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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Almost twenty years ago, R. V. G, Tasker wrote that
it had become quite certain that the text of Drs. Westcott
and Hort could not with any veracity be called The New

Testament in the Original Groelk,t Recently, Dr, Kurt Aland

related in a paper, read before the Soclety of Biblical
Literature during the seminar on New Testament Textual
Criticism, that in his country every New Testament scholar
Speaks of Westcott and Hort with a great deal of respect.
"Indeed,"™ he commented, "we all have grounds to be indebted

ne

to the work of Westcott and Hort, At the sane time;

however, he intimated his concurrence with Tasker'!s evalu-
ation of the work of Westcott and Hort on the text of the
New Testament,

A, H, McNeile claimed that the theory of Westcott and

Hort is of "permanent validity" and "scholarship owes

a heavy debt to the two great Cembridge men for their clear

lR. V, G. Tesker, "An Introducticq of the MSS of the
Nsw Testament,” Harvard Theolozical Review, 41(4pril, 19408)

73 .

®Kurt Aland, "The Significance of the Papyr
Progress in New Tostament Roscar ch,”" The Bible in
Scholership{Neshville: Abingzdon Press, 1965), D. 3




grasp end formulstion of them."3 The lmportance of Westcot
end Hort's text rests on the high premium placed on their
methodology. A cursory reading of almost any of the Intro-

ductions to the field of textual criticism will immediately
impress this fact on the reader's mind.LL
Norman Huffman even longer ago declared that "textual
discussions today should probably begin by showing wherein
the Neutral text and the theories of Westcott and Hort are
inadequate."5

The aim of this thesis 1is to survey the significant

textual researches made in the FNsw Testament since the publi-

e

cation of the critical texb by Drs. Brooke Foss Westcobtt and-

-

Fenton John Anthony Hort in 1881. The scope of this thesis

ent contributions made

ct

includes only a survey of the impor
and problems raised in the text of the Gospels. The signif-
Jdcance of the Gospels themselves justifies such a study.

The last century witnessed the limitation of the historical

Jesus of the Gospels to the nabtural realm~--Baur, Harnacl,

35, B, McWeile, An Introduction to the Study of the
New Tesbament(Oxfofd: Clevendon Press, 1953), v. 011G,

o

1 . . : -
lrSee the Bibliogranhy for a iist of the more lmpor-
tant general introductions in Inglish,

£ Hark

Sﬁormun Huffman, "Suggestions From the Gospsl o
erature,

For a Yew Tﬁquwl fheorv," Journal of Biblical Lit

56(D3 embe 1s 37)5 357




Strauss, etc. This century has seen a revived interest in
the quest for the historical Jesus. However, before sound
scholarly work can be done in the 1life of Christ, the text-
val critic must do his task,

This thesls is divided into three units of discussion.
The first unit is a hisbtorical discussion of the research
made in the text of the Gospels since Westcott and Hort with
special emphasis upon recent research in theory.

The basis for the second unit is the result of colla-
ting the new text of the American Bible Society6 with the
text of Westcobtt and Hort7 in the Gospel of Luvke, The Gospel
of Luke has been chosen for at least two reasons. The so-
called "Western non-interpolations" found in the last three
chapters of Luke have required a new evaluation in the light
of the new papyrus evidence, Also, the recently acquired
Bodmer Papyri Library contains the earliest witness to the
text of the Gospel of Luke-—P75.

Thne last unit consists of an assessment of the work
done and a few suggesbtlons for fubture research, It has been

thought helpful to include the collation in the appendix.

6B. P, Yesteott and P, J. A, Hort, The Now Testvament
in the Original Greck: Text(New York: Harper and Brothers,

3?586)9 Pp. 11).{.'187»

Tkurt Aland and others (eds.), The Greek Newr Testa=-
ment (New York: American Bible Society, 1966), pp. 195-320.,



CHAPTER II
A HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM SINCE WESTCOTT AND HORT

The purpose of the first chapter is to investigate
the significant conbributions that have been made in the
study of the text of the Gospels, The nature of the invest-
igation involves a historical survey of the problems related
to the Gospel texts. The material has been broadly divided
into two areas: (1) the work of Westcobtt and Hort end (2)
the work since Westcott and Hort, The emphasis of the
second division conbained in this chapter is on recent

textual theory in the light of meny new discoveries,

O

A, THE METHODOLOGY AND RESULIS OF WIESTCOTT AND HORT

1, Their maberials. Before examining Westcott and

Hort'ls principles of textual criticism and the results of
their gpplicstion, a general appraisal of the written
evidence available to them is necessary. Westcott and Hord
did not describe their availavle materizls in great detail;
however, it is possible %o identify the materlals they
vtilized with z high degree of confidence, In the preperation
of their text, Westcott and Hort disclosed thelir sources for
their materials:

We have deliberately chosen on the wnole to rely for
documentary evidence on the storess accumulated by our
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predecessors...we have ng conslderable private stores to
add to the common stock,

Their documentary materials were clagsified into three
groups of witnesses: (1) extant Greek manuscripts inciuding
the Uncials, Minuscules, and Lectionaries, (2) anclent trans-
lavions of the Greek text, and (3) Patristic quotations from
the New Testament, Westcott and Hort rsported that the Gos-
pels were extant in nineteen uncial manuscripts in "fair
completeness."9 Besides these fairly complete documents,
Westcott and Hort were cognizant of many fragments of bthe
Gospels. ZXurt Aland reasoned that:

Westeott and Hort could not have known of more than asbout
Ii5, because the number of manuscripts cited by Tischendorf
ig‘h%s gighth adit}8n of the Greek Hew Testament lies
within this range.
Aland's suggestive number included the Greek uncial manu-
scripts not just in the Gospels but comprised the complete
Mew Testament; the number in the Gospels known to Westecott
and Hort therefore, can be reduced somewhat,
Westcott and Hort knew of the existence of about 900

to 1000 cursives for the entire New Testament., They were also

aware of the existence of about 00 Greek lectionaries of

8, = - - < -

B, ¥, VWestcott and F, J. A. Hort, The Hew Testament
in the Originel Greek: Introduction end ipvendixiNew York:
Harper and Brothers, 1l8582), »p., 6%, %0.



which about eighiy per cent contained only Gospel lessons,
Westcott and Hort recognized that if we "confine our atten-
tion to those. sufficilently known to be used regularly as
direct evidence, the nominal reckoning would be greatly

11 The number of cursives sufficiently known to be

12

reduced,
utilized as a witness was reputed to be about 150. As far
as the practical use of Gospel Lectionaries, Westcott and
Hort declared that "comparatively few Lectionaries have as
yet been collated,"t3
The two Cambridge men classified theilr ancient ver-

sions into three principal groups: Latin, Syriac, and

®

ocunenbary sources for the 01d Latin text

3
o]
'
<l
e
5
-
:ﬁ
[0}
(7

were well represented. Westecott and Hort knew of the exis-
tence of two manuscripts in the Gospels attesting to the
Africen Latin besides the quotations by Cyprian (ca. 250).
Both of them (Codex Palatinus, e; Codex Bobiensis, k) were
unfortunately very imperfect, A second known type of 0ld

Latin text was found in Western Burope and was attested in

llwestcott_and Hort, Introduction, p. T76.

12..1..b.___id." p' 77-
131p14., ». 76.



7
the Gospels by several manuscripts.lh YWiestcott and Hort had
further isolated asnother group thought to represent an 014
Latin text in Northern Italy, Thils text was represented by
two manuscripts in the Gospels (Codex Brixianus, f; Codex
Monacensis, q). Most scholars today are inclined to think

ETd

that this last group-is in reality a witness to the Vulgate

5

rather than an Itelian text,

They knew of three Syriac translations of the Gospels:
(1) an imperfect copy of the Gospels, (2) a Syriac_harmony of
the Gospels which had been compiled by Tation about 150-170,

the Diabessaron, and (3) the Harklean Syriac which was a revi-

sion made from the 0ld Syriac,

There were two Egyptian versions that represented the
Gospels~-the Bohairic or Memphitic and the Sahidic or Thebic.
Westcott and Hort mentioned the knowledge of three minor
versions--Ethiopic, Armenian, and Gothic which was the work
of Ulfilas,

The third group of extant materials known to Westcott
end Hort, the early Church Fathers, were employed only to
a limited extent.

2. Taelr methodologzy. By employing previous col-

lections of variant readings, Westcobtt and Hort refined the

1hCodex Vercellensis, a; Codex Veronensis, b; Codex
Coloertinus, c¢; Codex Corbeilensis, fI; Codex Clarcmontanus,
h; Codsx Vindabonensis, i; Ccdex Dublinensis, r.



8
textual critical methodology first developed by Johann Jakob

Griesbach(1745-1812) and Karl Lachmann(1793-1851), then

[

applied it discriminatingly to the extant documents of the
New Testament. Because of the intrinsic value of their
theory and its importencs. as a base for virtually all sub-
sequent work in New Testament textval criticism, a terse

sumary of their methodology is given., The source for the

following discussion is Westcott and Hort'!s Introduction.

2. Internal evidences of resdinegs, Whenever the

.

textual critic was confronted with a unit-of-variation in the
text, the instinctive response was to accept the reading
which best fitted contextually the given passage or unit,
This was accomolished by considering two kinds of probable
evidence~--intrinsic and transcriptionsal,

Intrinsic probability considered the variant readings
from the authorfs point of view and transcriptional probabil-
ity considered the unit-of variation from the scribe's van-
tage. 4When each of the variant readings of the unit seemed
acceptable, a phenomencn not uncorrmon, the import of intrin-
sic probability was lost and the less subjective transcrip-
tional evidence was czlled upon. It was less subjective
becouse it was based upon a consideration of certain causes

of corruption incident to transcription., Westcott and Hort

caubtioned against accepting this evidence as truly objective

<0



because it was not always easy bo discern which "observed
proclivities" may have influenced a scribe, Westcott and
Hort related that btranscripbtional probability was not prim-
arily concerned with the "relative excellence of rival
readings, " but with the "relative fitness of cach for explain-
ing the existence of the other'.”lS
In such instances when the two kinds of internal
evidence coincided in preference of one reading and there
was no likely explanation for the existence of a variant,
then other methods had to be apvealed to in order to reach a

decision.

b. Internal evidence of documents. Westcott snd Hort
thought the reliability of the witnesses was a more objective
criterion than internsl probsbilities. The first step
towards gaining a credulous foundation for constructing the
original text of the New Testament was their principle that
"¥nowledge of documents should precede final judgement upon
readings.“16

Documentary evidence involved a threefold process of
application. The readings were examined in order to gather

he light of

cl

meterials, then the documents wers examined in

lSWestcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 22.
16

Ibid., p. 31.



10
this prior investigation. Finally, the readings were re-
exemined with the aim of making a tentative conclusion in
accordance with the documentary authority.

The impossibility of essigning to each documant a
numerical value in proportion to its excellence vitiated the
force of internal evidence of documents apnlied to recon-
structing the text., It was made an impossible task because
many documents were transcribed from more than one examplar,
It is now an acknowledged fsct that no single manuscript

represents a completely homogeneous text.

c. Internal evidence of groupg, If it was possible
to determine the genseral value of one document in relation to
others, then reasoned Wescott and Hort, it was possible to
ascertain the general value of a group of documsnts in
relation to other grouvns, This principle demonstrated a two-
fold augmentation not discernible in ths internal evidence
of a. document, Westcott and Hort argued that the mixture
present in a single documsnt could be isolsted and examined
gseparately in a family grouping. The second increment of
grouping documents was that it clearly exhibited that the

mere counting of documents had little validity because 1t had

(=]

)

revealed that a numerically small group could be 'good" while
a large group could be "bad," Thisg procedure was employed

by Westcott and Hort after they had asplied the internal
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evidence of a document. Chronologically it had. been
discovered by them after the genealogical evidence.

d. Genealogical evidence. The second great step

through the maze of attestation presented by the internal
evidence of documents was the genealogical stemma,
All Frustwortay restoration of corrupted texts is founded
on the study of their history, that is, of the relations
of desi§nt cr affinity which connect the seversl docu-
ments,
The importance of textual genealogy was obvious when
shown that "no multiplicstion of copies...can give their
joint testimony any higher authority than that of the single

18
" Textual genealogy of

docunment from which they sprang.
documents was chiefly traced by the comparison of their tex?
with each other. Not frequentlys; however, it can be educed
from certain external sources. Westcott and Hort made the

process conbingent upon the principle that "identity of

.9 Accidental agree-

reading® implled "identity of origin
ment was recognized by Westcott and Hort as a second possi-
bility in the process, but they concluded that the chance

that it had happened was relatively small,

extuel genealogy of documents

i

The task of tracing

171p14., p. ho.

185 ¥, westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Tesbament
he Original Greek{MNew York: Macmillan Company, 1920),

. 5h5.

ct

in

——

9 e

\

)
194estcott and Hort, Introduction, p. Lb.




12
was admittedly made complex by the "early and frequent con-
fluence of different lines of descent by mixture" and the
"consequent rarity of opure representatives.”go On the other
hand, they confessed that the admixture of the manuscripts
was "comparatively seldom productive of real or permenent
difficulty in determining what lines of transmission did or
did not contain a given reading in encient times,"F

The genealogical method applied invglved three steps.
First, the documentary evidence for a succession of individ-
uval variations was compared and snalyzed in order to récover
the earliest possible ancestor. Next the observations were
used to determine the genealogical relatlons among the docu-~
ments, The third step applied the results to the interpreta-
tion of the documentary evidence for each variant involved.

This third step gave three results. It made possible
the removal of a vast number of readings demonstrated to be
of late origin. Among the remaining readings, it limited the
possible antecedents of the existing amalgamations of docu~
mentary witnesses and rendered a judgment upon them anywhere
from favorable to tantamount. The third result acknowledged

that several interpretetions were possible because of the

20yesteott and Horbt, Text(1928), p. 545, SLb.

2J.'Ibid., D, Shb.
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inequalities in the gensalogical evidence.

3. Their results., When the manuscripts and othcr

witnesses were examined for family groupings, Westcott and
Hort found four major groups which they identified as texts:
(1) syrian Text, (2) Neutral Text, (3) Alexendrian Text,
(l4) Western Text. While determining textual genealogy,
Westcott and Hort recognized that a manuscript may have
transmitted one ancient text-type in approximate purity or
it may have been directly or indirectly derived by admixture.
What has to be noted is, first, the presence or absence
of distinctively Syrien or distinctively Pre-Syrian
readings; and secondly, among Pre-Syrian readings, the
presence or absence of distinctively Western, or dis-
tinctivel§2Alexandrian, or distinctively neutral
readings.

Codex Bezze (D) was the best representative of their
Western Text-type in the Synoptic Gospels., It was thought
to had been written in the fourth cenbtury attesting almost
assuredly to a second century Greek text in Western Europe.
The Italian, Burogean, and African forms of the 0ld Latin
text supplied, in their estimation, a secondary authority for

distinctive Western readings and probably belonged to a very

early stage of the Yestern Text.

221pid., p. S53.
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A second Pre-Syrian type of text was located in Codex
Vaticanus (B)., To Westcott and Hort, Codex B seemed to be
entirely free in the Gospels, Aets, and Catholic Epistles from
distinctive Western readings, Likewise they were not able to
identify any Alexandrian readings in their most valued codex.

Neither of the early streams of innovation (with rare

izgz?géons) has touched it (B) to any appreciable ex~
Thus, they felt quite free in naming this text-type the
Neutral Text.

Codex Aleph, a contemporary of B, was almost entirely
pre-Syrian and free to a large extent from distinctively
Western and Alexandrian readings. Undoubtedly; however, V
had undergone nore exbtensive admixture in the Gospels than
B, Codex X revealed that it was influenced by both the
Western and Alexandrian text, especilally in ILuke's Gospel,
where numerous Western readings were observed.au

Westcott and Hort claimed that all the other extant
Greek manuscripts possessed eilther a Syrian text type or a
mixed text. Thg greatest contrast with B, N in the Gospels

was Codex Alexandrinus (A). Codex A probably reoresented a

234esteott and Hort, Introduction, p. 150.

2i1514., p. 151,
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common text of the Gospels ubtilized in the fourth century.
This manuscript represented a Syrian text-type containing
frequent Western readings.

The uncial Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus agreed more often
with the Syrian text than any othoer text tyve, but it com-
bined readings of the Syrian texts in varying proportions,
The unfortunately fragmentary codices Borgianus (T) and
Zecynthius (E) represented a close affinity to B with very
few Wesbern readings. Codex Regius (L), a relatively com-
plete eignth century document of the Gospels, had as its base
e non-Western pre-Syrian type of text. Westcott and Hort
said concerning L that "no extant M3 has preserved so many
Alexandrian readings in the Gospel."25 L had been mixed with
some Syrian and late Western elements by a blundering scribe.
Codex Sangallensis (4 represented in the Gospels an ordinary
Syrian texbt-type with a sparse additive of Alexendrian and
Western readings, but in Mark it had been replaced by a mix-
ture of non-Western pre-Syrien text-type much similar to L.

The palimpsest fragments P Q R Z of the Gospels were
mixed, but contained a considerable amount of pre-Syrian
readings. Other fragmentary manuscripts of the Gospels
known to Westecott and Hort (W X pyp K M) contained very few

pre-Syrian readings.

251bid., p. 153.
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Once the constituent elements of each orincipal extant
docunent had been approximately determined, 1t was possible
to ascertain the genealogical relations of a much larger
mumber of readings. True readings were able to be distinguished

h proportion of cases on the basis

(R
%_.

3]

from false readings in
of the characteristics of the several ancient texts.

If a reading in the Gospels was attésted by numerous
late Greek menuscripts and not by any of the witnesses already
mentioned or the 01d Latin, the 01d Syriac, Coptic, or early
Church Fathers before A, D. 250, there was the highest
possible assumptlion that it was distinctively Syrisn, and
therefore, "to be rejected at once as proved to have a

n26

relatively late origin, Westcott and Hort added to this

presumption that non-Western readings were preferravle to

. . . 2
Western, and non-Alexandrian was preferrable 0 Alexandrian, 7
They discovered some notable exceptions to this presumotion

in the Western non-interpolations,

B. RESZARCEHES HMADE 3INCE Wx3TCOTT AND HORT
The work done by these two Cambridge scholars culmin-
ated the struggle for a critical text started some one

hundred years earlier by the German scholar Johann Griesbach.

2Tyestcott and Hort, Text(1928), p. 555.
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AT the same time they brought about the final dethronement
of the Textus Receptus. There were two different responses
to their work: (1) rejection resulting in the final defense
of the Textus Receptus and (2) acceptance although with
various modifications of their theory and results in light
of further studies,

l. Ceneral studies,

a. Defense of the Textus Receptus. Westcott and

Hort's total rejection of the Textus Receptus as the original
text did not happen without some strong opposition., The man
most responsible for the final defense of the dethroned
Textus Receptus was Dean John VW, Burgon (1813-1888)., Dean
Burgon fought his enemy with strong vehemence. His arguments
were set forth in a series of three articles written for the

London Quarterly Review and subsequently published in a

significant volume.28 Burgon's arguments were basically
threefold and centered around the strong conviction that

every word of the Sacred Scriptures was dictated by the

Q
inspiration of the Holy Spirit.z’ Coupled with this domina-

8 Joum W. Burgon, The Revision Revised (London: John
Murray, 1883).

29George Salmon, Some Thoughts on the Toxbual
Criticism of the New Testament (London: John Murray, 1697),
P. 2.
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ting conviction was his High-Church view that God had provid-
entially guided the transmission of the text without any ser-
ious corruption. Consequently, the Textus Receptus which had
been accepted by the Church for some 1500 years was regarded
as substantially correct.so

Sgcondly, the Dean of Chichester argued unconvincingly
against the genealogical method employed by Yestcott and
Hort. He insisted that the Syrian text was older and intrin-
sically superior, Based upon this assumption, Burgon argued
a third point that the attestation of a few supposedly early
manuscrints must not be accepted as superior to the majority.
He alleged "without a particle of hesitation" that X B D
were "three of the most scandalously corrunt copies exbant:--
exhibited the most shamefully mutilated texts whieh are any-
where to be met with" and had become "the devositories of the
largest amount of fabricated readings, ancient blunders,
and intentionz2l perversions of truth," which were discoverable
in "any known copies of the Word of God. "3t
His argument was based upon his collatiocns of manu-
scriots A C B N D against the Textus Receptus in 111 (out of

320) pages of a Greek New Testament. His results are showmn

3OSa1mon, loc., cit.

St

3lBurgon, op. cit.,, p. 16.

O ——
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in the table following:32
‘A C B N D

Variations with
Textus Receptus  8l2 1798 2370 3392 L4697

Peculiar readings 133 170 197 W3 1829
BEdward Miller, Burgon's literary executor, carried on
his mentor's arguments after his death in 1888, but was soon
regarded as inconsequential end injudicious.

b, Longior lectio potior., Albert C. Clark challenged

one of the maxims of classical and Biblical textual criticism

laid down by Griesbach-~brevior lectio potior. OClark was

convinced of the falsity of this axiom as the result of his
researches in the Latin text of Cicero., He was persuaded that
accidental deletion had been a more common transcriptional
corruption than intentional interpolation., Clark adjudged
that all extant manuscripts were descended from an encestor
written in lines of varying length--such as represented by
D.33 He claimed that there were numerous examples of
classical texts involving a variable number of letters in an
average line in which the longer text can be explained by the

3

scribes'!s omission rather than the reverse,

321pi4,, p. 1.

33a10ert C. Clark, The Primitive Text of the Gospel
and Acts(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19.l), D. Vil.

3I"‘Ibid.

.
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The application of his principle, longior lectio
potior, to the Gospel texts resulted in a high appreciation
of the characteristically longer Western text in opposition
to Westcott and Hort's equally high reliance upon the Neutral
text., OClark related that the primitive text of the Gospels
was not to be digcovered in B, )\’ or even in the majority as
claimed by Burgon, but "in the Western femily, i. e. in the
ancient versions and Codex Bezaee":’z’5

Clark!s theory found few protagcenists and several
antagonists, F. G. Kenyon illustrated this opposition when
he argued that (1) since the length of lines were slways
variasble, the arithmetical method of counting letiers cannot
be trusted excent in short passages; (2) most variant readings
were caused by differences in wording and not by scribal
deletions; (3) all sensible deletions cannot be explained by
accidental omission; (L) and the narrow columms required by
Clark's theory were extremely rare in the early paxyri (Cf,
Chester Beatty Papyrus—-Ph‘S).36 Dr. Bruce Metzger argued

further that the circumstances for tke transcription of

35Ibid., p. Vi,

36Frederic G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible
(London: CGerald Duckworth and Company, 1958), P. 231,
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Cicerot's Verrine orations and the Gospel accounts were quite
different.37
Some twenty years later, Clark revised his theory from
accidental transcriptional deletions to deliberate editorial
alterations., HMetzger cogently argued that the canon b:evior

lectio praeferenda est remains valid especially in light of

the research into the texts of Iliad and Mahabharata wnich

revealed that scribes and redactors were "reluctant to omit
anything from the text of these two epics which had been
n38

transmitted to them.

¢c. Now evidence discovered, Success 1s determined

quite largely by the amount and quality of the available
materials, Wescott and Hort probably did not have access to
more than 50 uncial manuscripts while today Aland hes catal-
ogued at least 221 of them.39 This century has witnessed a
significant record of a great number of manuscript finds,
Before these discoveries, the witness of Codex B could never

be safely rejected.

37Bruce Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its
Pransmission, Corruvtion, and Restoration(lew York and London:
Oxford University Press, 196lL), p. 162.

3BBruce Metzger, "Trends in the Textual Criticism of
the Iljad, .the Mahebarata, snd the New Testament,'" Chapters
in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism(Grand
Rapids: Wm., B. BEerdmans, 1963), D. 15,

3941and, op. eit., p. 328.



22

(1) Syriac-Sinaitic. The first in chronological

importance and hailed by Harnack the most important testimony
for our Gospels was the discovery of the 0ld Syriac palimpsest
at Mt. Sinai in the Convent of St. Catherine in 1892 by Mrs.,
Agnes Smith Lewis. 'O TIts colophon told that it had lain
untouched since 778 in.a monastery located in Matarrath
Hesren near Antioch when the monk, John the Stylite, com=
pleted his story of the female saints., Mrs, Lewls discovered
that the monk had utilized an ancient copy of the Four Gospels
and had washed off its text in order to finish his stories,

Before this importsnt discovery, only one manuscript
had been extent attesting to the 0ld Syriac--a parchment
written in a clear hand and edited by William Cureton in
1858, Both were assigned a fifth century date; however, most
scholars acknowledged that they preserved a text-type dating
between 175-225, The Sinaitic palimpsest represented a
slightly earlier text than did the Curetonien parchment,

The significence of this discovery was recognized in
the fact that it was the only nearly complete witness of the
01d Syriac Version of the Gospels extant and one thet had

3

escaped the fate of the Peshitta which had fallen victin to

hoAgnes Lewis, "What Have We Gained in the Sinaitic
Palimpsest, " Expgository Times 12(November, 1900-01), 56.
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the assimilation to the approved Greek text of the day. Mrs,
Lewis clajimed that its chief virtue wes its representation of
the Western text and its confirmation of the judgment of
Westcott and Hort concerning the Western non-interpolations.ul
This claim now seems premature to many scholars.,

(2) Freer Gospels, Apart from the papyri, the most

notable addition to the manuscript tradition was a group of
four vellum menuscripts purchssed in Calro, Egypt, by Charles
L. Preer in l906.n2 The Freer docurents are now residing in
the Freer Art Gallery of the Smithsonian Institution in
Washington, D, €, Of these, Codex Washingtonensis (W), dated
in the late fourth or sarly fifth century, was the most
important. The arrangement of the Gospels in W was identical
with that found in D (Matthew, John, Luke, and Mark).

Most scholars have consgidered the importance of this
codex in its variegated text., Mark 1:1-5:30 witnessed to a
text very close to the 0ld Latin while the remaining chapters
of Mark resembled a Caesarean type of text., Its editor, H. A,
Sanders discovered that Luke was also divided into two dis-
tinct text-types (Luke 1:1-8:12, Alexandrian; Luke 8:13-2l1:53,

Byzantine). He found that Hatthew contained a text approxi-

L’-llbidls, p' 57'

uzF, G. Kenyon, The Bible and Archaeology(New York:
Harver and Brothers, (1%L0)7), p. 257.
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mating the Byzantine standerd and John 5:12-21:35 witnessing
to the Alexandrian text., John 1:1-5:11 comprised a mixed
text including Alexendrian readings and a few Western readings.
Sanders offered, in explanation of this phenomenon, that its
ancestor was a composite book composed of several rolls of
the Gospels which had been preserved in the time of
Diocletian's persecution,

(3) Codex Koridethi. This manuscript was discovered

in a remote valley in the Caucasian Mountains where "it had
long been a kind of village fe’cislrl.“h‘3 Barlier it had
belonged to a monastery at Koridethi located at the eastern
end of the Black Sea. It was not until 1913 that its complete
text became available to textual scholars, Dr. Blake alleged
that the scribe was a Georgian who had been familar with the
Coptiec script and ignorant of Greek.hu The manuscripbt is
probably to be dated in the ninth century and is presently
located in Tiflis, the capital of the Soviet Socialist Repub-

lic of Georgia.

u3B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins
(New York: HacHMillan Company, 1925), P. (9.

hrLPKj.rsopp Lake and R. P. Blake, "'The Text of the
Gospels and thz Koridethi Codex," Harvard Theological Review
16(July, 1923), 283.
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The importance of this discovery was not in its date
or text-type because it suffered greatly by the hands of the
Byzantine standard. Streeter called attention to the fact
that € provided the missing link that had prevented scholars
from recognizing the real connection between certain cur-
sives.}45 Kirgopop Laeke was credited as advancing the first
great step in demonstrating thet connection. Lake made the
exciting discovery that 8 and the following cursives, family
1, family 13, 28, 565, and 700, formed a single family.hé
Streeter added other members to thig family and gave it the
name—-=Caesarean.

2, Researches of B. H., Streeter. In any discussion

of a history of the problem of textual criticism of the Gos-
pels, the contributions of B, H, Streeter will be made familiar.
The distinctive themes applicable for this study are his vieus
regarding the local texts and the Caesarean btext.

Canon Streeter recognized that the great number of
newly found manuscripts and their diversities created a prob-
lem for the textual critic. He isolated three problems to be

reaclved: (1) the manuscripts dated between the second and

&SStreeter, op, cit,, p. 80,

/ M e
goLake and Blake, op. cit., p. 275.
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fifth century, whose great divergencies needed to be explained,
(2) the genesis of the Byzantine standard and how it usurped
acceptance over the other texts, (3) and as nearly as possible
the reconstruction of the authentic text of the authors.hT
This last problem had been and continues to be the primary
perspective of most textual critics {(exceptions will be men-
tioned later).

Streeterts theory was not wholly new, but a refine-
ment of Westcott and Hort's methodology in the light of the
acqguisition of new documentary evidence, Strester cited
aanuscriots B and N as witnesses of a contemporary local text
extant in Alexandria; consequently, rejected Hort's unreal
MHeutral Text."&a However, he concurred with Westcott end
Hort that B was the best representative of the text-type.

Hort and Griesbach had lumped together under the name
"Western" seversl distinct locel texts which were separated
by Streetor, He disliked the huge grouping and located all
the witnesses into two distinct geographical areas--Eastern
and Western. The Bastern text was found to exist in Antioch

and Caesarea. Italy and Carthage were isolated as the local

site for the Western text (see diagram in Appendix III).

lL7Streeter, op. ¢it., p. 30.

b81pi4., p. 32.
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Streeter was persuaded that the recently discovered
documents could aid in giving a fairly clear concept of the
various text-types current about 230 in Alexandria, Caesarea,
Antioch, Italy-Gaul, and Carthage.hg

Streeter next investigated the Sitz im Leben which

gave rise to the local texts and the nature of that process
of progressive correction into a stendard with the Byzantine
text., The Canon of Hereford Cathedral (1915-193l) accepted
the revision made by Lucian of Antioch (ca. 300) as the base
for the Byzantine text.so Henceforth, all coples of manu-
scripts were converged into this standard slowly resulting in
a mixed text. Only those manuvscripts existing in isolated
monasteries escaped this standardization, Streeter observed
that this phenomenon occured not only to the current manu-
scripts, but also to the early Fathers. This process of
standardization led Streeter to postulate a canon of high
importances:

Of MSS, whether Greek or Latin, later than the fifth

century, only those reagings need be noted which giffer

from the standard text.
At the same time, Streeter cautioned against being deluded

-

that a manuscript's value depended upon its age, He noted

Wpsa., p. 7.
501h34., p. 39.

e

5lrpia,, p. Wy,
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that the superiority of a manuscript depended upon its pedi-
gree.52

In order to establish the original text, the locality
of the various texts had to be Tirst discovered. Streeter
suggested that vhe clue to establishing the locality of each
text was found in the great Versions, The evidence that the
Greek texts were translated into the respsctive languages at
Rome and Alexandria was conclusive., However, it was not so
conclusive that the 01ld Syriac represented the Greek text
current in Antioch; mnevertheless, Streeter argued to include
Antioch as the respective center.53

Next Streeter occupied himself with the texts of these
great centers, He found that manuscripts B )Y L are close to
the Coptic versions, thus they represented a text current in
Alexandria, One problem involved with a local text at
Alexandria was the presence of Western readings in some of
the manuscripts including some of the Sshidic manuscripts.

Strester concluded that B is the best representative of the

text znd that at a very early date, a Western text was cir-

521p14., p. 50.
531bid., p. 7h, 75.
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culated in Egypt. One excellent example was Clement of
Alexandria who has many infused Western readings, Streeter
argued cogently that Clement came to Egypt from Rome and was
influenced by his Roman training.su

He discovered that Jerome's Vulgate played the same role
in standardizing the Latin manuscripts in the West as the
Byzantine text standard did with the Greek manuscripts.
Streeter found two distinct types among the old Latin manu-
scripts. He called one African Latin because its text is akin
to Cyprian, the African Biship ca. 250. Dr. Sanday demon-
strated that the text of k is almost identical with that used
in Carthage by prrian.ss The other type which he identified
was the BEuropean Latin or Italic. The African Latin has
many readings agreeing with B N against the Buropean Latin.,
The European Latin ropresented a text furthest removed from
B.56

Greek was used in Rome for about two centuries, then
it died out gradually in favor of Latin., Two of the early
Greck Fathers in Rome (Justin, Marcion) used a text very close
to the 0l1d Leatin. Probably, the Greek text in Rome was super-

seded by the Latin about 230 A. D, Further, there were prob-

Snlbid., p. 58.
55Ibid., p. 65,
56Ibid., p. 67.
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ably two translations made which are now represented by k and
b. OCodex D is practically the sole representative of the
Greck text used in Rome., Strseter found that ¥ in Mark 1-
5:30 represented a text close to €.

Streeter further cited scanty evidence to support the
existence of a text close to D in Ephesus, Streseter tenta-
tively congluded that the African Latin represented a trans-
lation of an older Roman text, and D and the European Latin
were derived from Eohesus and Rome.57

Hew studies indicated that the 01d Syrisc did not
represent & Bastern text, Earlier it

was thought that Busebius of Caesarea (325) and the Syr-Cur.

vere witnesses to the Western text, but since the discovery

ol

of the Syr-Sin., manuscript, this idea has been revised., The
Syr-Sin. was thought by Burkitt and Streeter to have been
translated from a Greek text current in Antioch and was

influenced somevhat by Tatian's Diatessaron which represented

58

a Western text, The Syr-Sin, is simply too divergent from

the Diatessaron to be a witness to the Westesrn text.

Thus, Streeter suggested that the Syr-Sin, represents the
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text which was current in Antioch around 200 A. D. It must
be said that the svidence is not strong.

Streeter's identification of the Caesarean text has
previously been mentioned., He described the text as equi-
distant between the Alexandrian and the Western text, He
found further that family © had striking additions against
the Textus Receptus and was supported by the 0ld Syriac, D,
and. the 0ld Latin., Further, Streeter concluded that the
longer omissions in family € nearly always supported the
shorter reading with B and Syr-Sin.59

Origen's text was very important evidence for Streecter
in determining the origin of this new text-itype. Streeter
found that Origen used an Alexandrian text of Mark in his early

books of his Commentsry on John and a mixed text in the later

books., After citing various lines of evidence, Streeter

1

concluded that family # represcnted the text which Origen

found already in existence in Caesarea in 231 A, D.60

3. Discovery of Papyri evidence, H. H. Oliver inter-

preted the papyri as highly valued sources for the New Teat-

ament text because "it is generally believed that the original

591pid., vp. 8L, 65.
601p514., p. 100.
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New Testament books were written on papyrus and that papyri

s 1!61

generally antedate the oldest uncial MS The word papyrus

62 purt Aland

was not even mentioned by Westcott and Hort.
related that today there is a knowledge of nearly eighty Few
Testament papyri of which seventvy-five have been published
since 1900.63

The new papyrus evidence has decisively moved the date
of text established by Westcott and Hort earlier some 150
years., HNearly twenty-five papyri have been dated in the
third century, In regard to the Gospels, twelve papyri,
dated before the fourth century, contain fragments of Matthew;
Mark, 1; ILuke, li; John, 11.6h An objection to these figures
was that the oldest document does not necessarily contain
the best text.

Some papyri are evidently more significant in their
date and content than others, The two most important papyri

acquisitions were the Chester Beatty papyrus in 1930-31 and

the Bibliotheca Bodmer of Goneva in 1955-56.

'61Harold H, Oliver, "Present Trends in the Textual .
Criticism of the Hew Testament," Journal of Bible and Religion
30(0October, 1962), 309.

62Aland, op. cit., p. 326,

63ibid., pp. 326, 327.

°”Ibid., p. 332.
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a, Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri., The first great

acquisition chronologically was made by Sir Chester Beatty
and consisted of twelve manuscripts in Egypt. Sir Beatty

was quite confident that the papyri came from the Fayum area
in égypt. F. G. Kenyon edited the papyri with introductions
and descriptions of the text. Our concern is with the papyrus
containing the Gospels and Acts and given the siglum PlLS by

B, von Dobschutz who had the keeping of the generally accepted
registers of the New Testament man’uscripts.65 Kenyon thought
the papyrus originally comprised about 220 pages with approx-
imately thirty-nine lines to a page. Kenyon dated PLLS in the
first half of the third cenbury. EBxtant are parts of 60 pages
distributed in this way: Matthew, lL; John, Ly Mark, 12; Iuke,
1lls Acts, 26. PhS witnessed to a Greek text of the Gospsls

at least one~hundred years earlier than B orN. Its confirm-
ation of the essential soundness of the already existing
texts was the most important conclusion reached., Kenyon
affirmed, "No important omissions or additions of passages,

n66

and no variations affect vital facts or doctrines,

65F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri
Descrintions and Texts ol Twelve Manuscripts on Pavyrus of
the Greek Bible: General Introducticn(London: mmery Walker
Lilﬂited, 1963)’ jo 6.

66:[bido, pa 150

- am—coacn.
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Aland was of the opinion that the early papyri intro-
duced a new stage in New Testament textual studies by demon-
strating the existence of several divergent forms in cir-
culation at about the same time and in the same locality.67
ZPL!'5 clearly illustrated the burgeoning of this new stage.

Aland commented that one of the more important results
of this new stage has been the revision of Westcobt and Hort's
Judgment of Western non-intervolations as authoritative.68
The Beatty papyrus was eagerly examined in order to shed light
upon the debate that arose around the importance of the
Western text. At the heart of the dsbate was the fact that
the Western text-tyce abttested to a text earlier than the
Alexandrian text-btype. Kenyon was not so presumptuous as to
think that he had the final verdict on the debate, but he did
make some valuable claims, He concluded generally that PL"5
did not attest definitely to the Alexandrian or the Western

text, He discovered its nearest affinities with Strecter's

69

Caesarean text.

67Aland, op. cit., p. 334.
681bid'

69F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papnyri
Descriptions and Texts of Twelve tlanuscrionts on Papyrus of
the Greek Bible: Gospels and Acts: Text(London: Hmery walker
Timited, 1933), p. xviii.
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A second general ccnclusion was a revision of Streeter's
idea of the origin of the Caesarecan text. Kenyon argued that
"the occurrence of this type of text in a manuscript from
Egypt contemporaneous with, or at latest not much later than,
Origen secems to show that the text did not take its rise at
Caessarea, but existed already in Egypt."70

Thirdly, Pus confirmed Streeter's view against
Westcobt end Hort that thke idea of a single "Western" text

must be abandoned. A fourth general conclusion reached

by Kenyon was that B represented a recension rather than
ufl

a text of "continuous unaltered tradition.

This 1dea
has been revised by Kurt Aland and others and will be dis-
cussed more in length in the following section,

b. Bodmer Papyri Library., Ployd Filson listed

the Bodmer papyri with the Dead Sea Scrolls as among the
most remarkable finds in archasological history.?a The two
papyri under consideration are the Bodmer Papyrus II which
contains John virtually complete except for the last seven
chapters and was dated about 200. It was assigned the

siglum P66 by Aland,

7OKenyon, Chester Bestty Papyri: Gesneral Introduction,

p. 16.

T1pia.,

72F10yd Filson, "The Bodmer Papyri," The Biblical
Archasologist 22(May, 1959), 8.
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Papyrus XIV-XV which included eighteen chapters of
Luke and the first fifteen chapters of John is the most
important for the Gospels among this excellent find and is
known as P75. Victor Martin edited and published P66 in
1956 and Mertin with Rodophe Kasser edited and published
P75 in 1961, P75 was dated by its editors between 175-

225, Because it is presently the oldest extensive papyrus
of the New Testament and the earliest extant copy of the
Gospel of Luke it has been claimed by many the most signi-
ficant manuscript of the New Testanent.

The value of P66 was that it confirmed observations
made in reletion to PLLS° P75 was considered valuable because
it opened a new door of research. 2Zven prior to Westcott and
Hort textual scholarship has been convinced that various
recensions of the New Testament were made in the fourth cen-
tury from which were derived our known text-types. This
assumption led to the positing of a term now disliked by
many--mixed text. Aland, who has done much work in this area,
argued that "it is impossible to speak of mixed texts before

nf3

recensions have been made.

73p10nd, op. cit., p. 335.
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P75‘clearly militated against eny presumption of a
fourth century recension in Egypt because it had close
affinities with B.7u The scribes of B and X were transcribing
a text already extant rather than establishing a new text-
tyre. On the other hand, Aland did not preclude the exist-
ence of certain text-types. He allowed for the existence of
only two text-types and these only after the fourth century--
Alexandrian, Byzantine.75 The papyri dated prior to the
fourth century are not to be fitted into distinet text-types.
The very existence of these papyri in one region with their
divergencies argved against the positing of any text-type
prior to the fourth century. Aland entreated that the idea

76

o . . . . A
of various text-types had lost its raison 4! stre.

. Recent studies in theory.

a. Value of the versions. Recently, A, F. J. Klijn

claimed thet the ancient versions are of limited value in

reconstructing the original Greek text,

For the establishment of the original text, only the
Gresk text is of worth., The versions cen serve as "aids"
in determining whether, in specific cases, a Greek 77
variant rose through the influence of the translations.

M1pia., p. 336,
>Tpia.
T6mi4., o, 337.

Ty, P, 7. X1ijn, "Value of the Versions for the
Pextual Criticism of the New Testgment," Bible Translator 8

( July, 1957), 130.
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Barlier Bruce Metzger adjudged, "There are signs; however,

of & turn in the tide.”78

Dr., HMetzger expressed cautiously
his value of the ancient versiocns when he described the
comparison of the knowledge of the versions todsy with the
knowledge of Westcott and Hort as "both encouraging and
embarrassing."79 K1lijn acknowledged the value of the ancient
versions while at the same time he realistically directed
attention to certain features of some of the ancient versions
that seriously impede their usefulness. On the other hand,
Allen YWikgren reflected the generally accepted opinion that

in spite of the limitations, the value of the versions has

become well attested for a restoration of the early text of
80

the Gospels.

Presently, the value of the ancient versions is
primarily twofold. With certain limitations, they attest
to Greek texts around 200 A, D, Secondly, in view of current

‘methodological trends emphasizing rational or internal

788ruce Metzger, "The Evidence of the Versions for
the Text of the New Testament,” New Testament Manuscriot
tudies, eds. M. M. Parvis and A, P. Wikgren(Chicago:
Tnivercity of Chicago Press, 1950), p. 23,

719Bruce Metzger, "Recent Contributions to the Study
of the Ancient Versions of the New Testament,” The Bible in
Modern Scholarshio, ed. J, Philip Hyatt(Hashville: Abing gdon

Press, 1965), p. 347.

80)116n Wikgren, "The Use of the Versions in New
Testament Textual Criticism," Journal of Biblical Literature

67(June, 1948), 136.
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evidence in determining the true text, the "versional readings
are enjoying an enhanced significance."Bl

Klijn raised three primary objections to the use of
the ancient versions in restoring the original text. First,
he pointed out that the extant ancient transiations of the
Greek are known only from manuscripts no earlier than the
fourth century. He thought that the origin of the 014
Syriac was to be traced back between 150-200 A. D.; however,
the Syriac-Sinaitic and Syrisc-Cureton dated as fourth or
fifth century manuscripts. Therefore, he cautioned that
when a versional reading has the support of an early Church
Greek euthor of about 200 A. D. "may we assume that we are
dealing with a variant which was found in the Greek text
of about this period."82

His second objection was that in the versions it is
quite possible thet literal translations are not involved;

rather, and nmore likely, their origin comprised interpretive

translations--targumim.83 The evidence which Klijn cited

8lAllen P, Wikgren, "The Citation of Versional Evid-
ence in an Apparatus Criticus,™ New Testament MHanuscript
Studies, eds. Parvis and Wikgren(Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1950), p. 96.

82Klijn, Bible Translator 8(1957), 128.

831pia.
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‘for this second objection was based upon the assumoption that
the ancient versions primarily represented a fourth century
text rather than a second and third century text. Contrary
to this assumption is the opinion assumed by most textual
scholars that the extant fourth century menuscriots of the
0ld versions (eg. Syr-Sin,) reflect a late second or early
third century text, However, Klijn's objections are
relevaent and should be considered more in detail by present
writers in texbual criticism, Added to this is the problem
of editing reliagble critical texts of the ancient versions,
This is a very needed task that rests on the shoulders of
current textual critics, When this is done, the debate
revolving about the value of the versions can better be
resolved,

In order to amplify this problem, the 0ld Syriac and
Coptic versions will be briefly considered. The 0ld Syriac
is preserved today in two manuscripts alone, neither of which
is complete, They have already been referred to: (1) Syriac-
Curetonian, and (2) Syriac-Sinaitic.

Arthur Voobus recently announced that his past thirty

years of research on Vetus Syra: New Materials for the History

of the 014 Syriac Version of the Gospels is reaching com-
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ple‘t:?.orl.&L This work is long overdue and will render valu-
able guides, Meanwhile, the debate revolving about Burkitt's
edited text and Lewis' edited text remains,

The examination of the text of the 01d Syriac
generally rendered the conclusion that the text of the Syr-Sin,
is slightly earlier than the Syr-Cur. Examination further
revealed that there exist several harmonistic combinations

between the 01d Syriac and the Diatessaron., In fact, VoObus

pointed out that the 0Old Syriac texts contaln readings only

attested by the Diatessaron, A debate has grown up concerning

the interdependence of the 014 Syriac and the Diatessaron.

Many have argued that chronologically the 0ld Syriac text
came after Tatian!s work and therefore is dependent upon it
and several others have argued for a pre-Tatianic text-form,
Both Voobus and Kiijn have strongly suggested that Tatian,
and he alone, has influenced the Syriac text. However, the
extent of influence cannot be determined at -this stage for
two reasons: (1) lack of knowledge concerning the two fexts,

and (2) the newly growing opinion that the Diatessaron was

8ucited by Bruce Metzger, The Bible in Modern Scholarship,

p. 355.
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influenced by the existence of ancther tetraevangelium.a5
Klijn argues that the two extant 01d Syriac manuscripts repre-
sent not "the" old Syrisc text, but rather a "great number of
variant readings belonging to the old Syriac."86

Discussion concerning the text-types of the 01d Syriac
are still divided. There are those who maintained that it
was definitely a Western text-btype while others called atten-
tion to the many distinct Western readings that it does not
support; especially, the Syrs. Metzger raised the possibility
that the old Syriac could be a witness to the "Eastern non-
interpolations™ in its shorter readings.87

During the early Christian era, the 01ld Egyptian
language accuired sevaral different diaslectical forms, Saghidic
prevailed from Thebes to the South and Bohairic in Lower
Egypt around the Delta., Several intsrmediate dialects devel-
oped along with these. The New Tsstament text is complete in

Bohairic snd elmost complete in Sahidic., Bohairic later became

the offic¢ial language for the Coptic Church. Most scholars

SSA. F, J. Klijn, "A Survey of the Researches into the
Western Text of the (ospels snd Acts (1949-59)," Novum
Testamentum 3(January, 1959), 13,

86Ibid., Pe bo

o p————

87,

Metzger, New Testament Manuscripnt Studies, p. 30.
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believed that the Sehidic version originated in the third or
fourth century end the Bohairic somewhat later. The dates
of the two versions are still being investigated.

The text of the Sahidic version revealed textually a
complex picture in the Gospels centaining both . Western and
Alexandrisan elements.s8 It has some affinity with PQS.
Generally; however, it is nearer B and N than D,

Both Burkitt and Nestle cited L and Cyril of Alexandria
as representing a text very near to the Bohairic Version.
Generally, it has fewer Western elements than the Sahidic,

George Horner is credited with the definitive work on
the critical edition of the Coptic textg; however, these
89

are 0ld and need to be revised.

b, Significance of grouping manuscripts. Alread
L2 DT

mentloned had been the grouping of menuscripts into texts by
Hort and others. There has been a further grouping of certain
manuscripts into "Families™ such as Family 1 and Family 13,

Von Soden classified his manuscripbs into "text-types" and

881pi4., p. 37.

890f. The Contic Version of the New Testament in the

Horthern Dialect, Otherwise called lMemphitic or Bonsiric
[[ vols, (0xford: 1898-1905). R —

N

Ccr, Th

s Coptic Version of the New Testament in the
Southern Dialect, Ofherwise called Sanidic and Taoebaic
7 vols, (Oxford: 1S11-2l), '
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sub~groups of these types, Recent scholarship has asked the

3

significance of groupings. of New Testament manuscripts., E, C.

O

Colwell has expressed an opinion as to their significance by
considering three alternatives that have been suggested. The
first group praised the significance of grouping while a
second and opposite group saw no value in it, A third
position was defended by Colwell as a mediating one that
involved a more careful and controlled use of manusecript
groups. n90

It will be observed that the underlying assumption
for three groups has been that the original text can be
approximated, The aim of textual criticism is to detect as
far as human skill is able all corrupbions to the text and
remove them, This perspective assumed that textual critism
iS'primar 1y a negative and secondary discinline, secocndary,
'since it comes into play only where the text transmitited by
the existing documents appsars to be in error®; and negative,
"pecause its final aim is virtvally nothing more than the

. . . 1
detection and rsjection of error."9

903. C. Colwell, "The 3 ficence of Grouping of
New Testament hunuscrlﬁug " Wow Testament Studies L(J@nuary,
1958), 79. This PePWOalcal here after referred vo as T 8t,

91Westoott and Hort, Introduction, pvp. 2, 3.
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(1) External evidence. The first group referred to

by Colwell are those who attempted a reconstruction of the
original text on the basis of grouping manuscripts., This
century has witnessed many exponents of this view. It need
not be said that Westecott and Hort are excellent examples.,
Usually, those who regarded manuscript grouping of supreme
importance ended up making claims for one group or text~type.
Burgon and Miller preferred Westcott and Hort's "Syrian®

Text in contrast to their almost complete reliance upon their
"Neutral Text" (non-interpolations).

Hort's convincing arguments for the genealogical method
expressed a heavy reliance vpon the objective use of manu-
script groups. However, Colwell has ably pointed out in an
excellent article that Westcobt and Hort never really applied
the method nor did their followers,92 All of their illus-
trations of the method were hypothethical reconstructions.,
Westcobtt and Hort relied principally upon internal evidence
of Documents or Groups and secondarily upon the Genealogical

0
method.’3 Westcott and Hort acknowledged at least two

Its Achieve-
al Literature

92E. C. Colwell, "Genealogical Method:
fter referred to

o)
ments and its Limitations,”" Journal of Bibl
66{June, 1947), 109, Thig periodical here
as JBL.

931pid., p. 112,
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limitations in using their method, Textual genecalogy cen
trace the family tree to the last two branches, but it can
ol

never make the last leap.’™ The second admitted limitation
is the presence of mixture in the menuscripts, Their
hypothetical stemma assumed no mixbture, but they realized
the almost universal presence of it, Their paremouvnt error
was assuming that one Text escaned mixture--Neutral., They
nade thelr judgment primarily on the basis of eight conflate
readings, Any text free of these conflate readings was
free of mixture.gs Tneir failure to realize that no docu-
ment is “homogeneous enough to justify judgment on the basis
‘of pert of its readings for bhe rest of its readings" was
unfortunate.gé
A, C. Clark preferred the "destern Text" in favor of
Hort's Neutral text, but it is regrettable that he wrote

The papyri clearly

he
©

d

!
]
[
.

before the discovery of the
illustrated that the length of lines greatly varied and

followed no definite pattern as he suggested.

O P i <L
’MWestcott and Hort, Introduction, p, 56f.

951bid., p. 32
e
9Ouo1mell, NTSt li(January, 1958), 76.



b7

B. H. Streeter, building on Hort'!s methodology, and
concurring with the pronounced unimportance of the Byzantine
text, reconstructed a new Text-type (Caesarean) on the basis
of recorded variants with the Byzantine standard. This
limitation to the variants with the Textus Receptus distorted
somewhat the real kinship among the manuscripts.97

Many more examples of those who praised highly the
canon of manuscrint grouping in order to reconstruct the
text of the Gospels can be enumerated, However, these already
mentioned must suffice,

(2) Internel svidence., Concurrently with those pre-

ferring externsl evidence were those vigorously reopudiating it
in favor of internal evidence of reasdings. Lagrange abtacked

the use of a stemma and advocated la criticue rationnelle.

Colwell summarized Lagrange's position and concluded that he
ultinately championed a "best manuscript" of one text—type.98
This group 1s better represented today than 1t was in the
early part of the century, Oliver suggested two possible

reasons for the rise of its popularity, The lack of cer-

teinty in regard to the traditional "Texts" with the rela-

9T6o1well, NESt l(Jenuary, 1958), T76.
98Golwe11, JBL 66(June, 1947), 129.
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tive importence in restoring the true text is +the most
crucial one that he mentioned.99 The second reported by Oliver
is the fact that no single menuscript or text-type "has a
monopoly on the true ext, 1100

The relevant principles of the eclectic school was
ably characterized by G. D, Kilpatrick in a discussion
concerning the text of the Gospels, Kilpatrick noted
that the important point of the eclectic method is that
"the decision rests ultimately with the criteria as distinct
from the msnuscripts,” and thet the criteria must determine

1 . .. .
ol When the criterlzs are

the value of the manuscriots,
vncervain or absent, then after the criterla have been applied
elsewhere and reveal the value of the manuscript, the
manuscripnts have the last vote.

The criteria are variable with each eclectic scholar,
Some have employed the criterion of style in the Gospels while
others have utilized langusge or the documentary hypothesis,

P, C, Burkett is an example of an eclectic who has argued for

many Western readings as a result of employing the criterion

1' . . - < . 0]
10“&. D. Kilpatrick, "destern Text snd Originel Text
in the Gospels and kActs,"” Journal of Theological Studies
Iy (April, 1943), 25.
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of the documentary hypothesis in the Synoptic Gospels. C, H.
Turner accepted many Western readings in Mark on the basis
that the readings were in accord with Merk's style and lang-
uage, Kilpatrick concluded thet the original text can best
be reconstructed by employing a "rigorous eclecticism" and
though the Alexandrian text is our best, "all the early types
and witnesses contribute something of value, and none can be
nl02

rejected,

(3) Mediating position, The above two groups represent

those who have strongly advocated a Text-type in favor of
another and those who vehemently repudiated all efforts at

manuscript groupings. HMost scholars today fell into a third

mediating position, There is value in grouping manuscripts
but at the same time their limitations must be kept in mind.
E, C., Colwell, an advocate of this position, has made some
valuable suggestions for procedure.103 Hlis suggestions will
be discussed as representative, Most of his suggestions are
not novel with him, but represent the sound results of com-
bined scholarship in textual theory. (1) Colwell concurred

with Yestcott and Hort that the first step begins with care-

102154., p. 36.

103G01we11, NSt L (Jenuvary, 1958), 79-93.
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fully distinguishing the various kinds of groups. A study of
manuscripts is the Ansatz in procedure. The identification of
the members in a Text-type 1s determined by a group of manu-
scripts agreeing agasinst other groups in two ways. Few agree-
ments that are unigue to the group are necessary. In order to
ascertain the existence of a Text-type, a second criterion
employed is "the agreement of a group of manuscripts in a
large majority of the votal readings where the manuscript
evidence is divided, : This assumed the heterogeneity
of every manuscript snd ordained that each mamuscript should
be positioned in that grouo in which the particular manu-
script's dominant element is primary. Colwell summarily

suggested four kinds of classification: (1) Family, (2)

(%]

Tribe, (3) Sub-Text-type, (L) Text-type. The family is the
smallest unit and its genealogy can be clearly established in
order that its text might be reconstructed. Family grouoing
is the highest demonstration of Hort'!s geneslogical method
and is the only group that can be defined by 1it.

(2) The second and third suggestions of Colwell are
inter-related and will be discussed together. All efforts

to reconstruct a2 text-type should be dismissed and recog-

10h1y14., 8o.
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nized that the text-bype involves a process. This suggestion
has been demonstrated in the past 20 years by the research
done in the "Western text." Klijn announced that one of the
main resvlts gained by such research is "that bextual critics
have become aware of the fact that the development of texts
is usually supposed to be a gradusl one' rather than radical

105 A second result gained is that

recensions as once believed.
the only method to be used in determining the original text

is the eclectic method, The papyri finds are further demon=-
strations of this idea, F, C, Burkitt's exemination of Phg

led him to conclude that "it is easier,..to reconstruct the
original than some half~way house like the 'nsutral' or the
VCassarean'! text, that contains some corruptions but not all."106
James E, Baikie concluded in his M, Litt. degree at Cambridge
that the Caesarcan text "in a measure at least is really a
Textual Process.™O7 A result that both Streeter and Tasker

failed to reach, This concept of textual process shows that

the earliest witnesses will not be the purest representative

105Klijn, Novum-Testamentum 3(January, 1959), 3.

106F. C. Burkitt, "The Chester Beatty Peoyri,"” Journal
of Theological Studies 3l(October, 1933), 367.

1078 rmice Metzger, "The Caeaarean Text of the Gospels,”
Chavpters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism
od. HMetzger(Grand Raplds: Wm, B, Zerdmans, 1963), D. 59.
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of the Text-type, but will be the forerunners of its group.
Perhaps the Western text was the first group recognized to be
& process, It was implicitly recogniz=4 by some even before
the decisive papyri discoveries in 1930-31,

(3) A further suggestion by Colwell was to study
simultaneously both variants and Text-types and explore the
nature of the tension "between value judgment...and identi-
fication of a manuscript as part of a group."lo8 The
grouping of manuscripts is concerned with something objective
and quantitative, After the grouping has been done, the
concern for quality and not quantity becomes dominant,
Colwell argued with Zuntz against Hort end Klijn that the
0ld maxim 'agreement in a variation frcm the original shows
a cormon ancestry' is an spplicable canon to the study of
Text-types. This was based upon the assumption that the
quality of an individual reading can be assessed.

(i) Because the New Testament canon does not reflect
a single manuscript tradition, Colwell suggested that Text-
types be studied "book by book or section by sec‘cion."lo9
This means that the Gospels be studied separately and not as

"

a unit. He cited as evidence for this phenomenon the Freer

108001well, NP5t L {(January, 1958), 87.

1091p54., p. 89.
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Gospels, Connected with this suggestion was the suggestion
that Luke should be given priority in the Gospels for the
study of text-types.llo

(5) The history of the text should begin with the
earliest witnesses and work back, Aland concurred with
Colwell when he insisted that the term 'mixed text! is a
misnomer given to the ecarly papyri, This is writing the

‘history of text backwards.

The last suggestion given by Colwell was the real-
istic statement that various kinds of groupings reflect
different values., Once the archebtype of a Family has been
egtablished, all its additional members can be virtually
ignored, This is not true with other manuscript groupings.

One result of this discussion indicates that any
theory which assumes that the original text can be recon-
structed by following one group exclusive of all others
such as was advocatsd by Westcott and Hort can not be trusted.
Neither cen the eclectic method, which decides that the text
must be established on the basis of langueage or style alone,
be trusted. Eurt Aland has cogently argued the folly of
establishing the original text of the Gospels by using the

eclectic criterion of language,lll

1101p14., p. 90.
111A19.nd, 9_}). Cita’ pp. 3}.1'.0‘4.10
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It is rather generally accepted that the principles of
textuel genealogy cannot be applied to the text of the
Gospels, Its value is limited to the reconstruction of family
groupings alone.

C. Varwapts and tae history of interpretation.

This preceding discussion was based upon the perspective

that the original text of the Gospels is the goal to be
achieved, To conclude the discussion of recent research in
theory here would overlook the growing and important new
perspective in textual criticism, It is now being maintained
that the o0ld perspective of searching for the original text
is incomplete and inadequate, Donald W, Riddle aptly
reflected the new vperspective when he wrote:

The legitimate task of Textual criticism is not limited
to the recovery of approximately the original form of

the documen?s, tc the establishment of the 'best! text,
nor to the ‘slimination of. spurious waaalnos.” It rust

be recognized that every significsnt variant records a
religious experience which brought it into being. This.
means that there are no 'spurlous readings'; tho various
forms of the uex712ve sources for the study of the history

of Christianity.
HMerrill M, Parvis argued that the old perspective was

not so detached and objective as claimed, but was in reality

s 113 ...
adopting a distinct theological understanding. 3 Nineteenth

11265 ted by Oliver, op. cit., p. 310.
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century historicism viewed history as something objective and
distinet, It was possible to find brute facts. The scholars
of the nineteenth century, he contended, were searching for
the histofical desus of the Gospels and eliminated what in the
Gospels reflected the interpretation of the Church and retained
what they considered bare facts, Parvis reasoned that with
this same view of history, the New Testament textual critics
sought to find the original text in order to eliminate all

the later accretions from the text. It must be understood

5

that Parvis reasoned from the assumption that nineteenth
century textual criltics were theologians.

his century witnessed a new

o]
£
ct

The beginning
theologicel climate; thus, making necessary a new aim for
textual critics, C., H. Dodd declared that the new theological
school "emphasizes the character of the Gospels as religious
and not historical documents."llu It would be naive to
assume that this concept represeonts the concensus of Protest-
ant theology today, but it can be assuredly sald that it

does reflect a strong group in Protestant theoclogy on the

authority of the Bible,

113Merrill M, Parvis, "The Nature and Tasks of Hew
Testament Texbtual Criticism: An Appraisal,’ Journal of
Religion 2{(July, 1932), 170. .

Llhrpsa., p. 171,
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At least Parvis concurred that mere Tacts are

meaningless and only the events "that is, the occurrences
115

Thi

w

plus their interpretation," have meaning. means

that the texbtual critic is not a mere scientist in search

¥

for objective facts., He is a theolcgican at the same time
attempting to interpret the New Testament. Even if the
textual critic can reconstruct the text, he has only
recovered one tradition--the written form,

Parvis questioned, "Why should the fact that one form
was reduced to writing have given it auvthority over other

oo

existent forms vhen all were the product of the understanding

A
?”113 The assump-

and interpretation of the primitive Church
tion was that many forms existed side by side in oral trad-
ition, but one eventually assumed a written form and this
sritten form should not be treated as necessarily more
significant, From this Parvis deduced that there exist no
Uspurious readings." Every reading is really a product of
the Church end is significant for interpreting the Scriptures,

Obviously, Parvis excluded easily detected scribal corrup-

tions,
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This assumption implied further that manuscript
grouvings created beasts that never existed.ll7 This calls
for the eclectic method to be apolied to the text but with a
perspective differing from eclectics like Klijn or Kilpabrick,

Form criticism has added impetus to this new attitude,
D. W, Riddle was the first to express this insight, but
more recently it has been ref fined by F. C. Grant and M, M,
Parvis. They both asserted that parts of the genuine
tradition may not have been included when first put in
written form, but was added later while oral tradition

still overlapped with the written tradition., Form criticism

e

can show that perhaps part of the genuine tradition is
considsred a corruption by many textual critics,

One of the major reasons for the rise of this school
Wwas the admission that intentional corruption was very much
a factor in the transmission of the text, C, S. C, Williams
and Leon Wright have recently written on this idea., They
have demonstrated quite effectively the role of doctrinal
motivation in altering the text of the Gospels.llB Both

Williams and Wright represent the older psrspective,

M 7mid., ». 173,

lleCf. C. S. C. Villlamo, Alterations to the Text of
the Synoptic Gospels and Acts(0xford: Basil Blackwell, 1951).

Leon Yright, Alterations to the Words ¢ Jesus
(Cambricge, Mass,: Haovard University Press, ”52).




CHAPTER IIT
SELECTED VARIANTS IN LUKE

As the previous chapter reveals, there has heen a
distinct shift in textual methodology in the Gospels since
Westcott and Hort., The superiority of the genealogical
method of Yestcott and Hort has declined in favor of internal
evidence, The purpose of thig chapter is to determine as
nearly as possible the extent of variation in the critical
Gospel texts since Westcott and Hort in light of this trend.

The procedure will be to debermine the extent of the
problem, then a few variants in the Gospel of ILuke will be
selected. The Western non-interpolations have been chosen
because of the divergent opinions concerning them in light
of the papyri finds and the Syr-Sin. manuscript. The
Eucharist{Luke 22:15p-20) will be discussed in view of

Jeremias! revived judgment concerning it.

A, THE EXTENT OF THE PROBLEH

Few texbual critics today would agree with Jestcott
and Hort!s classic statement thaet "substantial variation...
can hardly form more than a thousandth part ol the entire

O Toa - -
text,"ll’ About a hundred years ago, ., H., A, Scrivener

-— .

O -
11%es5cott and Hort, Introduction, p. 2.
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estimated that the text of the New Testament contained at

120 Benjamin Warfield esti-

leasﬁ 120, 000 variant readings.
mated the number of variants between 180,000 and 200,000.121
The International Greek New Testament Project(herinafter...
IGNT) estimated about 300,000 variant readings.too

In spite of the large number of veriant readings,
there is a high confidence that the great Christian truths
are not affected, Leo Vagenay remarked that "there is not
one (variant) affecting the substence of Christian dogma."123
Sir Frederic Kenyon offered that "no fundamental doctrine of
the Christian faith rests on a disputed reading.“leLL Dr. J.
Harold Greenlee has remarked that "no Christian doctrine

hangs upon a debatable text, "2

The first book being examined by the IGNT Project in

order to publish a new and adeqguate avparatus criticus is

120 ermeth W, Clark, "The Theological Relevance of
Textual Variation in Current Criticism of the Greek New
Testament,” Journsl of Biblical Literature 85(HMarch, 1966), 2.

121Benjamin Warfield, An Introduction .to the Textual
Criticism of the New Testament(liew York: Thomas whittaker,
1895), p. 13.

122, w: clerk, op. cit., v. 13.

123100 Vaganzy, An Introduction to the Textual Criticism
of the New Testamont(London: Sands, 1937), p. 12.

{- .~ " . .
12LF. G. Kenyon, Our Bible and the Ancient Hanuscriois
(Wew York: Harper and Brothers, 195G), De 23

125J. H. Greenlee, An Introduction to New Testament
Textual Criticism(Grand Rapids: Wm, B. werdmans, 196lL), p. 68.
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the Gospel of Luke, For this large task, 300 manuscripts
have been collated with the resvlt of a master file including

126 In comparison, there are only 11l

about 25,000 variants,
variants between the Westcott and Hort text and the American
Bible Society text.lz? If orthogravhic variations between the
two texts be included, then at the most there would be less
than one per cent of the estimated possible variastion., This
is highly significent when it is considered that two entirely
different methodologies were employed., Already mentioned is
the fact that Westcott and Hort relied almost exclusively on
one certain group of documents or more specifically, one
particular manuscript. Recently, Irving Sparks related that
the text of the American Bible Soclety is an eclectic text.
Starting with the text of Westcott and Hort, the editors
compared it with the texts of Tischendorf, von Soden, and

more recent editions, leaving their bage only when their
assessment of the evidence reguired,

B, WESTZRN HOH-INTERPOLATIONS
Next to the Syrian texbt, Westcott and Hort repudiated

tne Western text. On the other hand, they found a few Western

126K, W. Clark, op._cit., p. 12,

127839 Appendix T,

128vaing Sparks, "(Review of) The Greck Hew Test-
ement, " Intervretation 22(January, 1963}, Il.




readings which they could not doubt to be genuine. These
included omissions or non-interpolations of different lengths,
Because of their overly high estimate of the Neutral text,
they were restrained to call them Neutral interpolations,
With a single peculiar exception (Matt, 27:49), the Western
non-interpolations were found to exist in the last three
chapters of ILuke, These omissions were accepted as auvthentic
by the two Cambridge scholars: Iuke 22:190=-20; 22:43-lly;
23:3hs 2lp:3; 265 2p:12; 2h:36; 2:l0; 23:51; 24:52, In
comparison, the editors of the American Bible Society text
agreed with Vestcott and Hort that the omission of Luke 22:
1S0-20 and 22:l.3-I)y should be accepted, However, the editors
rejected the omissions of the remsining list in favor of the
longer reading, and invariably they gave the adopted reading
a doubtful rating(C and D),

(a) ILuke 23:3l:
Reading 1= 6'6& Inoduc &reyev, I&tep, 8oec adtdic, od vép

olédaoiLv Tl moLBuvoLy

Reading 2= Omit

JSlexandrian Caesarean Yestern Byzantine Unclasgs-
X*SCLAY 33 p1(F13)28 DP Itgaur AK)xTyy 0117
892 bo 565 700  beeffcl SyrP, Bth 0250
1071 Arm SyrC Byzl4
Gen q?'“npq_']
P75B-1241 ¢ D It,a d - 012k
sa~boms SyrS Cyril

S
N
‘.




62
Westecott and Hort believed that the documentary dis-
Ttribution suggested that reading 1 was a "Western interpo-
lation of limited range in early times,® and should be re-
Jected as spurious. They suggested that it had been adopted
in the eclectic texts and was eventually received as genuine
by later transcribers.l29 If reading 1 is assumed genuine,
Hestcobt and Jort claimed that no reasonable explanation for
its omission 1s forthcoming:
Wilful excision, on account of the love and forgiveness

shown to ;%8 Lord's own murderers, is absolutely in-
credible.”

When the Syr-35in. was discovered, YWestcott and Hort's
Judgment that reading 1 was an early eclectic addition in
the West seemed confirmed, When P7S was discovered, it
added support to Westcott and Fort's Judgment.

However, there was at least one point where they were
vulnerable, Streeter argued that J. R, Harris! suggestion-
that reading 1 could have been deleted because "some Christian
in the second century found it hard to believe that God could
or ought to forgive the Jews, since they were the chiefl
nl 31

instigators in all the persecutions, A second century

129..

Westcott and Hort, Avpendix, »n. 71,

130154,

13l5¢reeter, on. cit., p. 138.
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sceribe could have reasoned this very easily in lighﬁ of the
fact that Jerusalem had been destroyed itwice within seventy
years and thousands upon thousands of Jews were massacred,

If Streeter is correct, then reading 1 could have
given rise to reading 2. On the other hand, can reading 1 be
explained if reading 2 is original? Yestcott and Hort argued
that a scribe had the propensity to add rather than delete,
but would a . scribe have appended reading 1. The most conmmon
reason for interpolation was harmonigzation, However, these
words are peculiar to Luke(Ci, JIn, 19:23; Mrk, 15:2l4,27;
Matt, 27:35,38).

Because the manuscript disbtribution is good for both
readings, the internal evidence must have sway. In general
the shorter reading is to be preferred unless there are.good
reasons for the scribe'!s omission, Reading 1 seems best able
to explain the rise of the shorter reading for two reasons.

First, in the second century in the West, Tatians! Distessaron

was in circulation; therefore, the scribe would have been
familiar with the other accounts of this event, It is quite
possible that the scribe could have elther accidentally or
deliberately omitted it due to the influence of tie other
records. Secondly, 1t is quite possible, as Streeter suggested
hat reading 1 was omitted intentionally because of anti-

Jewish feelings.
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(b) Luke 2ly:3:

Alexandrian! Ceaesarean ! ¥Western !Bygzantine! Uncl-
Reading 1 P75XBoLAY ©F1 F13 28 It aur ¢ AK#x! vg o012}

TOV MLPLOV33 B892 565 700 Aarm f g Syrli, Eth Lect.
l?g§§)> sa-bo Geo SyrPal ByziH
Reading 2 Eusebius D I, &

Omit dle ££= 1

r

W=H)
Reading 3 1241 sa™s
Tov 3 1o 1071 Syrc, s SyrP

Inoov

Concerning the longer readings, homoioteleuton could
possibly explain the rise of reading 3 from reading 1. Bqually,
reading 1 could have develcped from reading 3 due to a doc-
trinal change. XvplLov could have been added 1n order to
strengthen the verse theologically. On the basis of internal
evidence, it is difficult to assess which of the longer readings
is to be preferred., However, external evidence strongly
supports the acceptance of reading 1., Therefore, reading 1
seens preferable as the longer reading.132

Reading 1 has the strong majority support of the Alex-
andrian, Byzaentine, and Caesarean witnesses while reading 2
is the Western reading. It is also significant that reading 1
is suopcrted by a few of the 0ld Latin manuscripts.

The shorter reading is to be prsferred unless there

13285 text accepts reading 1, but it brackebs the
word K vpLav
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are transcriptional probabilities for a scribe to have de-
leted the phrase. Unintentional changes do not seem apparent
to explain its omission, Neither does it seem likely that a
scribe unintentionally or deliberately added these words
due to the influence of parallel passages (Matt. 28:1-10;

Mrk, 16:1-8; Jn. 20:1-13).
Quite possible is the explanation that the passage
was copled onto a lection and read in the services, then
later Christians felt the urgency of adding these words in
order to identify the body of their Lord more explicitly,
The strongest argument ageinst this is the existence of the
longer reading in P75, but that is not necessarily decisive.

Zven stronger is the probability of a scribe cmitting
the words because he deemed them to be superfluous. Perhaps
the editors of the American Bible Socieby text departed from
Westcott and Hort more on external evidence than internsl
evidence. It is interesting that the editors of the Revised
Standard Version followed Westcott and Hort in preferring
the shorter reading,

(c) Luke 2ly:6:

can/ Yestern{ Byzantine/ Unclas-

Alesendrian/Caesar
Reading 1va?¥B£C*)Cj ©Fr1ri3 26 Tt, aur © AK(W)XIIvg 063
UKW ECTLV 1 Ay 33 892 545 700 £ q SyrHP 012l
wbe, OAMXH11 5e-bo 1071 Arm  SyrC,5  Rth | Lect
nyepdn (po™3) SyrPal Byz Diat

{ABS) Geol?d Eoiph
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Alexandrian/Caesarean/ Western/ Byzantine/ Unclass-

Reading 2
nyYepbn

Reading 3 It ¢
nyepdn en veupwv

HMarcion

Reading I Geo® D It, ab
Omit de fflrig
(4-H)

Reading 1 is the reading of the Alexandrian, Caes-
arean and Byzantine texts with good support from the Western
grouping. Reading li is the reading of the Western text.
Readings 2 and 3 can be dismissed on the basis of exbernal
evidence., Obviously, reading 1 is to be preferred over
reading i on the basis of external evidence.

Concerning internal probabilities reading i is to be
preferred as the shorter reading unless good reasons can be
advanced to explain the omission of reading 1. Westcott and
Hort suzgested that reading 1 was interpolated by a scribe
in the early second century in order to assimilate it to the
almost identical passages(ifatt., 28:6; Hrk. 16:6)133 Because
Matthew was the most popular Gospel, the scribe most likely
vsed it as the prototyose for correcting Luke. It is quite

possible that reading 1 could have developad inadvertently

due to harmonization,

133yestcott and Hort, Anpendix, ». 7l1.



67

A second possible explanation for the rise of reading.
1l is that a scribe felt that the preceding question needed
an answver,

Cn the other hand, there are theological reasons for
deleting the longer reading if assumed to be genuine., The
body of their Lord Jesus was gone, The two men explained,
"He is not here, but he has risen.," A bodily resurrection
would have presented difficulty to some early groups, Both
the Gnostics and the Docetists would have found this longer
reading difficult and would have deletad it for that reason,
Internal evidence seems egually divided between readings 1
end L, but external evidence supports reading 1., It seems

best that reading 1 be preferred.

C. THE EUCHARISTIC WORDS OF JESUS: LUKE 22:19b-20

This variant will be considered not because the two
texts disagree, but because of its widespread discussion,
This is one of the Western non-interpolations that the editors
of the Americen Bible Socliety text accept as genuine. Dr.

Joachim Jeremias in his first edition of The Bucharistic Words

of Jesus(1935) had thought the shorter reading was preferrable,

but in his second edition he cormented:
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I have had to reconsider my views: for instance, I no
10d¢°r think it possible for reasons of textual crit=-
icism to hold that the shorter text of ILuke(22:19%a)
is or1g1ma1.134

Alexendrian/ Czesarean/ Western/ Byzentine/ Unclas-—
Reading 1 P/> BOL N F1L 713 565 It, avr. AKWXIlvg 063
include TVid Ay 700 1071 e¢,f,q,r EyzuL Lect
vs 19b-20 892 12i1 SyrPal

UREP VUWV ga=bo Arm Geo
TO VTREP ©
VROV

EHYVVVOLE VOV

Reading 2
Omit

N4

Syril

Reading 3
vs 1 /(—-,17 18

i o
chith
-
o'l ek
- e e
[OR 1]

R°a01nﬁ‘b

SyrC

Readlng 5 Dbo
Vs _,,20

Syr?

132

Reading 6
vs 19,20a,
17,200,118

Syrs

Reading 1 has the support of the Alexandri

arsan and Byzantine
Latin, Reading

text.

2 seems to be the reading of the

an, Caes-
tezts and good suppert from the 0ld
western

The reading of the Alexandrian btext if it has good

support in other localities is to be preferred on the basis

of external evidence,

The reading which best explains the others is to be

order of the sacraments g

iven--cup,

The problem revolves around the confusion of

bread, cupo.

the

Reading 3

can be exnlained as arising from reading 2 with the scribe

h .
13 50achin Jeremias,

The Fucharisiic

Words of

trans. A. Earhardt(Oxford:

Jesus

3asil Slackwell, 1955), D. V.
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intentionally altering the text to harmonize it with the order
in I Cor, 11:2l,25; Matt. 26:26-30. Reading li cen be ex-
pleined like readlng 3 if the addition of 19b by the SyrC
can be shown to be independently derived rather than from the
longer reading. Reading 6(SyrS) complicates the problem by
seeningly supporting the longer reading. The addition of 19b
in the SyrC can be explained if it be shown that the SyrS
is based upon the shorter reading rather than the longer,
Jeremias argued that the SyrS was based upon the Ser.135
The words, "This is my body which is for your sakes. Do this
in remembrance of me," in the SyrC are derived not from the
longer text of Luke, but from L Cor, 11:2l. Further, the
words: "product of the vine" in the SyrC are probably assin-
ilated from Hatt. 26:29.

It is more probable; however, that reading 6 was
derived from the longer text becauvse it omits verses 17 and
18. The existence of the shorter text in certain Western
manuscripts and the 01d Syriac indicates only one text trad-
jtion and not two. In another branch of the Western tradition
represented by HMarcion is found the longer text.136

This still lesaves unresolved whether reading 1l gave

1351pi4., p. 89.

Iy

lBégpid.’ p. C}lc
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rise to reading 2 or vice versa. Reading 2 is the shorter

toxt and is preferrable unless there are sound explanations
for the deletion of the longer text. Reading 1 seems Giff-
icult because of the snomaly of two cups. On the other
hand, reading 2 seems equally difficult becguse of the se-
quence, wine, bread; whereas, the other accounts ke ve the
sequence, bread, wine. Quite vossibly reading 1 could have
besn interpolated because the abrupitness of 19a calls out
for some kind of completion,

A comparison with I Cor, 11:21~-25 and Mark 1p:22,2l
with the longer text shows amazing proximity. It is quite
probable, Jeremias suggesbted, that the "longer version is...

a cormollation from Paul and Mark."lB? Jeremias added one
further argument in supvort of this which he received from
Dibelius, The words 16 bn€p Hplv &uyvvvopévov are clumsily
added to Paul's words. In Luke, these words belong tomnotfipLov
making the text speek of the outpoured cup rather than the
outpoured bilood, The words sHould grarmatically be vlaced

in the dative to agree with &v 1§ alpatl poy . The suggestion

1.1

- - T
was that these words were borrowed from a passzge WOere qlLuo

)

. . e , ny 138
was in the nominative case(Cf, Hri, 1ll:2h; Matt., 26:28). 3

137ipi4., ». 101,

1381p34., op. 101, 102.
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Concerning the style of Luke, Kilpatrick found that
Luke used the possessive pronouns Enbes ete., pronominally

and predicatively, but in verse 19, it is used attributively.139
Zahn argued that the use of the unexpected article befors
noTfipLov in verse 20 is explicable from I Cor. 11:24.1Q0
These considerations and others advanced seem to militate
against accepting the longer text as Lucan in style.

A remaining difficulty is how to derive the shorter
text from the longer reading, The popular concept, that the
shorter reading can be explained as originating due to the
excepbion taken to the two cups, is not adeguate. It seems
more likely that reading 6 originated from reading 1 on this
basis rather than reading 2. If exception to the two cups
was taken, the scribe would nmore probebly have omitted
verses 17, 18 rather than verses 19, 20,

G. D, Kilpatrick has suggested one highly probable
explanation Tor the omission of reading 1. A very important
concept which underlies the thesis of Kilpatrick, Zahn,
Jeremias, etc. is that Luke 22:19-20 is a liturgical formula,
It is because of its liturgical nature that Lukan style secems

ebsent, There probably existed a common tradition under-

13’6 D. Kilpatrick, "Luke XXIT1:19b-20," Journal of
.z e
Theolocical Studies I7(April, 19L6), 51.

1h0Jeremias, op. cit., ». 102,
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lying all the ascéounts (Cf. I Cor, 11:23)., Jeremias is
certain that it would be bebier to explain the proximities
5 N . . 1k
between the accounts by a reference to liturgical uses.”Ll
Kilpatrick argued thaet John used the formula (feeding of the
5000) while complying with the hellenistic tradition "that
the actual words of the mysteries should not be made pu’-a}_ic.":uL2
Pavl described the Last Supper as a commemoration of that
great event and implied the continued vse of the words, Hark
left much unssid and John entirely dissociated the Bucharist
from the Last Supper. The intention of the second century
scribe to keep the Zucharist from profenstion is the most

. . . s 1‘ a >
likely explanation of deleting verses 190-20. n3 Kilpatrick
stated that in ILuke 22:19%a:

Ye have a cue which the faithful would know how o
supplement, but which would tell the uninitisated little,
This explsins the a2brupt ending of the account at TOVTO
£0TLY TO owux pou. The abruptness of the ending is de-
liberzts in order to preserve the ercanum of the
rite, Ll

— L

If this explanation does not satisfy, reading 2 is

preferrable on the basis of internal evidence, If it is

lrpig., ». 103,
W2k petrick, JTS L7(Aoril, 1946), S2.
luBJeremias, op. c¢it., p. 10L.

luuKilpatrick, JTs L7{April, 19L6), 53.
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satisfactory, then reading 1 has the support of both external

end, internal evidence.

D, SYROPSIS

Westcott and Hort's text reflected primarily a B, X
or Alexandrian text, In a recent collation of P75 sgainst
the Textus Receptus, John Hartley discovered 754 variants.luE
From this investigation, he found that P75 was supported by
B, 685 times;¥, 530 times; L, 505 times; D, 358 times;
Bohairic, 27L times; {#, 238 times., Relating to text-types,
he found that the &lexandrian text supported P7S; b3 times;
Western, 1723 Caesarean, 71; Byzantine, 6.

Spvarks noted that where P75 is extant in Luke, the
editors of the American Bible Society text followed it 81
per cent of the time.lué In Comparison, he observed that
they followed B only 72 per cent of the time. When they
departed from P75, the editors gave their adopted reading
a C or D rating 95 per cent of the time; whereas when they
left B, they gave their adopted reading a C or D rating about

« [ng
80 per cent of the time., Sparks concluded that "clearly pl>

5 Pec . e . . o T
1a9Jo 2, Hartley, "Textual Affinities of Panyrus
Bodmer XIV{PT5)" (unpublished B. D, thesis, Asbury
Seminary, ¥Wilmore, Ky., 1965), p. . 110,
1h68parks, op. cit., p. 95.

e
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has outdistanced all competitors in the race for editorial

approval."lu?
75

O

has on the whole aided in confirming the text of
Westcott and Hort and their high estimate of B. Because of
its cloge affinity with B, P75 has clearly shown that B did
not represent a pure text as Westecott and Hort thought but
the result of a careful trensmission of a previous textb.
It is now thought by most scholars that B represents not a
new recension in the fourth century, but rathsr a revision
of a selected group of mamuscripts such as P75. In faet,
P75 has raised the gquestion of whether we can even speak of
text-types prior to the fourth century.

This investigator found that when the American Bible
Society text varies from Westcott and Hort and where P75

P75 s the ABS text I8 times and ¥-H, 32

ci-

is extant, uppor
times(See the chart in Appendix 2). The tabulated resultis
shovn in the chart indicate that when the ABS editors were
inclined to depart from W-H, they did not really follow one
group or document. It was not external factors that influ-
enced the variant, but more probably internal considerations,
The one exception seems to be with the “Western non-interp-

olations. Here, they seemed to be gulded more by the early

text of 975. Yhen the ABS text departed from W-H, they
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usvally departed from B; this does not reflect a repudiation
of B, but rather of the distorted opinion of B held by Westcott
and Hort, Fhen the editors varied from Westcott and Hort,
they received the overwhelming majority support from the
Caesarean and Byzentine texts. Perheps this indicates two
significant trends. First, it seems to confirm the idea
that many scholars today do not follow one group or one doc-
ument to the total deference of others., Secondly, their
ecleticism was not applied with blinders toward the signif-
icance of grouping manuscripts. The fact that the ABS text

is so close to W-H clearly shows that the Alexendrian text

o

d with the highest respect.

<

is still regard



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND COMNCLUSIONS

In a summery of the ressarches nade in textual crit-
icism of the Gospels since Westcott and Hort, there are two
major divisions: (1) reliance upon external evidence, and
(2) reliance upon internal evidence. A third division on

future work will be inecluded.

A, EXTZREAL EVIDENCE

Westcott and Hort claimed that the most objective

criterion for the evaluation of a reading is the consideration

of external evidence., This critericn is still thought to be
very important, but not many hold it in such high regard as
did Westcott and Hort. There are at least three phenomena
that have beering upon external evidence., Westcott and Hort's
genealogical evidence is still considered important. Host
scholars opine that witnesses rmust be weighed and not
counted, However, as Colwell has eptly pointed out,
because the relative weight of several types of evidence

srent kinds of variants, there camnot be an

=y

or dif

{-e
=y

varies
involuntary following of the evidence, There sxists no
neuvtral texts. The geneslogical stemma can be salely
established only for the family group. Text-tynes are only

sindicative and not final,
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A second phenomenon to be considered has bsen suggested
by B, H, Streeter, viz., the geographicel distribution of the
witnesses that concur in attesting a certain variant.

However, Streeter's local texts have been modified by recent
discoveries. One must ascertain whether or not documents

geographically distant are reglly independent of each other.
Agrecments between the SyrS and Codex Bobbiensis, k, may not

be geographically distinct, but may be due to the influence

of the Diatessaron and represent only one locality.

A third consideration analogous with external evidence
involves the date of the document. Due to csriain genealogical
relations, however, the date of the text exemplified is even
more important.

BEven though Kurt Aland has cleimed thalt text-types have
lost their reason for existence, ost scholars still acknow-
ledge their significsnce. At the scme time, they rsalize that
texb-types are not recensions as once thought, but each involves
a textuel process distinct 2s a group yet which cannot be

t in the

9]

precisely defined. This process was realized fir

Western and Casesarean text-types, then confirmed by the mass

7

U

of early papyri. ¥ was the crowning act.
A brief discussion of the current view of local texts
terminates this first division, Westcott and Hort's Syrian

text has been the subject of much investigation., Because of
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the possible confusion bstween the Syriac versions.and this
text, the name has been altered to a more preferable title--

Byzantine, More important ls the present critical evaluation

of this text., Dr. Metzger has suggested that the total

-

rejection of this text needs be at least partially revised.

Both PL'r5 and P66 give evidence that the Byzantine text

occasionally preserves a reading that dates from the second
or third century and for which "there had been no other early

w148

witness. The conclusion to be drswvn from this statement

is that the "general neglect of the Antiochian readings which
has been so common among many texbual critics is quite un-

-
w9 op the other hand, von Soden's aubomatic

justified.
ubilization of the Koine text is to be avoided., In the

text of Luke, this investigator found that when the editors
of the ABS text depart from W-H, they received the support of
Codex A 83.3 ver cent of the time, However, they did not
accept a reading only supported by the Byzantine.

Recent research since Westcott and Hort has indicated

.

that they had been too optimistic in their designation of

fa
lLLOB. A, Hetzger, "fhe Lucianic Recension of the Grecsk
Bible," Chapnters In the History o? Hew Testament Textual
Criticism (Grand Rapids: 4m. B. rdmsns, 1963}, p. 30.

U9p34a., p. 39.
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a Neutral text. The agreement of B, remains the most highly
regarded witness to the New Testament text, but it is quite
generally doubted that the text is as pure as Westcott and
Hort conceived. Streeter has aided in showing that the
Neutral text and the Alexandrian text are the same. In the
Gospel of ILuke, the ABS text is closer to B, than any other
group of manuscripts. The resvlts of this writer'!s collation
reveals that contrary to belief that Yestcott and Hort are no
longer reliable guides, the ABS text substantially supports
Westcott and Hort.

Those who accepted Westcott and Hort'!'s conclusions
tended to reject the imporbtance of the Wesbtern text. The
debate which arose around the Western text shortly aflter
Westcott and Hort has already been mentioned, The origin of
the VWestern text is still shrowded with mystery. Streeter
isolated at least two Western traditions, One was centered
in Italy and is represented by D, b, a and the other was
centered in Carthage and is represented by k and e. A third
group has been isolated which claimed the 0ld Syriac as the
major representative.

The Western text is generally believed to be very ecarly
and the result of an undisciplined and wild development of
transcriptional activity. Textually, a significant trend has

been the acceptance that many doctrinal modificatisns were



80
freely made by the early scribes.lSO Generally, rcadings
subcorted only by the Western authorities do not commend
themselves,

One of the significant novel developments since Westcobt
end Hort has been the identification of the Caesarean text.
Streeter's contribution has already been mentioned. Since
Streeter, Pbr has been included among the witnesses to this
grovp., At the same time, a suggestion was made that the
Caesarean text comorised two principal subdivisions. One

. N .
group was comprised of P*S, W, Fam. 1, Fam. 13, 28 and the

3

other was comorised of £ , 565, and 700. The first grour
has been calied a pre~Caesarean text or Egyptian text and the
second Tormed what is called the Caesarsan text oroper,

It has also been discovered that the 0ld Syriac shows

o

some affinity with the Casesarean text, This clearly illus-
trates that the Caesarean text is the least homogeneous of

any of the grows.

The consideration of internal evidence to the disregard

SO, . . ) .
ngpuze 22:1 3=l is now accepted by many as genuine

because of doctrinal reasons for its omigssion. Why does the
divine Christ need strengthening Trom sn angel? Can Christ
be in agony?
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of dates of ‘witnesses and families of documents is called more
specifically eclecticism, Almost all textual scholars have
given consideration to internal evidence, but there have been
few who have given primary and oftentimes exclusive attention
to internal probabilities, Gunther Zuntz has done this in.
the Pauline Hpistles. Those who have gpplied thilis method
to the Gospels are G, H, Turner and G. D, Kilpatrick.

There have been at least two factors giving impetus to
this method, Form criticism has raised the problem of what
is genuine, Oral tradition has sometimes preserved the
genuine reading while the written tradition has corrupted 1t,

A second fachtor was the adnmission that doctrinal alterations

(e}

were guite freguent in the early centuries. The principle of
external evidence has overlooked intentional doctrinal changes
as a possible explanation of transcriptional error,

At the heart of this trend is the perspective that there
are no spurious readings., Every reading must be examined as
an indication of a historical theologicel interpretation of
the Scriptures. Coupled with this is the conviction that the
textual critic is both a scientist and an exegete. C. H., Dodd
has influenced this school of thought greatly. BEven though

the eclectic method was applied in editing the new ABS text,

it was not done in light of this theological perspective.
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The future will have to answer the end result of the debabe
between exclusive eclecticism and almost exclusive external

evidence,

C. FUTURZ 03K

The methodological problem in textual eriticism of the
Gospels is still unsolved, However, there are incentives to
plow the field. fThe papyrus discoveries have both answered

0ld problems and opened up new problems,

ct
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One probliem that needs to be investiga
value of thas ancient versions, Before this can be resolved,
there is a great need for new and accurate critical editions
ofrthe ancient versions. After this is accomplished, the
texts can be mors accurately assessed. Klijn's objections
need be further investigated.

The pre-~Caesarean text neseds to be further investigated

Lt

in the Gospels, Most of the research has been done in the
Gospel of HMark, Still unresolved i1s the origin of the
Caesareun text, Does it represent a distinet text or is
it a correction of the Western text by the Alexandrian?

The history of the text is still being written and
revised., In writing the history, doss one work frcm the late

menuscripts back as Festcott and EBort did or begin with the

carliest witnesses and work up to the present as Colwell



suggested? Can e rially speak of text-types prior to the
fourth century?

Another area of investlgation is the perspective of
textual criticism, Are those who stress that the bextual
critic ig both scientist and exegete more accurate than the
cld school which emphasized texbual criticism as a negative

and secondary discipline?

83
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and Brothers, 13886). The pféading given first is the text

recorded in WJestcott and Hort.

1:15 nvuptov ) (Tov) nupLov
1:17 HXevo ) HAwov

2:12 ONUELOV ) TO OTMUPELOV
2:35 cov ) add(dg)

2:48 InTouvuEVv) ELMTOVLUEV
2:52 11 gopLa) €V TN 0OPLA
%:3% maoav) add (tnv)

%:%% Tov AduELV TOV Apver) Tou ApLvxdaB Tov AdpuLv Tovu Apvi
4:17 aVolLEQD) QVATTUERD
4:25 ovpxvod) add ent

42l upalOovTa) HPALYRLOVIX
5:2 mAola dvo) dvo mAoLw
5:12 Ldwv 6g) naL LdWV

5:%9 BAnteov) add (nou)

6:% ovtov) add (ovTED)

6:26 MAAWO VRAOC) VWGO HOAWO

6:%6 nobwo) add (mat)



7:19 etepov) aAAov

7:3% e08wv) e06Lwv

7:39 (o) mpogninoc) mwpoygniInoc

8:26 TI'epaonvnv) T'epyeonvwv

8:29 amno) vmno

8:43% n1tL0o) add (LATPOLO WPOOEVEAWOXCO OAOV TOV SLov)
9:2 waoBar) add (Tovo aobevero)

9:% unte 6vo) unte (ava) dvo

9:9 o Hpwbno) Hpwdno

9:13 QUYELV UPELD) URELG QUYELV

9:18 oL OXAOL AEYOUGLV) AEYOUGLV OL OYAOL
9:28 ontw) add (mat)

9:49 Twavno) (o) Iwxvvno

9:50. Incocvo) o Inoouvs

9:59 o b6eg eivmnev) add (nvpre)

9:59 mpotov aneAfovii) aneAfovilL TPOTOV
9:62 (mpoo avTov) ) omit

10:15 notoBnon)  notaliBactnon

10:21 nyoAhLxoato) aga (ev)

10:22 av) Exv

1G:27 OANO }zgd Tno

10:3%2 hevertno) add  (yevopevoo)

10:35 dvo dnvopla dwnev) edwnev dvo dnvapLa

10:38 €10 TNV oLHLay) orit
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10 :40

10:42 oliywv 6 €0TLV YPELX T EVOT) EVOOC OE E£0TLV YPELX

ELTTOV) ELTE

11:2 elbatw) erbeTw

11:10
11:11
11:11
11 :14
11:20
11:24
11:25
11:30
12:17
12:20
12:21
12:22
12:22
12:39
12: 54

QVOLYNOETAL) VOLYETXL

TOV MATEPX GLTNOEL) CLTNOEL TOV TXTEPED
LY ovTL LX8v00) Mot aviL LyYBvoo
S LILOVLOV) (nat avto Mv)
Beov eyw) Beov

(tote) ) omit

(oxoraZovia) ) omit

o Iwvao) Iwvoo

QVTW) EXVTW

®LTOVOLY) QTALTOVOLV

QUTW) EAVTW

QUTOV) omit

VROV) omit

EYPNYOPNOEV OV MG&L OUM) OUM QV

L&nte) LodnTe (Tnv)

13:5 PLETAVONONTE) KLETAVONTE

1%:7 eunodov)adgd OULV

13:15
1%:21
1%:27
1%:35

ATMAYWV ) TR YELYWV
eXPUPEV) EVERPUPEV
oLda) 2dd vpoo

cewo) add . nZelL 0Te
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14:32 epwTta TPOC) EPWTIX TA TPOT

15:1% mavia) anoavio

15:21 mownoov pe wo eva Twv PLoSLwv cov) oriit
16:12 nuetepov) VUETEPOV

17:12 annvinoav) add cvTw

17:12 aveotnoav) €CTNOGV

17:24 avBpwnov) add (v Tn MUEPA KUTOV)
18:4 peta Tavta de) peta de TaLT
18:10 €L0) 0 €LO

18:11 TavTo TPOC EXVTOV) TPOT EXVTOV TAVTH
18:12 ORODEHLTEVW) OTOOERATY

18:13 gcVTOV) GUVTOUV

18:24 Inoovo) add (WeEPLAVTOV YEVOLEVOV)
18:25 eLoeABeLv) Sirerberv

18:30 AaPr) amolaBn

18:40 Inocovo) o Inocovo

19:13 mpaypoeevoxobol) RPAYRXTEVOXOOE
19:%6 €UTWV) AVTWV

20:9 AvBpwnoo) gaa (TLo)

20:27 AEYOVTED) QVTLAEYOVTIECD

2C: L4 UTOV HUPLOV) HUCLOV JUTOV

20:45 posntalo) add (avtou)

21:11 AOLPOL KXL ALUOL) ALULCL MEL ACLUCL
21:19 ntnosofe) ninoxobe

SRR T

29 : 24 (uxlL ECGOVTIAL) ) ol



21:35

ETMELOEAEVTETAL YAP) YO ETNEAEVOETAL

22:7 alvpwv) add (ev)

22:18

22:30.

vuiLv) add oTu

nabnobe) wmxbnoeobe

23:2 QUTOV) EXVIOV

23:11
2%:28
2%: 31
2%5: 34
23:42
2%5:45
2%:50

avtov) adad (mau)

avtag) add (o)

EL €V) add Tw

APLOTEPWVY) o d€...TOLOVOLY

ELO TNV BaoLAelav) v Tn BacLiero

TOU MALOU EHAELTROVTOO) TOU NALOVU EHLTOVTOC

VT PY@®V ) (mat)

24:3% owpo) add TOL MVpLOu Inoovu

24:6 venpwv) add (ouvH...nyepdn)

24:12
24:32
24:%0
24:40
2447
24 :49
24:50
24: 571
24:52

omit ) include (o &g...veyovoo)
nv) add (ev nuiv)

pECW AVTWV) add (HAL...VRLV)
omit ) include (HaL...7w0d0O)
ELO) HAL

EEAMOOTEANW) ATOOTEAAW

AUTOVO) 0déd EEW

aUTOV) add (KaL...0VPRAVOV)

avTol) add (MPOOHUYNOXVIES QUTOV)



which each major manuscript,

AP

The following chart illustrates

the frequency with

fanily, or versilon supports the

W-H text and the ABS text where the two differ in the Gospel

of Luke,
MANUSCRIPT SUPPORTS SUPPORTS ABS
P75 32 418
pHt> 7 18
X 39 58
B Sl 20
C 17 31
L L8 L7
D 39 Ll
W 1 38
I 19 57
A 15 75
Fanm, 1 19 32
Fam, 13 20 85
Syrs 23 20
SyrC 16 22
33 25 2l
Boh. 30 28
Sah, 29 23
Geo. 13 27
21 29

Arm,
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