, secondly that in his homi-
lies. Each part is followed by a conclusion to that part.

In addition to what has been said concerning the
value to the Caesarean witnesses in other Gospels than
Mark, the following notes should be made.

The witnesses for the Caesarean text in this Gos--
pel are weaker than in even Matthew, and far weaker than

in Mark.l

The MSS 28 and 565 become worse in Luke, having
very few Caesarean readings. In Luke the codex W has not
any Caesarean character at all, but is a witness to the
Alexandrian in 1:1 - 8:12, and to the Byzantine in 8:13

to the end of the Gospel. Also in the case of 8 and 700
the Byzantine revisers have left only fewer Caesarean
readings in this Gospel, particularly in the second half.2

Therefore, even the same witness has different value as

1Tasker, "The Chester Beatty Papyrus and the
Caesarean Text of TLuke," HTR, XXIX (1936), pp. 345-352,

2Streeter, "Mhe Caesarean Text of Matthew and Luke,"

HTR, XXVIII (1935), pp. 231 - 235; Tasker, ibid., p. 345;
Greenlee, Cyril of Jerusalem, p. 22 and a note in that page.
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a witness to that text in different places. Furthermore,

it is said that withesses of this text have in Luke a

3

smaller Western element than in Matthew. This is also

4
indicatéd in Tasker's study on P45 in which he stated
by writing:

It will be seen that there are in proportion more
Neutral readings preserved in members of fam € in
Luke than in Mark., In other words, the distinction
between the Neutral and Caesarean text in Luke is
less than it is in Mark.

He made an observation somewvhat similar to this im
his another article.5 P4sis now classified by most
scholars as one member of the pre-Caesarean group.6

Here is another witness, however, to this text.

7

It is a group of lectionaries. According to Metzger’ who
studied the lectionaries in Luke, the Neutral text is

represented in the lectionary text to only a very slight

Sstreeter, ibid., p. 234.

4Tasker, "Phe Chester Beatty Papyrus and the
Caesarean Text of TLuke," HTR, XXIX (1936), pp. 345-352.
The quotation was made from p. 350,

5Tasker, "TMhe Quotation from the Synoptic Gospels
in Origen's Exhortation to Martyrdom," JTS, XXXVI (1935),
pp. 60-65.

6Te6filo Ayuso, nd Texto Cesariermse O Precesariense?
Su realidad Y su Trascendencia Nuevo Testamento," Biblica,
XVI (1935), pp. 369~ 415, Greenlee,loc. ¢it., Metzger,
Text,p. 215.

7Metzger9 The Saturday and Sunday Lessons from
Tuke in the Greek Gospel Lecgionary (Chicago: The Univer-

Sity of Chicago, 1944), p, 66.
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degree (14% in the Saturday lessons and 18% in the Sunday
lessons), and the Western text is represented in even
smaller oroportions (only 7% in the Saturday lessons, and
11% in the Sunday lessons), and the Caesarean text is re-
prresented much more extensively in the lectionary text
(pre-Caesarean: about 70% in both the Saturday and Sunday
lessons; Caesarean proper: 55% in the Saturday lessons
and 60% in the Sunday lesscns).

He says:

The lectionary text was derived either from a
typical Byzantine text which somehow acquired a con-
siderable number of "Caesarean" readings . . . or
. « o from a text predominantly "Caesarean" (or, more
precisely, pre-Caesarean) and was graduvually brought
into comforming with the prevailing Byzantine text.

The latter alternative seems to be the more probable., .
It is difficult, therefore, to 8void drawing the con-
clusion that the lectionary text for this area of
Saturday and Sunday lessons from TLuke [ 6:1-10; 8: 41~
56 ] was constituted from a New Testament text which
was predominantly "Caesarean" (pre-Caesarean) in
character. This "Caesarean" element was gradually
eliminated from the lectionary text which became 8
vroportionately more and more like the Byzantine text,.

L4

The present writer referred to all. the variants

of the lectionaries which Metzger collated against TR,9

81pi4., po. 66f.

91bid., po. 73- 90.
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and found in six places Origen has support from one or
more lectionaries,loin one out of these six Origen uses
the same reading as in his commentary on John,ll and also
that in one placgzorigen disagrees with lectionaries,
though both Origen and the lectionaries disagree with
TR. A1l the lectionary MSS which support Origen frequent-
1y supvoort also two or one of the three readings which
Metzger estimates as distinctly pre-Caesarean.l3

Another complicated factor in this study is this
that there seems to be, as seen from the table II, a
difference in his text among the part of the first 6
chapters of Luke, and that of the chapters 7 to 19, and
that of the rest of that Gospel. Therefore, these parts

are discussed separately instead of discussing the whole

book of Iuke together,

10 TR Origen and Lectionaries
8:16 Avyviag J TNV AVYVLKV
&:%32 Boonopevwv’] Boonouevn
8:39 Inooug ] @eog
g:58 MALVY 7 HALVOLL
12:20 appwv ] xppov
12:38 0oLTW 7 oVUTWG

llIn both his commentaries on John and Iuke he reads
xPPovV  for TR's &¢Ppwv in Tuke 12:20, Cf, Metzger, op. cit.,

p. 91 n.
121 0ke 10: 27,

Bop. cit., p. 64.
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I. IN COMMENTARY

A. Chapters 1-6,

Origen quotes 261 verses from Luke in his commen-

14 In these chapters he has 79 variants from TR (Table

tary.
I-2), out of which 55 are his singualr readinczs with no known
attestation, leaving 22 variants to be considered,

The table II-1 reveals that the Alexandrian text
appears most freguently in supporting Origen in this part
by 13, ircluding 4 readings which are supported exclusively
by that text, and making its supporting ratio about 5%%.
However, the difference between this text and the next one
is very slight, which is only one reading. The next to
the Alexandrian is the Caesarean by 12, including 1 ex-
clusive Caesarean reading, of which the supporting ratio
is about 55%. The similarity is observed in the table
ITI-1 which indicates the both texts have same frequency
(5) as to support Origen by a single MS or by a small
group of MSS, surpassed very slightly by the Western (6)
of which the total number of agreements with him is very
small (7) and is almost half of those of these two texts
(Alexandrian and Caesarean). It is obvious that his text

has no more affinity to the Western than it does to both

the Alexandrian and the Caesarean.

14Table I-1.
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The table V-1, which liests all the MSS in order of
their frequency, will nitify us that the main Alexandrian
¥SS hold the upper ranks while all the Caesarean witnesses
stard at the lower ranks. In other words, Origen in his
variants from the TR constantly receives a support from
one or more of the main Alexandrian MSS when supported by
that text, while the Caesarean witnesses are not constant,
some supvorting him in some places but others in different
places, though this may be due to Byzantinization of the
Caesarean witnesses in different places.15 The supporting
ratios of these main MSS in Origen's variants from the

TR are as follows:

X 6 out of the 22 variants (27.2%)  Alex.
L 5 " 1" 1" " 1n (22 . 7% ) "
B 4 " 1" 1n " " (18 . lo/a ) "
c 3 1 " " n " (13 . 600 ) n
565 , Q. n n " " ] " ( n n ) C
Fem 1

2 1" " " 1" " (9, O%) PC
Fam 13

It should be noticed, however, that the numbers of
acreements of even these Alexandrian MSS are too small to
draw a conclusion. Therefore, some supvlementary con-

sideration 1s necessary.

1Bstreete'r, "The Caesarean Text of Matthew and
Tuke " FrP, XXVIII (1935), ». 232,
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If the agreements of the MSS with Origen when he
agrees with the TR and where the citation of MSS for both
opnosition and support is available in a critical apparatus
can be counted for supvorting readings, there will be a
remarkable change in this ranking.

In 20 out of his 39 agreements with the TR, the
citation of both MSS supporting and opposing both of
Origen and TR was available in the critical apparatuses.
The statistic result is as follows:

fam 1 16 out of the 20 (80%) PC

fam 13 15 » ™ o w (75%) "

© m oo (70%) ¢

C, L 72 (35%) Alex.
7% 6 * m o (30%) "

B aomomowmow ooy v

In this table all the Alexandrian stand at the
lower ranks while the Caesarean stand at the higher ones.
The ratios which the Caesarean witnesses have in this table
are incomparably higher than those which the Alexandrian
witnesses have in the former table.

We have to observe also their disagreements with
Origen when he agrees with the TR, The ratios of these
MSS in opposing him in his agreements with the TR, which

count 39, are as follows:
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B 13 out of the 39  (33.3%) Alex.
P 2 nomomo o (30.7%)
L L or oo (28,2%) ¢
o g ™ m won (20.5%) ¢C
Fam 1 7 vt o o (17.9%) ©PC
Fem 13 6 " oMot (15.3%)
c, A 5 womomow (12,8%) Alex.
565. N, 0 5 " * nmowm  ( w Y g,

This table shows that the main Alexandrian MSS
oppose nim more than the main Caesarean MSS do. It may
be suvoposed to be due to their Byzantinization. However,
as far as ©, fam 1, and fam 13 are concerned, they agree
with either A or B with or without D in opposing his text
as frequently as following: @ alwsays, and fam 1 and fam
13 three times. In other words, nearly half or more of
their disagreements with him are coincident with the main
Alexandrian M3SS. Similarity is observed in their agree-
ments with his text. In their agreements with Origen
when he agrees with the TR, these MSS (fam 1, fam 13, and
@ ) agree with either or both of /X' and B with or without
D as frequently as 8, 7, and 8 respectively, and also
vith. some Alexandrian witnesses with or without D as

frequently as 8, 7, and 8 resvectively. In short, these
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MSS are almost always proved by some Alexandrian witness
Oor witnesses in their agreements with Origen when he agrees
with TR. Therefore, it is not safe to ascribe this pheno-
menon to their Byzantinization. If both fam 1 and fam 13
are the best authorities for this text-type in Luke and

16 and if their ratios of

the codex 565 is the worst,
agreements and disagreements with him are m-examined

from this view, there is another possible answer to this
vhenomenon, that is, it is due to the peculiarity of

either the Caesarean text itself or the MS which Origen
used.

Both tables of supporting ratios thus can be taken
into consideration together. If the second table has the
same value as the first one, then the PC group stands at
the top (fam 1 with 44.5% and fam 13 with 42%), followed
by € (41.8%), X (31.1%), L (28.9%), C (24.3%), B (19.5%),
and 565 (6.8%).

His text of Luke, therefore, seems to have affinity
for the Caesarean more than for the Alexandrian.

Regarding the relationship of his text to PC
and C, PC is shown 1in the table IV to support Origen

16Streeter ibid., p. 234; Tasker, "The Chester
Beatty Papyrus and the Caesarean Text of Luke," HTR, XXIX
(19%36), p.. 345; Tasker, "The Text of the Fourth Gospel
Used by Origen in his Commentary on St. John," JTS, XXXVII

(1936), pp. 146-155.
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4 times when counted by its combination with either X', B,
D, or C group, while the C group is shown to have 6.
As far as we have taken into consideration his agreements
with TR when the citation of MSS of both agreeing and
disagreeing with both TR and Origen was available, these
figures should be corrected accordingly. The corrected
figures are as follows: PC has 22 in total, having 7
exclusive readings by that group only, while C has 21 in
total, out of which © are its exclusive readings. The
PC group slightly surpasses C in both total number and
number of its exclusive readings.
Taking all of these into consideration, the con-
clusion to this portion can be drawn as the following:
1., His text in this portion is, though very akin
to the Alexandrian, yet Caesarean.
2. Among the two Caesarean groups, the PC is more
prefered than the C is.
3. It has affinity more for 7L than for B.
4, Pam 1 and fam 13 have a good affinity for his
text.
5. No particular version nor Father has a close

affinity for his text.



89
B. Chapters 7-19,

In this portion he has 88 variants from the TR out
of which 30 are his singular readings having no known
attestation, leaving 58 to be considered.

From the table II-1 it is seen that the Caesarean
text has the highest degree of frequency ( 29 ), followed
by the Alexandrian ( 28 ), Next to the Alexandrian is the
Byzantine ( 23 ), and the last is the Western (20), about
one third less than that of the Caesarean., Out of the
29 Caesarean readings, 7 are the exclusive readings sup-
ported by that text alone, The Alexandrian text has only
2 exclusive readings, and that of the Byzantine is far less,
only l.,l‘7 and that of the Western is 7. The same thing
will be observed 1in the table III-1 where the Caesarean
and the Western rank at the top by 12 while the Alexandrian
is recorded to have 4. If the versions can be taken only
as the secondary authorities, then the numbers of the above
are to be changed as follows: 11 for the Caesarean and

7 for the Western, in other Words, the Caesarean stands

l7The only one exclusive reading of the Byzantine
text is in 8: 32 which the codex W alone supvorts Origen's
omission reading of euei.,. W is commonly known to have
the” Byzantine character in Lk. 8:13 to the end of that

Gospel.
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at the top. These 7 Western readings are always accompanied
by D. Among the Caesarean fam 1 and MS 1604 are most
frequent by 3, but 1604 appears twice in the same verse

while fam 1 appears in three different places. It can be

said that fam 1 is suprrior to 1604. ' has 2 in this
table., TIn this table ( III-1) which indicates the numbers
of readinzs of a single XS or of a small group of
MSS, both group ¢f PC and C share the same frequency.
If the toatl nmbers of their occurences are observed,
however, his text shows the preference for PC than for C.
In the table IV-1 which indicstes their frequency, PC is
listed as to apvear 29 times either alone or with other
cext or texts combined together, which is almost as twice
zuch as that of the C which is listed to appear 18,
Concerning the individual ¥SS, the table V -1 in-
dicates that D and A are predominant, D being slightly
suverior to -, having 23 while- ¢ has 21, The support-

ing ratios of the main MSS are in order as follows:

D 2% out of the 58 variants 39.6%
L 22 n n v " " 36.2%
P75, L g v w ow " " 31.%2%
B, fam1l 16 " v o m n 27,6418
arm 4 nonmoow " " 24.1%

18 phe codex 1 has two additional supvorting
s Luke 11. If these are added to this figure, the
zs 18 agreements with him, making 31.3%.

e
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© 12 out of the 58 variants 20,6%

The fam 13 has only 7 (12.6%). Bo and syrpal are
better than fam 13, bo having 15.5% and syrpal having 13%.7%.
The first three ranks are occupied by MSS which belong to
the other text-types than the Caesarean, which seems to
be in conflict with what have been observed. However,
even these MSS which hold the highest degrees in this
table do not have the ratios which are more than fifty
per cent. Therefore, it is not safe to discuss their
affinity to Origen's text only by these data. The sup-
plementary materials should be taken into consideration,

The chart III-1 reveals their agreements with
Origen when he agrees with TR, The same consideration
should be made regarding these agreements as has been
made in the previous discussions. It is in only 16 out
of his 60 agreements with the TR that we can have citations
of witnesses both agreeing and disagreeing with him in his
agreements with the TR. The supporting ratios of the main

MSS in these 16 cases are as follows:

A 12 out of the 16 75%

e 10 » . w ow 62.5%
Fam 1 9 = = n 56.6%
P13 8 v v v v 5o

2, L 5 m o w woowm 31.2%
B 3 oo omw 18.8%
D 2 momomw 12 5y
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The adjusted ratios of their agreements with him

are A 45.3%, © 44 7%, fam 1 42.1% (or 43.9%), X 33.7%,
fam 13 21.3%, I 31.25%, D 26.05%, B 23. 2%. We may

assume that by A, ©, and fam 1 we can reconstruct almost

half of his text in this portion. This is, however, only

one of the supplementary materials to be examined. Their

disagreements also should be taken into consideration,

following the same procedure as has been made in discussion

the disagreements of SZ with him. The following is the

table to indicate their ratios in their disagreements with

Origen when he agrees with the TR.

D 31 out
B 17 n
P75 15 @
X, L 12
fam 13 10 =
157 8 "
e 7

fam 1, PO, A 3

”

of the 60 51.6%

"

"

TIf these observations

moon 28.3%
moon25,0%
moom 20.0%
noon 16.6%
moon12,1%
mon 11,6%
"o 5%

are taken together into con-

sideration, it will be clear that this portion of his text

of Luke is Caesarean.

The high ratio of supvort and low ratio of oppo-

sition of A 1is a surprise.

Is it because of the Byzan-
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tinization of the MS Origen used or the WMSS of his com-
mentary? It could be so, but here is another possibility.
It is a well-known fact that the codex A has so-called
"Jerusalem Colophon" at the end of each Gospel., Streeter
estimates the family represented by this MS as a weak

0,19 When the relation of this MS

member of the family
with the codex A, a representative of the Byzantine text,
and also with the fam 1 which is considered as one of the
best authorities for the Caesarean text in TLuke, it seems
to be more probable to take this phenomenon to be due
to the peculiarity of A in this portion of this Gospel.

As previously referred to, the total & of Origen's
agreements with the lectionary occur in this portion.
This also attests the Caesarean character of his text of
Luke in this portion,

Among the Caesarean groups the PC is more preferred
than the C. Among the PC, fam 1 is most preferred.

Concerning the relation between U and B, the simi-
larity is observed as in the previous discussion, /L sup-
ports Origen 16 times with B, 5 times against B, while
B does so against X 3% times,

Among the versions, the Armenian version is slightly

better (its adjusted supporting ratio is 25.25% and

that of opnosition is 10%) than the Bohairic version

lgStreeter, Four Gospels, p. 580.
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(its adjusted supporting ratio is 26.5% but that of op-
position is 15% ).

As to the Fathers, FEusebius has 1 agreement in
Origen's variants from the TR, and 1 disagreement in his
agreements with the TR. Cyril of Jerusalem appears twice
only suoportirz him without disagreement with bim.zo
Cyril of Alexandria has 5 agreements with Origen, while
he has only one disagreement with him when he disageees
with the TR though this is not listed in the chart III-1.

The conclusion to this portion of Origen's text of
Luke can be drawn as follows:

1. This portion of Origen's text of Luke is Caesar-

ean, having more affintiy for the PC group
than for the C group.

2. The fam 1 shows a very close affinty for his

text.

3. His text prefers A more than B.

4, He has veculiar Western readings, though his

text is not Western.

5. The Armenian version is slightly better than

the Bohairic version,
6. Among the church fathers, Cyril of Jerusalem

has no disagreement with Origen, but -appears

20One out of these two appearances of Cyril of
Jerusalem, i. e. that in 10:19, is achieved by personal
collation against Greenlee's chart (his Cyril of Jerusalem,
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only twice. Cyril of Alexandria is better

than both Eusebius and Cyril of Jerusalen.

C. Chapters 20ff.

In these closing chapters Origen makes 10 variants,
out of which 5 are his singular readings, leaving 5 to be
considered.21

A glance at the chart I-1 gives an impression to
us that the support from the Caesarean seems to be weaker
than in the previous portions, Only three instances are
found for that text: once for each of two Fathers (Busebius
and Cyril of Jerusalem), and once for fam 1 with some
members of fam 1424, if fam 1424 is taken as a Caesarean
witness as Streeter holds.

The table II-1 reveals that both texts of the Alex-
andrian and the Western shares the same frequency. In the
table of the small group readings,22 however, none of the
uncial MSS of the Alexandrian appears, except B appearing
once in 24:%2, while D appears in all of these 3 readings

listed in that table., In other words, in 3 out of the

total 5 variants D appears once alone, once with 2 minuscule

pp. 92f), though Tischendorf and von Soden give mention
only about Cyril of Alexandria and nothing about Cyril of
Jerusalem.

2lpaple I-2.

22Table ITT-1.
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MSS of the Alexandrian text, fam 1, and some of fam 1424,
and in the third variant with B, P75 and two Western ver-
sions (vg, and syr®). In total Alexandrian appears twice
in these small-group readings, the Caesarean once, and
the Western three times. Therefore. as far as this table
is concerned the textual character of this portion of his
text seems to be slightly more Western than Alexandrian.
This same feature is indicated by the table V-1 which

shows the frequency of each MS. D appears 4 times, while
2’ and B 3 times, X' and 579 2 times, and C, L, T, 892,
and fam 1 once. B, in its 3 agreements with Origen,
agrees with X twice and disagrees with it once while it
agrees with D twice out of which once even aginst A .
On the other hand, wherever there is ,U, there is a cer-
tain Caeszresn witness wh ich agrees ith /U in supporting
Origen. This vhenomenon remindsus of the relationship of
JUV with the Caesarean text which Streeter referred to in
his article.25
The supporting ratio of D in the total 5 variants
is 80%, ranking at the top among other MSS, followed by
B and P’° (both 60%).

When the suvnnlementary materials are taken into

consideration, however, another interpretation will be

25Streeter, "Origen,* and the Caesarean Text,"
JTS, X¥XVI(1935), o. 180.
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possible.

The chart III-1l reveals that D has 4 disagreements
in total with Origen when he agrees with TR which happens
10 times in this portion, causing D to have 40% dis-
agreement. This is not a small ratio, and none of the
MSS has such a high ratio of disagreement as this. The
ratios of disagreements of the main Alexandrian MSS are
as small as half of that of D, which are about 20% except
that of the Sahidic¢ version (30%); those of the Caesarean
witnesses are far smaller, only one-fourth of that of D.
Therefore, it is very doubtful to presume that his text
is Western.

As to the Alexandrian text, none of the main Alex-
andrian MSS has any support to him when he agrees with
TR, but each of them has two disagreements instead, making
their adjusted supporting-ratios 30% (B and P75) or 20% (-t ).

On the other hand, as to the Caesarean text, fam 1
and @ support him twice, and fam 13 once, in the cases
where the citation of witnesses for both supporting and
ovposing Origen is possible when he agrees with TR, which
happen in total 3 times out of which one 1s too general
to be taken into consideration, The Armenian version has
one agreement while the Palestinian Syriac version has no
apreement but 2 disagreements., TFam 1 has no disagree-

ment 2t all, while both fam 13 and © have one. In



98
short, the main Caesarean witnesses agree with Origen,
while the main Alexandrian witnesses so not at all, when
he agrees with TR and when the citation of the witnesses
for both supporting and opposing readings is possible in
the critical apparatuses used in this study.

Why do not the Caesarean witnesses support Origen
at all in his variants from the TR except fam 1 and two
Fathers, once for each, while they do in his agreements
with the TR? When a careful observation is made on both
cahrts I-1 and ITI-1, it will be recognized that this is
due to the character of Origen's text itself, or to that
of the TR itself in this portion of TLuke,

Though it is observed that his text has a close
affinity to the Alexandrian text, especially to B and P75,
when only his variants from TR are concerned, it is also
noticed, when charts I-1 and II-1 are compared carefully,
that Origen seems to have made choices between this text
and the Caesarean text. TFor exmaple, in quoting Lk, 23:17,
he has a singular reading with no known attestation which
is different from TR almost only by the word-order., This
reading, however, is entirely omitted in the Alexandrian
MSS. excent /' and A, if A is an Alexandrian witness in Luke,

while it is included in the Caesarean M3S ( € , fam 1, and

fam 13) and in the Western (D). In another place (Lk., 2%:46)
he reads two alternatives : maxpazibnuu (in fr. 25%), and
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napadnoopat (in fr. 252). The former reading is with
fam 1, D, and two minuscule MSS of the Alexandrian text,
against TR; the latter is with fam 13, L, and A as well as
with TR. Nevertheless, both alternatives are rejected by
P75, XX, B, and C. Therefore we can not exclude the Cae-
sarean text as having no affinity for his text.

The similarity is observed in behalf of the Alex-
bis

ardrian, In 23:21 he reads OTQLPOV instead of

OTavaGovbiS. The former reading is supported by P75, A,
B, and T, but by none of the Caesarean exceot one Father,
i.e, Busebius, while the latter reading is supported by

fam 1 and fam 13, but by none of the Alexandrian except L,
and A, This reading is quoted also in his homilies, there-
fore 1t is clear that his text had this reading, or that

he chose this reading constantly. Also in 23:45 he reads
Tov MALOV eumAeiTtovtog Which is supvorted by P75, A, B, and
other Alexandrian MSS, but by none of the Caesarean except

a single father, i. e, Cyril of Jerusalem. In this place
the Caesarean text reads nxt €onoTL0bn o mAiog with @,

fam 1, fam 13, and syrpal

, along with D and Q, A. In
this place Origen gives a comment on the reading, which his
text has, with a view which is close to the Caesarean read-~
ing, yet he did not quote it in the form as it is in the

Caesarean text. In the fragment 250 he says as follows:
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Then, on one hand, Johr did not mention this, and

2lso both Matthew and Mark d4id not speak of elther
NALog or ENAELPLVY. On the other hand, Tuke says

TOV NALovL euAelnovtog; probably it p01nts out, for

our reference, an accident either of dark coula or of
the clouds WHLC% intercepted the sun-beam reaching

down to the land of Judea, or of misty darkness thither
vhich was thickened, mourning also for him because of-
what happened, aust as the land around Judea and the
caves and the graves:; for the Sc;&pture in many places
spveaks of all the land of Judea.”

Therefore, it is obvious that he made alternative

selections from these two texts.

After taking all of these into consideration, the

conclusion can be drawn as the following:

1. His text in this portion is neither clearly
Alexandrian nor Caesarean, but a mixture of
these two, or more precisely the combination
of then.

2. Among the Alexandrian, his text has the affinity
slightly more for P75 and B than for &,

3. Among the Caesarean, his text shows the affinity

more for the pre-Caesarean than for the Caesarean

24This is the writer's personal translation. His

words are zs the following- " Iwavvng LEV ouv odde Epviiodn
LODTOU Fafcouog TE Ml Tap%og ours nKLov ovrs EHXEL¢LV
wvopaosv. on%ag o€ sunwv ToU AAlov EVAELEOUTOQ Laxa T0
nepl Hudic nqeog onAoT, 8bT€ onoTEL Vig vo@ekng 7 VEQWV Vo~
6pauoucw¥ TG w@avoucmg Enl Thv “Touvbaioy YAv AALanag
antlvag 7 70V EAELGE aspog naxvveevuog dupnsv@ovrog %al
aUTOU T YEYOVOTL wcnsp f mepl Tr Lovéauav Yﬂ nal ol

nstaL nol T& pvnpeto® TOAkaXou YGP N yeoeh mwhoov YAV Tﬁv
"Tovbatav bdvoudZetr . . . .
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proper, and more for fam 1 than for fam 13,
Fam 1 seems to have a good affinity for his
text.,

4. Both versions the Armenian and the Bohairic are
only fair, and the Palestinian Syriac is very
poor,

5. P45 does not contain this portion of TLuke.

D. Summarz.

It seems good to summarize the conclusions on these
three portions in Luke. It will be as below:

1l. Origen's text of TLuke in his Commentary on Luke

is in general Caesarean (more precisely pre-
Caesarean), except .in the last portion (chaps.
20ff) in which he used both the Alexandrian and
the Caesarean (more precisely pre-Caesarean).

2. Among the Caesarean witnesses, his text has more
affinity for fam 1 than for others. This is
the constant tendency observed not only in Luke
but also in other Gospels than Mark where MS
555 is slightly closer to his text than fam 1
is.

%, Among the Alexandrian, ;' is more preferred than

B except in the last portion of TLuke,
4. His text indicates some peculiar Western read-

ings some places, though its general character
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is not Western.
5. The Armenian version in general is the best
among the versions, but the Georgian version is
poor, and the Palestinian version is surprisingly
very poor. This is a contrzast to the conclusions
made concerning his texts of both Mark and
Matthew in which the Georgian version is a good
witness while the Armenian version is only fair,
6. P45 never supports TR against Origen, while it
opposes TR either agreeing with Origen or dis-
agreeing with him too, as far as its appearances

in this study are concerned.25

II. IN HOMILIES

In his Homilies on Luke Origen quotes 131 verses

from that Gosvel as seen in the table I-1. As indicated
in the table I-2-b, there are 61 variants in the first
four chapters, including 28 singular readings with no
known attestation, which are almost 2.5 times of all the
variants in the rest of the Gospel which are in total 24.

In addition, the character of his text seems to show a

25According to Kenyon, P45 has in total 117 agree-

ments with TR in Luke, and 170 disagreements with it.
See: Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri,fasc. 2,
pp. xiif.




103
slight difference in the chapters before 7, and in those
from 7 to 19, and in the rest of that Gospel. Therefore,
as in the commentary these three portions will be dis-

cussed separately.

A, Chapters 1-4,

There is no quotation from the chapters 5 and 6,
therefore the discussion of his text in this portion will
be restricted in the chavoters one to four. 1In these four
chapters Origen has 61 variants from TR, out of which 29
are his singular readings with no known attestation, leav-
ing 23 to be considered, as seen in the table I-2-b. The
table II-% indicates that both the Alexandrian and the
Caesarean have the same frequency in supporting him in
these variants with 13 plus 1 exclusive reading for each
text, followed by the Western with 10 plus 4 exclusive
readings.

The table IIT-2 reveals to us that there are the
total © readings in which he receives supports from a
smail group of MSS. Out of the 9 small-group readings,
the Western has 5, and the Caesarean has 4, while the Alex-
andrian has 3. Almost all of these 9 small-group readings
are covered by either Western or Caesarean, though these
texts notably never concur in supporting his text in

these small-group readings except once, or possibly
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twice, which happens in the reading which D supports
with 565, and in another reading which D supports with
990, a member of the family 1424, if this family can be
taken as a Caesarean witness. In addition, none of the
main Alexandrian MSS appears in this table. It can be
said, therefore, that these small-group readings of Origen
are not of the Alexandrian text, but of others.

The table V-2 reveals that D ranks at the top among
the other MSS with 13 agreements with Origen. This is
the seme feature of D which we have almost always observed
in the other parts of this study. It is 1.5 times more
than that of B, and almost twice as that of A, and more
than half of the total variants in these chavters. This

is unique. The ratios of the main MSS are as follows:

D 56.5%
B 34.7%
A, W 30.4%
L 26.4%
G) 21.7%
Fam 1, fam 13, 28, 565

: 17.%%
Ay £, Tam ]I

As to the disagreements of thHe MSS with Origen when
he agrees with TR, Origen has the total 29 agreements with

TR in this portion, out of which 2 are to be excluded from
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consideration: one seems to be the Byzantinization of his
text, and the other is a so-called Ty g(pg}\uugq;buov”26whi0h
is a merely euphonic change. After deducting these two

instances, the ratios of disagreement of the main MSS will

be as following:

W 11 out of the 27 about 40%
D 9 " 1" " " n 5 5%
B , T 8 1] n ] " n 29%
J-t . @’ fam 1 4 1 n n " " 14, 5%
fam 15 2 " " n " " 7 N 5%

Mhe ratio of D in this table is, at any rate, not
small. Rather, if it is compared with.its high ratio of
agreement with Origen, it seems to imply something beyond
that figure. Taking the result of the small-group readings
together into consideration, we may say that his text is
not Western, though somewhere it shows some unique Western
readings, This is in accordance with the table II-3 from
which it is noticed that the Alexandrian and the Caesarean
have greater degrees of frequency than the Western, if the
exclusive readings of each text are taken out from con-

sideration.

26Georg_e Benedict Winer, A Grammar of the Jdiom
of the New Testament, trans, and ed, J. Henry Thayer

{Tondon: Tribner and Co., 1877), v. 41,
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It seems fair to pay attention also to the agree-
nents of these WSS with Origen where he agrees with TR
against some important MSS and where the citation of the
witnesses for both supporting and opposing him is possible
in a critical apparatus. There are the total 29 agreements
of Origen with TR, out of which the 12 are such cases as
being possible to cite the witnesses for both supporting
and poosing him. One out of the 12 instances (1:76) seems
to indicate the Byzantinization of his text, therefore,
it should be taken out of our consideration. The following

is the list of the MSS in their frequency:

fam 1 10 out of the 11 99%%

fam 13 g m . m o 81.8%

c,©, D 7" " " 72.7%

a, A 6 ™ m mom 54 5%

L 5 n " " " 45.4%

= 4 v weeen 36,2%

B 2 " " " " 18.1%

If the attention is paid only to the ratio of B

which is very low, it might be. supposed that these agree-
ments of both TR and Origen are nothing but the Byzantini-
zation. However, if fam 1 and fam 13 are recognized as
the best authorities in Tuke, as referred to previously,

and if the Byzantine revisers have preserved the Caesarean
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element of © in its first half more than in tis latter parst,
and also if the fact is recalled which is related to the
relationship of A' with the Caesarean text, which is also
seen in this table by its position which is in the mid-way
bpetween the Caesarean groups and B, it is not safe to take
these agreements of Origen with TR as the Byzantinization,
Moreover, here is another thing to be observed. Fam 1 and
fam 13, both as the families and not by some members of
them, agree with each other in supporting Origen when he
agrees with TR against 2 and B: 2 times with @, and
once without ©, In a2ddition, fam 1, some members of
fam 1%, and & agree with him against 4 and B once; fam 13
and some members of fam 1 support him against & and B
once: these three (fam 1, fam 13, and & ) stand together
with U in supporting Origen against B, 4 times; fam 1
and fam 1% with /£ and B against ©, 2 times ( in other
words, fam 1 and fam 13 disagree with © whenever they
agree with ' and B in supporting Origen). In short,
the combination of fam 1 and fam 13, mostly as the entire
families, and of © agrees with Origen against /U and B at
least 7 times out of the total 11, and that without @ 1 time,
Is it possible that these 3 (by the numbers of the MSS
they are 17) have suffered from the Byzantinization in

the same places, in the same manners, and by the same
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words? Why did fam 1 and fam 13 exclude @ whenever they
support TR and Origen along with A4' and B, if their agree-
ments with TR and Origen in the above table should be
called Byzsntinization? Is it impossible to understand
this situation not as the Byzantinization, but as the
peculiarity of these MSS and as show the Caesarean readings?

The table IV-2 indicates that his text preferrs
C group than PC group (10 with C, and 7 with PC), which
is in accordarce with the ratios of MSS obtained from the
table V-~-2. However, this reflects only one side, because
this is concerned only with Origen's variants from TR.
If the discussion of his agreements with TR is meaningful,
the same procedure as done in the table IV-2 should be
done for his agreements with TR. Deducting the case of
Byzantinization, PC suvpnorts him 11 times whide C does
7 times, In totél, PC is preferred very slightly more:
than C (18 with PC and 17 with C). Among the PC group
fam 1 is better than fam 13.

It is noticed that his text has the affinity for U
more than for B, as observed from the table VI-2 and
from the similar table made from his agreements with TR.

P75 does not apnear in this portion at all, being
due to paucity both of Origen's quotations and of the

extant pOI'tiOIlS of that pavyrus. Pq's does not preserve

these chapters in Luke.
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Armenian version is good, while Palestinian Syriac

ils only fair; Bohairic version is poor and Sahidic version
is worse, Georgian version does not appear in the study
of this vortion.

The conclusion for this portion will be made sas

the following:

1. Origen's text of Luke in these chapters in his
homilies on Luke is Caesarean, having the affi-
nity for the pre-Caesarean more than for the
Caesarean proper,

2. Fam 1 is a good withess for his text, and is
better than fam 13,

3. Thogh it has not a few Western readings, it is
not Western.

4, Rather it has the affinity for the Alexandrian
more for the Western, with the slightly more
-affinity for - than for B.

The preference of his text for /U than for B is
in accordance with the conclusion 1 in the above,
but in the contrary to the conclusions concern- |
ing his text of other Gospels than Luke in his
homilies, where his text is always Alexandrian

and shows the same preference to both A' and B.

5. P*5 ang p7> do not help this study without
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concurrence with his text in this portion of
Luke.

©. The Armenian version is good, while the Palesti-
nian Syriac is only fair; the Bohairic is poor
and the Sahidic 1s worse.

7. Busebius and Cyril of Jerusalem are good. Though
Cyril of Jerusalem has the highest ratio in
supvorting Origen without any disagreement with
Origen, he appears only once in Origen's variants
from the TR, and also appears only once sup-

vorting Origen in his agreement with the TR.

B. Chavters 7 -~ 19,

In these chapters Origen makes 21 variants, out of
which 8 are his singular readings with no known attestation,
leaving 13 to be considered.

From the table II-%3 it is known that in this por-
tion the Alexandrian supports his variants 6 times; the
Caesarean 8 times, including 2 exclusive readings; the
Western 3 times: and Byzantine 4 times. The Caesarean
and the Alexandrian are far better than other two texts.

The citation of witnesses for both Origen and TR, when
they agree, was not available. On the other hand, the

disagreements of each text-type with both Origen and TR
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are counted as follows: the Alexandrian, 4 (out of which
1 is exclusively by that text); the Caesarean, 3 ( 1 is
exclusively by that text): Western, O; the Byzantine, 3,
The Western, though it has no disagreement, cannot claim
to be the best witness to him, if its low ratio of agree-
ment with him in his variants from the TR taken into con-
sideration, Regarding t*e relationship of his text with
the Alexandrian and the Caesarean, further observations
should be made before reaching the conclusion.

The table III-2 reveals that Origen has 7 small-

group-readings, out of which 2 are only by versions, Out

=

of the rest 5 readings 2 are by the Alexandrian (B and P75);

4 by the Cazesarean (all but one by PC group); 1 by the
Western (only by versions), by the Byzantine, and by an
urn-classified wiSnsss which can be taken as Caesarean,

s to the small-group-readings by the Caesarean, 3 are by
the PC group, ocut of wzaich 2 are by PAS. However, P4Sis
said to have the highest affinity for B in its variants
from the TR in Luke, next for L, and only by as half times
as for B it has affinity for fam 1 which stands at the top

among other Caesarean witresses in supporting that papyrus.

27Cf. The chart in Xenyon's Chester Beatty Biblical
Papyri, fac. 2, Op. Xvi-xvii.

27
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A4 45

Kenyon, the editor of P'7, says:

Its closest affinity [ in Tuke ]| is with the Neutral
text, notably with B and I rather than X ; D is rather
further away, but all these are distinctly nearer than
AWe famm. 1, 13. The papyrus text can therefore be
defined as about equidistant between 'Neutral' and
'Western,' with a slight leaning to the former, and
without the pecuééar readings specially associated
with the latter.

Tasker, concluding that P45 is akin to, though not
identical with, that found in members of fam ©, yet con-
fessed that "in the case of a large number of the Chester
Beatty readings in Luke we simply do not know whether or
no they stood in the Caesarean text."29 That Pq'5 stands
with B and P75, the so-called proto-Alexandrian, is noticed
also from the table III-2, Here we may be safe to say
that these small-group-readings are rather of the Alexandrian
character than of the Caesarean character,

In accordance with this, the table V-2 shows that
B stands at the top among all MSS supporting him with 7
which means that B supports him in more than half of the
total 13 corrected variants; followed only by other two
45

Alexandrian MSS, SU and L, with 4. Fam 1 and P stand

together at the third place with 3. © in the fourth with

2. TFam 1% does not appear at all as the family, but as

287pid., p. xvi.

29Tasker, "The Chester Beatty Papyrus and the
Caesarean Text of Luke," HTR, XXIX (1936), p. 345.
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Some members of it., 2 out of 3 agreements of P' are those
referred to previously. Therefore, this table also seems
to zive an irpression that the variants in these chapters
are of the Alexandrian thazn of the Caesarean.

This situation will be noticed more clearly if the
chart IT-2 is reviewed with an attention vaid to what MSS are
opvosed to Origen when he differs from the TR, No main
Alexsndérian MSS appear at all, but only C, A, and 33,

On the other hand, from the Caesarean text we have fam 13,
© , and one member of fam 1, and two versions (syrpal and
arm, once for each). These are the instances listed in

the places where we can have witnesses for both readings,
of agreement and of disagreement, which seem fair to be
taken into consideration., If all the instances of dis-
agreements of these MSS should be taken into consideration,
the fregquency of the Caesarean text becomes far greater,
while from the Alexandrian only B and Z are added (once
for each).

Regarding the relationship of A and B, the table
VI indicates that X stands with B together 4 times and
never supnorts Origen against B, while B does as much as
3 against ;' . This also testifies the Alexandrian cha-

racter of this portion of his text.

Therefore, the conclusion can be drawn as follows:

1. This portion of his text of Luke in his homilies
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on Twke is clearly Alexandrian,

2. It has the affinity more for B than for JU .

5. Among the Caesarean groups, the PC is more pre-
ferred than the C; among the PC, fam 1 is far
more preferred than fam 13 is, Fam 1 is almost
as good as /.,

4. The Bohairic version is slightly better than
the Armenian., The Georgian version does not
appear in this study. The Palestinian Syriac
is only fair,

5. None of fathers of these two texts (Alxandrian
and Caesarean) appears, except Cyril of Jerusa-

lem who appears once in supporting his text,

C. Chapters 20ff,

Origen has 3 variants from the TR in these chapters,
having no singular reading and leaving all to be considered.

In these 3 varitants he receives the supports from
the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Byzantine, but never
from the Caesarean except once by Eusebius, The Alexandrian
has 1 agreement, the Western 2 (1 out of which is the
exclusive reading to that text), and the Byzantine 1 ex-
clusive reading.

The table III-2 reveals that 2 out of these 3

variants are small-group-readings; 1 out of the 2 small=-
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group-readings is by Western only, the other instance is
by & Byzantine ¥3 (W) with along 2 members of fam 1424 by
Streeter and with sone unclassifed minuscule MSS.

As to the citation of the ¥SS which disagree with
his text, we have only one instance possible to cite the
witnesses both for agreement with and disagreement with
his text. Therefore, no discussion should be made in this
iine. In the instance above, L and A (both Alexandrian),
@ and fam 1 (both Caesarean), and some Byzantine MSS are
listed as opoosed to his text,

The total amount of variants is too small to dis-‘
cuss the accurate character of his text in this portion..
However, the following procedures may be right.

1. Out of these 3 variants the reading supvorted

only by W and 7 other unclassifed minuscule

MSS may be taken out from consideration,

though this is a small-grouo-reading to

give a certain clue for finding his text's

type.

The codex W is the ¥S which is most

oftenly opposed to Origen's text when the

codex belongs to the Alexandrian text-type,3o

disagreeing with him 11 times even in the

3OThe codex W has the Alexandrian character in
T, 1:1 - 8:12, and in Jn, 5: 12- 21:25.
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first four chapters of Luke which is as
much as that of the codex B in the entire
book of this Gospel. Yet, it has no dis-
agreement with him after changing its text-

type to the Byzantine.31

However, in agree-
ing with him, it always stands with Alexan-
drian MSS as well as with Byzantine MSS.
Therefore, it seems very strange that W is
the only one uncial MS in supporting him
in the variant in 21:35, It seems, there-
fore, much safer to exclude, than to include,
this reading from consideration.

2. D ranks at the top in supporting him in these
variants. This is, however, not a surprise
to us, because, in our previous observation,
D has so often shown the high ratio of
support, yet also the high ratio of dis-
agreement, too, This has been uniqueness
of D's relation to Origen observed in this
study. Therefore, we cannot make a state-
ment, unless there are more proofs strong

enough to testify it, that his text in this

BlIn Tuke 8: 13 through the end of that Gospel,
W is Byzantine.
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vortion is of the Western character.

As to the Caesarean, the main authorites 5f

that text for this Gospel (Luke) stand
together agzinst Origen, in 2%:21, agreeing
with TR, Other two MSS and one version

32

omit this reading. In addition, Crigen
adopts the same reading rot only in his
homilies but also in his commentary.
Therefore, regardless which is the true
Caesarean reading, the omission reading

or the reading by fam 1 and others, the
reading of Origen in 23:21 is not Caesarean.
main Alexandrian MSS, ' B P75 and T, support
his reading, though L and A are against,
which appears also in his commentary as
menioned in the above. A is said as be
Byzantine in other Gospels than Mark,35
though L is a good witness for the Alexan-

drian text.54 Therefore, this reading of

Origen (23:21) can be taken as Alexandrian.

32?.ESS 157 and 1604, the Armenian version.

53Metzger, Text, p. 58,

3%151d., p. Sh.
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The definite conclusion, of course, can not be
exovected from such restricted data as these, but it may

be safely said that his text in this portion is Alexandrian,
D. Summary.

To give a summary of discussions done separately on

each portion of Iuke seems reasonable,

1. His text of Luke which he used in his homilies
on Luke has two different text-types. 1In
the first 4 chapters it is of the Caesarean
(more precisely pre-Caesarean), but in the
remaining chapters it demonstrates the
Alexandrian character,

2. Regarding the Alexandrian, /' is better than B
in the first portion, corresponding to the
text-type of his text in that portion; in
the second portion, B has more affinity for
it than & has; in the last portion, they
are equal,

3. Among the Caesarean groups, the PC is preferred
more than the C is, Among the PC, fam 1 is
better than fam 13.

4. As to the versions, the Armenian version is

good in the first two portions.
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5. A question will be raised regarding the change
of the text-type. As we have previously ob-

served his text used in his homilies has been

constantly Alexandrian throughout all the Go-

spels except the first 4 chapters of Luke where

it is of the Caesarean. How does this change
occur? How can we explain it?
It is obvious that it does not mean that

Origen preached starting with Matthew using

a MS or MSS of the Alexandrian text-type through

Mark, and at the beginning of Luke he changed
his text temporarily to that of the Caesarean,
but later resumed it again to the Alexandrian
after the fourth chapter of Luke, and con-

tinued to use it through John. Because, all

the quotations discussed previously regarding

each Gospel are scattered in his entire homilies

on TLuke.

Whether or no it means that the text he
used had originally the Alexandrian character
throughout the Gospels except the first 4
chanters where it was of the pre-Caesarean, is
not certain,

There is another way to aporoach to this
problem, It is from the time- and/or place-

difference of his preachings which might
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have caused him to change his text-type.
This problem will be discussed further

in the next chapter in which the general

conclusion will be attempted.



CHAPTER VI
GENERAL CONCLUSION

In addition to the conclusions which have been
stated at the end of each Gospel (each section, in Luke),
some general deduction may be drawn concerning Origen's
text of Gospels, with some additonal discussions.

As far as the discussions on the Caesarean text in
other Gospels than Mark are concerned, they can not be
understood as completely final, because the Caesarean text
in other Gospels than Mark has not yet been established
definitely. Also the witnesses to that text have suffered
more or less from Byzantinization in different portions
with different proportions, which has made this study

complicated.

The type of his text., The fact that his text has

proved to have almost constantly the same textual characters
is of considerable interest. 1In his commentary his text

is always Caesarean (more precisely pre-Caesarean, except

in Mark where PC and C are equally preferred) except the
last five chapters of Luke in which it is a combination

of pre-Caesarean and Alexandrian. On the other hand, in

his homilies it is always Alexandrian except the first &4

chapters of Luke where it is Caesarean (more precisely



pre~Caesarean).l

Why two text-types? Why did he use the different

text-types almost constantly: the Alexandrian in his ho-
milies and the Caesarean (more precisely pre-Caesarean) in
his commentary? The present writer is not prepared to
discuss this matter in detail without enough materials
available to him to lead this discussion to a final settle-
ment with historical and literal evidences.

However, if Streeter and his revisers' theory of
Origen's usage of different texts according to his different
residences is right, and if that his commentary on Luke
was composed as a supplementary work to his commentary on
Matthew, as Rauer holds,2 is right, there is a possible
answer to expolain why he used the Caesarean text (more
precisely pre-Caesarean) in his commentary.

It is said that he wrote Commentary on Matthew 1in

A.D. 244, or not later than 249, Therefore, the date of
the commentary on Luke is not earlier than 244 which is
12 years later after his settlement at Caesarea in 232.
At that time Origen must have been using the Caesarean

text. Among the Caesarean groups, he seems to have pre-

lA conclusion cannot be made in John in his homilies,

2Max Rauer, Origenes Werke, p. XX.
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ferred the pre-Caesarean group. This has been observed
throxghout this study except in Mark in which our data are
very small and limited.

Regarding the fact which indicates that Origen used
different text-tvpes in the last section of Luke in his
commentary, no definite answer is prepared yet. Suffice
to say that it is a combination of both the Alexandrian
and the Caesarean (PC).

In respect of the homilies, however, the date has
not been determined yet. As we observed previously, it
devends uvon how to interpret FEusebius' statement. There
is, hcwever, another approach to find a clue to explain
why his text has two different text-types in his homilies,
An observation was made for this purpose, analysing the
sources of the quotations, the homilies which include them,
and their text—-types. The following is the result summa-

rized briefly.

Homilies Text-types Sources

I-1IX PC Tuke T

X PC + A Luke I + II
XI ———— Matt., Luke II
XITI - XVITT A + PC Luke I

XIX —QO— Matt., Luke I

XX A Matt. (+ Luke I)
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XTI - XXVII PC > A Luke I
XXVIITI to
the end A Matt., Mark, ILuke
IT + IIT.

(¥XXVIII & XXXII in-
clude Luke I, t00.)

In brief, the homilies which include the quotations
from the first section of Luke belong to the first two
thirds of his homilies, and in these homilies his text
shows somewhat Caesarean (PC) more than Alexandrian, Does
this mean that the first two thirds of his homilies were
delivered after his permanent settlement at Caesarea, while
the others were delivered either in Alexandria or in Cae-
sarea during his temporary stay?

If Streeter's revised theory should be applied here,
there will be at least two possibilities to give an expla-
nation to the question why his text of homilies has two
different types.

1. He started to preach at the last one third of
his homilies on Luke at Alexandria, then the
rest of them he preached at Caesarea after his
permenent settlement.

2. Or, he started to preach at the last one third
of his homilies on Tuke during his temporary
stay at Caesarea, and the rest of them he
preached at Caesarea after he moved there

nermanently.
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If R. M. Grant's view5should be taken, the answer
will be the same as the first one in the above,

The attemot to discuss this issue further, however,
is to be avoided without enough materials provided.
Regarding the changes of the text-types in his commentary
and homilies, therefore, sufiice to say at the present time
that nis text-type is different in commentary and homilies:
in the former, it is Caesarean (PC), and in the latter, it
is Alexandrian, although in each a slight exchange, at -one
vlace and no more than once, is observed,

His text and the family 1. DNevertheless, one thing

vhich is very notable in this study is the relationship
between his text and the family 1.
As vreviously referred to, X. W. Kim concluded that

Origern's text in his Commentary on Matthew is a distinct

text-tyoe which is represented by MSS 1 and 1582, and that
Origen used this type of text in his homilies on TLuke, too.4
Tithout any prejudice the present writer has done this
study, and came to the same cornclusion that his text has

the very close affinity for the family 1, especially for the

codex 1. Regarding the ™S 1582, however, the critical

5Grant, Earliest Lives of Jesus, p. 52.

4Kim, "The %“aztthean Text of Origen in his Commentary
on Matthew," JBL, LXXVIIT (1949), p. 135.
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apparatuses cite it only in a few instances so that the
writer is afraid to say anything definite concerning its
relationship to Origen's text. HOwever, among many un-
classified M885 which have been cited in this study from
the critical apparatuses this is one of the MSS which are
most notable because of their high frequency in agreeing
with him, The MS 1582, however, is not the best one among
them, as far as the citations from the critical apparatuses
are concerned. There are 8 unclassified MSS which have
comvaratively high fregquency in agreement with him.6
Among these MSS, 22, 6560, 1194, 1229 (the last 3 MSS are
in the commentary), and 1574 seem to show better affinity
than 1582 does. However, this is the result only from
the citations in the critical apparatuses, and it is so
often observed that the citations of any critical apparatus,
even that of Legg7, are not conclusive, especially in the
case of the cursive MSS. Therefore, it is much safer to

avoid a definite conclusion regarding the relationship of

the MS 1582 to Origen's text.

5M’ore than 300.

Orhese WSS are: 22 21% 660 1194 1229 1574 1582 1675.
Two of them (i.e. 1194 1675) are members of fam 1424.

7For example, he says, "Uncs. rell. Minusc. pler.”
in Matt. 9: 12 for eumev avtoug, and "al, pler." in Matt.

14:22 for nvaynaoev o Inoovg.
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His text and the MSS with "Jerusalem Colophon."

Among the dozen of MSS which have so-called "Jerusalen

colOphon,"8

the MSS 157, 565, and 1071 are good witnesses
to Origen, though in different places. Especially, 565
is most akin to his text of Mark in his commentary.
Nevertheless, we do not have evidences strong enough to
conclude that the MSS which have the "Jerusalem colophon”

have a good affinity for Origen's text.

His dext and B, U . The relationship of A' and B

to Origen is in accordance with our conclusions, namely,
wherever his text has the Caesarean character more than
Alexandrian, /& is closer to his text than B is; on the
other hand, wherever his text shows the affinity for the
Alexandrian text more than for the CaeSarean text, B is
either closer to his text than A is, or is on equality
with .U, 1In short, therefore, we may be able to say that
his text has more affinity for A' than for B.

His text and its peculiar Western readings. Origen's

readings are sometimes, as Streeter pointed outg, supported
by D against most other MSS, and are thus distinctively
Western. Some of these examples are : Luke 1:26, ©4; 2:8,

26: 3:17: 8:27; 14:19; 18:20; 20: 25; 22:27; Matt. 5:44;

8These MSS are: 157 164 215 262 300 %76 428 565 686
918 1071 1604.

5 s oy )
Streeter,_ "Qrigen, 7! and the Caesarean Text," JTS
XXXVI (1935), . 179. ’ " T8,
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10:42. 1In these instances his readings are supported
almost only by D exclusively. In both of the commentary
and the homilies D ranks at the top among the MSS by its
highest frequency of supporting Origen, except in the
second section of Iuke, Matt.,, and Mark (all in the ho-
milies). Nevertheless, it is impossible to conclude that
Origen's text has the affinity most closely to the Western,
especially for D. Because it is also D that has the highest
ratio of disagreement with him., For example, in Luke it
has at least the total 72 disagreements which is one third
more than that of B which ranks next to D in the ratio of
the disagreement in the commentary.

This unique phenomenén, therefore, should be inter-
preted in another way. Xenyon noticed not a small re-

45

lationship between P and D, and estimated these peculiar

Western readings not to be geographically Western but to
be chronologically early readings which did not find a

place in B but which, in varying degrees, are preserved

10

in Western, Syrian, or Caesarean authorities, He made

a similar statement in another place, too.11

10Kenyon, Chester Reatty Papyri, facs. 2. pp. xiif,
xviff, and xviiif.

1l1pid., facs. 3, b. xvii.
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As referred to previously, Burkitt, according to

Metzger,12

illustrates three examnles to show that some-
where in 0ld Syriac versions the more original readings
are preserved., If the re-citation of these examples may
be made, they are evbonia (Luke 2:14), gpLgroy (Iuke 14:15),
and avaBonoag (Mark 15:8). Out of these three, the first
two are found in Origen's text.

Taking these into consideration, we may conclude
that these unique Western readings found in his text are
not due to the Western character of his text, but rather

reflect the more original readings.

His text and the versions. As to the versions,

the Georgian version is good in Matthew and Mark, but

poor in Tmke, while the Armenian version is good in Luke
though poor in other Gosvels. The Palestinian Syriac
version is poor. Among the Coptic versions, the Bohairic
version is better than the Sahidic version. This relation
of his text with the versions is observed in both the
commentary and the homilies,

His text and the pre-Caesarean. It has been observed

throughout this study that his text has a close affinity

12F. C. Burkitt, Evangelion de-Mepharreshe, II
(Cambridge, 1904), p. 2247, cited by Bruce M. Metzger,

History, o. 37.
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for the family 1, especially for the codex 1, which be-
longs to the pre-Caesarean group. In general, his text
has shown a close affinity for the pre-Caesarean group,
even when his text was estimated to be Alexandrian it
showed a good affinity for the pre-Caesarean group, too,

The pre-Caesarean group is said to have a relation-

ship to the region of Fayum of Egypt.13 How could he get
this? Avuso says:

Now it does not seem probable to me that in one
single city there exist two different texts at the
same time, At ;East I do not know any parallel cases
existed . . . .7

If so, how could Origen, who lived in Alexandria

eand in Caesarea, but never in the center region of Egypt,
obtain this text-type which is ascribed to that region?
Ayuso suggests that he could have known that text-type in
his trip, or he could have known it before by a private
or professional way while he was still in Alexan&rig, not
because it was in use in Alexandria but because of his
critical svirit, i. e. he wanted to have such a text-type

15

as was used in other region of Egypt.

15Kenyon, Chester Beatty Papyri, facs. 1, p. 5;
Ayusoc, "iTexto Cesarlense O Precesariense?" Biblica, XVI
(1935, o. 374; Metzger, History, p. 62; Greenlee, Cyril
of Jerusalem, DD. 1% and §§T““z —

%) yuso, ibid.,p. 374

1pia., p. 377.
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It is not impossible to suppose that communications
between the upper and the lower regions of Egypt existed
éven in the time of Origen, and that he might have known
this text-type through such communications.

More probably, however, he might have known it by
his trips, as he is said to have discovered in a wine Jjar
at Jericho during his journey to Palestine (in A.D, 216)

a translation of the 0ld Testament (Presumably the editio

16 The fact

Quinta) which he embodied later in his Hexapla,
is known to us that he had visited twice, at least, the
Roman province of Arabia before he left Alexandria forever:
once for the heathen, as requested by the governor of that
province, and in A,D. 215 for the heretics.l7 The courses
he took are uncertain, Yet, if we take into consideration
the three points, namely Alexandria, Fayum, and Arabia,

and also two channels (one by the Nile, and the other by

a traditional route from the Fayum region to Arabia), there

seem to be some assumptions to explain this question.

16Fairweather, Origen and Greek Patristic Theology,.

p. 50 and the foot-note; Fusebius, &, H., VI, XVi,

17, , .
Fairweather, ibid., p. 49; George H. Dryer, Histor
of the Christian Chuch, Vol. 1 (Cincinnati: Jennings %

Pye, ‘1896). p. 134.
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There are other factors which seem necessary to be
considered together. A is known to have a uniqgue character
among the Alexandrian authorities, having a closer relation
to the Caesarean text. Streeter made a hypothesis that
the "Western" and "Alexandrian" mixture which Hort detected
in X is, at least in part, due to an ancestor of U having
been crossed with a S of the Caesarean text.18 The codex
A was found at Mt., Sinai, Take, the editor of Codex 1

T the Gospels and its Allies, discovered later that this

—

codex used the same arrangement of symbols for the evan-
gelists as Anastasius of Sinai did.19 Lake and Blake who
recognized the Coptic hand in the codex © and its close
relationship with a region of Coptic language, related
this codex to Mt. Sinai, saying:

Now the occurence of an adscription in Coptic, a
language but little known outside of Egypt, naturally
causes us to look to Sinai rather than Palestine as
the place whence our codex [©® ] takes its origin.
Accordingly it would seem that the almost unigque com-
bination in a single codex of Greek, Georgian, and
Covtic elements, Taken together with the paleaeo-
gropnical testimony, makes2ét possible to localize the

-~ i L !

Koridethi MS on Mt, Sinai.

L4

188treeter, "Origen, ;U and the Caesarean Text,"
JTS, XXXVI, D. 180.

19a%e and Blake, "0" HTR, XVI (1923), p. 204.

201p34., . 283.

v
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This Mt. Sinai is located in the so-called Roman
province of Arabia. It is of a great interest that the
codices lzter than Origen, which are known to have the
close relation to the Caesarean text or to belong to that
text, are said to have the common origin geographically,

and that Origen, whose text shows a very good affinity

i~

or that text, travelled that area more than once. It is
not difficult to suppose that there was a deep relationship
between him and this area, It was only by the bishops of
Palestine, Arabia, Phoenicia, and Greece that the sentence
of ex-communication of Origen by the synod of bishops of
Alexandria was entirely disregarded.

The quest of the origin of the Caesarean text (its
form: a recension or a textual process; its place; its time;
its author(s), if any) are beyond the intention of this
study. It seems enough to recosnize that there is a close
relation between him and the pre-Caesarean text and that
there is in no small degree a relation between him and the
regions of Fayum, Roman province of Arabia, and Palestine
which have some relation to the Caessrean text,

General conclusion. In closing this study the

general conclusion may be drawn as follows:
The Gospel text of Origen in his homilies and

commentary on Luke has the same textual characters con-
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stantly: in his commentary it is always Caesarean (more
precisely pre-~-Caesarean, except in Mark where PC and C are
equally preferred) except the last five chapters of Luke
in which it is a combination of Alexandrian and pre-Cae-
sarean; in his homilies it is always Alexandrian except
the first 4 chapters of Luke where it is Caesarean (more
vrecisely pre~Caesarean). His text has a strong relation
to the pre-Caesarean; this was observed even where his
text was evaluated as Alexandrian, It has a good affinity
for the family 1, especially for the codex 1. He might
have used the ancestor of the family 1 in general as the

basic text, referring to also the local texts,
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(69 124 174 230
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R X seven uncials and very many
others.

4 16 348 472 1012 1047 1093 1187
1200 1216

1396 syr®

C
c® x B 21 47 50 213 # 246

R W®

W X 229 1354

16 1579

XA 213 251 38 485 661 713 716
990 1194 1279 1396 142k 1675
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10: 1

10: 9
10:10

10:19

10322

10:24

10:27

£158

£159

£164

f162

£165
£166

epbourpcovta ] add bvo

] add padmrag
TR et Or cum

nyYiney ] nyyioey

sexovrar (TR ) ] SeEawvtal

616wpt (TR ) cum

eav (TR ) cum
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BovAnTai ] BovAetai
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}om e
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)
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PP BT
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eZ oane ¢ yoxne (TR ) ] om
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c A
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Ne fam 1
fam ge
Eus

P“5 N® fam
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fam 13(exc
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fam 13(69)
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fam 13(69)

N® fam 1(118)
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D gclxr® pg M R 1047 Adam Epiph Homil-Clem
syr »%
7 267 945
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D 713
D syr® Ir AT fam I (exc ce W ‘syrh’P-
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1780)
AA X W
H
e f vg syr® ATA fam IX(exc X syrh’p
Tert 1478) go
ef vg syrc ATA famTI( exc X syrh’p
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10:27

£175,
£176

£175,
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11: 3 f181

11: 5

¢Z odn¢ wng toxvod ( TR ) cum CA

eE ow¢ wn¢ Siavoiac ( TR )
] om

) TR cum Ca

o ev toi¢ ovpavoig ( TR )eum CZAY bo

Pzé'fc A 1241
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N® fam 1(118)
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Ne fam 1(118)
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fam 13
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700
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e
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fam 1
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P
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X Byrh’p
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fam 71 (exc 652 1780) syr2Z€sP

AT fam I1
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11: 7

11:24

11326

11:27

11333

11:34

11:34

11135

11336

12319

£182
£185

£185

£165

£186
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1 Yoy
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TR et Or cum
paotol ] pactos
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MARK
VERSE REF. for VARIA NTS ALEXANDRIAN CAESAREAN
ORIGEN
12:23 ooy ( TR ) 1'p avactace: 892 sa W oz fam 1
28 700 1071
arm
TR cum 33 579 fam 13(124 543)
otav avactwoiv { TR ) cum @ fam 1 fam

13(13 69 124)
28 157 700 1071

arm geo
12123 XXIX ety % A 579
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] eotw
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VERSE
ORIGEN
XXVIII
XXVIII
XXVIII

XXVIII

l1:2

l1:3
1 :18

XViI
4 : 8

10:34 XIII

18:10 XXXV

REF. for
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%II%N_E—EE REF. for VARIANTS ALEXANDRIAN CAESAREAN
ORIGEN
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VERSE

1 :43
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TR et Or cum

ALEXANDRIAN

2B
CLAE

4 579 1241
bo

ABCLg

C 1241

BLz 579
AC
W sa

ca

P’ BIW 579

A C
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2 49

2 3151

XIv
XIv
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TABLE I - 1 235

NUMBERS OF ORIGEN'S QUOTATIONS

Book In Commentary In Homilies Total
Matt 33 20 53
Mark 13 1 14
Luke 261 131 392
John 26 6 32
Acts 4 1 5
Rom 16 4 20
I Cor 22 6 28
IT Cor 6 2 8
Gal 3 4 7
Eph 4 1

Phil 5 6 11
Col 6 6 12
I Thess 2 0 2
IT Thess 1 0 1
I Tim 4 0 4
II Tim 3 0 3
Heb 5 1 6
Jas 1 0 1
I Pet 4 1 5
1 John 7 Y 7
Rev 1 1 2
Total 427 191 618

* The figures indicate the numbers of verses quoted.,
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ORIGEN'S SINGULAR READINGS
AND
HIS AGREEMENTS AND DISAGREEMENTS
WITH THE T. R.
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TABLE I - 2

ORIGEN'S SINGULAR READINGS AND
HIS AGREEMENTS AND DISAGREEMENTS WITH THE T. R.

A. In Commentary.

Book Singular With Against
Luke: Chaps.
1- 6 56 39 22
7-19 30 60 58
20 ff. 5 10 5
Total 90 109 85
Matthew 9 23 >
Mark 4 15 10
John 1 4 o)

B, In Homilies.

Luke: Chaps,

1- 6 29 29 23
7-19 8 5 13
20 ff, 0] 0 .
Total 27 34 39
Matthew 6 9 5
Mark 0 3 2

John 0 4 0
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COMBINATION OF TEXTS
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TABLE II

COMBINATION OF TEXTS

1. Variants from the T. R. in the commentary.

Book ACWB ACW ACB AWB AC AW AB CW CB WB ACWB
Tuke:

1-6 2 5 2 2 4 1 2
7-19 10 3 9 6 1l 1 5 277 1
20ff 1 1 1
Totsl 12 4 14 8 4 1 2 5 78 101
Matt. 1 2 2
Mark 1 1 1 5 2

John 1

2. Witnesses which support both the T.R, and Origen in

the commentary.

Tuke:
1-6 11 7 1 1
7-.19 2 12 1 1
20ff 2
Total 13 21 1 2 1
Matt. 1 7 2
Mark 1 2 1
John 5 3

NOTE: The abbreviations for the combinations of texts
should be read as follows: ACWB stands for the combination
of the texts of the Alexandrian, the Caesarean, the Western,
and the Byzantine; AC for the combination of the Alexandrian
and the Caesarean; etc,
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TABLE II (continued)

Variants from the T. R. in the homilies.

Book ACWB ACW ACB AWB AC AW AB CW CB WB ACWB
Luke:
1-6 6 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 114
719 2 2 2 2
19ff 1 11
Total 8 2 3 4 2 1 1 1 1351
Matt. 1 ‘ 1 1 1
Mark 1 1

John (Impossible to make this table.)

Witnesses which support both the T,R., and Origen in
the homilies,

Luke:
1-6 only.
5 3 2
Matt, 1

Variants from both the T.R. and Origen where they agree

in the commentary.

Tuke:

1-6 2 3 2 1 1 %23
7-19 3 3 3 2 31 4 1 4 7 9
20ff 1 3 11
Total 3 5 6 4 4 1 5 1 1 109 131
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6. Variants from both the T.,R, and Origen where they agree

in the homilies.

Book ACWB ACW ACB AC AW AB CB A C W B
Luke
1-6 3 6 4 3 7 4 1
7-19 2 1 1 1
Total 3 8 4 3 1 8 1 4 1
Matt, 1l 1
Mark 1 1
John 1 1

7. Witnesses which suvport the T,R, where it differs from
Origen in the Commentary.

Book ACWB ACB AWB AC AB CB A C W B
Luke:
1-6 2 2 1 1
7-19 7 17 2 1 1 2
20ff 2 2
Total 11 21 1 2 1 2 2

8., Witnesses which support the T.R. where it differes from
Origen in the homilies.

Tuke:
1-6 2
7-19
20ff

ol P
-

Total 2

Mark 1 1
NOTE: The figures in 2, 4 and the following are
gained from the charts only, Therefore, they should be
recognized not to be conclusive as far as they are listed
in the charts under a certain condition, Cf. the text, p.



TABLE III
READINGS SUPPORTED BY
ONE SINGLE MS OR SMALL GROUP OF MSS



TABLE III

READINGS SUPPORTED

BY
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ONE SINGLE MS OR SMALL GROUP OF MSS

1. Commentary.

Book Verse T. R. Qrigen
Mark 5:34 vynoye TOPEVOV

6: 7 mNPEXTO QUTOUC ATO-
oteMAeLv ] aneotelAev

dvo dvo ] ava dSvo

nat €8L6ov] Soug

9:28 ennpwtwyv ] NPWTWV

10:21 d& ] om

thal number:

With Caesarean supvorts

Alex,

Caes., West,

Byz.

With Western supports

Matt. 2: 6 €u OOV ] € ov
S:44  nal ] om
10:42 motnpiov ] add wvbdatog

Total number:

ONE
565 700

565 D syr®

565 D
565 %Some
old
Latin)
fam 4 D
(exc,
118) 28
W
& + pre-Caes. 3
C. 5
Misc, 1
4 D 4

A C 565 D

sa

D it

vg syr ’

With Alexandrian suvnorts 2

With Caesarean support

With Western supvort

1 ()

3



TABLE III (continued)

21

Book verse T. R, Origen Alex., Caes, West. Byz.
Tuke; Chaps. 1 - 6
1:11  ayyehog 0 ayyehog £13(543)
29 Odietapaxdn eTapayxdn 565 D
42  yuvvaiEl YUV LE LV g e f13 f.II
56 epeLve EMELVEV ) © f£f.II (exc.
2:24 eiLpnuevov YEYPAUREVOV syrsit 1346)
25 1dov om N D
26 autw om bo Diit
HEXPMUAT LOPLEVOV
HEXPNPATLOLEVOG bo D it
RPLV T EWG OV syrpal syrc
4: 5 oiwnovpevng Yng w arm
5:27 ovopxTtt HXOVLEVOV c 157

Total number:

be taken out from the consideration.

With Alexandrian supports 5
With Caesarean supports )
With Western supports 6

Luke: Chaps. 7-19,
8:16 HXAURTEL HAAUQ L
27 OoLHLa O LHW
%2 ENEL om
39 @cog

Inoovg

Cy

Two readings (1l:42, 1:56) can

PC 1
C 1
Misc 3
D 4
it 3
syr 2
157
D

579 bo fl(exc,
rAlex

131)
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TABLE III - 1 (continued)

T. R. Origen

8:43%

9:34

45

10:24

27

11: 9

10
12:18

20
37

53

14:13
19

20
18:20

LATPOUG TPOTAVAAWOXKO
oAov Tov BiLov ] om

EYEVETO ] om
HoLL ] om
avTov 1 a enepwtnoal

HaL BaolAelg ] om
€€ oAnc Tnc napdLag]
EV OAT HupPdLa
LNTELTE HXL supnosté}
om

Yop ] om
TOUTO TOLTOW | om
oL1odopnow | ToLNow
0PPWV ] appov
EVPTOEL ] evpn

xuTn r;/' ] om

TTWYOUG Jadd  ua
EXE ME TP TNHEVOV
ot 5L TOUTO OV
dvvapatl eAbeLv
ETEPOG Jadd o
k1 HOLXEVONG ]
OV UOLXEVOELG

Alex, Caes. West. Byz.

8
arm syr
pal
RY%00
1604
N 700
1604
13  vg
{exc.
174 230)
565 1071
D Tert
£ 1(
exc.
118)
157
syrc
(683=u§f'
syrc classified)
D i ,
£1 Syrg’s
D it Ir
ClemAlex

Eus £ Tert

1604 Q
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TABLE III -1 (continued)

Book Verse T, R. Origen Alex. Caes, West. Byz.
18:20. un g@ovevong |
OV QOVEVOELCG D
19:43 mepLBarovaiv ]
TAPERBAAOVTLV ;égL Eus

Total Number: One reading (11:10) can be

taken out from the consideration, it is supported only

by one MS which never appears again in the entire scope

of this study, and also this is an omission of a conjunction.
Therefore, the toal numbersin this section are as follows;

With Alexandrian supports 4

With :Caesarean supvoorts 12 : PC 4
C 4
Mis 8

With Western supports 12

With Byzantine supports 1

Tuke: Chaps. 20ff.

22:27 vpwv ] add OVX WG O V-

HELUEVOC OAAN D
2%:46 mopabnoopat ] mopo-
TLONRL 5%9 SQQ f1 D
on:%32 ev npwv ] om p’’ B D vg
syr

Total number:

With Alexandrian supports 2
With Caesarean support 1 (PC)
With Western supports 3



2. Homilies.

Book Verse

Mark (None)

Matt., 1: 2

4:10
10: 34

18:10
23:38

T. R.
561' ] om
Yop ] om
stpnvnvej

add emyv Tnv Ynv
Rov ] om
epnpog Jom

Total number:

TABLE III (continued)

Origen

Alex, Caes., West. Byz.

With Alexandrian supports
With Caesarean supports
With Western supports
With Byzantine support

Luke: Chaps, 1-4.

1:15
16

26 1 ovopo NalZopeT ] om
29 6ieTapaxBn | eTapaxdn

en MOLALGG [EV TN HOWALX W
] mpog

ETL

f13( syr®’S

vg Ter

346)
SyI,'paml
Ir
syr
Ir
syr

2

1

5

1
syrpal
£1(
exc.
118 209)
565

D
565
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TABLE III - 2 (continued)

Book Verse T. R. Origen Alex. Caes. West., Byz.
1:43 eABn 1 p wov (syr®
1675)=Uncl,
57 avtnv 1 om (998) =Uncl.
63 €e0TL ] eotLv E @ fn
(exc.
1346)
64 mapaxpenue. ] add eAvon D
2: 8 ouiauog ] Ttag puianag D
3: 2 emL? ] mpog A © 28
17 avtov? Jom bo D it

Total number: 2 readings (1:57, 63) can be
excluded from consideration, making the corrected total

number as below.
With Alexandrian supports 3

With Caesarean supports 4 . PC 2
c 3
M 1

With Western supports 5

With Byzantine supports 1

Luke: Chaps. 7 = 19.

10:35 ©bdvo 6nvapua]p edwney P75 B qu

arm
av Jeav P2 3 P £
36 TANTLOV ]p vevoveta £1( gyp®sS

exc,

118
12:58 yap Jom igz)syrESic,s
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TABLE III - 2 (continued)

Book Verse T. R. Origen Alex. Caes. West. Byz.,
19:31  Siatt I (1675=
AEVETE. 1 nevete Tov 107%a1 Unclass., )
TWAOV syr
ovTWg ]om sa syrc

Total number:

With Alexandrian supports 3

With Caesarean supports 5 :PC 3
c O
Mis 2

With Western supnots 3

With Byzantine support 1

*+If an unclassified MS (1675) which is
a member of fam 1424 is taken to be
Caesarean, the number of Caesarean

.supoorts will be 6,

Tuke: Chaps. 20ff.

20:25 ToLvuVv ] om D
syr

35 1nG en ]va

Total number:
With Western support 1l
With Byzantine support 1



TABLE IV
RELATIONSHIP OF PRE-CAESAREAN AND CAESAREAN
WITH OTHER TEXTS
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TABLE IV

RELATIONSHIP OF PRE-CAESAREAN AND CAESAREAN
WITH OTHER TEXTS

1. Commentarz.

Combination Luke Matt, Mark
of texte 1 = 6 7 =19 20If Total
AB+PC 4 4 2
+D 5 5
AB+C 1 1
+D ¢ o o e & e e 0
/A'B+PC+C 4 4 1
+D 1 3 4
B+PC 1 1
+D e e s e e e . 0
B+C e o o o & e 0
+D e o e e e e e 0
B+PC+C o o e e e e e o
+D e & o e e o e 0
L+PC 1 1
+D . e e e e e 0
+C 1 1
+D 1l 1 1
A+PC+C e e e e e e 0
+D 1 1 1
PC 1 6 7 2
+D 1 1 1
C 2 3 5
+D 1 1 2 3
RC+C 1 4 5 1
+D e e e e e e e 0 1
;\gB(wLE%outPC & C) 2 1 z
p without PC & C 2 7 2 11 1

+pCe P*7 fam 1 fam 13 28 W; C= 8 565 700.
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TABLE IV (continued)

2. Homilies.

Combination Luke Matt. Mark
of texts I = 6 7 =19 20ff Total
A'B+PC 1 1
+D 1 2 3 1
AB+C o e o e . . . 0
+D 2 2
AB+PC+C o« o e . . . O
+D 3 1 4y
B+PC 2 2
+D .« e s 9 . . . 0
B+C 1 1
+D o« . T . . . 0
B+PC+C o .« e . . . 0
+D o . . . . . . 0
A4+ PC 1
+D o e o e . . . 0
A+C o e . e . . . 0
+D o e o« o . . . 0
A+PC+C . e o o . . . O
+D « e o e . . « O
PC 1 1
+D o« e . . . . . 0
C 1 1
+D 1 1
PC+C 2 2
._—.:=‘—"===;2='—"=====-].:'=====_—_=====-_-========;—E==—_~============
AB 1
+D 1l 1l 2
D 1 1 2



TABLE V
FREQUENCY OF INDIVIDUAL MSS

1., In Commentary

2. In Homilies.
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TABLE V

FREQUENCY OF INDIVIDUAL MSS

1. Commentary.

1604; AFMU Q

Book Num. MSS Versions Fathers
of
Freq.
Mark 6 565; D
4 fam 1
3 € 579; 28 700 bo; geo
2 JATA33; 6L fam 13 sa; syrS it vg
1 B 892; NW 157; arm
Ww; FMIRQ
Matt. 5 A3 D sa; syr®®
2 B; fam 1 bo; geo; Vg Ir Tert
1 C: 565 it
John 1 fam (652)
Luke: Chaps. 1 -6,
6 13 D
5 L: W
4 B it
3 C; 565; fam Il bo al
2  3%; faml fam 13 arm syr®
1071, 157; I c Alex
1 579 892; NO 700 sa; vg; &0 Eus Cyr

* The MS W has two different text-types in Mark.



TABLE V (continued)
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Book Num. MSS Versions Fathers
—_— Fggq.
Luke: Chavs. 7 ~19.
25 D
21 A
18 P2 1
16 B; fam 1
14 arm
12 3)
10 157
9 W(as Byz.)A bo; vg
8 = syrP?l; syr®
7 579 1241; fam 13  syr®
700 16045 M
6 fam I yT CyrAlex
5 a5 P 1071
4 T YN it clem®®¥ Tert
3 CQ 3% 892; AV  sa Eus
2 565: ES g0
1 28; KPQ Cerer; Ir
Tuke: Chaps. 20ff.
4 D
3 P’° B
2 A 579
1 CLT 892; fam 1 bo sa; syr® vg cyrile¥;
Cerer Bus
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TABLE V (continued)

2. Homilies.

Book Num., MSS Versions Fathers
of
Freq.

Mark 2 JUBCLAY

1 33 579 892 1342; sa; geo; go
oW 28 157; D; EF
HSUVY I'Q
Matt., 1 ABL; fam 13(346); bo sa: syrP2t; Ir
H syrc,s

Luke: Chaps. 1 - 4,

13 D
8 B
7 AW
6 L
5 3
4 A ; fam 1 fam 13 Eus
28 565; A fam II A
3 E33; 1071; UBGH syrP2l; go cyrhlex
2 700 1604; MEY  bo
1 C 579; Nz 157; arm; it vg Cerer; Ir
KPS Ath
Luke: Chaps. 7 -19.
7 B
4 AL
5 P’? v ; P*° fam 1;
Dy fam I1
2 E 892; 6 1071 1604
1 33 579 1241; NI 28; cyrTer,

FSUA Tert
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TABLE V - 2 (continued)

Book Num. MSS Versions FPathers

of
Freq.

Luke: Chaps. 20ff.

2 D
1 PPuBTy W cyrtleX, Eys



TABLE VI

RELATIONSHIP OF - AND B
IN SUPPORTING ORIGEN

l. In Commentary.
2. In Homilies,
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TABLE VI

RELATIONSHTIP OF ~-U' AND B
IN SUPPORTING ORIGEN

1. Commentary.

A, ¥ with B.

Mark 1
Matt. 2
John 0

Luke 22: I
B. /A against B,
Mark 1
Matt, 1
John 0
Luke 7
C. B against .
Mark
Matt.

4; IT = 165 III = 2.

¢t I =03 IT = 33 III = 1.
2. Homilies.
A. A with B,

Mark 2
Matt. 0
John 0

Tuke 12: I = 7; ITI = 4; IIT = 1.
B. /A against B,

Mark 0
Matt, 1
John 0
Luke 0
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TABLE VI - 2 (continued)

C. B against A\
Mark 0
Matt, 1
John 0
Luke 4 : I =1; II = 3; III = O.



CHART IIT

AGREEMENTS AND DISAGREEMENTS OF
INDIVIDUAL MSS

1. In Commentary
A. Alexandrian Text.
B. Caesarean Text,
C. Western Text.
D. Byzantine Text.

2, In Homilies
A. Alexandrian Text.
B, Caesarean Text.
C. Western Text.
D. Byzantine Text.
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CHART IIT

AGREEMENTS AND DISAGREEMENTS OF
INDIVIDUAL MSS

1. Commentary.

A. Alexandrian text.

MSS Mark Matt. John Luke :
T II ITT

A 2,1, 3,2,8 0,3,5 6, 6,12 21, 5,12 2, 0, 2
B 1,1,5 2,1,8 0,1,7 4, 4,13 19, 3,17 3, 0, 2
c 3,2,4 1,2,2 0,3,2 3, 7,5 5, 4, 3 1, 0, 2
L 2,1,3 0,3,6 0,2,4 5, 7,11 18, 5,12 1, 0, 2
Q e+« 4 e ... 0,1,0 1, 3, 1 0, 2, O
T , 0, & 1, 0, 3
W s e e . e . 0,0, 5,0,12
v 0,0,1

A 2,1, 0,7,0 0,3,2 0,14, 5 5,11, 1 0, 2, 0
E T S 8, 2, 4

b4 0,0,2 0, 1, 5 3, 3, 2

33 2,1,2 0,2,4 0,1,1 2,3, 2 4, 0, 7 0, 0, O
579 3,2,3 0,0,1 1, 1, 3 8, O, & 2, 0, 1
892 1,0,4 0,1,3 1, 1, 1 3, 1, 1 1, 0, O
1241 o,1,1 o0,0,1 0,1,0 0,1, 3 8, 0, 6 o0, 0, O
bo 3,1,2 2,2,4 0,0,1 4, 4,6 9, 6, 9 1, 0, O
sa 2,1, 3,2,4 0,0,2 1,0, 4 3, 0, 7 1, 0, 3
cyrhie¥ 0,1,0 0,1,2 1,2,3 5,0,0 1,0,0
Ath 0,0,1 0, 1, 0

pt 0, 0, 2

p’? o,4,4 0,0, 1 18, 1,15 3, 1,2
P50 0,5,3

** The figures are given in the orders as follow:
1. Numbers of agreements in Origen's variants
from the T. R.
2, Numbers of agreements when both Origen and
the T. R. agree each other.
3. Numbers of disagreements when he agrees with

the T, R.
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CHART III - 1 (continued)

B, Caesarean Text,

MSSs Mark Matt. John Luke :

‘__ I I III
> 0,1,1 0,0,3 5, 0, 3
Fem 1 4,3,1 2,5,4 0,8,0 2,15,7 16,9,3 1, 3,0
Fam 13 2,1,2 0,7,4 0,7,1 2,15, 6 8,6 8,10 0, 2,1
28 3.0,3 0,2,1 1, 0,3 1,1, 3
W 1,1,3 4 v v e e e e e . . . ...
o 2,2,4 0,6,7 0,4,5 3,14, 8 12,10, 7 0,2, 1
565 6,1,2 1,1,0 3,0,5 3, 0,2
700 31,1 0,31 0,0,1 1,0,1 7,0, 3
N 1,4,1 0,2,1 0,3,2 1, 7,5 4,5,3 0,1,0
0 1, 2, 5
z 2,3,1 0,3,3 0, 0, 2
) 0,3,1 0,4,2 0, 0, 2
157 1,1,0 0,3,1 2,0,1 110,0,8 0,0,0
1071 0,1,3 2,0,3 5,4,2
1604 0,1,4 1, 0, 2 7, 0y 2 0, 0, O
arm 1,0,1 0,3,5 0,1,06 2,5,1 14, 4,6 0,1,0
geo 5,0,1 2,2,% 0, 4, O
syrP2l 0,0,1 0,0,3 2,1,0 8 1,4 0,0,2
Fus 0,0,4 0,1,0 1,3, 1 1,1,1 1,0,1
oyr’eT 0,0,1 0, 2, 1,1, 0 1,0,0

** The individual members of fam 1 and fam 13 are not
listed on this table separately, thouch they were
sevarately listed and counted on the chart T and II
when their readings are different from that of the
main body of that family., The numbers listed under
"Fam 1," and "Fam 13" are those supvorted by the
entire family or by the majority of that family,

** "0,0,0" should be read that that MS has some dis-
agreement(s) with Origen when he disagrees with
the T.R., from which the MS itself differs,



CHART III - 1 (continued)

C. Western Text.

264

MSS Mark Matt. John Luke :
I II 11T

D 6,1,6 3,1,11 0,5,7 6,11,16 21, 2,31 4, O, 4

W 1,0,2 (Mk. 1 - 5:30)

syr 3,1, 5 0,0,1 1, 0,4 8,4,12 1,0, 2

syr®s 2,1,1 31,6 0,0,3 1,0, 1 7,0,7 0, 0, 1

it 2,0,2 1,1, 2 0,0,1 4,3, 6 4,1,9 0, 0,0
a 2,1,0 1,0,2 0,0,2 0,1,2 7,0,7 0,1,0
b 2,0,2 1,0, 3 0,0,2 1,1,4 5,1, 4% 0,1, 1
c 1,0,1 0,0, 3 0,0,2 1,3, 1 2,0,6 2,0,3
e 3,0,0 0,0,1 0,0,3 0,2,2 31,8 1,1, 1
£ 0,1,0 0,1, 1 1, 3,2 2,3 1 0,1,1
ff o0,0,2 1,1, 2 ©0,0,1 O0,0,1 0,0,0
¢£2 2,0,1, 00,1 0,0,1 1,1,1 5,0,5 0,1,2
i 2,0,2 4, 0,5 0,0, 1
x 0,0,2 2,0, 1
1 o0,1,1 1,1,1 o0,0,2 1,0,3 6,0,4 0,0,2
¢ 1,0,3 0,1,1 o0,0,1 O0,1,2 6,4,2 0,1,1
r° 0,0, 1 1, 0,0 2,02

vg 2,1,2 2,4, 2 0,0,1 2,7,6 9, 4, 6 1, 1, 1

Aug 0,0,1 0,0, 3 0,1,0 2,0,0

clem?l®™ 0,2, 2 3.0, 3

Cyp 2,0, 2

Ir 2,0, O 0, 2, 4, 2,1, 2

Tert 0,2, 0 0,0,1 0, 0,2 5, 2, O

**+ Not all of the individual members of it are listed in

this table, though the statistical count of all the
individuals was made as far as they appeared in this

study.
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CHART III - 1 (comtinued)

D. Byzantine Text.

MSS Mark Matt. John Tuke :

— I Iz I1I
A 0,3,1 0,1,0 0,4, 1,11, 7 3,11, 5 0, 2, 0
E 0,2,0 0,5,2 0,3,0 0,2,2 2,6, 1 0, 0, O
F 1,2,0 0,3,0 o,1,1 1, 0,0 0,0,0
G 0,3,0 0,5,0 0,2,1 0,3, 1 0,1, 4 0, 0, O
H 0,3,0 0,3,0 0,2,1 0,2,1 0,6, 4 0, 0, O
M 1,3,0 0,7,0 0,0,4 1, 2,2 7,5, 4 0, 0, 1
P 0,0,1 0,b, 2,0 1,5, 3 0, 0, 1
S 0,2,0 0,8,0 0,3,0 0,3, 1 2,6,1 0, 0, O
U 1,3,0 0,7,1 0,3,1 0,2,3% 6, 6,1 0, 0, O
v 0,3,0 0,6,1 0,2,2 3,6,0 0, 0, O
W (Tk. 8:13ff). v v v v v v 4 s 0 v o o 9,2,2 0, 0, O
Y 0,3,1 0,3,0 0, 0, 1
T 0,4,0 0,7,0 0,2,4 2,15, 4 8,13, 3 0, 2, 0
K 0,4, 0,15, 1 9,12, 3 0, 2, 1
Q 1,2,0 0,4,0 1, 0,0 1,0, 1
Fam II 0,10,0 095,1 3,14, o 7911, 3 O’ 19 1
mi,4,1
K 1,3,1 0, 2,2 1,3, 0
g0 0,0,0 0,1,1 1, 4,2 2,0, 2

** The individual members of the fam [ are not listed
on this table separately, though they were separately
listed and counted on the chart I and II when their
readings are different from thatof the main body of
that family. '



CHART III (continued)

2. Homilies.

A. Alexandrian Text.

266

MSS Mark Matt. John Luke:
I 1T IIT

23 2,0,0 1,0,2 7, 6, & 4, 0, O 1, 0, O
B 2,0,0 1,0,3 8, 2, 9 7, 0, 1 1, 0, O
c 2,0,0 0,0,1 1, 7, 2 0, 0, 0
L 2,0,0 1,1,0 6, 5, 9 3, 0, 0 0, 0, O
T 1, 0, O
W (Luke 1 - 8:12: John) 7, 1,11
7 0,0,1

2,0,1 0,0,1 0,0,1 4, 7, 1 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0

3, 4, 1 2, 0, 0

2,0,0 2, 0, 2 3, 0, O
33 1,0,0 0,1,1 32, 0, 2 1, 0, 1
579 1,0,2 0,0,1 1, 0, 5 1, 0, 1
892 1,0,0 0,1,1 0,0,1 0, 0, 1 2, 0, 0
1241 0,1,0 0,0,1 0, 0, 4 1, 0, 0
1342 1,0,1
bo 2,0,0 1,0,2 2,2,7 3, 0, O
sa 1,0,0 1,1,0 0, 0, 6 1, 0, O
Ath 0,0,1 1, 0, O
cyrilex 3,1, 1 1, 0, 0
pt 0,0,1
pt 0, 0, 4
P66 0,0,2
p7? 0,0,1 3,0,0 1,0,0
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CHART III - 2 (continued)

B. Caesarean Text.

MSS Mark Matt, John Tuke :

T IT ITT
4
Fam 1 o,2,1 0,0,2 4,11, 4 3,0, 1
Fam 13 0,1,0 4, 9, 2 0, 0, 2
28 1,0,0 0,1,0 4, 0, 0 1, 0, 1
w l’o’o [ Z [ ] L] ] L] [ ] . * [ ] o L] L] * [ ] L ] [ ] * *
0,2,1 0,0,1 5, 8, & 2,0,0, 0,0,0
565  0,0,0 4, 0, 2
200 0,0,0 0,1,0 2,0, 1
N 1, 4, 2 1, 1, 0
0 0, 1, 0
0,0,0 0,0,2 1, 0, 0 1, 0, O
1,0,0 0,0,1 1, 0, O
157 1,0,0 0,1,1 1, 0, 2 0, 0, 1
1071  0,0,0 0,0,1 3, 0, 2 2,0, 1
1604 0,0,1 2,0, 1 2, 0, 0
arm 0,0,0 0,1,0 0,0,1 1,5, 0 3.0, O
geo 1,0,0 0,1,0
syrP2l 1,0,0 2,0, 0 2,0, 0
cyrIeT 1, 1, O 1, 0, O
Eus 0,0,2 4, 2, 1 2, 0, O

**The individual members of fam 1 and fam 15 are not
listed on this table separately, though they were
separately listed and counted on the charts I and IT
when their readings are different from that of the
main body of that family. The numbers listed under
"Fam 1," and "Fam 13" are those -supported by the
entire family or by the majority of that family.
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CHART III - 2 (continued)

C. Western Text,

MSS Mark Matt. John Luke :

I II ITI
D 1,0,1 0,0,1 0,0,1 13, 7,10 3, 0, O 2, 0,0
syr® 2,1,0 0, 1, 3 4, 0, 1 1, 0, O
syr® 0,0,0 2,1,0 0,0,1 0, 0, 4 3,0, 1
it 0,1,0 0,0,1 2, 2,1 3, 0, O
a 0,0,0 1, 0, 1 1, 0, O 1, 0, O
b 0,0,0 1, 1, 2
c 1,0,0 1,0,0 1, 1, 1 2, 0, 1
e 0, 0, 1 1, 0, © 1, 0, O
£ 0, 1, 3 1, 0, O
££2 0,0,0 2,0,0 1, 1, 2 2, 0, 1
i 0,0,0 1, 0, 1 1, 0, O
k 2,0,0 1,0,0
1 0,0,0 1, 1, 1 2, 0, 0 1, 0, O
q 1,0,0 1,0,0 0, 1, 2 1, 0, 1 1, 0, O
r 1,0,0 2, 0, 2
Vg 0,0,0 1,1,0 1, 6, 0 1, 0, O
Aug 0,1,0
Clem.A1ex (NWone )
Cyr 0, 0, 1
Ir 1,1,0 1, 2, 2
Tert 1,0,0 0, 0, 0 1, 0, 1

** Not all of the individual members of it are listed in
this table, though the statistical count of all the
individuals was made as far as they appeared in this
study.
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D. Byzantine Text.

269

MSS Mark Matt. John Luke :
I 1T IIT
A 0,0,1 4, 7,3 0,0, 2 0, 0, 0
E 1,0,0 0,1,0 3,0,1 0,0,1
F 1,0,0 1,1, 0 1,0, 1
G 0,0,0 3,0,1 0,0,1
H 1,0,0 1,0,0 3,0,1 0,0,1
i 0,0,0  0,1,0 2, 0,0 ©0,0,1
P 0,0,1 1, 0, O 0, 0, 0
S 1,0,0 0,0,1 1, 0,0 1,0, 1
U 1,0,0 1,1,0 3,0,1 1,0, 1
v 1,0,0 0,1,1 0,0,1 0,0, 2
W (Matt.; Luke 0,0,1 2, 0, O 1, 0, O
8:13ff)
Y 1,0,0
r 1,0,0 0,1,1 2, 7,2 0,0, 1 0, 0, 0
K 4, 7,1 1, 0,1 0, 0, 0
Q 1,0,0 0,0,0 ©0,0,1
Fam T 0,1,0 4,11, 2 3, 0, 2
mo,0,0
K 0,0,0 1,0,0 0,0,0

go 190,0 ,Ba 2a 0
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CHART III (continued)
3. Main unclassified WMSS.

MSS Commentary: Homilies:
Luke Matt, Mark John Luke Matt. Mark
1, 6, 2 1,0,0 0,1,0 2,1,2
B® 1, 2, 1 0,2,0 0,1,0
c® 0, 2, 1 1,0,0 0,0,1 0,0,0
R 2, 7, 4 3,2,1
X 8,18,11 0,3%,1 0,3,1 0,0,5 2,3,3 1,0,0
we 2, 5, 2 0,1,0 0,3,0

aeth 5, 9, 9 1,1,3 1,0,1 0,0,1 2,2,1

syr 0,12, 6 0,3,1 1,1,1 0,3,3 0,0,2
syr™™8 3. 1, 3 0,0,1
syr® 4, 8,11. 0,5,2 1,1,2 0,0,1 0,3,5 1,0,0

4, Jerusalem-Colophon MSS

262 1, 0, 0 1,0,0 0,1,0 0,0,3 0,0,1
300 1, 0, 1 1,0,0

5, MSS of the fam 1424,

w24 3,1, 4 0,0,2 0,0,1
71 1, 1, 2 0,1,2 1,0,1

115 0,1,0

179 1,0,1

185 0,0,1

267 1, 0, 1 0,0,1 0,0,1 0,0,1
39 1,0, 0 0,0,1 0,0,1 1,0,0

** Among the Jerusalem-colophon WSS, the MSS 164, 215,
376, 428, 686, and 718 did not appear in this study.



MSS

517
659
692
%5
954
990
1010
1188
1194
1207
1223
1293
1301
1606
1675

CHART III - 5 (continued)
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Commentary: Homilies:
Tuke Matt, Mark John Luke Matt. Mark
1, 0, O 0,0,2 3,0,1 1,0,0 0,0,1 1,0,0
2, 1, 0 0,0,1 1,0,0
1, 0, O 0,0,1 1,0,1
1, 0, 2 0,0,1 1,1,1 0,0,1
2, 0, 1 0,0,2 1,0,1 0,0,1
4, 0, 4 5,0,2

0,0,1
2, 0, O 0,0,2 1,0,0
6, 0, 2 c,0,1 0,0,1
2, 0, 3 0,0,0 1,0,0 0,0,1 2,0,0
1, 0, 2 0,0,1 1,1,2 1,0,2

(John: 0,0
0,0,1

o, 0, 3 0,0,1 0,1,0 0,0,0
2, 1, 1 1,0,2 3,042
*** Among the family 1424, the MSS 7, 27, 160, 827, 1082,

1402, and 2191 did not appear in this study,
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