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Why this booR,

The New Testament published by Robinson and
Pierpont is a wonderful, reliable edition of its
original Greek text. It is very easy to have access to
it on the internet, through apps, etc. I encourage the
Bible student to use it, study it, promote it with
confidence.

This book presents the expositions by these two
great scholars concerning the superiority of the
Byzantine (Majority) Text form found in the 2005
edition of their Greek text published by Chilton
Publishing. The Greek text of the Gospel of John
has been added as a sample of the accuracy of their
work.

Also because of their contribution, we can boldly
say that the case for the reliability of the biblical
text has been clearly stated: it has been handed
down through the centuries by manuscripts and
edited by the valuable textual critics of our time.

May God bless His Word, inspired and preserved,
so that “the man of God may be complete, thoroughly
equipped for every good work.” (2 Timothy 3:17)

Giuseppe Guarino
Birkirkara, Malta
25th January, 2020






Let it never be forgotten, that just as it is the place of a Christian to
look to God in prayer for his guidance and blessing in all his
undertakings, so may he especially do this as to labours connected
with the text of Scripture. The object sought in such prayer is not that
the critic may be rendered infallible, or that he may discriminate
genuine readings by miracle, but that he may be guided rightly and
wisely to act on the evidence which the providence of God has
preserved, and that he may ever bear in mind what Scripture is, even
the testimony of the Holy Ghost to the grace of God in the gift of
Christ, and that thus he may be kept from rashness and temerity in
giving forth its text. As God in his providence has preserved Holy
Scripture to us, so can He vouchsafe the needed wisdom to judge of
its text simply on grounds of evidence. . . . One thing I do claim, to
labour in the work of that substructure on which alone the building of
God’s truth can rest unshaken; and this claim, by the help of God, I
will vindicate for the true setting forth of his word as He wills it for
the instruction of his Church.

— Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, An Account of the
Printed Text of the Greek New Testament; with
Remarks on its Revision upon Critical Principles.
(London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1854), 186, 272.
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And to the readers:
May the Lord save all of you, brethren.
Amen, amen, and amen

— Ancient colophon
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There has been no change in people’s opinions of the Byzantine text. Critics may
be kinder to Byzantine readings — but for reasons not related to their Byzantine
nature. It’s not really much of a change.

—Bob Waltz (Internet email)

Introduction

From the beginning of the modern critical era in the nineteenth
century the Byzantine Textform has had a questionable reputation.
Associated as it was with the faulty Textus Receptus editions which
stemmed from Erasmus’ or Ximenes’ uncritical selection of a small
number of late manuscripts (hereafter MSS), scholars in general have
tended to label the Byzantine form of text “late and secondary,” due
both to the relative age of the extant witnesses which provide the
majority of its known support and to the internal quality of its read-
ings as subjectively perceived. Yet even though the numerical base of
the Byzantine Textform rests primarily among the late minuscules and
uncials of the ninth century and later, the antiquity of that text reaches
at least as far back as its predecessor exemplars of the late fourth and
early fifth century, as reflected in MSS A/02 and W/032.!

Certainly the Textus Receptus had its problems, not the least of
which was its failure to reflect the Byzantine Textform in an accurate
manner. But the Byzantine Textform is not the TR, nor need it be asso-
ciated with the TR or those defending such in any manner.” Rather, the
Byzantine Textform is the form of text which is known to have pre-
dominated among the Greek-speaking world from at least the fourth
century until the invention of printing in the sixteenth century.> The

* This essay was presented as part of the “Symposium on New Testament Studies: A
Time for Reappraisal,” held at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, Wake Forest,
North Carolina, 6-7 April 2000. It was previously published in the internet resource 7C:
A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 6 (2001).

! The mss comprising the Byzantine Textform can be divided into various categories
(e.g., von Soden’s K* K' K K* K! K' etc.), most of which reflect regional or temporal
sub-types within that Textform, all basically reflecting the overarching and reasonably uni-
fied Byzantine Textform which dominated transmissional history from at least the fourth
century onward.

2 This includes all the various factions which hope to find authority and certainty in a
single “providentially preserved” Greek text or English translation (usually the KJV). It
need hardly be mentioned that such an approach has nothing to do with actual text-critical
theory or praxis.

*B. F. Westcott and F.J. A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original
Greek: With Notes on Selected Readings (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson rep. ed., 1988 [1882])
xiii, 91-92, noted that “the [fourth-century] text of Chrysostom and other Syrian [=
Byzantine] fathers . . . [is] substantially identical with the common late text”; and that
“this is no isolated phenomenon,” but “the fundamental text of late extant Greek MSS gener-
ally is beyond all guestion identical with the dominant Antiochian [= Byzantine] . . . text
of the second half of the fourth century. . . . The Antiochian Fathers and the bulk of
extant MSS . . . must have had in the greater number of extant variations @ common original
either contemporary with or older than our oldest extant Mss” (emphasis added).
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issue which needs to be explained by any theory of NT textual criticism
is the origin, rise and virtual dominance of the Byzantine Textform
within the history of transmission. Various attempts have been made
in this direction, postulating either the “AD 350 Byzantine recension”
hypothesis of Westcott and Hort,* or the current “process” view pro-
mulgated by modern schools of eclectic methodology.” Yet neither of
these explanations sufficiently accounts for the phenomenon, as even
some of their own prophets have declared.®

The alternative hypothesis has been too readily rejected out of
hand, perhaps because, as Lake declared, it is by far the “least
interesting”’ in terms of theory and too simple in praxis application:
the concept that the Byzantine Textform as found amid the vast major-
ity of MSS may in fact more closely reflect the original form of the NT
text than any single MS, small group of MSS, or texttype. Further, that
such a theory can more easily account for the rise and dominance of
the Byzantine Textform with far fewer problems than are found in the
alternative solutions proposed by modern eclectic scholarship. To
establish this point, two issues need to be addressed: first, a demon-
stration of the weaknesses of current theories and methodologies; and
secondly, the establishment of the case for the Byzantine Textform as
an integrated whole, in both theory and praxis.

A Problem of Modern Eclecticism:
Sequential Variant Units and the Resultant “Original” Text

Modern eclectic praxis operates on a variant unit basis without
any apparent consideration of the consequences. The resultant situa-
tion is simple: the best modern eclectic texts simply have no proven
existence within transmissional history, and their claim to represent
the autograph or the closest approximation thereunto cannot be sub-
stantiated from the extant MS, versional or patristic data. Calvin L.

*Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 132-139. Although Westcott and Hort termed the
Byzantine MsS “Syrian,” the current term is utilized in the present paper.

% See Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types of New Tes-
tament Manuscripts,” in his Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testa-
ment, New Testament Tools and Studies 9, ed. Bruce M. Metzger (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1968) 53; idem, “Method in Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” ibid., 15-20;
idem, “Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program,” ibid., 164.

® Cf. Epp’s pointed critiques of modern eclectic theory and praxis: Eldon J. Epp, “The
Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism,” JBL 93 (1974)
386-414; idem, “The Eclectic Method in New Testament Textual Criticism: Solution or
Symptom?” HTR 69 (1976) 211-57; idem, “New Testament Textual Criticism in America:
Requiem for a Discipline,” /BL 98 (1979) 94-98; idem, “A Continuing Interlude in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 73 (1980) 131-51. All except “Requiem” are now
included in Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New
Testament Textual Criticism, Studies and Documents 45 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993).

7 Kirsopp Lake, “The Text of Mark in Some Dated Lectionaries,” in H. G. Wood, ed.,
Amicitiae Corolla: A Volume of Essays presented to James Rendel Harris, D. Litt., on the
Occasion of bis Eightieth Birthday (London: University of London, 1933) 153: “The least
interesting hypothesis — [is] that there was one original MS, and that it had the Byzantine
text.”
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Porter has noted pointedly that modern eclecticism, although

not based upon a theory of the history of the text . . . does
reflect a certain presupposition about that history. It seems
to assume that very early the original text was rent piece-
meal and so carried to the ends of the earth where the
textual critic, like lamenting Isis, must seek it by his skill, 8

Such a scenario imposes an impossible burden upon textual
restoration, since not only is the original text no longer extant in any
known MS or texttype, but no MS or group of MsS reflects such in its
overall pattern of readings.” There thus remains 7o transmissional
guide to suggest how such an “original” text would appear when
found.’® One should not be surprised to find that the only certain con-
clusions of modern eclecticism seem to be that the original form of the
NT text (a) will not resemble the Byzantine Textform; but (b) will
resemble the Alexandrian texttype.

It is one thing for modern eclecticism to defend numerous read-
ings when considered solely as isolated units of variation. It is quite
another matter for modern eclecticism to claim that the sequential
result of such isolated decisions will produce a text closer to the
autograph (or canonical archetype) than that produced by any other
method." While all eclectic methods utilize what appear to be
sufficient internal and external criteria to provide a convincing and
persuasive case for an “original” reading at any given point of variation,
strangely lacking is any attempt to defend the resultant sequential text
as a transmissional entity. The lay reader can be overwhelmingly con-
vinced regarding any individual eclectic decision due to its apparent
plausibility, consistency, and presumed credibility; arguments offered
at this level are persuasive.'? A major problem arises, however, as soon
as those same readings are viewed as a connected sequence; at such a
point the resultant text must be scrutinized in transmissional and
historical terms.

® Calvin L. Porter, “A Textual Analysis of the Earliest Manuscripts of the Gospel of
John” (PhD Diss., Duke University, 1961) 12.

? Text-critical discussions concern only about 10% of the NT text where units of mean-
ingful variation exist. The remaining bulk of the text presents the autograph form of the
NT text with no significant variation. The “pattern of readings” phenomenon concerns a
discernible pattern involving only the units of existing variation considered sequentially as
thely' combine to produce a standardized form of the NT text.

Cf. the pessimism in this regard stated in Eldon Jay Epp, “The Multivalence of the
Term “Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999) 280.

"'D. C. Greetham, Textual Scholarship: An Introduction (New York: Garland, 1992) 323,
notes that such a procedure “assumes that one can easily tell which is the “error” and which
the genuine reading. The problem is that this evidence . . . is then used to disallow read-
ings from the ‘bad’ manuscripts and to welcome those from the ‘good,’ in a perfect exem-
plification of circular reasoning.”

2 Such a method of presentation is a good part of the appeal in Bruce M. Metzger, A
Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London: United Bible Societies, 1971
[1st ed.]; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994 [2nd ed.]).
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Colwell noted that “Westcott and Hort’s genealogical method
slew the Textus Receptus.”’® Westcott and Hort appealed to a purely
hypothetical stemma of descent which they “did not apply . . . to the
manuscripts of the New Testament”; yet they claimed thereby to
“show clearly that a majority of manuscripts is not necessarily to be
preferred as correct.”' Possibility (which is all that was claimed) does
not amount to probability; the latter requires evidence which the for-
mer does not. As Colwell noted, by an “a prior: possibility” Westcott
and Hort could “demolish the argument based on the numerical supe-
riority urged by the adherents of the Textus Receptus.”’® The TR (and
for all practical purposes, the Byzantine Textform) thus was over-
thrown on the basis of a hypothesis which was not demonstrable as
probable. Hort’s reader of the stemmatic chart was left uninformed
that the diagrammed possibility which discredited the Byzantine
Textform was not only unprovable, but highly improbable in light of
transmissional considerations. Thus on the basis of unproven possibili-
ties the Westcott-Hort theory postulated its “Syrian [Byzantine]
recension” of ca. AD 350.

A parallel exists: modern eclecticism faces a greater problem
than did the Byzantine text under the theoretical stemma of Westcott
and Hort. Not only does its resultant text lack genealogical support
within transmissional theory, but it fails the probability test as well.
That the original text or anything close to such would fail to perpetu-
ate itself sequentially within reasonably short sections of text is a key
weakness affecting the entire modern eclectic theory and method. The
problem is not that the entire text of a NT book nor even of a chapter
might be unattested by any single MS: most MSS (including those of the
Byzantine Textform) have unique or divergent readings within any
extended portion of text; no two MSS agree completely in all particu-
lars. However, the problem with the resultant sequential aspect of
modern eclectic theory is that its preferred text repeatedly can be
shown to have no known MS support over even short stretches of text —
and at times even within a single verse.'® The problem increases geo-
metrically as a sequence of variants extends over two, three, five, or

3 Ernest C. Colwell, “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations,”
Methodology, 75.

#Ibid., 65. Emphasis original. See the hypothetical stemmatic chart and discussion of
«p(;sssligﬁgties” in Westcott and Hort, Introduction, p. 54.

id.

16 As examples (which could be multiplied): (1) Mt 20:23 contains seven variant units,
only three of which (the first, second and sixth) are sufficient to leave the resultant text of
NAZ7 with no support; (2) Lk 6:26 contains five variant units, which together leave the NAZ7
text without support; (3) Mk 11:3 centains but two variant units, in which the witnesses to
the NA?? text are mutually exclusive (variant 1, fext = B A 2427 pc; variant 2, text = R D L
579 892 1241 pc); (4) Jn 6:23, with four variant units, needs but the second and third to
produce a NA?7 verse with no support. For additional examples, see Maurice A. Robinson,
“Investigating Text-Critical Dichotomy: A Critique of Modern Eclectic Praxis from a
Byzantine-Priority Perspective,” Faith and Mission 16 (1999) 17-19.
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more verses.!” This raises serious questions about the supposed
transmissional history required by eclectic choice. As with Hort’s
genealogical appeal to a possible but not probable transmission, it is
transmissionally unlikely that a short sequence of variants would leave
no supporting witness within the manuscript tradition; the probability
that such would occur repeatedly is virtually nil.

Modern eclecticism creates a text which, within repeated short
sequences, rapidly degenerates into one possessing 70 support among
manuscript, versional, or patristic witnesses. The problem deteriorates
further as the scope of sequential variation increases.'® One of the
complaints against the Byzantine Textform has been that such could
not have existed at an early date due to the lack of a single pre-fourth
century MS reflecting the specific pattern of agreement characteristic of
that Textform,'” even though the Byzantine Textform can demon-
strate its specific pattern within the vast majority of witnesses from at
least the fourth century onward.”® Yet those who use the modern
eclectic texts are expected to accept a proffered “original” which simi-
larly lacks any pattern of agreement over even short stretches of text
that would link it clearly with that which is found in any MS, group of
MSS, version, or patristic witness within the entzre manuscript tradi-
tion. Such remains a perpetual crux for the “original” text of modern
eclecticism. If a legitimate critique can be made against the Byzantine
Textform because early witnesses fail to reflect its specific pattern of
readings, the current eclectic models (regardless of edition) can be
criticized more severely, since their resultant texts demonstrate a pat-
tern of readings which is not attested among the extant witnesses.”!

17 As scattered examples, (1) Ac 17:26 is supported by Mss "% R A B 33 81 1175; if v
27 is added, the support drops to B and 33; after v. 28, only MS 33 remains, and if v. 29 is
added, the resultant text no longer can be found in any extant Greek Ms; (2) Mk 7:24, with
five units of variation, is supported iz tote only by Ms L; Mk 7:25 with four variant units is
supported in foto only by Ms B; if the two verses are taken together, 7o extant MS supports
the resultant text.

18 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 243, acknowledged this as regards the variant units
in Mk 14:30, 68, 72%, 72% “the confusion of attestation . . . is so great that of the seven
principal Mss 8 A B C D L A no two have the same text in all four places.” The NA? vari-
ants for Mk 14:72 alone leave the text with no Ms in support,

YE. g, D.A. Carson, The King James Version Debate: A Plea for Realism (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1979) 44; also Gordon D. Fee, “The Majority Text and the Original Text of
the New Testament,” ch. 10 in Epp and Fee, Theory and Method, 186; idem, “Modern Tex-
tual Criticism and the Majority Text: A Rejoinder,” JET'S 21 (1978) 159-160.

20 This does not mean that Byzantine Ms$ do not differ from one another, but only that
their differences do not affect their overall pattern of readings as contrasted with that
found in the text of modern eclecticism. Cf. Robinson, “Dichotomy,” 29, n. 3, where it is
noted that, among the Byzantine witnesses, “most MsS . . . have large blocks of consecu-
tive verses without significant variation”; also, when a random group of 20 Byzantine MsS
was examined, only rarely did “more than one or two MSS [depart] from the Byzantine
norm” at any point.

Reasoned eclecticism derives from a methodological circularity which causes irrecon-
cilable conflict between theory and resultant text. As Fredson Bowers, Bibliography and
Textual Criticism, Lyell Lectures, Oxford, Trinity Term, 1959 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964)
126, observes, “essentially idle guesses [in individual variant units] are thereupon utilized
as evidence for the . . . choice of readings,” producing a resultant pattern which bears no
relation to what is evidenced in extant witnesses.
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The principle of Ockham’s Razor applies,? and the cautious scholar
seriously must ask which theory possesses the fewest speculative or
questionable points when considered from all angles.

Modern eclectic proponents fail to see their resultant text as
falling under a greater condemnation, even though such a text is not
only barely possible to imagine having occurred under any reasonable
historical process of transmission, but whatever transmissional history
would be required to explain their resultant text is not even remotely
probable to have occurred under any normal circumstances. Yet mod-
ern eclectics continue to reject a lesser argument ex szfentio regarding
the likelihood of Byzantine propagation in areas outside of Egypt dur-
ing the early centuries (where archaeological MS finds happen not to be
forthcoming), while their own reconstructed text requires a hypothet-
ical transmissional history which transcends the status of the text inall
centuries. The parallels do not compare well.

It seems extremely difficult to maintain archetype or autograph
authenticity for any artificially-constructed eclectic text when such a
text taken in sequence fails to leave its pattern or reconstructable
traces within even one extant witness to the text of the NT; this is
especially so when other supposedly “secondary” texttypes and
Textforms are preserved in a reasonable body of extant witnesses with
an acceptable level of reconstructability.

The essence of a Byzantine-priority method

Any method which would restore the original text of the NT
must follow certain guidelines and procedures within normative NT
text-critical scholarship. It will not suffice merely to declare one form
of the text superior in the absence of evidence, nor to support any
theory with only selected and partial evidence which favors the case in
question.” The lack of balance in such matters plagues much of mod-
ern reasoned eclecticism,?* since preferred readings are all too often
defended as primary simply because they are non-Byzantine. Princi-
ples of internal evidence are similarly manipulated, as witnessed by the

22 Ockham’s Razor is known in two complementary forms: “A plurality should not be
assumed without necessity,” and “It is useless to do with more what can be done with
fewer.”

B Cf. J. K. Elliott, “Keeping up with Recent Studies xv: New Testament Textual Criti-
cism,” ExpT 99 (1987/8) 41, “Textual criticism should . . . involve trying to find explana-
tions for all readings in the manuscripts or in the patristic citations whether those readings
may justifiably be claimed as original or secondary” (emphasis original).

+ As Epp stated regarding modern eclectic praxis, “we have made little progress in tex-
tual theory since Westcotr-Hort; . . . we simply do not know how to make a definitive
determination as to what the best text is; . . . we do not have a clear picture of the
transmission and alteration of the text in the first few centuries; and, accordingly, . . . the
Westcott-Hort kind of text has maintained its dominant position largely by default,” Epp,
“Twentieth-Century Interlude,” Theory and Method, 87.
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repeated statements as to what “most scribes” (i. e. those responsible
for the Byzantine Textform) would do in a given situation, when in
fact “most scribes” did nothing of the kind on any regular basis.?

The real issue facing NT textual criticism is the need to offer a
transmissional explanation of the history of the text which includes an
accurate view of scribal habits and normal transmissional considera-
tions. Such must accord with the facts and must not prejudge the case
against the Byzantine Textform. That this is not a new procedure or a
departure from a previous consensus can be seen by the expression of
an essential Byzantine-priority hypothesis in the theory of Westcott
and Hort (quite differently applied, of course). The resultant method-
ology of the Byzantine-priority school is in fact more closely aligned
with that of Westcott and Hort than any other.?® Despite his myriad of
qualifying remarks, Hort stated quite clearly in his Introduction the
principles which, if applied directly, would legitimately support the
Byzantine-priority position:

As soon as the numbers of a minority exceed what can be
explained by accidental coincidence, . . . their agreement
. .. can only be explained on genealogical grounds[. W]e
have thereby passed beyond purely numerical relations,
and the necessity of examining the genealogy of both
minority and majority has become apparent. A theoretical
presumption indeed remains that a majority of extant docu-
ments is more likely to represent a majority of ancestral
documents at each stage of transmission than vice versa.””

There is nothing inherently wrong with Hort’s “theoretical pre-
sumption.” Apart from the various anti-Byzantine qualifications made
throughout the entire Introduction,?® the Westcott-Hort theory would

25 Cf. Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration, 3rd enl. ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992) 200: “What would
a conscientious scribe do when he found that the same passage was given differently in two
or more manuscripts which he had before him? . . . Most scribes incorporated both read-
ings in the new copy which they were transcribing, This produced what is called a confla-
tion of readings, and is characteristic of the later, Byzantine type of text” [emphasis added)].
Had such indeed occurred on the scale stated by Metzger, the Byzantine text would be far
different than currently found. A careful examination of scribal practices will reveal how
rarely conflation or other supposed “scribal tendencies” actually occurred, and how limited
was the propagation of such among the Mss.

26 Fee, “Majority Text and Original Text,” Theory and Method, 191, correctly noted that
the Byzantine-priority theory (termed “majority text”) was “in terms of method . . . on
the same end” of the spectrum “as Westcott-Hort.”

%7 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 45 (emphasis added).

“* Hort immediately followed his statement with the disclaimer that “the presumption
is too minute to weigh against the smallest tangible evidence of other kinds” (ibid.). The
remainder of the Introduction reflects an attempt to refute this initial principle through (1)
a hypothetical genealogical stemma which places the majority of witnesses as merely a
sub-branch within the transmissional tradition (54-57); (2) claims regarding “conflation”
as exclusive to the Byzantine Textform (93-107); and (3) a “Syrian [Byzantine] recension”
ca. AD 350 (132-139 and passim). Colwell noted that “Hort organized his entire argument
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revert to an implicit acceptance and following of this initial principle in
accord with other good and solid principles which they elsewhere
state. Thus, a “proper” Westcott-Hort theory which did not initially
exclude the Byzantine Textform would reflect what might be expected
to occur under “normal” textual transmission.?” Indeed, Hort’s initial
“theoretical presumption” finds clear acceptance in the non-biblical
realm. Fredson Bowers assumes a basic “normality” of transmission as
the controlling factor in the promulgation of all handwritten
documents;*° he also holds that a text reflected in an overwhelming
majority of MSS is more likely to have a chronological origin preceding
that of any text which might be found in a small minority:

[Stemmatic textual analysis] joins with science in requiring
the assumption of normality as the basis for any working
hypothesis. . . . If one collates 20 copies of a book and
finds . . . that only 1 copy shows the uncorrected state . . .
“normality” makes it highly probable that the correction

. . was made at an earlier point in time . . . than [a form]
. . . that shows 19 with uncorrected type and only 1 with
corrected. . . . The mathematical odds are excellent that
this sampling of 20 copies can be extrapolated in accord
with normality.*!

Such a claim differs but little from that made by Scrivener 150
years ago,’” and suggests that perhaps it is modern scholarship which

to depose the Textus Receptus” and never actually demonstrated or applied his hypotheti-
cal claims against the Byzantine Textform (Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 158).
Since Hort’s suppositions cannot be established as fact, the natural course should be a
return to the initial “theoretical presumption.”

* Had Westcott-Hort constructed a NT text without an anti-Byzantine bias, their text
would have ended up far more Byzantine than most scholars today would imagine. Colwell
(“Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 160-170) summarizes their good and valid working prin-
ciples, which fit in well with the Byzantine-priority hypothesis and methodology: (1)
“Begin with readings”; (2) “Characterize individual scribes and manuscripts”; (3) “Group
the manuscripts™; (4) Construct a historical framework; (5) Make “final judgment on read-
ings.”

8 Bowers, Bibliography, 83-84, notes that “the appeal to normality is [usually] so
unnecessary as to be omitted without loss from the marshalling of evidence.” Modern
eclecticism insists, assuming a rejection of the Byzantine Textform, that a prevailing and
continued “abnormality” was the driving factor within early NT transmissional history.

3 Bowers, Bibliography, 74-75, emphasis added.

%2 “That mere numbers should decide a2 question of sacred criticism never ought to have
been asserted by any one; never has been asserted by a respectable scholar. . . . But I must
say that the counter-proposition, that numbers bave ‘no determining voice,’ is to my mind full
as unreasonable, and rather more startling. . . . The reading of the majority is so far prefer-
able. Not that a bare majority shall always prevail, but that numerical preponderance, espe-
ctally where it is marked and constant, is an important element in the investigation of the
genuine readings of Holy Scripture,” Frederick Henry [Ambrose] Scrivener, An Exact
Transcript of the Codex Augiensis (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, and Co., 1859) vii-viii,
emphasis added. Scrivener’s clear assertion should be compared with Wallace’s revisionist
claim that Scrivener “explicitly stated that the Byzantine cursives on which the MT [Major-
ity Text] theory rests are without much value” (Daniel B. Wallace, “Historical Revisionism
and the Majority Text Theory: The Cases of F. H. A, Scrivener and Herman C. Hoskier,”
NTS 41 [1995] 283).
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has moved beyond “normality” — a scientific view of transmissional
development in light of probability — in favor of a subjectively-based
approach to the data.*® To complete the comparison in the non-biblical
realm, modern eclectics should also consider the recent comments of
D. C. Greetham:

Reliance upon individual critical perceptions (often mas-
querading as “scientific” methodology) . . . can result in
extreme eclecticism, subjectivism, and normalization
according to the esthetic dictates of the critic. . . . The
opposite extreme . . . maintains that . . . the only honest
recourse is to select that specific . . . extant document
which . . . seems best to represent authorial intention, and
once having made that selection, to follow the readings of
the document as closely as possible.*

When considering the above possibilities, Hort’s initial “theo-
retical presumption” is found to be that representing the
scientifically-based middle ground, positioned as a corrective to both
of Greetham’s extremes. As Colwell stated,

We need Hort Redivivus. We need him as a
counter-influence to the two errors I have discussed: (1)
the ignoring of the history of the manuscript tradition, and
(2) overemphasis upon the internal evidence of readings.
In Hort’s work two principles (and only two) are regarded
as so important that they are printed in capital letters in the
text and in italics in the table of contents. One is “ALL
TRUSTWORTHY RESTORATION OF CORRUPTED TEXTS IS
FOUNDED ON THE STUDY OF THEIR HISTORY,” and the
other, “KNOWLEDGE OF DOCUMENTS SHOULD PRECEDE
FINAL JUDGMENT UPON READINGS.”?®

Beyond an antipathy for the Byzantine Textform and a historical
reconstruction which attempted to define that Textform as the
secondary result of a formal revision of the fourth century, Westcott
and Hort made no idle claim regarding the importance of
transmissional history and its related elements as the key to

33 Even Richard Bentley in 1713 (Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free Thinking) out-
lined what in essence was a method that would produce a Byzantine-related result: “It is
good . . . to have more anchors than one; . . . that by a joint and mutual help all the faults
may be mended. . . . The very distances of places, as well as numbers of the books,
demonstrate that there could be no collusion. . . . Though the various readings always
increase in proportion, . . . the text, by an accurate collation . . . is ever the more correct,
and comes nearer to the true words of the author.” (Quoted in Samuel P. Tregelles, An
Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament [London: Bagster, 1854] 50-51,
emphasis original).

* Greetham, “Textual Criticism,” Textual Scholarship, 299-300.

3 Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 155-156, quoting respectively Westcott and

Hort, Introduction, 40 and 31.
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determining the original text of the NT.** Had all things been equal,
the more likely scenario which favored a predominantly Byzantine
text would have been played out.”” In that sense, the present
Byzantine-priority theory reflects a return to Hort, with the intent to
explore the matter of textual transmission when a presumed formal
Byzantine recension is no longer a factor.

A transmissional approach to textual criticism is not unparal-
leled. The criticism of the Homeric epics proceeds on much the same
line. Not only do Homer’s works have more manuscript evidence
available than any other piece of classical literature (though far less
than that available for the NT), but Homer also is represented by MSS
from a wide chronological and geographical range, from the early
papyri through the uncials and Byzantine-era minuscules.”® The paral-
lels to the NT transmissional situation are remarkably similar, since the
Homeric texts exist in three forms: one shorter, one longer, and one
in-between.

(1) The shorter form in Homer is considered to reflect Alexandrian
critical know-how and scholarly revision applied to the text;*
the Alexandrian text of the NT is clearly shorter, has apparent
Alexandrian connections, and may well reflect recensional
activity.40

% Yet as Epp pointed out, “Hort resolved the issue [of competing texts], not on the
basis of the history of the text, but in terms of the presumed inner quality of the texts and on
grounds of largely subjective judgments of that quality” (Epp, “Interlude,” Theory and
Method, 94, emphasis original). Of course, once the Byzantine text is eliminated from con-
sideration, historical transmissional reconstruction becomes superfluous.

3 Fee also notes the anti-Byzantine bias and its effect upon Westcott and Hort’s
methodology: “Hort did not use genealogy in order to discover the original NT text. . . .
Hort used genealogy solely to dispense with the Syrian (Byzantine) text. Once he has
eliminated the Byzantines . . . his preference for the Neutral (Egyptian) MSS was based
strictly on intrinsic and transcriptional probability” (Gordon D. Fee, “Rigorous or Rea-
soned Eclecticism — Which?” in J. K. Elliott, ed., Studies in New Testament Language and
Text: Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of bis Sixty-fifth Birthday
[Leiden: Brill, 1976] 177). Obviously, removal of that bias at the initial stage necessarily
would lead to quite different conclusions.

3 According to Alan J. B. Wace and Frank H. Stubbings, “The Transmission of the
Text,” ch. 6 of their A Companion to Homer (London: Macmillan & Co., 1962) 229, n. 4,
R. A. Pack in 1949 listed “381 items for the /liad and 111 for the Odyssey, besides a large
number of quotations in other writers and some 60 items which should be classified as
indirect sources”; 229, n. 3 states that the more complete “manuscripts of the [liad . . .
[total around] 190, ranging in date from the fifth to the eighteenth centuries. . . . For
manuscripts of the Odyssey, . . . Allen. . . lists 75, from the tenth to the eighteenth cen-
turies”; 232, n, 40, “The earliest fragment of a papyrus codex of Homer is , . . part of a
single leaf . . . dated to the second (?) century A. D. Codices become common inthe third
century, and are the rule in the fourth.”

3 See the description of Alexandrian critical scholarship and methods in William R.
Farmer, The Last Twelve Verses of Mark (Cambridge: University Press, 1974) 13-17.

4 See Maurice A. Robinson, “The Recensional Nature of the Alexandrian Text-Type: A
Response to Selected Criticisms of the Byzantine-Priority Theory,” Faith and Mission 11
(1993) 46-74 [issue published 1997].
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(2) Thelonger form of the Homeric text is characterized by popular
expansion and scribal “improvement”; the NT Western text gen-
erally is considered the “uncontrolled popular text” of the
second century with similar characteristics.

(3) Between these extremes, 2 “medium” or “vulgate” text exists,
which resisted both the popular expansions and the critical revi-
sions; this text continued in much the same form from the early
period into the minuscule era.?! The NT Byzantine Textform
reflects a similar continuance from at least the fourth century
onward.

Yet the conclusions of Homeric scholarship based on a
transmissional-historical approach stand in sharp contrast to those of
NT eclecticism:

We have to assume that the original . . . was a medium [=
vulgate] text. ... The longer texts ... were gradually
shaken out: if there had been . . . free trade in long, medium,
and short copies at all periods, it is bard to see bow this process
could have commenced. Accordingly the need of account-
ing for the eventual predominance of the medium text, when
the critics are shown to have been incapable of producing
it, leads us to assume a medium text or vulgate in existence
during the whole time of the hand-transmission of Homer.
This consideration . . . revives the view . . . that the Home-
ric vulgate was in existence before the Alexandrian period.
. . . [Such] compels us to assume a central, average, or vul-
gate text. ¥

Not only is the parallel between NT transmissional history and
that of Homer striking, but the same situation exists regarding the
works of Hippocrates. Allen notes that “the actual text of Hippocrates
in Galen’s day was essentially the same as that of the mediaeval MSS . . .
[just as] the text of [Homer in] the first century B. C. . . . is the same
as that of the tenth-century minuscules.”*

In both classical and NT traditions there thus seems to be a
“scribal continuity” of a basic “standard text” which remained rela-
tively stable, preserved by the unforced action of copyists through the
centuries who merely copied faithfully the text which lay before them.

* Thomas W. Allen, Homer: The Origins and the Transmission (Oxford: Clarendon,
1924) 326, contrasts the Homeric vulgate and longer form against the work of the
Alexandrian revisers, “In neither case had their labours any effect. . . . The vulgate did not
change, and the long texts withered of themselves.”

£ Allen, Homer, 327, emphasis added. Allen additionally states that “the unrevised vul-
gate . . . showed a more genuine text” (281-2), and that “the Alexandrine’s labours . . .
had no effect on the book trade and the character of the copies produced” (309, emphasis
added).

3 Allen, Homer, 312-313, emphasis added.
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Further, such a text appears to prevail in the larger quantity of copies in
Homer, Hippocrates, and the NT tradition. Apart from a clear indica-
tion that such consensus texts were produced by formal recension, it
would appear that normal scribal activity and transmissional continu-
ity would preserve in most manuscripts “not only a very ancient text,
but a very pure line of very ancient text.”**

Principles to be Applied toward Restoration of the Text

The Byzantine-priority position (or especially the so-called
“majority text” position) is often caricatured as only interested in the
weight of numbers and simple “nose-counting” of MSS when attempt-
ing to restore the original form of the NT text.*’ Aside from the fact
that such a mechanical and simplistic method would offer no solution
in the many places where the Byzantine Textform is divided among its
mass of witnesses, such a caricature leads one to infer that no serious
application of principles of NT textual criticism exist within such a the-
ory. This of course is not correct. There are external and internal
criteria which characterize a Byzantine-priority praxis, and many of
these closely resemble or are identical to the principles espoused
within other schools of textual restoration. Of course, the principles
of Byzantine-priority necessarily differ in application from those
found elsewhere.

The Byzantine-priority principles reflect a “reasoned transmis-
sionalism” which evaluates internal and external evidence in the light
of transmissional probabilities. This approach emphasizes the effect of
scribal habits in preserving, altering, or otherwise corrupting the text,
the recognition of transmissional development leading to family and
texttype groupings, and the ongoing maintenance of the text in its
general integrity as demonstrated within our critical apparatuses. The
overriding principle is that textual criticism without a hbistory of
transmission is impossible.*® To achieve this end, all readings in sequence
need to be accounted for within a transmissional history, and no read-
ing can be considered in isolation as a “variant unit” unrelated to the
rest of the text.

* The words are Hort’s (Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 250-251), as applied to the
text of Codex Vaticanus, but here applied with sufficient justification to the more general
text represented by the vast majority of Mss.

* Fee, “Majority Text and Original Text,” Theory and Method, 207, caricatures “Bur-
gon’s seven ‘notes of truth’ ” as “simply seven different ways of saying that the majority is
always right.” Daniel B. Wallace, “The Majority Text Theory: History, Methods, and Cri-
tique,” in Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, Studies and Documents 46, ed.
Eldon Jay Epp et al. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 310, n. 67 states bluntly: “The ratio-
nale for the Majority text may be complex, but the method (for most Majority text
defenders) is quite simple: count noses.”

# S0 also Porter, “Textual Analysis,” 31.
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In this system, final judgment on readings requires the strong
application of internal evidence after an initial evaluation of the exter-
nal data has been made.” Being based primarily on transmissional
factors, the Byzantine-priority theory continually links its internal cri-
teria to external considerations. This methodology always asks the
prior question: does the reading which may appear “best” on internal
grounds (no matter how plausible such might appear) really accord
with known transmissional factors regarding the perpetuation and
preservation of texts?* Such an approach parallels Westcott and Hort,
but with the added caveat against dismissing the Byzantine Textform
as a significant transmissional factor. Indeed, while the present theory
in many respects remains quite close to that of Westcott and Hort, the
primary variance is reflected in certain key assumptions and a few less
obvious principles. Because of these initial considerations, the conclu-
sions regarding the original form of the NT text will necessarily differ
significantly from those of Westcott and Hort.

Principles of Internal Evidence

The basic principles of internal and external evidence utilized by
Byzantine-priority advocates are quite familiar to those who practice
either rigorous or reasoned eclecticism. At least one popular principle
(that of favoring the shorter reading) is omitted; other principles are
cautiously applied within a transmissionally-based framework in
which external evidence retains significant weight. The primary princi-
ples of internal evidence include the following:

1. Prefer the reading that is most likely to have grven rise to all others
within a variant unit. This principle fits in perfectly within a primarily
transmissional process; it is utilized by both rigorous and reasoned
eclectics, and is the guiding principle of the Nestle-Aland
“local-genealogical” method.*” For Byzantine-priority this principle
has great weight: it is extremely important to attempt to explain the
rise of all readings within a variant unit with sequential transmission in
mind. The eclectic model continually evaluates variant units in isola-
tion, attempting to determine in each individual case that reading
which seems most likely to have produced all others within that vari-
ant unit. The Byzantine-priority principle, on the other hand, insists
on not taking a variant unit in isolation from the remainder of the text,

7 Cf. Colwell’s ordered principles cited above, n. 29, for an overview of the entire pro-
cess.

* Current eclectic praxis might favor a reading found in a single Ms. Following a
transmissional procedure, such would be ruled out immediately, despite any claimed inter-
nal 4gla.usibilities.

See Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to
the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism, 2nd rev. &
enl. ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 34. The “local-genealogical method” is mysteri-
ously defined as “applying to each passage individually the approach used by classical
philology for a whole tradition.”
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but always to ask how the reading which appears to be superior in any
variant unit fits in with a full transmissional overview. Such a proce-
dure involves the readings of 4/l the units in near proximity: how they
developed, were perpetuated, and grew into their relative proportions
among the extant data. This procedure elevates the overall value of this
principle and serves as a check against excess in application.

The principle is not negated, but modified. The textual
researcher always must ask whether the reading that initially appears to
support the rise of all others in a given variant unit is equally that
which by its transmissional history remains most likely to have given
rise to all other readings in the surrounding text as a whole. If one
initially assumes a reading with extremely weak transmissional support
to be original, a sufficient explanation must be provided as to how
other competing readings could have derived from the first, and also
how such readings could have ended up in transmissional relation to
neighboring variant units. When such explanations become problem-
atic, this in itself becomes presumptive that another reading in a given
unit may in fact have been the source of all competitors, and that the
researcher should reexamine the case instead of accepting what at first
appeared most plausible when viewed in isolation. Only thus can a
final candidate be established within each variant unit — “reasoned
transmissionalism” at work.

2. The reading which would be more difficult as a scribal creation is
to be preferred. This internal canon is predicated upon the assumption
that a scribe would not deliberately produce nonsense, nor make a pas-
sage more difficult to understand. If a more common word stood in an
exemplar, a scribe would not normally substitute a rare word. Yet
scribes do produce nonsense accidentally, and at times may even obfus-
cate a plain and simple reading for unknown reasons. There needs to be
a transmissional corollary of qualification: difficult readings created by
individual scribes do not tend to perpetuate in any significant degree
within transmissional history. This principle can be demonstrated in
any relatively complete apparatus by examining the many singular or
quasi-singular readings which were never or rarely perpetuated. The
same can be said for readings in small groups of MSS, whether due to
family or sub-texttype ties, or by coincidence. Transferring the corol-
lary to the primary principle, the more difficult reading is to be preferred
when such is found in the transmissional majority of witnesses ratber than
when such is limited to a single witness or an interrvelated minority group.
The reasoning behind this assumption is obvious: while a minority of
scribes might adopt any difficult reading for at least a time, the chances
are slim that the vast majority of scribes would adopt such a reading
were a simpler one originally dominant from the autograph. The
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researcher still must demonstrate on internal grounds that the "more
difficult” reading is in fact such, as well as the transmissional likeli-
hood of that reading having been original within that variant unit.*®

3. Readings which conform to the known style, vocabulary, and
syntax of the original anthor are to be preferred. While this principle is
valid, its application in modern eclectic praxis is fraught with difficul-
ties. Other factors, including transmissional history, need to be
considered before a final stylistic determination can be made in regard
to a given passage.”’ Merely because ko or evfug are “characteristic”
in Mark or ovv in John does not mean that one automatically should
prefer such a reading over the alternatives. Stylistic criteria taken in
isolation can easily lead to wrong decisions if the degree and quality of
transmissional support are not equally considered. A basic assumption
is that scribes in general would be unlikely to alter the style and vocab-
ulary of a given author when copying that which lay before them.
Further, in any given instance, a minority of scribes might create an
intentional or accidental variation which either conforms the text to a
writer’s style, or which moves the text away from an author’s normal
style. Transmissional criteria serves as a check and balance against mere

5% Cf. Bertil Albrektson, “Difficilior Lectio Probabilior: A Rule of Textual Criticism and
its use in Old Testament Studies,” in B, Albrektson et al, eds., Remembering All the Way: A
Collection of Old Testament Studies published on the Occasion of the Fortieth Anniversary of
the Qudtestamentisch Werkgezelschap in Nederland, Oudtestamentische Studien 21 (Leiden:
Brill, 1981) 9, 11: “It is not enough for a reading simply to be difficilior: it must also fit the
context and make better sense than the rival variant”; “a lectio difficilior may be more
difficult simply because it is wrong. . . . It would be foolish to raise the mistake of the
copyist to the status of original text.”

51 One cannot, for example, invoke any considerations of “Markan” style, vocabulary or
syntax in Mk 2:16 when determining between the ypoppateg tov ®opoonwv (P N B L
W A 0130" 33 2427 pcb bomsg and the ypoupaterg xon oL Popisool (A CD @ et
700 892 1006 1342 1506 a c e £ r' lat sy sa™ " bof"). The first phrase appears nowhere else
in the NT, while the second is found 17x in the gospels and nowhere else in Mk. Metzger
states (Textual Commentary in loc.), “The more unusual expression oL ypoppoTel TV
Dopiooray is to be preferred, since the tendency of scribes would have been to insert xou
after o ypoppotelg under the influence of the common expression.” This, however,
requires the case alteration of towv Gaproaiwy 10 o1 Poproorot , which complicates the pro-
cess and requires recensional activity on the part of a large number of scribes. It remains
easier to comprehend a limited recensional action, localized primarily in Egypt, which pro-
duced the minority phrase. Cf. the parallel Lk 5:30 (Mt 22:11 mentions only Pharisees),
where the Alexandrian text reads o1 ®apiociol kon ot ypoppotelg cvtav(B C LW E 1 33
579 700 892 1241 2542 £-844 £-2211 pc lat). Recensional alteration in Mark would create a
greater harmony between the Alexandrian parallels; in Lk, 8 (D 205 209 788) pc it sa™° bo
resolved the difficulty by omitting the troublesome cwtwv. Yet the Byzantine Textform in
Lk, ot ypopporels ovtov kot o Papoatol (it A @ ¥ £ 1006 1342 1506 ' sy® [sa™
bo™)), clearly reflects a “more difficult” reading, since there the scribes apparently belong
to the telmvav kon aAhov of 5:29 and not to the Pharisees. Thus the Byzantine reading in
Lk alone explains the Alexandrian and Western alterations there, as well as the parallel
recensional activity in Mark. Any other view leaves the Byzantine text of Lk 5:30 unex-
plainable. The Mk 2:16 variant is not discussed in either J. K. Elliott, “An Eclectic Textual
Commentary on the Greek Text of Mark’s Gospel,” in Eldon Jay Epp and Gordon D. Fee,
eds., New Testament Textual Criticism: Its Significance for Exegesis. Essays in Honour of
Bruce M. Metzger (Oxford: Clarendon, 1981) 47-60; or J. K. Elliott, The Language and
Style of the Gospel of Mark, Supplements to Novum Testamentum, 71 (Leiden, Brill, 1993).
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stylistic, syntactical, content, and vocabulary considerations, allowing
one to arrive at a more certain result. Attention to transmissional con-
siderations prevents a naive acceptance of a variant solely due to
stylistic conformity, especially when such is dependent upon favored
Mss which fluctuate stylistically within a given book.*?

For example, what does one do with ovv in John? Certainly this
word is distinctive of Johannine style, and on thoroughgoing eclectic
principles perhaps should always be preferred (although structural
considerations might alter such a decision).” Modern reasoned eclec-
ticism seems to prefer ovv only when supported by favored MSS, even if
such support is limited. On a transmissional-historical basis, cuv when
found in limited perpetuation among a small minority of witnesses
would be ruled out due to lack of a reasonable amount of
transmissional support. Modern eclectic methodology cannot satisfac-
torily distinguish a Johannine from a non-Johannine ovv on the basis
of either internal criteria or its small group of favored MSS. There needs
to be a transmissional criterion for authenticity, since cases such as this
cannot be resolved by an appeal to style, to limited external evidence,
or to the reading that may have given rise to the others. Transmissional
considerations offer a better solution in such cases than do eclectic
methodologies. Similarly, how would one handle variation between
de and ovv in John? That gospel actually uses 8¢ more frequently
than ovv (8¢ Byz 231x, NA27 212x; ouv Byz 201x, NA27 200x), even
though ovv is “stylistically Johannine.” Ae thus can not be ruled
out when opposed by ouv. The optimal (and only) solution is a
reliance upon all external evidence, coupled with a solid view of
historical-transmissional considerations.

4. Readings which clearly barmonize or assimilate the wording of
one passage to another are to be rejected. That scribes engaged in some
harmonization or assimilation to parallel passages or contexts can be
demonstrated repeatedly within the pages of a critical apparatus. Col-
well noted that harmonization to parallels in the immediate context
occurs more frequently than to remote parallels.”* Yet, one must
carefully guard against the assumption that verbal identity where par-
allels exist is presumptive evidence against authenticity. Merely
because harmonization or assimilation coxld occur at a given location,

2See further the discussion of ouv in John as found in Robinson, “Recensional
Nature,” 51-54.

33 Cf. the discourse analysis considerations in Vern Poythress, “The Use of the Intersen-
tence Conjunctions DE, OUN, KAl, and Asyndeton in the Gospel of John,” NovT 26 (1984)
312-346; also, Steve Booth, Selected Peak Marking Features in the Gospel of Jobn, American
University Studies, Series 7: Theology and Religion, vol. 178 (New York: Peter Lang,
1996), 100-106.

3*See Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of 5})45, S]T)“,
7%, Methodology, 113, 124,
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one must not assume that scribes would harmonize whenever possible,
Nor is scribal harmonization when it does occur more characteristic of
the Byzantine-era scribes than any other. Once more, transmissional
aspects remain the primary basis for decision. The apparatuses demon-
strate that most of the numerous cases of harmonization or
assimilation did not perpetuate in any great quantity. While scribes did
harmonize at various places, and that frequently enough, the vast
majority of scribes did not accept or perpetuate such alterations to any
significant degree. Even if parallel locations were known from personal
familiarity with scripture, most scribes did zot adopt or add to the text
that which was not in the exemplar before them. Harmonization sim-
ply did not occur on the grand scale.®® It would be a transmissional
absurdity to assume numerous “harmonization-prone” scribes adopt-
ing a few dozen harmonizations into their Byzantine MSS$ while failing
to continue the process in hundreds of other places where scribes had
produced more plausible and attractive harmonizations — none of
which were incorporated into the main stream of transmission.*®

The question can be framed precisely: were scribes more likely in
any given instance deliberately to revise the text in the direction of
harmonization, or would they generally tend simply to copy and pre-
serve what lay before them? The answer is provided only by examining
the data in the apparatuses which demonstrates transmissional reality.
One will find that most of the time scribes would maintain and pre-
serve the text of their exemplar. When harmonization or assimilation
did occur, it was sporadic. The MSS which systematically harmonized
to parallel passages were few {e.g., the scribes of Codex Bezae and
various Caesarean witnesses are more typically harmonistic than what
is alleged against Byzantine scribes). While certain Byzantine readings
may appear to harmonize at various points, it would be a fallacy to
charge the Byzantine scribes with a harmonistic tendency for the fol-
lowing reasons: (a) the Byzantine MSS fail to harmonize in most
situations; (b) the alleged harmonizations within the Byzantine
Textform are relatively infrequent; (c) alleged Byzantine
harmonization often fails to conform precisely to the parallel passage;
and (d) the Byzantine scribes fa:l to harmonize in hundreds of places

%5 See Maurice A. Robinson, “Two Passages in Mark: A Critical Test for the
Byzantine-Priority Hypothesis,” Faith and Mission 13 (1996) 74, 82-93, 96-97, in particular
the five questions regarding supposed Byzantine harmonization, p. 91.

5 One need only examine the location-name in the parallels Mt 8:28/Mk 5:1/Lk 8:26: is
the demoniac Gadarene, Gergesene, or Gerasene? Had the Byzantine scribes truly been
inclined toward harmonization, one would expect an identical term in all three gospels.
Instead, M reads Todopnvev in Mark and Luke, but Tepyeomvwv in Matthew. Since
harmonization did not occur where it was more likely, it becomes far less likely elsewhere
(note that NAY reads differently in all three places [Mk/Lk Tepaonvov, Mt Nadapnvov];
yet the overall NA?7 text is supported only by Codex Vaticanus).
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where a minority of supposedly earlier scribes had created highly per-
suasive and attractive harmonizations.”

5. Readings reflecting common scribal piety or religiously-
motivated expansion and alteration are secondary. From a
transmissional-historical aspect, this principle is viewed somewhat
differently from that which is commonly held. Pious expansions or
substitutions initiated by a single scribe or a small number of scribes
are unlikely to gain acceptance within the manuscript tradition. Were
this not the case, one would see a continual expansion of divine names
and titles: “Jesus” becomes “Jesus Christ,” then “the Lord Jesus
Christ,” then “the Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.” “Lord” would
become “Lord Jesus” or “Lord God”; “Spirit” would become “Holy
Spirit,” and so forth. While such alterations and expansions can be
demonstrated to have occurred frequently within the manuscript tra-
dition, such cases remain sporadic, localized, and shared among only a
small minority of scribes. Most NT scribes did not engage in wholesale
pious expansion. Conversely, when a minority of witnesses might lack
one or more appellatives, this does not indicate pious expansion by all
other witnesses. The shorter reading may be due to accidental omis-
sion triggered by common endings (homoiotelenta) among the various
nomina sacra within a phrase. One cannot presume that the majority
of scribes would adopt piously-expanded readings on a merely coinci-
dental but not systematic basis under normal transmissional
conditions. A minority of scribes, however, might easily expand delib-
erately or omit unintentionally. Were pious expansion indeed typical
and dominant, one would wonder why most such cases were not
adopted by the transmissional majority. One cannot have it both ways
— scribes either conform to certain patterns en masse, or they practice
certain habits on a primarily individual and sporadic basis. Since most
vagaries produced by individual scribes remained unadopted within
the transmissional tradition, there should be no doubt regarding the
actual situation. An example of “limited perpetuation” is provided in
1Cor 5:5 (nomina sacra in small caps):

T nuepo Tov KY NA27 P* B 630 1739 pc Tert Epiph
M Muepe Tov KY IY o™ R W vg

mnuepe Tov KY 1Y XY Dpcb Ambst

mnuepa Tov KY npov IY XY AFGP331043651241°

1881 alavglsyP ™" cop Lef

7 W, . Wisselink, Assimilation as a Criterion for the Establishment of the Text: A Compar-
ative Study on the basis of Passages from Matthew, Mark and Luke (Kampen: J. H. Kok,
1989) should not be ignored, particularly his summary 239-243, at the end of which he
states, “Assimilation [= harmonization] is not restricted to a single group of manuscripts,
neither to a single gospel. . . . Nothing can be concluded [thereby] . . . regarding the age
of any variant or the value of any text-type. The current thesis, that the Byzantine
text-type is . . . inferior because of its harmonizing or assimilating character, is method-
ologically not based on sound foundations” [emphasis added].
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While modern eclectic advocates might argue that all readings
beyond the shortest (that preferred by NA27) are “pious expansions,”
such an approach is too simplistic and ignores the transmissional and
transcriptional probabilities that point clearly to the Byzantine
Textform as the reading from which all the others derived.®

The MSS comprising the bulk of the Byzantine Textform (basi-
cally T in NA27) did not adopt the remaining “natural” expansions
found in other witnesses { KY IY XY or KY nuov IY XY ). Yet, had NA27
been original, it would be peculiar if nearly all the Byzantine-era
scribes were to stop at KY IY without further embellishment, especially
when such was found in supposedly “earlier” MSS from the Western
and Alexandrian traditions. This argues strongly that the vast majority
of Byzantine-era scribes did not create or perpetuate pious expansions,
but simply preserved the text which lay before them in their
exemplars.”’

It is transcriptionally more likely that the small minority of
Alexandrian and Caesarean MSS (P46 B 630 1739 pc) reflect simple
homoioteleuton from the Byzantine reading, skipping from Y to Y. A
minority reading created by transcriptional error is far easier to accept
than to rationalize such a shorter reading as the source from which
only a partial expansion was made by the Byzantine majority.

6. The primary evaluation of readings should be based upon tran-
scriptional probability. This principle goes back to Westcott and Hort,
and has no inherent weaknesses. Scribes did make errors and deliberate
alterations, and readings need to be categorized and assessed according
to their conformity to such scribal tendencies.®® Other methods apply
this principle inconsistently, more or less commensurate with the pref-
erences of the critic; the application of this principle thus becomes
unfairly biased.

¥ The NA27 text is considered to reflect a consensus judgment of modern reasoned
eclecticism. Its editors have stated that “this text is a working text . . . [and] is not to be
considered as definitive, but as a stimulus to further efforts toward defining and verifying
the text of the New Testament” (Barbara and Kurt Aland et al,, eds., Nestle-Aland Novum
Testamentum Graece, 27th edition [Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993] 45*). Since
the NAZ7 text remains approximately 99.5% identical to that of Westcott-Hort 1881, one
may assume 2 nearly stable consensus regarding its final form.

As an illustration: the “expected” opnv which in the Byzantine Textform closes most

NT books is absent from the text of Acts, James, and 3]n. Only a small minority of wit-
nesses (¥ 36 453 614 1175 1505 al) add the closing term at the end of Acts; a smaller
minority at the end of James (614 1505 1852 pc); and a similar minority at the end of 3]n
(L 614 1852 al). There is no logical reason why the Byzantine Mss would leave out an ounv
at the end of three books while supposedly adding it everywhere else — unless the inclusion
or exclusion truly reflects the original text of each book. The Byzantine majority was never
attracted or influenced to make such an addition in these cases. Apart from a presumption
of Bgzantine priority, this would reflect a mystery without solution.

60 See, for exampl& Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 114-123, where the individual habits of
the scribes of 5;)45, P, and P’ are categorized according to type.
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A transmissional aspect needs to be recognized: an error or
deliberate alteration made in a single MS or a few MSS is unlikely to be
perpetuated in quantity. The many singular and quasi-singular readings
which exist demonstrate the unlikelihood of a transcriptionally-based
scribal creation extending much beyond any MS or MSS which first pro-
duced it. The chances that any sensible alteration subsequent to the
autograph would extend beyond a small group of localized witnesses
would be slim. Indeed, such readings as characterize minority texttype
witnesses generally remain limited and localized. That any deliberate
alteration or transcriptional error would gain the cooperation of
scribes so as to dominate the entire stream of transmission is a null
proposition: scribes demonstrably did not engage in such a practice on
the grand scale. Earlier exemplars would serve to nullify the growth
and widespread dissemination of more recent scribal alterations, thus
holding in check the unbridled mass of minority variants. An impor-
tant corollary follows:

7. Transcriptional error is more likely to be the ultimate source of
many sensible variants rather than deliberate alteration. Many variant
readings have their root in transcriptional causes. While this principle
includes all cases which produce pure “nonsense,” it also includes
many in which the end result in some way “makes sense.” Sensible
readings may arise from the simple omission of a letter, syllable, or
word; so too readings produced by haplography, dittography,
homoioteleuton or other forms of transcriptional error.®’ Even an
error that produced a nonsense reading may result later in other sensi-
ble variants, created in an attempt to correct the earlier error.

When examining any variant unit, one first should consider
whether transcriptional factors could have caused one or more of its
readings. A more plausible solution will arise from this approach than
from an assumption of the less frequent deliberate alteration. While
many readings can only be explained as due to intentional alteration,
the primary principle remains of seeking first a transcriptional cause
for variant readings. Many readings could be due to either accidental
transcriptional error or intentional alteration; one always must weigh
the evidence before settling on one cause over another.*

8. Neither the shorter nor longer reading is to be preferred. The rea-
soned eclectic principle here omitted is the familiar lectio brevior
potior, or giving preference to the shorter reading, assuming all other

1B, g, line-skipping, confusion of letters, errors of the ear, and misreading,

2 For example, the shorter variant in Lk 6:1 lacks the word devteponpotw. While such
could be explained as due to simple homoioteleuton (- 1w M — tw), the difficult nature of
the longer reading suggests intentional alteration by a limited number of scribes. See
Robinson, “Recensional Nature,” 59-61.
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matters to be equal® - a principle which has come under fire even by

modern eclectics.** Not only can its legitimacy be called into question,
but its rejection as a working principle can readily be justified. The net
effect of such a principle is to produce an a priori bias on insufficient
internal grounds which favors the shorter Alexandrian text. The
underlying premise is faulty: it assumes that scribes have a constant
tendency to expand the text, whether in regard to sacred names, or by
a conflationary combination of disparate narratives, lest anything orig-
inal be lost.®® Yet scribal habits as exemplified in the extant data simply
do not support such a hypothesis. Had the later scribes done according
to all that has been claimed for them, the resultant Byzantine Textform
would be far longer than that currently found: divine titles would be
extensively expanded, parallel passages would be in greater harmony,
and a universally-conflated text would dominate. Such simply is not
the case.

The problem as usual is a text-critical leap to a conclusion
refuted by a careful examination of the extant data. While scribes did
engage in various practices which would produce a “longer” text, such
occurred only on an independent, haphazard, and sporadic basis. Such
minority scribal expansions can readily be discerned in any critical
apparatus (even among Byzantine-era witnesses) and rejected on the
basis of their minority support. Scribes simply did #ot expand or har-
monize the text en masse, and any principle of internal evidence which
suggests and is dependent upon the contrary becomes self-refuted by
transmissional evidence.®®

The converse principle — that the longer reading should be pre-
ferred — is equally rejected. A few may argue thus, such as A. C. Clark
and C.-B. Amphoux, who favor the Western type of text,* but such no
more can be applied mechanically to the text than can the “shorter
reading,” despite any apparent logic or plausibility which may be
adduced. Such a principle simply will not work within a transmissional

 Matters rarely are equal: shorter readings may be due to transcriptional error or
intentional removal of a perceived difficulty. Such skew the case and minimize whatever
benefit derives from the principle (which is based on a questionable premise of continued
scribal expansion).

#4 See for example, Elliott, “Recent Studies” 43: “My own observation is that in general
it is the longer text that is original.”

% This is the rationale in Metzger, Text of the NT, 200: “Rather than make a choice . . .
(with the attendant possibility of omitting the genuine reading), most scribes incorporated
both readings in the new copy which they were transcribing.” Such a claim simply is not
true (cf. n. 25 above).

8 Metzger often appeals to assumed scribal proclivities in order to discredit and elimi-
nate the Byzantine reading, yet only a minority of scribes should be implicated at any given
point. Cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary, xxvi-xxvii and examples such as Mt 1 :7-8; 4:10;
5:22; 9:8; 11:15 and passim.

7 See Albert C. Clark, The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Clarendon,
1914); idem, The Descent of Manuscripts (Oxford: Clarendon, 1918); Léon Vaganay and
Christian-Bernard Amphoux, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Cam-
bridge: University Press, 1992).
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framework. Further, it has a similar bias favoring the Western text, just
as the “shorter reading” favors the Alexandrian text. Elements which
reflect “normal” transmissional considerations should not be over-
thrown or negated on the basis of a built-in bias within a text-critical
principle.

Principles of External Evidence

The Byzantine-priority method looks at external evidence as a
primary consideration within a transmissional-historical framework.
The key issue in any vnit of variation is not mere number, but how
each reading may have arisen and developed in the course of
transmission to reflect whatever quantitative alignments and textual
groupings might exist. To this end a careful consideration and applica-
tion of various external principles must be applied to each reading
within a variant unit.*® Certain of these criteria are shared among vari-
ous eclectic methodologies, but none demonstrate a clear linkage to
transmissional-historical factors under such systems.

1. The quantity of preserved evidence for the text of the NT precludes
conjectural emendation. The NT text has been preserved to an extent far
exceeding that of any other hand-transmitted literature of antiquity.
Thus, the likelihood that conjectural emendation might restore the
original form of the text is virtually nil. While other critics do not
exclude conjectural emendation as a possibility, conjecture does not
gain a serious foothold in contemporary praxis, nor is there any press-
ing need for such.*” Conjecture argues a historical model requiring an
unparalleled transmissional catastrophe in which /] known witnesses
— manuscript, versional, and patristic — failed to preserve the original
text at a given point. Given the quantity of NT evidence, such becomes
doubtful in the extreme, and if otherwise valid would call into question
every word found in any extant witness.”®

8 Cf. the seven canons of John W. Burgon, The Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels:
Vindicated and Established, ed. Edward Miller (London: George Bell and Sons, 1896)
40-67. Five of Burgon’s canons deal with external evidence (Antiquity, Number, Variety,
Respectability of Witnesses, Continuity) and two with internal evidence (Context and
“Internal Considerations,” which includes grammatical matters and logical continuity).
Burgon’s seven canons remain valid, and can be applied within a transmissional framework.
Modification, however, of Burgon’s more extreme positions must be made before his more
valuable principles can be clearly discerned. These include his often abusive rhetoric and
bombast, his appeal to speculative theological arguments, and various factual inaccuracies
now known to exist in his account of manuscript, versional, and patristic evidence,

¢ Ac 16:12 in UBS'/NA” is a modern eclectic exception; see Metzger, Textual Com-
mentary in loc. The perception of a possible historical inaccuracy has led the editors to
offer a conjectural solution, regardless of dissent from both Metzger and Aland. Despite
limited versional support (vg", slav, Provengal, Old German), for all practical purposes
the conjecture remains, lacking Greek support. Note that Westcott and Hort admitted no
conjecture into their actual text, though they did identify many places where a “primitive
error” was claimed to have corrupted the Ms tradition.

70 Elliott, “Recent Studies,” 43, states that “the manuscripts are of importance primarily
as bearers of readings,” and rules out conjecture on the ground that “it is unlikely that the
original text has not survived somewhere in our known manuscripts.”
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2. Readings which appear sporadically within transmissional his-
tory are suspect. Assuming the general normality of manuscript
transmission, the original text should leave a significant imprint over
the range of transmissional history. Optimally, an original reading
should demonstrate a continuity of perpetuation from the autograph
to the invention of printing. Readings which fit this criterion have an
initial presumptive authenticity that cannot easily be overturned. Cer-
tain corollaries follow:

a. A reading preserved in only a single MS, version or father is sus-
pect. As with conjecture, it remains transmissionally unlikely that all
MSS, versions, and fathers save one should have strayed from the origi-
nal reading. Even if some witnesses are considered “best” within a
given portion of text, it remains unlikely that any such witness stand-
ing alone would have preserved the original text against all other
witnesses. So too the next corollary:

b. Readings preserved in a small group of witnesses are suspect. Just
as with single testimony, readings preserved in but two witnesses are
unlikely to have preserved the original reading against all remaining
testimony. This principle can be extended to other small groups,
whether three or four MSS, or even more, so long as such groups
remain smaller than a larger texttype (which is treated under other
principles). Such cases reflect only sporadic or limited transmission.

3. Variety of testimony is bighly regarded. This principle addresses
two areas, neither sufficient to establish the text, but either of which
lends support to a given reading.

a. A reading supported by various versions and fathers demonstrates
a wider variety of support than a reading lacking such. The greater the
variety of support, the more weight is lent to a reading. However, if a
reading possesses only versional or patristic support without being evi-
denced in the Greek manuscript tradition, such a reading is secondary.
Isolated patristic or versional testimony is not sufficient to overturn
the reading most strongly supported among the Greek MS base.

b. Among Greek MSS, « reading shared among differing texttypes is
move strongly supported than that which is localized to a single texttype or
family group. Diversity of support for a reading is far stronger than the
testimony of any single manuscript or small group of Mss.”! Over-
looked by many is the fact that the Byzantine Textform is the most

"1 See J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964) 115-116: “If a reading has the support of good witnesses of sev-
eral text-types it is more probable that the reading antedates the rise of the local texts
instead of having originated in one of the local texts.” Within the present theory, the
Byzantine Textform is considered as that from which all the minority groups ultimately
derived, yet Greenlee’s principle still applies with equal vigor when evaluating external sup-
P()l't.
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frequent beneficiary of such diverse support: there are far more
instances wherein an Alexandrian-Byzantine or Western- Byzantine
alignment exists than an Alexandrian-Western alignment wherein the
Byzantine  stands  wholly  apart.”?>  Indeed, were all
Alexandrian-Byzantine or Western-Byzantine readings in the MSS,
fathers, and versions considered as primarily representing the
Byzantine Textform (in accord with the present hypothesis), all wit-
nesses would appear far more “Byzantine” than by methods which
exclude such co-alignments from consideration as Byzantine. Specific
texttype alignments in either case naturally remain distinct on the
basis of quantitative analysis.”

4. Wherever possible, the raw number of MSS should be intelligently
reduced. “Genealogical method” is accepted whenever such can be
firmly established. “Family” groups such as f! and f!3 have long been
cited under one siglum, and a few MSS are known copies of earlier
extant witnesses. In many other cases a close genealogical connection
can be established and thus mere numbers can be reduced in a proper
manner. At times a group of MSS can be shown to stem from a single
scribe with one exemplar (e.g. the eight MSS copied by George Her-
monymus or the seven copied by Theodore Hagiopetrites); other MSS$
stem from a single recension (e.g. the ca. 124 MSS of Theophylact’s

72 This category does not include what Westcott and Hort termed “distinctive”
Byzantine readings, i. e. those wholly unattested by any ante-Nicene Father, version, or Ms.
While Hort’s definition was flawed by presupposing a formal AD 350 Byzantine revision, it
remains a reasonable criterion for identifying otherwise unattested Byzantine readings in
the pre-fourth century era. The early papyri have removed some previously “distinctive”
readings from this small category; see Harry A. Sturz, The Byzantine Text-Type and New
Testament Textual Criticism (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1984) 55-69, 145-208. Sturz has
been misinterpreted by some adverse critics; however, the contextual definition deals only
with the status of the evidence in Hort’s day, and the modern papyrus discoveries indeed
have disproven Hort’s claims that no “distinctive” Byzantine reading could have existed
before AD 350. One should reconsider any remaining claims in the light of possible future
discoveries.

7 Cf. Darrell D. Hannah, The Text of I Corinthians in the Writings of Origen, The New
Testament in the Greek Fathers: Texts and Analyses 4, ed. Bart D. Ehrman (Atlanta: Schol-
ars Press, 1997) 269, 271-272. Hannah clearly shows (Tables I and II) that {as expected)
“Origen’s text is thoroughly Alexandrian” in that epistle (average ca. 77%). Yet when
Byzantine-Alexandrian alignments are taken into consideration, Origen is ca. 60%
Byzantine — and this in a situation where the Alexandrian MSS X B C are themselves only
ca. 51% Byzantine (Tables III-V, 273-4). Cf. Burgon’s parallel claim regarding the early
Fathers (Burgon, Traditional Text, 101): “The testimony therefore of the Early Fathers is
empbhatically . . . in favour of the Traditional Text, being about 3:2.” The matter is not that
Burgon’s patristic editions were uncritical; Hannah’s data are plain: Origen, the most
“Alexandrian” patristic writer, does read 3:2 (ca. 60%) with the Byzantine Textform in
1Cor. No one should be surprised were that proportion to increase among other Fathers in
modern critical editions. This type of Byzantine alignment will only be seen, however, if
patristic textual studies display their statistics in a manner parallel to that of Hannah. Han-
nah’s presentation is flawed, however, by a certain circularity based upon an z prior:

assumption: “Origen’s relatively high (62%) agreement with [the] Byzantine . . . result[s]
from Alexandrian and Byzantine witnesses sharing the same reading. . . . The Byzantine
text was constructed from a mixture of Alexandrian readings and other elements . . . [These

results are] just what we should expect if it is in fact a later text which arose during the fourth
century” (Hannah, 292, emphasis added).
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commentary on John, which differ so little from one another that
Theophylact’s Johannine archetype readily can be reconstructed).
Such numerical reductions restore the source text of the descendants
and prevent a multiplication of totals for the sake of mere number
Such also includes grouping the various Byzantine subtypes (K! K*K!
K" etc.) according to their hypothetical archetypes; these then become
single secondary-level sources within the Byzantine Textform. The K"
subtype in particular is known to be late and secondary, having been
produced out of the K* type with lectionary and liturgical interests in
mind. The MSS of that subtype resemble each other far more than they
do the dominant K* type. When recognizable genealogical ties can be
established, MSS can be grouped under their reconstructed archetype
and reduced to a common siglum, wherein number carries no more
weight than its archetype.

What is not legitimate is to force the genealogical method to do
more than it can, and to impose a genealogy which treats an entire
texttype as a single witness. Less legitimate is to claim a given texttype
or texttypes as the assumed parent(s) of other texttypes without
demonstrable transmissional evidence. Such was the essence of
Westcott and Hort’s hypothetical stemma and subsequent claims
made with the sole intent of discrediting the Byzantine Textform. On
the basis of transmissional considerations, the Byzantine-priority
hypothesis would claim that the original form of the NT text would be
more likely to manifest itself within whatever texttype might be over-
whelmingly attested within the manuscript tradition, to the exclusion
of all others. Such appeals to “normality,” and is far more plausible
than a piecemeal eclectic reassemblage of a hypothetical “original”
which finds no representative among the extant witnesses. The
texttype which on the basis of transmissional factors would appear to
possess the strongest claim to reflect the original text can be termed
the “Textform” from which all other texttypes and subtypes necessar-
ily derive. The present theory asserts that the Byzantine best fulfills
this demand, thus the designation “Byzantine Textform.” All compet-
ing forms of the text reflect “texttypes,” “subtypes,” or “families,”
each of which developed transmissionally out of that original
Textform.

5. Manuscripts still need to be weighed and not merely counted.
The preceding principle encompassed the intelligent reduction of wit-
nesses based upon proven genealogical ties. Yet #// MSS still need to be
categorized regarding their text-critical value and “weight.” A basic
component of “weight” is the transcriptional reliability of a MS. A later
MS may preserve an earlier form of text; a well-copied MS may preserve
an inferior form of text; a poorly-copied MS may preserve an otherwise
superior form of text. The effects upon transmission caused by indi-
vidual scribal practice need to be taken into consideration when
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assigning a particular “weight” to a given MS at any point of variation.
Thus, a determination of individual scribal habits becomes of prime
importance. A MS whose scribe had a penchant for haplography or
changes in word order will be of less significance when evaluating vari-
ant readings which parallel those types of error. A scribe whose
problems involved dittography or frequent substitutions of synonyms
will be of less weight regarding readings reflecting those types of varia-
tion. The study of scribal habits of individual MSS has not taken place
on a wide scale, despite the oft-repeated claim that “weight” prevails
over mere “number” (one suspects the slogan is used more as a
catch-phrase to discredit the Byzantine numerical majority rather than
as a call for establishing on solid grounds the true text-critical “weight”
of individual MSS). Much more needs to be done in this regard, since
the studies which so far have appeared have only scratched the
surface.”* An evaluation of individual scribal habits would allow a bet-
ter perception of the significance of individual MSS as they support or
oppose given variants.

6. It is important to seek out readings with demonstrable antiquity.
While the age of a MS is not as significant as the text it contains {which
text derives from an earlier source), it is important to determine the
earliest known attestation for a variant reading amid the extant evi-
dence. A reading which lacks even a modicum of early support may be
suspect. This is particularly so when the earliest testimony for a given
reading occurs quite late in the transmissional process.

One problem is determining “late” versus “early.” While readings
found in sources of a given date are at least as old as the witnesses
involved, silence in the earliest period (due to a paucity of evidence)
does not require rejection of readings solely because they lack early
attestation. When extant testimony decreases, some loss of attestation
is to be expected, and readings lacking attestation in the early period
cannot be summarily dismissed. Methodological failure on this point
neutralizes Westcott and Hort, since subsequent discoveries have
established the early existence of many readings which they had con-
sidered late and secondary. Had such information been available to
them, those readings could not have been as easily dismissed. Indeed,

74 Limited studies of scribal proclivities include the following: Colwell, “Scribal Habits,”
Methodology, 106-124; James R. Royse, “The Treatment of Scribal Leaps in Metzger’s Tex-
twal Commentary,” NTS 29 (1983) 539-551; idem, “Scribal Tendencies in the Transmission
of the Text of the New Testament,” in Ehrman and Holmes, Text of the NT, 239-252; idem,
“Scribal Habits in the Transmission of New Testament Texts,” in Wendy D. O’Flaherty,
ed., The Critical Study of Sacred Texts (Berkeley: Graduate Theological Union, 1979)
139-161; Peter M. Head, “Observations on Early Papyri of the Synoptic Gospels, especially
on the Scnbaj Hablts,”’ Biblica 71 (1990) 240-243; idem, “Re-Inking the Pen: Evidence
from B Oxy. 657 (P 3) concerning Unintentional Scribal Errors,” NTS 43 (1997) 466-73;
and Maurice A. Robinson, “Scribal Habits among Manuscripts of the Apocalypse” (PhD
Diss., Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1982).
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if most sensible readings were in existence by AD 200,” caution should
be applied when establishing the antiquity of a reading based solely on
extant representatives. Chronologically “late” MSS are known to pre-
serve earlier non-Byzantine texts well into the minuscule era; there is
no reason to assume that minuscules preserving a Byzantine type of
text fail to reflect a similar “early” character.”® Where, indeed, might
one make a demarcation? While some may prefer a fourth-century
boundary, there is no compelling reason to disqualify the fifth or sixth
century, or even the ninth or tenth century. The real issue appears to be
an opposition to any authoritative inroad for the Byzantine Textform.
Yet, there are valid reasons for considering the texts of all MSS extend-
ing into the late tenth or early eleventh century as “early” An
explanation is in order:

Apart from colophon information which would date the time of
writing and the age of the exemplar, one cannot establish the actual
antiquity of the text in any given MS. Since colophons of such detail do
not exist, other means of assessing textual antiquity must be consid-
ered. Pertinent to this point are two major disruptions within
transmissional history: “copying revolutions,” wherein numerous
ancient MSS$ were subjected to massive recopying efforts, replacing
their previous exemplars en masse.

(a) The first “copying revolution” occurred when Christianity
was legitimized under Constantine. The church of the early fourth
century moved from a persecuted minority to an approved entity with
governmental sponsorship. It is no coincidence that a change in writ-
ing material (from cheap and fragile papyrus to costly and durable
vellum) occurred at this time, The earliest extant vellum MSS (e. g., the
fourth- and fifth-century uncials 8, A, B, C, D, and W) and many later
uncials would have been copied directly from papyrus exemplars. This
is demonstrated by the lack of stemmatic or genealogical ties among
most early vellum and papyrus witnesses.”” The common archetypes
of closely-related uncials such as EFGH or SUVQ as well as those of
the relatively “independent” uncials up through the ninth century are
likely to have been early papyrus exemplars. This principle would not
have been missed had the later uncials not been Byzantine in character.
If correct, then all vellum uncials should be utilized when attempting

75 Colwell, “Nature of Text-Types,” Methodology, 55: “The overwhelming majority of
readings were created before the year 200 [emphasis original].

76 Cf. Nigel G. Wilson, “The Libraries of the Byzantine World,” Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies 8 (1967) 71-72: “The historian George Syncellus, writing about A.D. 8§00,
says that he found something in a very accurately written volume . . .[whose exemplar]
had been corrected by St Basil himself. This means that books dating back to the fourth
century could still be brought to light in the early ninth.”

77 The close ties between P’ (discovered 1955) and B confirmed the early existence of
an Alexandrian text which otherwise had been questioned in view of previous papyrus dis-
coveries. One should allow for the possible discovery of future links between other extant
vellum uncials and their papyrus-based ancestors.
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to restore the original text of the NT: their immediate archetypes
would have generally preceded the change of writing material engen-
dered by the altered political status of the previously persecuted
church.”®

(b) The second “copying revolution” occurred in the ninth
century when handwriting switched rapidly from uncial to minuscule
script.”” This change likely was initiated or at least endorsed by
Theodore of Studium and was swiftly accepted throughout the
Greek-speaking world as a replacement for the more ponderous uncial
script. Within a century and a half, the uncial script had ceased to exist
among continuous-text NT MSS and soon after that disappeared even
from the more traditional and conservative lectionaries. The upshot of
this copying revolution was similar to what transpired following the
papyrus-to-vellum conversion of the fourth century: uncial MSS of far
earlier date were recopied in great quantity into the new and popular
minuscule script and then destroyed.®

A very strong presumption thus exists that the exemplars of the
earliest genealogically-unrelated minuscule MSS were uncials dating
from a much earlier time. These include the minuscules of the ninth
and tenth centuries, and likely many within the eleventh century as
well. Their exemplars were certainly not any contemporary uncials
that only recently had been copied (the destruction of recent exem-
plars would be economically problematic), but far earlier uncial
exemplars dating from the 4th-6th centuries. These would have been
sought out for both their general accuracy and antiquity.®! As Streeter
noted,

In the ninth century there was a notable revival of learning
in the Byzantine Empire. A natural result of this would be
to cause Christian scholars to seek a better text of the
Gospels by going back from current texts to more ancient

7% While papyrus NT Ms$ continued to be copied until at least the eighth century, none
of the extant papyri beyond P"/B are closely related to any known uncial witness. Neither
do any extant papyri of late date appear to be copied from any extant vellum Ms. The
pap;yri and uncial Mss all appear to reflect isolated and independent lines of transmission.

? Elpido Mioni, Introduzione alla Paleografia Greca, Studi Bizantini e Neogreci 5
(Padova: Liviana Editrice, 1973) 64, states that “Such a reform was ‘the most profound that
the Greek handwriting had undergone in its 2500 years of existence™ (translation by the
present writer).

8¢ Mioni, Introduzione, 64, states, “At the beginning of the ninth century the transliter-
ation . . . of many works from majuscule to minuscule script commences. . . . On the one
hand, this transformation provoked the irreparable destruction of practically all codices in
uncial, which were no longer recopied; on the other hand, this transliteration became the sal-
vation for humanity of numerous works which otherwise would have been irreparably
lost” (present writer’s translation; emphasis added).

8 For example, Paul Gachter, “Codex D [05] and Codex A [039),” JTS 35 (1934)
248-266, assembles evidence which suggests that the ninth-century Byzantine uncial A/039
“certainly has something of the authority of a manuscript of the fourth or fifth century”
(265) and “might be proved to be in close relationship with a manuscript of the third [!]
century” (266).
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MSS. . .. An analogy may be found in the effect of the
revival of learning under Charlemagne on the text of the
Latin classics. MSS of the seventh and eighth centuries . . .
are full of corruptions which do not occur in MSS of the
subsequent period.®?

The disappearance of those uncial exemplars was due to “instant
obsolescence” following the transfer into the new minuscule script.
Once copied, the uncial exemplars were apparently disassembled and
utilized for scrap and secular purposes, or washed and scraped and
reused for palimpsest works both sacred and secular.** Such is the
proper understanding of the “orphan” status of the early minuscules as
stated by Lake, Blake, and New:* they did not claim that every exem-
plar at all times was systematically destroyed after copying, but that,
during the conversion period, once a minuscule copy of an uncial
exemplar had been prepared, the immediate uncial predecessor was dis-
assembled and reused for other purposes.® That this procedure

82 B. H. Streeter, “The Early Ancestry of the Textus Receptus of the Gospels,” /TS 38
(1937) 229.

3 The known reuse of disassembled uncial MsS to receive palimpsest copies of
continuous-text minuscules and lectionaries illustrates sacred use. Theological use is exem-
plified by Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (C/04), rewritten with the sermons of Ephraem the
Syrian. An example of profane use is reflected by the lectionary fragment £-974 (cent. xnr)
which had been cut to serve as the lining for a slipper (see Aland and Aland, Text of the NT,

late 53).

PR Ki)rsopp Lake, “The Ecclesiastical Text,” Excursus 1 in Kirsopp Lake, Robert P Blake,
and Silva New, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospel of Mark,” HTR 21 (1928) 348-34%:
“Many of the MSS now at Sinai, Patmos, and Jerusalem must be copies written in the scrip-
toria of these monasteries. We expected to find . . . many cases of direct copying. But
there are practically no such cases. . . . The amount of direct genealogy which has been
detected . . . is almost negligible. . . . There are . , . families of distant cousins — but the
manuscripts . . . are almost all orphan children without brothers or sisters. . . . It is hard
to resist the conclusion that the scribes usually destroyed their exemplars when they had
copied the sacred books.” Carson, KJ'V Debate, 47-48, especially 47, n. 5, claims that this
statement involves a “logical fallacy.” But this wrongly implicates Lake, Blake, and New,
who urged only that the lack of genealogical ties among the minuscules suggested an
extensive destruction of their immediate #ncial exemplars at the time of conversion from
uncial to minuscule script, Lake, Blake, and New perhaps provided unclear communication
on this point, but certainly not a “logical fallacy.”

$5See L. D. Reynolds and N. G. Wilson, Scribes and Scholars: A Guide to the
Transmission of Greek and Latin Literature, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1991) 58-61,
regarding the “Renaissance of the Ninth Century” (58): “The text of almost all authors
depends ultimately on one or more books written in minuscule script at this [ninth
century] date or shortly after. . . . The quantity of literature that is available to us from
the papyri and the uncial manuscripts is only a small proportion of the whole”; also, “A
further assumption generally made is that one minuscule copy was made from one uncial
copy. The uncial book was then discarded, and the minuscule book became the source of
all further copies. This theory has a certain a priori justification on two grounds, since [1]
the task of transliteration from a script that was becoming less and less familiar would not
be willingly undertaken more often than was absolutely necessary, and [2] there is at least
some likelihood that after the destruction of the previous centuries many texts survived in
one copy only” (60). While Reynolds and Wilson admit that “these arguments do not
amount to proof, and there are cases which can only be explained by more complicated
hypotheses” (60), the more complex cases cited actually parallel the Greek NT situation, in
which many uncial MSS reflecting diverse textual streams appear to have been copied inde-
pendently into the minuscule script and then the uncial exemplars were destroyed.
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occurred on the grand scale is demonstrated by the dearth of uncial
MSS when contrasted to the large quantity of unrelated minuscule MSS

as shown in the following chart:*

600 —

O m ¥ VvV VI VI VI X X XI XI X XIV XV XVI

Chart 1: The Extant Continuous-Text MSS in Centuries II-XVI

This dichotomy is evidenced even during the earliest portion of
the minuscule era when both scripts coexisted.” The minuscule MSS
from the ninth through perhaps the first half of the eleventh century
are very likely to represent uncial exemplars far earlier than those
uncials which date from the ninth century. Thus, many early minus-
cules are likely only two or three generations removed from papyrus
ancestors of the fourth century or before, perhaps even closer. There
are no indicators opposing such a possibility, and the stemmatically
independent nature of most early minuscule witnesses (their “orphan”
status as per Lake, Blake, and New) increases the likelihood and proba-
bility of such a case.®® It becomes presumptuous to suppose otherwise,

86 The data are taken from Aland and Aland, Text of the NT, 81, Table 4: “Distribution of
Greek manuscripts by century.”

8 Lake, “Ecclesiastical Text,” 348, correctly asked, “Why are there only a few fragments
(even in the two oldest of the monastic collections, Sinai and St. Saba) which come from a
date earlier than the 10th century? There must have been in existence many thousands of
manuscripts of the gospels in the great days of Byzantine prosperity, between the fourth
and the tenth centuries. There are now extant but a pitiably small number.”

88 Certain majority text supporters have claimed that only the Byzantine Mss were con-
sidered “good” and would wear out from heavy use. MSS regarded as substandard suppos-
edly were set aside, thus explaining their preservation. Such a claim, however, indicts even
the extant early Byzantine Mss. The argument is specious at best, and fails to take account
of the entirety of the data. There is no evidence to support selective preservation based on
the type of text a MS contained. The fact that MSS disappeared with greater frequency dur-
ing the two “copying revolutions” readily accounts for a far greater quantity of loss and
destruction than normal wear and tear. Such conversion assumes the later product to be
proportional to the previous state of manuscript existence; it does not require that the few
MsS and fragments which would survive from the earlier period would maintain a similar
proportion in a chance minority survival. Selectivity based upon the type of text contained
in a MS does not seem to have been a factor in either copying or preservation. At best, the
Mss selected for conversion during either copying revolution would be considered “good”
as regards scribal character, but this says nothing about the quality of the fext. Scribal excel-
lence in terms of accuracy and orthography was urged by many writers (including Cas-
siodorus and Theodore of Studium). Few scribes would want to spend time, energy, effort
or expense in copying, correcting, or deciphering MSS of demonstrably poor scribal quality.
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especially when many minuscules are already recognized by modern
eclectics to contain “early” texts (defined, of course, by their
non-Byzantine nature). As Scrivener noted in 1859,

It has never I think been affirmed by any one. . . that the
mass of cursive documents are corrupt copies of the
uncials stzll extant: the fact has scarcely been suspected in a
single instance, and certainly never proved. ... It is
enough that such an [early] origin is possible, to make it at
once unreasonable and unjust to shut them out from a
“determining voice” (of course jointly with others) on
questions of doubtful reading.”

It is basically an @ prior: bias against Byzantine uncials and early
minuscules which prevents their recognition as preserving a very early
type of text. If such MSS in fact are bearers of ancient tradition, one
cannot set an exclusionary date before at least the mid-eleventh
century. Note that the Byzantine-priority theory does not rise or fall
upon a late cutoff period; the theory could proceed in much the same
form were the end of the sixth century made the cutoff date.”® How-
ever, if a strong presumption exists that (at least) the earliest
minuscules preserve a much more ancient text, an earlier cutoff could
not be done except at risk of eliminating the evidence of many “late”
MSS containing texts which are representative of “early” exemplars
spanning a broad chronological and geographical range.

7. The concept of a single “best” MS or small group of MSS is unlikely
to have transmissional evidence in its favor. While certain “early” MSS
may be considered of superior quality as regards the copying skill of
their scribes or the type of text they contain, such does not

8 Scrivener, Codex Augiensis, viii, emphasis original. Scrivener’s clear statement once
more should be contrasted with Wallace’s “revisionist” assertions (Wallace, “Revisionism,”
283). Scrivener himself (Codex Augiensis, vi) sharply contradicts Wallace: “If in my judg-
ment the Elzevir text [TR] approaches nearer on the whole to the sacred autographs . . . it is
only because [ believe that it is better attested to” (emphasis added). In a letter written near
the end of Scrivener’s life (Nov 18, 1889), Scrivener states, “I reject Dr. Hort’s baseless
theories as earnestly as he [Burgon] does, and am glad to see they are not gaining ground
.. . [even though] I stand midway between the two schools, inclining much more to Bur-
gon than to Hort” (Edward Meyrick Goulburn, Jobn William Burgon, Late Dean of Chich-
ester: A Biography, 2 vols. [London: John Murray, 1892] 2:229, emphasis added). Wallace
attempts to prove too much when charging pro-Byzantine supporters with revisionist ten-
dencies. There is no reason to substitute a “new revisionism” which distorts Scrivener’s
position merely to discredit the claims of the pro-Byzantine supporters.

%0 Scrivener earlier had suggested the tenth century as the appropriate cutoff period
(Codex Augiensis, xx), but later carefully nuanced the cutoff date as “where there is a4 real
agreement between all the documents containing the Gospels up to the sixth century, and in
other parts of the New Testament up to the ninth” (Plain Introduction, 2nd ed., 484,
emphasis added). Even so, there would be “far more numerous cases where the most
ancient documents are at variance with each other” as opposed to such common agreement
(ibid.). In such cases, “the later uncial and cursive copies” become “of much importance, as
the surviving representatives of other codices, very probably . . . earlier, than any now
extant” (ibid.). Thus, in the bulk of the variant units, Scrivener asserts that the later wit-
nesses must be heard, and that with “a determining voice” (Augiensis, viii).
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automatically confer an authoritative status to such MSS. To reiterate:
late MSS also contain “early” texts; poorly-copied MSS can contain
“good” texts; carefully-copied MSS may contain texts of inferior qual-
ity; within various texttypes some MSS will be better representatives
than others. But transmissional considerations preclude the concept
that any single MS or small group of MSS might hold a status superior
either to a texttype or the full conspectus of the stream of
transmission.

Since the Byzantine Textform is considered to be that form of
the text from which all other forms derived, it encompasses the
remaining component texttype groups. Yet among the MSS which
directly comprise the Byzantine Textform, there is no single “best” MS
nor any “best group” of MSS; nor can minority Byzantine subgroups
override the aggregate integrity of the general Byzantine transmission.

8. An exclusive following of the oldest MSS or witnesses is
transmissionally flawed. The oldest manuscript of all would be the
autograph, but such is not extant. Given the exigencies affecting early
transmissional history and the limited data preserved from early times,
it is a methodological error to assume that “oldest is best.” Since the
age of a MS does not necessarily reflect the age of its text, and since
later MSS may preserve a text more ancient than that found in older
witnesses, the “oldest is best” concept is based on a fallacy. While older
MSS, versions, and fathers demonstrate a terminus a quo for a given
reading, their respective dates do not confer authenticity; they only
establish the existence of a given reading at a given date. All readings
within a variant unit should be considered under 4/l aspects of
transmission: minority readings which leave no continual trace
throughout transmissional history are suspect; they are not made more
authentic merely by an appearance in one or a few ancient witnesses.

9. Transmissional considerations coupled with internal principles
point to the Byzantine Textform as a leading force in the bistory of
transmission. The Byzantine Textform is not postulated  priori to be
the original form of the text, nor even the superior texttype. The con-
clusion follows only as a logical deduction from internal and external
considerations viewed from within a transmissional-historical frame-
work. Note particularly that there is 7o automatic probability that the
majority of witnesses will overwhelm the MS tradition at any particular
point — this despite transmissional expectations. Many variant units
show the mass of Byzantine-era MSS divided nearly evenly among two
or more competing readings.”’ This serves as clear evidence that there

! See the “MP™ designation in Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, The Greek New
Testament according to the Majority Text, 2nd ed. (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1985); also,
bracketed and marginal passages in Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont, eds.,
The Greek New Testament According to the Byzantine Textform (Southborough, MA:
Chilton Book Publishing, 2001).
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can be no automatic anticipation of either textual uniformity or over-
whelming numerical support at any point among the MSS comprising
the Byzantine Textform.”?> When a relative uniformity does occur
beyond the equally-divided cases, this indicates a transmissional fran-
scendence of probabilities, and serves as presumptive evidence in favor
of those readings which find strong transmissional support as a result
of unplanned consequence. Rather than a cause for suspicion or rejec-
tion, those places where the MSS of the Byzantine Textform stand
nearly uniform argue strongly for transmissional originality, based
upon the evidence of the divided cases.

Once the Byzantine Textform gains validity on the basis of the
preceding considerations, it can be granted a significant voice regard-
ing the establishment of the original text. The result flows naturally
from transmissional considerations, but is not dictated by presupposi-
tions external to transmissional factors. Indeed, were any other
texttype to demonstrate the same transmissional criteria, that texttype
would be favored over the Byzantine.

Note that the Byzantine-priority hypothesis can do nothing to
resolve the many cases where external evidence is divided and where
no reading clearly dominates. In such cases, internal principles coupled
with transmissional probabilities must be invoked to determine the
strongest reading.” Similarly, in many cases internal principles offer
no clear decision, and external canons must take a leading role.®* Cases

92 The Apocalypse is a case in point: there are 1wo competing types of text within the
Byzantine majority (Av and Q), neither type dominant, and both often at variance with
one another. Yet these disparate types agree frequently against the Old Uncial and
Egyptian papyrus readings. In the Apocalypse the Byzantine MsS happen to diverge more
often than they converge, whereas elsewhere in the NT Byzantine convergence is more fre-
quent.

% For example, Mt 21:30, where Robinson-Pierpont read Sevtepn (8 BC'LM S Z Q
£' 28 33 205 700 892 1342 1424 1506 2542 pm mae bo) and Hodges-Farstad (with NAZ7)
read etepo R*C*DRKUWAGT £19 2 157 346 565 579 788 1071 pm): the evidence is
divided and no parallel passage is involved. One must determine from internal evidence the
more likely original reading, Mt elsewhere uses etepog 7x, Mk 1x, Jn 1x, and Lk an over-
whelming 32x; Mt uses devtepog 3x, Mk 3x, Lk 3x, Jn 4x. While etepog is characteristically
Lukan, in Mt there is too little data to confirm a tendency. The Robinson-Pierpont deci-
sion for devtepw reflects a stylistic consideration: Mt enumerates “first” and “second” in
Mt 22:25-26 and 22:38-39, and elsewhere does nor juxtapose npwtog and erepog. Thus
Beurepw appears to be the most reasonable decision in view of Matthean usage.

* No clear-cut internal principle can determine in Lk 23:42 between eig mv Bucilelav
and ev ™ Pacileir. Lukan gospel usage shows ev m facihein 6x and eig myv Pocilewov
3x; ev ) 71x (NAZ 69x) and e1g v 44x (NA27 39x). The alternate form occurs too fre-
quently to be dismissed. Acts has gig v Bucideiov only 1x, with no cases of ev m
Boaocihera, but e1g ™y occurs 54x (NAZ7 53x), and ev T 41x (NA?7 45x). Reuben J. Swanson,
ed., New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Luke (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995)
gives the external evidence in Lk 23 42 €15 v Pocthewy = Sp75 B L; ev mq Bucihee = M
NACKMUWTILA@AT W' 223328157565 579 700 1071 1424. All theories will
make a decision based on a particular estimation of the external evidence. The
Byzantine-priority position follows reasonable transmissional considerations in rejecting
the reading of three Mss (two localized to Egypt) in favor of that supported overwhelm-
ingly within the manuscript tradition.
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also exist where the MSS are divided and where internal evidence is not
determinative, in which a reasonable scholarly estimate is the best one
can expect.”

The primary rules for balancing internal and external evidence
are simple, and are ordered in accordance with known facts regarding
scribal habits: (1) one should evaluate readings with the intention of
discovering antecedent transcriptional causes;’® (2) readings should be
considered in the light of possible intentional alteration; (3) finally,
readings within a variant wunit must be evaluated from a
transmissional-historical perspective to confirm or modify prelimi-
nary assessments. The rigorous application of this methodology will
lead to valid conclusions established on a sound transmissional basis.
Such accords with what the extant manuscript evidence considered in
light of transmissional process and known scribal habits tells us.”

% In Mt 24:33, the Mss are divided between navro tovto (B L A@ 565 579 pm ¢ q sy hy
and TowTo TovTo (R D KW 0281 f' £ 33 700 892 1241 1424 £-2211 pm lat sy). The
same phrase (with its own variations) recurs in the next verse. Matthean usage is divided
(movto tovte 4x Byz, 2x NAZ7; towto movte 5x Byz, 6x NA27). The present writer’s
Byzantine edition reads tavto mavre, but not with a level of certainty parallel to the pre-
ceding examples. Note that the dominant reading of the parallels in Mt and Mk is only
tovto solus, and thus does not bear on the present case. See also Mt 21:33, which reads
cither avBponog alone (X B C* DK LA O I £' 33 565 579 700 1424 pm) or avepﬂmog TG
(C°EFGM UG Q22869 124 157 346 788 1071 pm); the external evidence is seriously
divided. In terms of internal considerations, this would be the only place where Mt uses the
Lukan phrase avBponog tig. This in itself is not sufficient to rule out the longer reading.
Homeoioteleuton from -¢ to -g could have caused the omission, There simply is insufficient
e\ndence to decide either way from a Byzantme-prlor[ty approach.

% Note the apt observation of J. Neville Birdsall, “The Source of Catena Comments in
John 21:25,” NovT 36 (1994) 277: “The view that scribes exercized [sic] independent
critical judgement in the process of transcription . . . appears to me to go completely con-
trary to the known habits of scribes. [Scribal] changes . . . tended to be of orthography or
gramumar, or perhaps of vocabulary on stylistic grounds.”

% This does not mean that every unit of variation has a simple explanation, nor that
there are but few places where external evidence is seriously divided, where internal evi-
dence may be ambiguous, or where both factors may combine. Absolute certainty even
within a Byzantine-priority perspective cannot be obtained in such cases. Further, the
Byzantine-priority theory remains subject to revision in light of new evidence. The present
writer has revised his former hypothesis (see Maurice A. Robinson and William G.
Pierpont, eds., The New Testament according to the Byzantine/Majority Textform [Atlanta:
Original Word, 1991] xxx-xxxi) regarding cross-comparison and cotrection of Mss as a pri-
mary factor in the establishment and stabilization of Byzantine dominance. Collation
research in the pericope adulterae (Jn 7:53-8:11) makes it abundantly clear that
cross-correction did nof occur on such a scale as to alter significantly the textual relations
of various streams of descent. The data now reinforce Lake, Blake, and New regarding the
general independence of many lines of transmission within the Byzantine Textform, which
lines of necessity derive from early times.
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Selected Objections to the Byzantine-Priority Hypothesis*

While modern eclectics demand that the Byzantine-priority
hypothesis present a reasonable defense and explanation of its theory
and conclusions,” their own method is abistorical, creating a text with-
out a theory, thereby extricating themselves from complications more
severe than those faced under Byzantine-priority. Were modern eclec-
tics required to delineate and defend the presumed transmissional
history underlying their preferred text, the explanation would be far
more difficult. For any textual theory, logical and reasonable solutions
must be provided regarding a multiplicity of historical and
transmissional issues; otherwise there exists no secure underpinning
for its conclusions. The following typical objections to the
Byzantine-priority theory can be paralleled by similar objections
against modern eclectic theory in regard to its presumed
transmissional model. The matter of most importance is whether the
answer supplied by either faction accords transmissionally with
historical probability or with mere historical optimism.,'®

% The scope of the present paper precludes a detailed interaction with the specific cri-
tiques against various pro-Byzantine theories (most concern “majority text” hypotheses
and a predominantly theological approach). These critiques include Richard A. Taylor,
“Queen Anne Resurrected? A Review Article,” JETS 20 (1977) 377-81; idem, “Queen
Anne’ Revisited: A Rejoinder,” JETS 21 (1978) 169-171; Gordon D. Fee, “Modern Textual
Criticism and the Revival of the Textus Receptus,” JETS 21 (1978) 19-33; idem, “Rejoin-
der,” 157-160; idem, “A Critique of W, N. Pickering’s The Identity of the New Testament
Text: A Review Article,” WT] 41 (1979) 397-423 [Fee’s articles are combined and rewritten
as “The Majority Text and the Original Text of the New Testament,” in Epp and Fee, The-
ory and Method, 183-208]; D. A. Carson, “Fourteen Theses,” chapter 7 of his K]V Debate,
43-78; Michael W, Holmes, “The ‘Majority text debate”: new form of an old issue,” Theme-
lios 8:2 (January 1983) 13-19; Roger L. Omanson, “A Perspective on the Study of the New
Testament Text,” Bible Translator 34 (1983) 107-108; Daniel B. Wallace, “Some Second
Thoughts on the Majority Text,” BibSac 146 (1989) 270-290; idem, “The Majority Text and
the Original Text: Are they Identical?” BibSac 148 (1991) 151-169; idem, “Inspiration,
Preservation, and New Testament Textual Criticism,” Grace Theological Journal 12 (1992)
21-50; idem, “Majority Text Theory,” in Ehrman and Holmes, Text of the NT, 307-315; T. R.
Ralston, “The ‘Majority Text’ and Byzantine Origins,” NTS 38 (1992) 122-137.

9 The present writer has replied to various criticisms and challenges; see Robinson,
“Two Passages in Mark,” 66-111; idem, “Recensional Nature,” 46-74. Many critiques of the
“majority text” position are valid, particularly the refutation of extreme claims which have
nothing to do with Byzantine-priority, and questionable appeals to “providential preserva-
tion.” The fallacy of the “theological argument” is demonstrated by William D. Barrick,
“Ancient Manuscripts and Biblical Exposition,” The Master’s Seminary Journal 9:1 (1998)
25-38, who appeals to “providential preservation” in order to establish the Alexandrian
reading as the “original” text of 1Cor 11:24 (the omission of kAwpevov): “If Jobn 19:36 is
authentic and accurate, how can ‘broken’ be correct in 1 Corinthians 11:24? . . . [The
Byzantine reading is] an addition to the original text. . . . Those who made such an addition
are subject to God’s judgment because they did not rightly preserve His written Word. . . .
The pastor or expositor who continues to propagate the corrupted Word in the public obser-
vance of the Lord’s Table will be beld accountable for actively perveriing the Scriptures rather
than preserving them” (Barrick, 37; emphasis added). Such a line of reasoning on any side is
of course self-defeating,

1% Cf. Kent D. Clarke, Textual Optimism: A Critique of the United Bible Societies” Greek
New Testament, JSNT Supplement Series 138 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997).
Bowers, Bibliography, 165, suggests that “a point should be reached at which our
common-sense view of probability rebels at being asked to accept any more coincidence as
the result of mere chance.”
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1. No early Byzantine manuscripts prior to the fourth century.
Some response to this objection has already been provided, but a
cumulative combination of factors provides the best reply:

(a) The limited and localized nature of the extant early MSS sug-
gests that presumptions regarding text-critical antiquity may be
flawed. For classical works, Bowers notes that “the possibility exists
that the extant copies (when few) do not accurately represent the orig-
inal proportion.”’®" Were a thousand extant papyri and uncial MS$
extant from before the fourth century which were relatively complete
and sufficiently representative of the entire Eastern empire (by the
location of their discovery), perhaps one could speak with greater
authority than from the 63 fragmentary papyri we currently possess
from that era. The resources of the pre-fourth century era unfortu-
nately remain meager, restricted to a limited body of witnesses. Even if
the text-critical evidence is extended through the eighth century, there
would be only 424 documents, mostly fragmentary. In contrast to this
meager total, the oft-repeated apologetic appeal to the value and
restorative significance of the 5000+ remaining Greek NT MSS
becomes an idle boast in the writings of modern eclectics when those
numerous MSS are not utilized to restore the original text.'*

(b) The “copying revolutions” previously noted seriously
affected the continuity of the transmissional stream. This problem is
not adverse, but requires a proper consideration of its effect. The first
revolution transferred the NT text from papyrus to vellum;
pre-existing papyri were destroyed or otherwise abandoned. This
eliminated many predecessors of extant vellum MSS as well as those of
non-extant vellum descendants. The second revolution — the conver-
sion from uncial to minuscule script — was just as radical. It effectively
eliminated the need to preserve uncial MSS once a minuscule copy had
been made. There is no reason to reject the earliest minuscules, even
many dating into the eleventh century, as copies of uncial exemplars no
longer extant. The small number of extant pre-ninth-century uncial
MSS and fragments may themselves derive from papyrus predecessors
left to deteriorate after vellum copies were made. If the genealogically
independent early minuscules stem from now-lost independent
uncials which themselves stemmed from independent early papyri,
then no MS is inherently preferable merely because of its age, material

101 Bowers, Bibliography, 75.

122 Cf. Gordon D. Fee, “Textual Criticism of the New Testament,” in Epp and Fee, The-
ory and Method, 3. After noting the “5,338 Greek Mss,” Fee declares “the task of the textual
critic” as “to sift through all this material, carefully collating (comparing) each MS with all
the others” before final decisions can be made. Such in fact has never been done; rather,
modern eclecticism appears to be predicated on a desire swiftly to reduce the massive
quantity of Ms$ to a small and manageable number. Thus, the elimination of the Byzantine
majority becomes a convenient remedy.

48



or script.'® The genealogical independence of most of the existing MS$
points back to the earliest times.'**

(c) The local text of Egypt'® is not likely to reflect that which
permeated the primary Greek-speaking portion of the Empire (South-
ern Italy through modern Greece and Turkey to Antioch on the
Orontes), from which we have no MS, versional, or patristic data from
before the mid-fourth century.'® After that point one finds from that
region a highly pervasive and dominant Byzantine stream. It is far
more reasonable to assume that the predecessors of that stream simply
retained the same textual complexion which earlier had permeated that
region.'” Otherwise, the greater task is to explain a previous

1% Only the so-called K Byzantine subtype reflects late and clear stemmatic depen-
dence in MsS of the twelfth and later centuries. See Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for
the Classification and Evaluation of Manuscript Evidence as applied to the Continuous Greek
Text of The Gospel of Luke, Studies and Documents 44; ed., Irving Alan Sparks et al. (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982) 92. Such a late recension does not reflect the dominant Byzantine
Textform found in the K text.

14 Cf. G. W S, Friedrichsen, “The Gothic Version and the Fourth-Century Byzantine
Text,” JTS 39 (1938) 42-43: “The Gothic version [mid-fourth century] is based on a
Byzantine text which approximated to that of Chrysostom, and is represented in the
Gospels by the [8th-10th century] uncials EFGHSUYV, and in the Pauline Epistles by KLP”
See also Bruce M. Metzger, “The Gothic Version,” in his The Early Versions of the New Tes-
tament: Their Origin, Transmission, and Limitations (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977) 375-393,
especially 384-385. The significance of the Byzantine Vorlzge of the Gothic version should
not be underestimated when considering the late uncials and early minuscules made from
now non-extant uncial documents.

1% See Colin H. Roberts and T. C. Skeat, The Birth of the Codex (London: British
Academy, 1987) 3: “An overwhelming proportion of the evidence comes from Egypt, and
even then . . . from various provincial towns and villages. . . . We cannot assume that . . .
the proportions . . . which have survived from different periods, reflect the position in the
ancient world generally.” Further (35), “We cannot be certain either that they are typical of
Egy&t as a whole, or . . . of the Graeco-Roman world as a whole.”

1 Epp, “Continuing Interlude,” Theory and Method, 119, critiqued Kurt Aland regard-
ing the Egyptian papyri: “It may be strictly correct to say that the early history of the text
is directly and immediately visible only in these earliest papyri and uncials. Yet, can we really
. . . be content with Egypt as the exclusive locale for this glimpse into the earliest textual
history? Was any NT book written there, and does not Egypt therefore clearly represent
only a secondary and derivative stage in textual history? . . . Can we proceed with any
assurance that these . . . randomly surviving earliest MS$ are in any real sense representative
of the entire earliest history of the text?” Epp’s amazing 1991 reversal on this point (cited
below) appeals to pessibility and not probability and fails to establish any such convincing
basis.

7 Eldon Jay Epp, “New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts and Letter Carrying in
Greco-Roman Times,” in Birger A. Pearson, et al,, eds., The Future of Early Christianity:
Essays in Honor of Helmut Koester (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991) 55, makes a peculiar
reversal without sufficient evidence (emphasis added): “(1) the various textual complex-

ions . . . found in Egypt — did not have to originate there, but could . . . have moved any-
where in the Mediterranean area.. . . (2) itis. . . quite probable, that the present array of
text-types represented in the Egyptian New Testament papyri do . . . represent text-types

from the entire Mediterranean region.” Not only does Epp contradict Roberts and Skeat
1987, but also his own 1980 statement cited above. Epp 1991 does demonstrate a
widespread communication between Egypt and other areas of the Roman Empire during
the early centuries, but his evidence concerns only the carrying of personal letters and
commercial or official documents — not any NT MSS. In most cited situations, letters often
went astray, were lost, or remained unanswered. Epp 1991 provides no evidence proving
that NT documents during the era of persecution traveled as other trans-Empire docu-
ments. Nor does he demonstrate that any early NT papyrus or uncial fragment reflects a
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non-Byzantine dominance in that region which was thoroughly over-
whelmed by the Byzantine model within less than a century without a
word of historical confirmation or authorization, whether from
fathers, councils, or ecclesiastical or governmental decree.'® Also, one
must explain a reversal of dominance in the widest region without see-
ing a parallel change in smaller regions of the Empire, where local
varieties of text maintained their regional influence with but sporadic
Byzantine intrusion influencing their readings over an extended
period.

(d) The silence of early testimony from the primary
Greek-speaking region of the Empire leads to two opposite views.
Modern eclectics assume an early dominance of a non-Byzantine text
in those areas which later became the stronghold of Byzantine sup-
port, despite the transmissional unlikelihood of such having occurred
in history. The Byzantine-priority advocates suggest that the later
existence and dominance of the Byzantine Textform in that region
provides presumptive evidence favoring a similar dominance in earlier
times.!® It is reasonable to suppose that, as texts spread geographi-
cally from their initial locale, regional alteration would increase
proportionally to distance. This is especially the case given the
“uncontrolled popular text” phenomenon of the early centuries.
Copies produced within a close proximity to the site of origin or initial
reception of a given text would be expected to retain a more uniform
textual complexion closely resembling that of the autograph; this
would occur without the imposition of formal “controls” upon the
copying or dissemination of the text. Copies produced at a more

palaeography suggesting an origin outside of Egypt. Timothy |. Finney, “The Ancient Wit-
nesses of the Epistle to the Hebrews: A Computer-Assisted Analysis of the Papyrus and
Uncial Manuscripts of [IPOZ EBPAIOYZ” (PhD Diss, Murdoch University, 1999) 194-211
demonstrates that various early papyri and uncials (5}) 5]3 “XRABD I) have similar
orthography, and on the hypothe51s that shared orthography 1rnp11es shared provenance,
aney suggests that these witnesses were copied in the same region, possibly Egypt.

% Eldon Jay Epp, “The Significance of the Papyri for determining the Nature of the
New Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of Textual Transmission,”
Epp and Fee, Theory and Method, 274-297 [original article published 1989] anticipated his
later 1991 position, but with the cautionary note that his speculation “is largely an exercise
in historical-critical imagination” (274). No such caution appears in Epp 1991. Neverthe-
less, Epp 1989 still stated that the 45 earliest papyri “all come from Egypt and . . . twenty
of these . . . were unearthed at Oxyrhynchus” (277); and, while it is “possible . . . that
one or even all of these early Christian papyri could have been written elsewhere. . . . it
must be remembered that virtually all of the papyri are from Egyptian rubbish heaps and
presumably, therefore, were in extended use — most likely in Egypt™ (279). Since a
non-Egyptian origin for fragments found in that region cannot be proven, all speculation
to the contrary remains “historical and creative imagination” (283) rather than anything
resembling fact.

1% Tertullian, De Praescr. Haer., 36, appeals in the early third century to the apostollc
cathedrae in the primary Greek-speaking region of the Empire as places where the “authen-
tic writings” of the NT authors either had originated or were first sent and where authorita-
tive copies could still be found. The significant point is that Tertullian’s appeal was not
made to North Africa, Europe, Egypt or Palestine, but to those same primary
Greek-speaking regions from which we have no extant evidence during the first three cen-
turies.

50



remote distance from the site of origin would tend to diverge in
greater quantity. If such a hypothesis is correct, the primary
Greek-speaking region during the period of “geographical silence”
would be expected to retain a Byzantine text, just as other localized
regions preserved their disparate texts in the European and African
West as well as in Egypt and Palestine; this is basic transmissional the-
ory at work.

(e) To draw a comparison with another widely-held hypothesis,
the early existence of the Byzantine Textform rests on a stronger basis
than the Synoptic Q. The two- and four-source theories argue for the
necessary existence of a ) document without possessing even a frag-
ment of such. Internal evidence is claimed to point inexorably in that
direction (whether the present writer concurs is not an issue). On the
assumption that such speculation represents fact, scholars create con-
cordances, synopses, and even theologies for Q; some even claim
“proof” of its existence by appealing to textual variants in a non-extant
document!"'® Many eclectic scholars freely accept Q as a “real”
first-century document despite the utter lack of manuscript evidence
for such. Yet these same scholars paradoxically argue against possible
authenticity of the Byzantine Textform on the basis of a lack of
pre-fourth century documentary evidence. Butzo Q document or frag-
ment has ever been found (and likely will not), from any century. Yet
from at least AD 350 onward the Byzantine Textform does exist. Thus
the evidence favoring the early existence of the Byzantine Textform is
far stronger than the case for Q. A pre-fourth century dominant
Byzantine Textform more emphatically can be postulated within the
primary Greek-speaking region of the Empire, despite a lack of early
evidence. Transmissionally, there is no compelling reason to conclude a
non-Byzantine dominance in that region prior to the fourth century
since no reasonable minority representation was left among later wit-
nesses in that same region even though such clearly occurred
elsewhere.!"!

(f) Until the discovery of P75 in 1955, a relatively “pure”
Alexandrian MS was unknown among the Egyptian papyri; there was
no proof that a text similar to that of Codex Vaticanus existed prior to
the fourth century. Before P75, some had suggested that Origen had

10 See James M. Robinson and C. Heil, “Zeugnisse eines schriftlichen, griechischen
vorkanonischen Textes: Mt 6,28b X%, P Oxy. 655 I, 1-17 (EvTh 36) und Q 12,27,” ZNW 89
(1998) 30-44; also James M. Robinson, “A Written Greek Sayings Cluster Older than Q: A
Vestllge HTR 92 (1999) 61-77.

Westcott and Hort knew the implications of the extant Byzantine evidence and were
compelled to postulate a “Syrian [= Byzantine] recension” to account for the rapid appear-
ance and dominance of the Byzantine Textform in that primary Greek-speaking region of
the Empire from the mid-fourth century onward.
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created the Alexandrian text following his relocation to Caesarea.'"?

The “mixed” papyri found prior to P73 had provoked speculation that
the Alexandrian texttype was the end product of a recent recension.'"
P75 of course changed matters dramatically. But until 2 mere 45 years
ago, no one could speak dogmatically regarding the early existence of a
text resembling Vaticanus. Similarly, one cannot rule out the possibil-
ity (slim to be sure) that a second or third century Byzantine MS might
someday be discovered in the sands of Egypt. Were such to occur, cer-
tain researchers still would be inclined to describe such a MS as merely
“containing” more “Byzantine-like” readings than other early docu-
ments; this due to an 4 priori view that the Byzantine text could only be
“much later.”'

2. Major disruptions in  transmussional history eliminated
non-Byzantine predecessors. These objections fall under two main
heads: the Diocletian persecution and the rise of Islam.

(a) The claim is that various persecutions, and especially that of
Diocletian, so decimated the number of NT MSS that previously domi-
nant texttypes were all but eliminated, leaving the rising Byzantine to
fill the gap.''® This really assumes too much: an initial presumption is
that a non-Byzantine text dominated the Fastern Empire; then, when
persecutors demanded scriptures for destruction, the Alexandrian text
was that which was overwhelmingly surrendered. Persecutions, how-
ever, were not selective in their textual targets. The MSS surrendered

112 See Kirsopp Lake, “The Text of the Gospels in Alexandria,” American Journal of The-
ology 6 (1902) 82-83: “It would be difficult to find a dozen readings in which a purely
‘Neutral’ variant is supported by an authority earlier than Origen. . . . The ‘Neutral’ type
of text . . . so far as we know, was not used previously.” Most interesting is Lake’s state-
ment (83, n. 6): “It may be argued that it [the ‘neutral’ text] existed before [Origen]” - but
Lake chose not to adopt that line of argument (even though P’ now proves such correct!)
on the ground that this was “really the same argument as that used by the disciples and
successors of Dean Burgon when they appeal . . . to the lost archetypes of the cursives,
which, they think, would have supported the “Traditional” text.” In light of "~ proving
Alexandrian antiquity, the line of objection urged by Lake and repeated by current oppo-
nents of the Byzantine Textform seems seriously weakened.

3 See Frederic G. Kenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual Criticism of the Greek
Bible, The Schweich Lectures of the British Academy, 1932 (London: For the British
Academy by Humphrey Milford, Oxford University Press, 1933) 68: “The papyri of earlier
date than B . . . suffice to show that the B text did not prevail universally in Egypt.. . . B
may still represent a tradition which has come down with little contamination from the
earliest times; but, if so, the stream ran in a narrow channel.” In fact, P~ had convinced
Kenyon (69-70) that Origen had brought the “Caesarean” text with him from Egypt into
Palestine, replacing the dominant “Alexandrian” text there! Lacking P, Kenyon remained
skefmcal regarding a pre-Origenic Alexandrian text resembling B in Egyp

* Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II (P66): Its Textual Relationships and Scribal Char-
acteristics, Studies and Documents 34 (Salt Lake City: University of Utah, 1968), avoids
labeling any readings of % as Byzantme even though many of its readmgs align with
the Byzantine Textform: P has a “tendency toward a ‘Byzantine type’ of reading” (29),
but does not “give early witness to readings heretofore judged as ‘Byzantine’ . . . [rather,)
the Byzantine Mss reflect . . . the scribal tendencies that are already to be found in the sec-
ond century” (emphasis added). Yet there is no good reason why such readings in early
papyri could not be “Byzantine,” demonstrating an outside influence upon the localized
EgYFtlan text of the second and third centuries.

Cf. Holmes, “Majority Text Debate,” 16.
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and destroyed in a given region would reflect the general proportion of
existing MSS, regardless of texttype; so too those which survived. Were
1000 MSS destroyed in a local area of which only 100 were Byzantine,
even a 90% decimation would leave a survival proportion similar to
that which was destroyed. One cannot stretch credulity to presume a
reversal of texttype dominance as the result of basically random
persecutions.“"

Some suggest that the Diocletian persecution was more severe in
Palestine and Egypt, thereby wiping out the dominant Alexandrian
text in those regions. Less-severely persecuted regions then would
have their texts free to dominate. But another fallacy exists: had the
Alexandrian text been original, it should have dominated the
Greek-speaking portion of the Eastern Empire. It then would retain its
dominance even if the text in any other region were utterly destroyed.
But if Alexandrian dominance did not continue, one should assume
only a local and regional aspect for that text, and understand that
before Constantine the Byzantine Textform had already become dom-
inant in the primary Greek-speaking region of the Empire. This would
exclude or minimize Alexandrian influence outside of Egypt and
Palestine. Either way, the claimed early dominance of the Alexandrian
text is called into question.'"’

Other factors suggest a proportional destruction and survival of
MSS as regards texttype. Nigel Wilson has noted the loss or destruction
of even Byzantine-era MSS by means unrelated to persecution:

One may lament the loss of texts, both classical and theo-
logical, that took place in the Byzantine age. But ...
circumstances were much against them. Destruction by
fire and foreign invasion was frequent. Writing material
was relatively scarce and expensive. . . . Lending resulted in
loss, . . . despite the fact that many books were marked
with the owner’s name together with the curse of the three
hundred and eighteen fathers of the Council of Nicaea on
anyone who should steal or sell the books to others. . . .
Perhaps we should rather be surprised that so much
survived.!'®

"6 This does not mean that the existing papyri and vellum fragments which survived the
eras of persecution, the conversion to vellum, and the conversion to minuscule script
would retain a proportion representative of predecessor Mss. The two “copying revolu-
tions” minimize the likelihood of proportional representation from preceding eras. One
may rightly presume that, at the point of each “revolution,” those Ms$ which were con-
verted into a different form woxld maintain the existing proportion, while the few frag-
ments which remained from the previous era would become dis- proportionate. This could
explain the diversity found among the many surviving pre-ninth-century uncial fragments.

"7 Imperial persecution or later Islamic destruction similarly should have affected 1xx
MSS ]possessed by Christians in the early centuries, but few claims to that effect exist.

"8 Wilson, “The Libraries,” 79.
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It thus becomes a wonder that even the Byzantine Textform sur-
vived the manifold difficulties of its era, including the Fourth
Crusade’s sack of Constantinople (AD 1204), and the Ottoman con-
quest {AD 1453). Yet MSS of Byzantine and non-Byzantine type did
survive the destructions of that era, in a2 manner which reflected their
proportional distribution. There is little reason to suppose that the NT
text ever suffered anything more than proportional destruction during
any time of persecution, whether by Decius, Diocletian, Julian the
Apostate, Mohammedan rulers, or even misguided and fanatical
Christians.

(b) The Islamic Conquest was not as totally destructive to NT
MSS as has been claimed.!” Monasteries and churches in both Palestine
and Egypt continued literary activity following the conquest'® and
maintained communication with the Eastern and Western Empire,'?!
even while facing pressure to abandon Christianity and convert to
Islam.'? Hatch puts this in proper perspective:

When the Arabs conquered Egypt, Palestine, and Syria, . . .
the monastic and ecclesiastical libraries . . . naturally came
under their control. Many books must have perished in this
troubled epoch, but some escaped destruction. . . . Chris-
tianity was regarded by the Moslems as a divinely revealed
religion, and they would not ordinarily have felt impelled
to destroy copies of the Christian Scriptures, The Arabs
were in fact much less fanatical and harsh in the treatment
of their Christian subjects than is sometimes supposed,
and they did not aim at a wholesale conversion of the
Christians.'??

19 Bee, “Modern Textual Criticism,” 30; Omanson, “Perspective,” 107; Holmes,
“’Magority Text Debate,” 16-17.

120 Yizhar Hirschfeld, The Judean Desert Monasteries in the Byzantine Period (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1992) 16-17, notes that while “the negative effects of the
Arab conquest . . . were profound and far-reaching,” the Muslim rulers were “reasonably
tolerant.” Further, “monasticism in the Judean desert did not cease to exist. . . . The few
monasteries that withstood the crisis . . . continued to play an important role in the his-
tory of the Eastern Church.” See also S. H. Griffith, “Greek into Arabic: Life and Letters
in the Monasteries of Palestine in the Ninth Century,” Byzantion 56 (1986) 117-38.

121 Otto F. A. Meinardus, “Historical Notes on the Lavra of Mar Saba,” FEastern
Churches Review 2 (1968/9) 394, states, “The Arab conquest of Palestine could not have
seriously affected the monastic life in the Grand Lavra, for, approximately a decade later, in
649, John, the higoumenos of the Grand Lavra, went to Rome to attend the first Lateran
Synod.”

122 Streeter, “Early Ancestry,” 229, suggests that “a number of Christian refugees would
certainly have fled to Constantinople bringing with them their most valued portable pos-
sessions,” including NT MSS, This in part might explain the non-Byzantine minuscules
found in existing Greek monasteries.

123 William H. P. Hatch, “An Uncial Fragment of the Gospels [0196],” HTR 23 (1930)
152,
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Kurt Aland has suggested that the real cause of Egyptian textual
difference from the Byzantine mainstream relates to a much earlier
theological conflict between Eastern and Egyptian Christianity:

[One] should keep Egyptian Church history more firmly
in sight. . . . The alienation from the eastern church. . . set
in among the Christian population of Egypt during the
fourth century and reached its culmination in the. . . fifth
century [with] ... the formation of the monophysite
church[. This] allows us to presuppose a tradition of the
New Testament text isolated at least from the later Koine—
an isolation strengthened by the Arab domination.'**

So also Farag, who discusses the state of Egyptian Christianity
two centuries before the Arab conquest:

Abba Shenouda (333-451 A. D.) .. . devoted his life to
fight pagan and Byzantine corruption in all its forms. The
dream of his life was to emancipate Egypt religiously by
separating the Coptic Church from Constantinople. . . .
[and]]gchieving political independence from the Byzantine
state.

Despite the isolation, communication continued with the East-
ern Greek Church even after the Arab Conquest. The effect was both
textual and political:

The witnesses of the Egyptian text of the Greek New Tes-
tament. ... were all the more clearly subject to the
influence of the Koine [= Byzantine text] with the passing
of time. Political isolation did not keep the Greek monas-
teries in Egypt free from the influence of the Byzantine
church.'?

2 Kurt Aland, “The Coptic New Testament,” in Robert H. Fischer, ed., A Tribute to
Arthur V. bus: Studies in Early Christian Literature and Its Environment, Primarily in the
Syrian East (Chicago: The Lutheran School of Theology, 1977) 11-12. Note that Aland
considers such relative isclation from Eastern Orthodoxy as “preserving” what he consid-
ered the “older” and “more authentic” form of the NT text. Yet this theological isolation
also may have had a regionalizing and limiting effect upon the NT text in Egypt. If so, the
communication and cooperation between Egypt and the primary Greek-speaking region of
the Empire was already at a minimum long before the Islamic conquest.

'% Farag Rofail Farag, Sociological and Moral Studies in the Field of Coptic Monasticism,
Supglement 1 to the Annual of Leeds University Oriental Society (Leiden: Brill, 1964) 7.

1% Aland, “Coptic New Testament,” 12. Aland suggests that “till proof is shown to the
contrary, we can expect the Coptic manuscripts to be relatively free from this [Byzantine]
influence.,” However, the political and linguistic isolation of the Coptic Church from
Greek Byzantine Christianity is sufficient to explain the Coptic Alexandrian text without
presuming a near-autograph originality.
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The continued existence and survival of the Coptic Church'?’
and monasteries in Egypt'?® and Palestine'?” exemplifies the true situa-
tion, negating claims to the contrary.'*

3. Chrysostom’s influence made the Byzantine the preferred text of
Constantinople; this text later was imposed upon the Eastern Greek
church by Imperial or Ecclesiastical decree.®* A “new” or localized text,
even if used by a popular Greek Father would not become
transmissionally popular merely due to his reputation.'” A previous
traditional textual dominance over a wider region would not be aban-
doned on such grounds. Less plausible than regional replacement is
that any “new” or localized text would expand into Empire-wide dom-
inance without ecclesiastical or Imperial decree. No such imposition
of control is documented historically. It places an impossible demand
on transmission to see a late, minority, and regionally localized text on
its own outstripping and virtually eradicating whatever predecessor

127 See Farag, Coptic Monasticism, 11: “According to historical records . . . there had
been hundreds of monasteries and thousands of monks and nuns in Egypt up to the viI
century.” Most of these “disappeared and only a few survived,” primarily due to the inter-
nal “decadence of Coptic Monasticism.” The fifth-century Historia Monachorum in
Aegypto 5.1-4 claimed twelve churches and 10,000 monks in Oxyrhynchus alone. Such
statistics call into question the “representative” nature of the extant manuscript evidence
dating within the first seven centuries in Egypt (116 fragmentary Greek papyri, ca. 300
Greek uncial fragments, and around 600 Coptic fragments). Whether such is truly
“representative” remains an open question.

2 Farag, ibid., 43-44, describes the situation of the Coptic monasteries which existed
into the tenth century: “The monasteries were freely visited. . . . Monasteries enjoyed reli-
gious freedom. . . . Some Muslim princes . . . patronize[d] monasteries and contribute[d]
towards their economical welfare.”

12 See Hirschfeld, Monasteries, xiv-xv: “From the fifth century onward, the Judean
desert was one of the most important centers of monasticism in the empire” (locations
mapped, xviii). Monks came to these sites from “Asia Minor. . . . Cyprus, Greece, or Italy.
. . . Mesopotamia, Syria, Arabia, and Egypt,” with “monks from Palestine . . . in the
minority” (13). Although “most of the monasteries in the Judean desert were abandoned
at [the time of the Arab Conquest], the monastic institutions not only survived, but con-
stantly had to be replenished by new converts from outlying regions” (17), many of whom
may have brought their personal copies of Scripture with them.

130 Consider also the continued existence and literary production of St Catherine’s
monastery at Mount Sinai, with Greek NT MSS spanning a period from the Arab Conquest
into the Byzantine minuscule era. Many of these Mss demonstrate a continued communica-
tion with the outside Byzantine world while under Muslim governance. Farag, Coptic
Monasticism, 44, cites a tenth-century Arabic MS which describes 54 active Christian
monasteries in Muslim regions, only nine of which (including Sinai) belong to Egypt; the
others range from Baghdad to Palestine.

131 Cf. Carson, XJv Debate, 51, 113-114; Fee, “Modern Textual Criticism,” 30.

132 Cf. Philip Jenkins, Hidden Gospels: How the Search for Jesus lost its Way (Oxford,
2001), 121, when refuting those who would claim an Ignatian creation of the monarchial
bishopric: “Even had Ignatius planned to revolutionize the office of bishop, as was sug-
gested . . ., it is extremely unlikely that the very diverse world of Christianity could have
been transformed, and so rapidly, by the eccentric vision of one man, albeit an important mar-
tyr. Tt is vastly more likely that episcopal structures were already fundamental to the
churches across the Mediterranean world, though the power and prestige of bishops cer-
tainly did grow as the second century progressed” (emphasis added). Mutatis mutandis,
were one to replace “Ignatius” with “Chrysostom,” and “the office of bishop” with “the NT
text,” substituting “the Byzantine Textform” for “episcopal structures” and “bishops,”
also reading “the fourth century” for “the second century,” and the parallel becomes
extremely close.
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texts had previously dominated in either a local region or a wider geo-
graphical range. Yet this unlikely scenario is urged without historical
evidence by some who oppose the Byzantine Textform. But as Colwell
noted, “the Byzantine . . . text-type . . . had in its origin no such single
focus as the Latin had in Jerome.”!*?

The complex character of the MSS comprising the Byzantine
Textform demonstrates that any “official” sanctions — even if they had
existed — simply did not work. A consistent form of text was not pre-
served even in the region surrounding Constantinople.'** Rather, as
Lake, Blake, and New had suggested on the basis of numerous collations
of Byzantine MSS, the lack of an observable commonalty of text with
clear stemmatic ties tends to indicate that scribes remained independent
of any official sanctions as they copied their exemplar MSS. As Scrivener
noted,

No one who has at all studied the cursive MSS. can fail to be
struck with the mndividual character impressed on almost
every one of them. . . . The fancy which was once taken up,
that there existed a standard Constantinopolitan text, to
which all copies written within the limits of that Patriarchate
were conformed, has been [quoting Tregelles] “swept away
at once and forever” . .. by a closer examination of the
copies themselves. Surely then it ill becomes us absolutely to
reject as unworthy of serious discussion, the evidence of
witnesses (whose mutual variations vouch for their indepen-
dence and integrity) because their tendency on the whole is
to uphold the authority of [the Byzantine Textform].'**

Scrivener’s observation was reiterated a century later by Jacob
Geerlings, who noted regarding the Byzantine Textform that,

its origin did not wholly center in Constantinople, nor was
its evolution the concern of either ecumenical councils or
patriarchs. . . . Its origins as well as those of other so-called
text-types probably go back to the autographs. ... The
Eastern Church never officially adopted or recognized a
received or authorized text. . . . At no point in its history
was it ever adopted officially by the Eastern Church, quite
unlike to the status of Jerome’s Vulgate in the Western
Church.. . . The term “rescension” [sic] which is sometimes
applied to the Byzantine text implies. . . deliberate attempts

133 Colwell, “Nature of Text-Types,” Methodology, 53.

134 Cf Ernest C. Colwell, “The Complex Character of the Late Byzantine Text of the
Gospels,” JBL 54 (1935) 212, 220, “There is no homogeneity in the late medieval text of
the gospels, The universal and ruthless dominance of the middle ages by one text-type is
now recognized as a myth”; “The nature of the text copied was a matter of no concern to
some of the scribes in the late middle ages.”

135 Scrivener, Augiensis, xiii. Emphasis original.
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by a group of scribes or ecclesiastical authorities . . . to
revise or correct the Greek text. . . . The case, as we have
observed above, was otherwise.'*®

Apart from viewing the Byzantine as a Chrysostom-influenced or
officially-imposed text, other critics have opted for a different means of
explaining the rise and dominance of the Byzantine Textform:

4. The Byzantine Textform is the result of a process which over the
centuries steadily moved away from the original form of the text in the inter-
est of smoothness, barmonization, conflation, and grammatical
“tmprovements.”

Colwell claimed that “a text-type is a process, not the work of one
hand,”” and that “scholars have been forced” to this conclusion due to
their study of the Alexandrian texttype.'”® Also, “the story of the
manuscript tradition of the New Testament is the story of progression from a
relatively uncontrolled tradition to a rigorously controlled tradition.”"*? In
view of what Scrivener and Geerlings stated above, one seriously must
consider Colwell’s further comment: “The important questions. . . are,
Where were controls applied? Why? By whom?”'*’ If no such controls

ever were actually imposed, the situation becomes radically altered.

Geerlings also explains the Byzantine Textform by a “process”
model, following von Soden’s suggestion that the K* and K' texts reflect
the initial stages of a developmental process that resulted in the majority
K*and large K" groups.'*! While the later K" sub-group did develop out
of the MS$ which comprise the K* group, the K™ is not so easily classi-
fied. The transmissionally more logical view would be that K* more
likely reflects the overarching text from which 4/l minority Byzantine
sub-types developed at different periods. This would coincide with Col-
well, albeit to a different conclusion:

the Beta [= Alexandrian] Text-type par excellence is the type
found in the later rather than the earlier witnesses; . . . the
Alpha [= Byzantine] Text-type is found in von Soden s K*
or K rather than in K* (Family IT) or K' or Alexandrinus or
Chrysostom.'

136 Jacob Geerlings, Family E and its Allies in Mark, Studies and Documents 31 (Salt
Lake City: University of Utah, 1968) 1.

137 Colwell, “Nature of Text-Types,” Methodology, 53. Emphasis original. Cf. Colwell,
“Method in Grouping,” Methodology, 15-20.

138 Ihid.

:i:‘; Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 164. Emphasis original.

Ibid.

1 Geerlings, Famdyf in Mark, 1.

¥ Colwell, “Method in Grouping,” Methodology, 18, emphasis added. Colwell views
these “later” forms as the final stage of the process. However, given the various copying
revolutions already discussed, it is more likely that these “later” witnesses actually preserve
the earlier and more authentic archetypal form than vice versa.
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Yet Colwell’s “process presuppositions” are non sequitur, and beg
the question: he states, (1) “Scribes do not automatically, as scribes,
copy accurately”; and (2) “Close agreement between manuscripts is
possible only where there was some control. Wide divergence between
manuscripts indicates lack of control.”'* The better procedure would
be to redefine the presuppositions in light of transmissional evidence:
(1) Scribes for the most part were generally careful and reasonably
accurate in their copying endeavors. Were this not so, the MSS of the NT
and all ancient works swiftly would have become a mass of confusion,
and one would despair at ever recovering an original form of the text.
While all scribes blundered or made intentional alterations to the text
at various times, the overall character of the copied text was not so
affected as to preclude a reasonably accurate transmission on “normal”
terms, thus facilitating the recovery of an original from comparison of
various witnesses; (2) Colwell defines “control” as “editions with
sanctions,” imposed from a source beyond the individual scribe.'* Yet
there is 7o demonstrable unity of text within the Byzantine Textform
MSS, and likewise no evidence that controls were ever imposed on the
NT texts before the late K' recension.'*® The primary locus of “con-
trol” resided in the scribes” perceived duty to be careful and accurate,
duplicating the exemplar MS as precisely as possible. This level of “con-
trol” is wholly sufficient to explain most observable phenomena: there
was a general accuracy in representing the text, while blunders and
intentional alterations would differentiate the various texttypes and
subtypes over the long period of transmissional history.

The primary problem with the “process” model is how to
account for such a process functioning under the constraints of
transmission and locale. Hodges has spoken to this point in a classic
statement which nullifies the “process” view as a solution to
transmissional history:

No one has yet explained how a long, slow process spread
out over many centuries as well as over a wide geographical
area, and involving a multitude of copyists, who often
knew nothing of the state of the text outside of their own
monasteries or scriptoria, could achieve this widespread
uniformity out of the diversity presented by the earlier
[Western and Alexandrian] forms of text.. . . Anunguided
process achieving relative stability and uniformity in the
diversified textual, historical, and cultural circumstances in

4 Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” Methodology, 165.

144 7
Ibid., 168.
5 11 1935, Colwell (“Complex Character,” 221) had claimed (without evidence) that
“the period of rigorous attempts at control . . . lies between 300 and 1200.” Such a claim

was not repeated in his later works.
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which the New Testament was copied, imposes impossible
strains on our imagination.'*

A properly-nuanced “process” would recognize the various
transmissional factors, as well as the tendency toward regional devia-
tion into localized forms. This sort of process would produce
texttypes and sub-types within a localized region, but not on its own
any convergence into a single dominant Textform. The absence of con-
trol runs counter to Colwell’s presuppositions and conclusions; yet
apart from formal control, a transmissional “process” would result in
various texts diverging continually from the parent Textform. Such
indeed is evidenced in the various regional texttypes and subtypes
which exist in contrast to the uncontrolled Byzantine parent.

Inaccuracies and misleading claims

The Byzantine Textform has been caricatured by adverse critics
as “late” (by MS date), “secondary” (by readings), and “corrupt” (by a
false assumption of scribal proclivities). These points readily can be
discussed as a matter of opposing opinion. Yet some cases exist where
inaccurate and misleading claims are made against the Byzantine
Textform. These are stated as fact and remain in print without subse-
quent correction, thereby misleading and further biasing readers
against the Byzantine Textform. Three selected examples from two
Byzantine-priority opponents illustrate this situation:

1. Gordon Fee makes an outstandingly inaccurate claim when
opposing the Byzantine inclusion of Jn 5:3b-4.!* He speaks dogmati-
cally regarding the enclosed (or “embedded”) genitive construction,
v 1oL vdatog xwvnow, which appears at the end of Jn 5:3 in the
Byzantine Textform:

This use of an enclosed genitive presents extraordinarily
difficult problems for Johannine authenticity. . . . There
are some word-order invariables [in Johannine style] (e. g.
OUNY GUNY AEY® DULV; never Vv Agyw). Another of these
invariables is with genitive constructions where both
nouns are definite (e. g. the eyes of the blind). There are 97
such occurrences in the Gospel (rzot including those places
where both nouns are genitives as in 12:3 tng ooung tov
pupov), plus 27 others in 1 and 2 John. In every case the
word order invariably is the moving of the water.

14 Zane C. Hodges, “The Implications of Statistical Probability for the History of the
Text,” Appendix C in Wilbur N. Pickering, The Identity of the New Testament Text, rev. ed.
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1980) 168.

47 Gordon D. Fee, “On the Inauthenticity of John 5:3b-4,” Evangelical Quarterly 54
(1982) 207-218, written in response to the defense of the passage in Zane Hodges, “The
Angel at Bethesda — John 5:4,” BibSac 136 (1979) 25-39 (“It is Hodges’ article in particular
that has prompted this present paper,” 208).
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It is as improbable for John to have written tnv tov v8ortog
xwnow as it would be for a proper Bostonian to say, “I'm
fixin’ to go up town; y’all come with me, ya hear?” One
may count on it: had John written 5:3b he would have said
my Tepogmy [sic] Tov vdozog. !+

Yet a simple electronic scan of the Johannine writings'* reveals
that the embedded genitive construction not only appears three times
elsewhere in John (Jn 6:51; 14:30; 18:10), but with one exception (Mt
13:55, o tov Textovog v10g) this construction is otherwise exclusive to
John among the gospels.'*® The embedded genitive in Jn 5:3b actually
is more characteristic of Johannine style than of any other gospel,'
and its presence in Jn 5:3b argues more for Johannine authenticity
rather than inauthenticity.

2. On the same page, Fee claims inauthenticity in Jn 5:4 because
of the phrase ayyehog xupiov, claimed to be in “almost all of the early
uncials.” Since this phrase does not tally with Johannine usage, it must
have been a Byzantine “creation.” Fee admits that xvpiov is “lacking in
the later majority” of MSS (the bulk of the Byzantine Textform), but he
directs his attention to the “early uncials” (which are not listed). But
contra Fee, the “Byzantine” reading is simply ayyehog standing alone,
in accord with the minuscule data. Further, the uncial evidence is not
as Fee states. According to the apparatuses,’™ ayyeAog xvpiov is read
by the uncials A KLY ATI0233. Of these, ondy MS A (fifth century) is
“early.” The remaining xvplov uncials come from the eighth (L 0233)
and ninth (K'Y ATI) centuries. In contrast, 2!/ remaining uncials which
contain Jn 5:4 read ayyelog alone, and these date within the same time
frame as those uncials containing the xvplov expansion. In addition,
the Jn 5:4 uncials which do not include xvprov outnumber those which
include; these are the following: sixth century, 078; eighth century, E;
ninth century, C3 (C* omits the entire verse) FGHM UV @ A Y;

14 Ihid., 212, emphasis original. Fee’s closing phrase is erroneously quoted from the
Byzantine text of Jn 5:4; Fee intended the reconstruction v kivioiv tov vdatog. Cases
“where both nouns are genitive” (such as Jn 12:3) are actually irrelevant. Also, Aeyo vy
preceded by ounv (in Jn by the unique opnyv aunv) remains identical throughout all four
gospels. The only issue is whether an embedded genitive construction occurs elsewhere in
Jn; Fee declares that absolutely not to be the case.

9 Fee’s statistical claims require some modification: non-embedded forms “where both
nouns are definite” (excluding “where both nouns are genitives”) occur in Jn only 87x in
Na?7 (86x in Byz), and 24x in 1Jn-2]n NA%7/Byz, according to an Online Bible electronic
scan (search restricted to articular nouns).

150 The Johannine embedded genitives read as follows: Jn 5:3, mv 1ov v8omog Kivnow;
Jn 6:51, ¢ 10v koopov Leng; Jn 14:30, 0 Tov koopov apxmv; Jn 18:10, Tov Tou opxiepeng
SovAdov. Minor variations occur in each location, but the Byzantine and NAZ7 texts retain
the embedded genitive construction throughout.

15! The only other NT occurrences of embedded genitives appear in Acts (4x Byz; 3x
NA272, Paul (9x), Hebrews (3x), and the Petrine literature (9x).

Constantine von Tischendorf, Novum Testamenium Graece: Editio Octava Critica
Maior, 2 vols. (Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869; rep. ed., Graz: Akademische Druck
und Verlagsanstalt, 1965); cf. Reuben J. Swanson, ed., New Testament Greek Manuscripts:
Jobn (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995).
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tenth century, S I'. The uncial majority reads oyyehog alone in a 2:1
proportion against those adding the extraneous xvpwov. The
sixth-century 078 stands in near-equal contrast to the “early”
fifth-century MS A on the opposing side.' Ayyelog xuptov simply is
not the “Byzantine” reading, nor does such predominate even among
the uncials (“early” or “late™). The minority pious expansion oryyeiog
kvprov thus cannot be urged as a “proof” of the non-Johannine charac-
ter of Jn 5:3b-4. Had such an expansion been original to the Byzantine
Textform, there would be no explanation for its later omission in the
majority of uncials or minuscules; nor was xvpiov ever omitted from
the same phrase elsewhere (Mt 1:20, 24; 2:13, 19; Lk 1:11; 2:9; Ac 7:30;
12:7, 23). Since xuplov is not original to the Byzantine text of Jn 5:4,
concl?siions regarding inauthenticity cannot be established on this
basis.

3. Daniel Wallace creates “revisionist history” in asserting that
the Byzantine Textform was neither dominant nor in the “majority”
until the ninth century.'® Not only does such a claim run counter to
what has been acknowledged since Westcott and Hort,"*® but it simply
does not accord with the known facts.'”’ Sufficient manuscript'*® and

153 Ms 078 is one of the “constant witnesses” in SQE. See also Henry Alford, The Greek
New Testament: With a Critically Revised Text, 7th ed., 4 vols. (London: Rivingtons, 1874),
in loc. Jn 5:4, where 078 is cited as I).

15 Fee’s other claims of inauthenticity are subject to challenge, but such lies beyond the
scope of the present paper. The point at issue is accuracy and a fair representation of the
evidence.

155 Wallace, “Majority Text Theory,” in Ehrman and Holmes, Text of the NT, 311:
“Among the Greek Mss, what is today the majority did not become a majority until the
ninth century.” A particular bias is evidenced in Ehrman-Holmes: thoroughgoing and rea-
soned eclecticism are defended by advocates of those particular theories (Elliott, 321-335;
Holmes, 336-360); yet the Byzantine and “majority text” positions are critiqued by an
opponent (Wallace, 297-320) rather than discussed by an advocate.

156 Compare once more Westcott and Hort, Introduction, xiii, 92: “The fundamental text
of late extant Greek MSs generally is beyond all question identical with the dominant Anti-
ochian [= Byzantine] . . . text of the second half of the fourth century” (emphasis
added).

157 Wallace previously had carefully qualified his statement (emphasis added through-
out): (1) Wallace, “Inspiration, Preservation,” 30: “As far as our extant witnesses reveal, the
Byzantine text did not become the majority text until the ninth century”; (2) Wallace,
“Majority Text and Original Text,” 159: “Among extant Greek manuscripts, what is today
the majority text did not become a majority until the ninth century. In fact, as the extant
witnesses reveal, the majority text did not exist in the first four centuries.” The point, of
course, is whether the extant witnesses provide a complete portrayal of transmissional his-
tory. The paucity of preserved evidence from localized regions, coupled with
transmissional considerations, strongly suggests the contrary. If so, Wallace’s claims are
flawed and misrepresent the actual situation.

158 The predecessor exemplars of Mss A/02 (gospels) and W/032 (in Matthew and Lk
8:13-24:53) reflect stemmatically-unrelated Byzantine source exemplars. Thus, both A/02
and W/032 reflect the end product of an earlier line of Byzantine transmission deriving
from separate streams, Many other papyri and uncial fragments from centuries IV - IX tes-
tify to a widespread Byzantine presence, even in post-fourth century Egypt. The fifth and
sixth century Byzantine uncials (N/022, O/023, P/024, Q/026, R/027, £/042, ®/043, 064,
0253) demonstrate this point, providing no reason to reject Westcott and Hort here. The
transmissional evidence itself points dramatically in a direction contrary to Wallace’s
claims.
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pa\tristic159 evidence exists from the mid-fourth century onward to
establish this point. Wallace not only ignores a previous scholarly con-
sensus, but fails to consider the transmissional factors which have
restricted 4/l evidence from the pre-ninth century period. His current
claim is little more than “eclectic nose-counting” of extant witnesses,
on the faulty presumption that such might accurately depict the total
NT transmissional situation in the pre-ninth century era. There is no
reason to engage in a questionable form of nose-counting against a pre-
vious scholarly consensus, let alone to ignore contrary versional and
patristic evidence which is strongly supportive of Byzantine dominance
from the mid-fourth century onward.

The limited number of extant witnesses prior to the ninth century
is insufficient to establish the true proportional nature of the text in
that era. The early data are too limited (as respects the Byzantine
region) and too localized (as respects the Alexandrian or Egyptian
region) for mere numerical nose-counting to hold any authority, since
such is likely to be zon-representative of the actual situation regarding
the text in the early centuries. Put simply, Westcott and Hort were cor-
rect regarding post-fourth century Byzantine dominance. It reflects a
very peculiar type of wish-fulfillment to argue “revisionist history” on
this point merely due to the number of extant MS witnesses which pre-
date the ninth century.

Concluding Observations

Every wvariant unit can be evaluated favorably from a
Byzantine-priority perspective, and all units should be carefully exam-
ined when attempting to restore the original text. While some examples
of Byzantine-priority analysis have appeared in the present essay, it is
impossible within a short study to present a complete or comprehen-
sive discussion of variants. Although an analysis of significant
individual variant units can be provided in short studies, a thorough
text-critical examination should cover many sequential units within a
given portion of text. Most variant units require extended discussion in
order to establish the text in a persuasive manner; short summaries
often are weakened by a failure to present all the relevant material
regarding a variant unit.'®® The present writer elsewhere has offered

159 Chrysostom in the fourth century used a Byzantine or “proto-Byzantine” type of
text; so too Gregory of Nyssa (see James A, Brooks, The New Testament Text of Gregory of
Nyssa, The New Testament in the Greek Fathers 2; ed. Gordon Fee [Atlanta: Scholars’
Press, 1991] 263-267). Apart from Photius in the ninth century (see J. Neville Birdsall,
“The Text of the Gospels in Photius,” J75, n. s. 7 [1956] 42-55, 190-98; “Photius and the
Text of the Fourth Gospel,” NTS 4 [1957/8] 61-63; “The Text of the Acts and the Epistles
in Photius,” /TS, n.s. 9 [1958] 278-291), patristic writers beyond the fourth century rarely
reflect any text resembling a predominantly non-Byzantine document.

160 The brevity of discussion given most variants is symptomatic of Metzger’s Textual
Commentary. The valuable contrary opinions expressed by a minority of the UBS Com-
mittee either are not mentioned or are stated with even less information than that allotted
to the majority decision. A textual commentary should be far more detailed and compre-
hensive than that which we currently possess.
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detailed examples which illustrate the working principles and conclu-
sions of the Byzantine-priority hypothesis as compared with those of
modern eclecticism.

While the present essay cannot present a detailed exposition of
the Byzantine-priority theory, it does provide an overview of its pre-
suppositions, principles and praxis, demonstrating itself to be a
legitimate theory under the broad banner of NT textual criticism, and a
viable alternative to modern eclecticism. The Byzantine-priority
hypothesis is far more complex than it may appear; it does not encour-
age a simplistic eclectic approach nor a narrow theological outlook
toward a predetermined result. The final determination of that text
remains problematic in too many cases, despite its primarily
externally-based methodology. Absolute certainty in regard to the
entire NT text can not be expected, given the evidence as preserved.
Under all theories, ca. 90% of the original text of the NT is considered
established. Byzantine-priority merely attempts to extend that quan-
tity, following reasonable principles of internal and external evidence,
balanced by historical and transmissional factors.

Byzantine-priority provides no domain or shelter for those
unwilling to labor diligently, or for unscholarly individuals whose goal
is merely a biased theological perspective or the advocacy of a particu-
lar translation. Rather, the theory manifests a compelling and logical
perspective which can stand on its own merits. It attempts to explain
the evidential data preserved to critical scholarship in the quest toward
the goal of establishing the original text of the canonical Greek New
Testament.

Byzantine-priority has a methodological consistency which can-
not be demonstrated among the modern eclectic alternatives. This
consistency derives from an insistence on a primarily documentary
theory (following Westcott and Hort). This is coupled with an under-
standing of internal principles within a transmissional-historical
framework. Apart from this essential base, any claim to approach or
establish an authoritative form of the original text of the New Testa-
ment consistently will fall short.

The problem within modern eclecticism has long been recog-
nized. Colwell declared in 1955, “The great task of textual criticism for
the generation of scholars who are now beginning their work is the

161 Gee Robinson, “Dichotomy”; idem, “Recensional Nature”; and idem, “Two passages
in Mark.”
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rewriting of the history of the text and the recreation of theory.”'®* Yet
Kenneth W Clark in 1968 stated,

We require a critical history of transmission.. . . Some new
angle, some novel experiment must be tried if we would in
our time achieve a breakthrough. . . . This is the funda-
mental need before we may move on to a thorough and
systematic revision of the critical text. The remedy we need
can only come through a better diagnosis. The true diagno-
sis will of necessity be a new and different one.'®

Epp in 1974 declared that “the establishment of the NT text can
be achieved only by a reconstruction of the history of that early text.
.. . Obviously, doing this is harder than saying it.”***

Clark and Epp are correct: for the past century, eclecticism has
functioned without an integrated history of textual transmission. That
its resultant text has no root in any single document, group of docu-
ments, or texttype is an unfortunate by-product of its self-imposed
methodology. Thoroughgoing eclecticism remains a scholarly
endeavor divorced from external considerations; reasoned eclecticism
attempts to strike a balance between internal and external criteria. Yet
both systems fail precisely at the point of transmissional history: their
resultant text remains without consistent documentary support, and
represents a piecemeal assemblage comprised of a disparate and
unrelated m lange of preferred readings taken from isolated variant
units.!®® At this point Byzantine-priority theory does not fail, but
offers a transmissionally legitimate resultant text which is
well-supported among the manuscript base that undergirds the
Byzantine Textform. If modern eclectic theory with its problematic
resultant text can secure a niche within NT textual criticism, so much
more the Byzantine-priority hypothesis with its insistence upon the
establishment of a solid transmissional base before applying principles
of internal and external criticism. Byzantine-priority thus can be

162 E, C. Colwell, “Foreword” to Bruce M. Metzger, Annotated Bibliography of the Tex-
tual Criticism of the New Testament 1914-1939, Studies and Documents 16 (Copenhagen:
Ejnar Munksgaard, 1955) viii. Cf. Robert Devreesse, Introduction I’ tude des Manuscrits
Grecs (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, Librairie C. Klincksieck, 1954) 175: “La critique
textuelle du Nouveau Testament a échoué dans une impasse. . . . Il fallait donc essayer une
nouvelle méthode.”

163 Kenneth W, Clark, “Today’s Problems with the Critical Text of the New Testament,”
in J. Coert Rylaarsdam ed., Transitions in Biblical Scholarship, Essays in Divinity 6, gen. ed.
Jerald C. Brauer (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1968) 167, 168-9. The current
Byzantine-priority hypothesis derives from suggestions made by Kenneth W, Clark when
the Eresent writer studied with him from 1971-1977.

1% Epp, “Twentieth Century Interlude,” Theory and Metbod, 96.

165 Yet cf. the confident assertion of Gordon D. Fee and Douglas Stuart, How to Read
the Bible for All Its Worth, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1993) 33: “For the New Tes-
tament . . . the ‘best text’ has already been determined by scholars who are experts in this
field” (emphasis added). One then must wonder, “What need have we of further wit-
nesses?”
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accepted as a preferable alternative to modern eclectic theories which
ultimately fail to present a transmissionally viable “original” text.

Despite modern eclectic expressions regarding what NT textual
criticism “really” needs, current text-critical thought steadily moves
away from the highest ideals and goals. Current eclectic speculation
involves heterodox scribes who are claimed to have preserved a more
genuine text than the orthodox,'®® as well as a general uncertainty
whether the original text can be recovered, or whether any concept of
an “original” text can be maintained.'®” The Byzantine-priority posi-
tion offers a clear theoretical and practical alternative to the
pessimistic suppositions of postmodern eclectic subjectivity. The vari-
ous eclectic schools continue to flounder without an underlying
history of transmission to explain and anchor the hypothetically “best
attainable” NT text which they have constructed out of bits and pieces
of scattered readings. In the meantime, the Byzantine-priority theory
remains well-founded and very much alive, despite the orations and
declamations which continue to be uttered against it.'®®

166 See Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Chris-
tological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1993), particularly 3-31 and 274-280. Yet cf. P Henry, “Why is Contemporary Scholarship
so Enamored of Ancient Heretics?” in Elizabeth A. Livingstone, ed., Studia Patristica, vol.
17, part 1 (Oxford: Pergamon, 1982) 123-126, who speaks of the postmodernist rise of
“another paradigm which seems . . . well on the way to becoming a scholarly orthodoxy”
(123): “the heretics are the true religious geniuses. . . . The current fascination is more
with heretics than with their heresies. . . . We tend to see everything in terms of power
struggles . . . [and] assume that whatever happens is most adequately explained by the
dynamics of politics. . . . Anyone in authority . . . [is] under suspicion. And in the early
church, the [orthodox] Fathers are . . . those who came out on top. Given our assump-
tions, their very identity as [orthodox] Fathers puts them on trial” (124-6).

1% The postmodern paradigm is admitted in Epp, “Multivalence,” 280: “The term “origi-
nal’ has exploded into a complex and highly unmanageable multivalent entity. . . . Fresh
dimensions of originality emerge from behind the variant readings.” Future textual critics
should “favor accommodation of the richness of the manuscript tradition, with its multi-
plicity of texts and its multivalent originals, rather than the myopic quest for a single origi-
nal text” (280-1). Some will be thankful that “not all will agree” with Epp (281), and cer-
tainly not those working within a Byzantine-priority framework. The goal of reconstruct-
ing a close approximation to “the” original text remains legitimate and should not be gain-
said by the shifting temper of the times.

1% Most recently, cf. J. L. North, “The Oxford Debate on the Textual Criticism of the
New Testament, held at New College on May 6, 1897: An End, not a Beginning, for the
Textus Receptus,” in D. G. K. Taylor, ed., Studies in the Early Text of the Gospels and Acts:
The Papers of the First Birmingbam Colloguium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testa-
ment, Texts and Studies, 3rd ser,, eds. D. C. Parker and D. G. K. Taylor (Birmingham: Uni-
versity of Birmingham, 1999) 1-25; especially 25, n. 51.
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The text of the Greek New Testament has been transmitted,
preserved, and maintained by the faithful labor of scribes from the
time of the autographs to the present day. While the bulk of the text
found in all manuscripts reflects a high degree of textual uniformity,
that uniformity increases significantly when a consensus text is
established from manuscripts that span the entire period of manual
transmission. This consensus text reflects a unified dominance that
permeates the vast majority of manuscripts. The editors have
designated this dominant line of transmission the “Byzantine
Textform.”

Although a general scribal care and concern for accuracy
prevailed during the copying process, no single manuscript or
intermediate exemplar can be claimed with certainty to reflect the
precise autograph. Various human failings naturally occurred during
the era of manual copying of documents; these failings appear among
the manuscripts in varying degree, taking either the form of scribal
error or intentional alteration. The manuscript tradition must be
considered in its entirety, giving due regard to the transmissional
factors that permitted the rise of such variation.

The dominant text of this scribal tradition is considered by the
editors to reflect most closely that which was originally revealed by
God through the human authors of the New Testament. The present
edition therefore displays that dominant consensus text as it appears
throughout the Greek New Testament. This Byzantine Textform
volume is offered as an accurate representation of the New Testament
canonical text, the written word of God according to the original
Greek. This labor of love and devotion has been performed with the
utmost care and respect for God’s revealed word of truth, and is now
presented in a format designed to satisfy the needs of students, clergy,
and scholars alike.

" Early printed Textus Receptus (or “Received Text”) editions closely resemble the
Byzantine Textform but often diverge from it in significant readings. Such editions
primarily derive from the limited selection of a small number of late manuscripts, as
utilized by Erasmus, Ximenes, or their immediate historical successors. The overall text of
these early printed editions differs from the Byzantine Textform in over 1800 instances,
generally due to the inclusion of weakly supported non-Byzantine readings. Since the
Receptus form of text does not provide an accurate reproduction of the common Greek
manuscript tradition, the present edition strives to rectify that situation by presenting the
readings of the Byzantine Textform in a more precise manner.
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Those who have labored in the preparation of this volume trust
that it will encourage many to broaden their knowledge of the New
Testament through the exegesis and interpretation of its Koine Greek
archetype, all to the glory of God. Our prayer and fervent hope is that
the Lord Jesus Christ will prosper the work of our hands and use our
labors for the benefit of his kingdom.

THE TEXT OF THIS EDITION

The newly edited Byzantine Greek text presented in this edition
differs slightly from previous versions. All readings were carefully
reexamined, with certain alterations being made to the main text after
fresh reevaluation. Various typographical errors have been corrected,
and the orthography has been standardized throughout. The
underlying theory has been revised in light of new knowledge based
upon extensive collation research.? Diacritical marks, punctuation, and
capitalization now are included to assist the reader. Critical notes alert
the reader to closely divided Byzantine readings as well as to
differences between the Byzantine Textform and the predominantly
Alexandrian text displayed in modern eclectic critical editions.

This edition with its marginal readings offers an accurate
reflection of the true state of the Byzantine text of the Greek New
Testament. While further minor adjustments yet may occur in view of
additional information or the reassessment of existing data, the editors
anticipate no future major alteration to the basic text here presented.

TEXTTYPES AND TEXTFORM

The New Testament autographs were composed in Greek during
the first century AD. Copies of these sacred canonical documents
rapidly circulated among the churches of the Roman Empire according
to the ecclesiastical needs of the spreading early Christian
communities. Conscientious scribes carefully prepared copies of the
New Testament documents, either as separate canonical books or in
collected groupings. This scribal labor was performed with a
respectable degree of accuracy, and the manuscript copies thus
prepared were able to establish and maintain the general form of the

2 Robinson has collated the Pericope Aduiterae (John 7:53-8:11) in all available Greek
manuscripts and lectionaries that include the narrative of this incident. When these data
are compared with full collation records of various uncial and minuscule manuscripts in all
portions of the New Testament, 2 more comprehensive understanding of historical
manuscript transmission results. The Pericope Adulterae data suggest an increased
presumption of relative independence within the various lines of Byzantine manuscript
descent. This provides a weighty premise by which to interpret transmissional history.
The editors’ previous assumption regarding the effect of scribal cross-comparison and
correction using multiple exemplars is now seen to be a lesser factor in the overall
transmissional process.
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canonical New lestament text. Yet deviations trom the original form
of the text appeared within a fairly short time.

Most deviations resulted from simple copying errors caused by
the eye, ear, or hand. These would include cases of itacism,
misspelling, dittography, transposition or substitution of words, and
omission of letters, words, or phrases by haplography,
homoioteleuton or other causes. Some variations resulted from
certain types of intentional alteration. These include conjectural
attempts to restore damaged exemplars; the adjustment of readings
considered problematic due to perceived difficulties in content,
syntax, or style; and various theological alterations made by orthodox,
heterodox, or heretics.

Some transmissional lines of the New Testament text, therefore,
created and perpetuated certain readings and patterns of reading that
differed from the autographs: these developed into the various known
families and texttypes found among our extant manuscripts. While a
family group usually can be traced to a more recent common ancestor,
the origin of the larger texttype units remains problematic. Four
divergent major texttypes predominate within the New Testament,
although the existence and coherence of the Western and Caesarean
have been called into question. The Byzantine and Alexandrian remain
primary, and basically it is the preference for one of these two texts
that characterizes the various printed Greek New Testament editions.
The Byzantine-priority theory considers the Byzantine Textform to
reflect the text that most closely reflects the canonical autographs, and
thus to reflect the archetype from which all remaining texttypes have
derived.

The Western Text

The earliest deviations from the autographs appear in the so-
called Western, or “uncontrolled popular text,” of the second century.
That text is characterized by free expansion, paraphrase, and alteration
of previously existing words. Western witnesses are few and generally
diverse, with a textual individuality that hampers the reconstruction of
a common archetype. Even so, the bulk of its readings shares a
commonalty with the text of the presumed autograph.

The Alexandrian Text

The Alexandrian texttype appears to originate in an early
localized recensional attempt to purge and purify the alterations and
accretions found among the Western manuscripts. The principles
underlying this recensional activity seem to have been reductionist and
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stylistic.> The manuscript(s) selected as the recensional exemplars
likely were “mixed” in textual quality as well as scribally defective; this
would parallel what is found in most early Egyptian or Palestinian
papyri of the second and third centuries. The Alexandrian recension
seems often to have overreacted and overextended itself, removing not
only early Western expansions but many longer original readings in the
process. Yet the same recension failed to correct many Western
substitutions and transpositions, even while retaining many shorter
“sensible” readings caused by accidental scribal omission in the
intermediate archetype.*

The Alexandrian texttype is primarily represented throughout
most of the New Testament by the agreement of Codex Vaticanus
(B/03) and Codex Sinaiticus (X/01), with the support of other related
manuscripts, such as P75 and L/C19. Critical editions such as the NA27
and UBS# reflect a predominantly Alexandrian textbase,” with readings
established on a variant-by-variant basis by means of subjectively
applied internal criteria coupled with selectively determined external
principles (the “reasoned” method of modern eclecticism). This
modern eclectic process of subjective textual determination on a per-
variant basis results in a textual patchwork that within numerous
verses finds no support among any extant document, even over
relatively short segments of scripture.® This problematic situation
does not occur among the manuscript consensus that forms the basis
of the Byzantine Textform.

The Caesarean Text

The Caesarean text appears to be an amalgam of readings from
the Alexandrian and Byzantine traditions. Although the Caesarean
manuscripts do appear to possess a distinctive pattern of readings, this
texttype does not appear to have existed prior to either the Byzantine

3]. C. O’Neill, “The Rules followed by the Editors of the Text found in the Codex
Vaticanus,” NTS 35 (1989) 218-228. O’Neill suggests that specific editorial activity,
accidental error, and attempted reconstruction characterized the recension that produced
the original Alexandrian archetype reflected in its later P75/B descendants.

* This suggestion is developed further in Maurice A. Robinson, “In Search of the
Alexandrian Archetype: Observations from a Byzantine-Priority Perspective,” in
Christian-B. Amphoux and ]. Keith Elliott, eds., The New Testament Text in Early
Christianity: Proceedings of the Lille Colloguium, July 2000, Histoire du Texte Biblique 6
(Lausanne: Editions du Zébre, 2003), 45-67.

5 Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novam Testamentum Graece, 27th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1993); idem, The Greek New Testament, 4th rev. ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). The base text of both editions remains identical.

¢ Examples are provided in the Appendix to this volume, notes 16-18; see also Maurice
A. Robinson, “Investigating Text-Critical Dichotomy: A Critique of Modern Eclectic
Praxis from a Byzantine-Priority Perspective,” Faith and Mission 16 (1999), 16-31,
particularly 17-19; idem, “Rule 9, Isolated Variants, and the “Test-Tube’ Nature of the NA27
Text,” in Stanley E. Porter and Mark Boda, eds., Translating the New Testament: Text,
Translation, Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, forthcoming).
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or Alexandrian texts. It is generally dismissed from any serious
consideration regarding autograph originality.

The Byzantine Textform

The Byzantine Textform preserves with a general consistency
the type of New Testament text that dominated the Greek-speaking
world. This dominance existed from at least the fourth century until
the invention of printing in the sixteenth century. Under the present
theory, this text also is presumed in centuries prior to the fourth to
have dominated the primary Greek-speaking region of the Roman
Empire (southern Italy, Greece, and Asia Minor) — a large and diverse
region within which manuscript, versional, and patristic evidence is
lacking during the pre-fourth century era, yet the primary region of
Byzantine Textform dominance in subsequent centuries.

From a transmissional standpoint, a single Textform would be
expected to predominate among the vast majority of manuscripts in
the absence of radical and well-documented upheavals in the
manuscript tradition. This “normal” state of transmission presumes
that the aggregate consentient testimony of the extant manuscript
base is more likely to reflect its archetypal source (in this case the
canonical autographs) than any single manuscript, small group of
manuscripts, or isolated versional or patristic readings that failed to
achieve widespread diversity or transmissional continuity. In support
of this presumption is the fact that a consensus text — even when
established  from  manuscripts  representing non-dominant
transmissional lines — tends to move toward rather than away from the
more dominant tradition.

The Byzantine-priority hypothesis thus appears to offer the
most plausible scenario for canonical autograph transmission. This
hypothesis is far more probable than the speculative originality
claimed for modern eclectic patchworks, constructed from scattered
fragments, with continually shifting levels of support from existing
manuscripts.” An historical theory that assumes a generally normal
mode of transmission more readily accounts for the expansion and
dominance of a single Textform that can be presumed closely to reflect

7 Jenny Read-Heimerdinger, The Bezan Text of Acts: A Contribution of Discourse Analysis
to Textual Criticism, [SNTSS 236 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 2002), states, “The current
editions of the Greek New Testament ... [present] a hypothetical text that has been
reconstructed by selecting variant readings from different MSS . ... There is no evidence
whatsoever that the current text ever existed in the form in which it is edited” (51); thus,
researchers and search programs “rely for their text on a printed edition whose text does
not exist in any extant manuscript and which is reconstituted by textual critics” (64n7).
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the original autographs. The Byzantine-priority theory presents far
fewer difficulties than are found in the alternative solutions proffered
by modern eclectic proponents.

While any explanation of early transmissional history remains a
matter of theory, it is a fact that almost all readings found within the
Byzantine Textform exist as component portions of either the Western
or Alexandrian texts. Yet the Western and Alexandrian texttypes differ
far more among themselves than does either when compared to the
Byzantine Textform. This strongly suggests the separate derivation of
each of these regional texts from a common source that would closely
resemble the more dominant tradition. In addition, the individual
Byzantine Textform readings are clearly defensible on reasonable
internal, transcriptional, and transmissional grounds, and demonstrate
far fewer weaknesses than exist with readings typical of non-Byzantine
texttypes.

The simplicity of the Byzantine-priority hypothesis stands in
stark contrast to the transmissional history demanded by the modern
eclectic models (reasoned or thoroughgoing). Those models see the
original text scattered to the four winds at a very early period, with a
later development of disparate texttypes, none of which can claim to
represent the “lost” autographs. Under those systems, the Byzantine
text is considered to have arisen from an officially promulgated formal
recension, or from an unguided “process” that involved a relatively
unsystematic selection and conflation of readings taken from the
(supposedly earlier) disparate Western and Alexandrian texttypes. In
either case, this uncritical selection of readings then was coupled with
various stylistic and harmonizing improvements that supposedly
typified the later scribal mindset. The problem lies in explaining how
such a haphazard procedure ever could result in the extensively
disseminated but relatively unified Byzantine Textform. These
suppositions (which lack historical confirmation) are seen to be
unwarranted once the full theoretical and practical conspectus of the
Byzantine-priority position has been examined in light of the existing
evidence.

THE BYZANTINE-PRIORITY THEORY

The establishment of the most accurate form of the canonical
Greek text of the New Testament is prerequisite to exegesis and to a
proper hermeneutic. Many theories and extreme solutions have been
proposed regarding the most appropriate method for determining the
optimal form of the New Testament autograph text. Some researchers
even have jettisoned the concept of autograph recoverability, while
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others have abandoned entirely the concept of an original autograph.®
The current trend seems merely to favor a critical inquiry into the
various forms (or “states”) of the text presented in the existing
manuscripts, and to investigate their individual theological
significance according to their position within church history, with
little or no regard given to the concept of autograph originality.” In
contrast, the present editors support a theory favoring the priority and
canonical autograph authenticity of the Byzantine Textform.

Byzantine-priority functions within the framework of a
predominantly transmissional approach, and stands as a legitimate
alternative to the methods and results currently espoused by modern
eclecticism. Rather than creating a preferred text on a variant-by-
variant basis, Byzantine-priority seeks first the establishment of a
viable history of textual transmission. Transcriptional and
transmissional probabilities are then applied to the external data,
which then is supplemented by various internal criteria. The resultant
text reflects a defined level of agreement supported by a general
transmissional continuity throughout all portions of the Greek New
Testament.

Byzantine-priority differs from other theories and methods
within New Testament textual criticism: the object is not the
reconstruction of an “original” text that lacks demonstrable continuity
or widespread existence among the extant manuscript base; nor is the
object the restoration or recovery of an “original” text long presumed
to have been “lost.” Neither should the concept of an archetypal
autograph be abandoned as hopeless. Rather, Byzantine-priority
presents as canonical the Greek New Testament text as it has been
attested, preserved, and maintained by scribes throughout the
centuries. This transmissional basis characterizes the Byzantine-
priority theory.

Byzantine-priority functions within accepted text-critical
guidelines, utilizing all pertinent transmissional, transcriptional,
external, and internal considerations when evaluating variant readings.
Internal and external criteria function in a balanced manner, consistent

8 See, for example, Eldon Jay Epp, “The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in
New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999) 245-281.

?Such is the emphasis of David C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge:
University Press, 1997). Parker further amplifies his position in his “Through a Screen
Darkly: Digital Texts and the New Testament.” JSNT 25 (2003) 395-411: “Textual critics,
under the guise of reconstructing original texts, are really creating new ones .... The
biblical text, rather than being corrupted and needing to be restored ..., is constantly
under development .... In this light, the quest for the original text may be seen as a
complete misunderstanding of what editors were really doing” (401); “I do not mean that
the texts we are creating are necessarily superior to earlier creations. It is more significant
that they are the texts that we need to create” (402, emphasis added).
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with sound methodology. Texttype relationships and proclivities are
recognized, and a reasoned method of textual evaluation is practiced.
Extraneous theological factors are not invoked or imposed when
establishing the most plausible original form of the New Testament
text.

Byzantine-priority theory does not operate on an eclectic
variant-by-variant basis. Rather, it continually investigates the
position of all variant units within the history of transmission.
Probabilities are evalvated in light of the extant manuscript and
historical data, as well as the known habits of scribes. The emphasis of
Byzantine-priority is upon a “reasoned transmissionalism,”
particularly in regard to the connected sequence of variant units as
they appear in the text and as they relate to the external support
provided by the manuscripts themselves.

Modern eclectic theory fails precisely at this point: it produces a
sequence of favored readings that at times — even over short segments
of text — has no demonstrated existence in any known manuscript,
version, or father.'” Byzantine-priority considers such a method and
its results to be illegitimate, since it neglects the pertinent historical
factors regarding manuscript transmission. Modern eclectic praxis is
not a legitimate alternative to the acceptance of the text preserved
among the consensus of the manuscripts. A viable praxis of textual
criticism requires a transmissional history that does not contradict the
general harmony found among the extant witnesses. The text
produced by modern eclecticism lacks a viable theory of transmission;
the text presented under Byzantine-priority is based upon a theory of
transmission that offers consistent conclusions. This in itself suggests
the validity of the Byzantine-priority hypothesis.

Byzantine-priority provides a compelling and logical perspective
that stands on its own merits when establishing the optimal form of
the New Testament text. It has a methodological consistency not
demonstrated among the various eclectic alternatives. Modern eclectic
claims to have established a quasi-authoritative form of the New
Testament text consistently fall short, since the underlying theory
lacks a transmissionally oriented base. The Byzantine-priority theory
may appear simple, but it certainly is not simplistic: there are
compelling reasons for recognizing a text that demonstrates

19 Maurice A. Robinson, “The Recensional Nature of the Alexandrian Text-Type: A
Response to Selected Criticisms of the Byzantine-Priority Theory,” Faith and Mission 11
(1993) 46-74, especially 48, 68: “The text found in the current critical editions, taken as a
whole, is not one found in any extant manuscript, version, or Father, nor ever will be . ...
Modern eclectics have created an artificial entity with no ancestral lineage from any single
historical MS or group of MSS.” Examples of the short-segment sequential reading problem
can be found in the sources cited in footnote 6 above.
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transmissional continuity and dominance for more than a thousand
years as the most likely representation of the sacred autographs. The
appendix to this volume discusses “The Case for Byzantine-Priority”
in more detail.

THE BYZANTINE CONSENSUS TEXT

The Byzantine Textform reflects a dominant consensus pattern
of readings that is maintained throughout most of the New Testament.
In nearly all instances the consensus readings are readily established
and confirmed by data published in various critical apparatuses,
specialized studies, and collation records. The primary source for
establishing the readings of the Byzantine Textform remains the
massive apparatus of Hermann Freiherr von Soden,'! supplemented in
the Apocalypse by the relatively complete collation data of Herman C.
Hoskier.'” Additional confirmatory material appears in various
sources, including the UBS4, NA27, the IGNTP volumes," the Editio
Critica Maior,™* and specific manuscript collations published within
the Studies and Documents series and elsewhere,

The Text und Textwert volumes' are particularly useful in this

regard: this series presents complete collation data regarding selected
variant units throughout the New Testament., Within each variant
unit, Text und Textwert cites all available Greek manuscripts in relation
to their support of specific readings. These data provide primary
confirmation regarding the status of Byzantine readings that
previously had been established from earlier published sources. In
particular, these full collation results tend to confirm the Byzantine
group evidence presented in von Soden’s early twentieth-century
apparatus. In a similar manner, the Claremont Profile Method also
tends to confirm von Soden’s general reliability in regard to the

"'Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ibrer ltesten
erreichbaren Textgestalt, 2 vols, in 4 parts (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1911),

2 Herman C. Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 2 vols. (London: Bernard
Quaritch, 1929).

BS. C. E. Legg, ed, Nouum Testamentum Graece secundum Textum Westcotto-
Hortianum: Esangelium secundum Marcum (Oxford, Clarendon, 1935); idem, Nowuum
Testamentum  Graece secundum  Textum Westcotto-Hortianum: Enangelium  secundum
Matthaeum (Oxford, Clarendon, 1940); The American and British Committees of the
International Greek New Testament Project, The New Testament in Greek: The Gospel
according to Luke, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1984, 1987); W. J. Elliott and D. C. Parker,
eds., The New Testament in Greek, IV: The Gospel according to St. Jobn. 1. The Papyri
(Leiden: Brill, 1995).

14 Barbara Aland et al., eds., Novum Testamentum Graecwm: Editio Critica Maior, IV, Die
Katholischen Briefe: 1, Der Jakobusbrief; 2, Die Petrusbriefe; 3, Der Erste Johannesbrief
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997-2003).

15 Kurt Aland et al., eds., Text und Textwert der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments; 1, Die Katholischen Briefe; II, Die Paulinischen Briefe; III, Die
Apostelgeschichte; IV, Die Synoptischen Evangelien: 1, Das Markusevangelium; 2, Das
Matthiusevangelium; 3, Das Lukasevangelium (Berlin: Walter DeGruyter, 1987-1999).
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identification of groups.'® Although von Soden cannot be relied upon
when dealing with specific readings of individual manuscripts,"” his
overall general reliability in regard to the larger groupings of texttypes
and sub-types remains stable in view of the evidence provided by these
outside sources.

ESTABLISHING THE TEXT OF THIS EDITION

The primary readings of the Byzantine Textform are established
in a straightforward manner: subject to additional confirmation, when
a reading in von Soden’s apparatus is identified by a bold K, that
reading becomes the main text in the present edition (K = Kown =
the Byzantine Textform). Where von Soden makes no statement
regarding bold K, his main text represents the Byzantine reading, and
is reproduced without change. Where his bold K is divided, the K*
subgroup is followed (K™ represents the dominant component within
bold K). Where K* is divided, the readings of lesser K subgroups are
included in the evaluation. When K* and the various K subgroups are
closely divided, alternate readings are displayed in the side margin in
proximity to the portion of text affected. At all times, pertinent
transmissional, transcriptional, external, and internal factors are
considered as component elements of weight. In the relatively few
instances where von Soden’s main text or apparatus has been
confirmed to be in error, other pertinent sources have been used for
correction.

In regard to the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53-8:11) and the
book of the Revelation a different evaluative procedure is required. In
those portions of scripture, the generally unified Byzantine Textform
divides into various equally supported transmissional streams. Where
these streams unite, the text represents the Byzantine consensus;
where they divide, other methodological approaches are required.
These are now discussed separately.

®See Frederik Wisse, The Profile Method for Classifying and Evaluating Manuscript
Evidence, SD 44 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982).

7 Beyond the valid criticism dealing with error in regard to individual manuscript
citation (often typographical), Von Soden also has been criticized because his apparatus
does not permit the accurate reconstruction of the complete text of any given manuscript.
Yet this criticism applies to any edition containing a limited critical apparatus. One cannot
reconstruct from the text and apparatus of NA? the continuous text of any single
manuscript, even from among its “consistently cited witnesses.” Von Soden’s data are
recognized as having a particular and demonstrated value when presenting the evidence of
groups of manuscripts; it is primarily from these data that the text of the present edition is
established.
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The Pericope Adulterae

The narrative regarding the woman accused of adultery is clearly
a canonical component within the Byzantine Textform. Yet this
particular twelve-verse passage reflects a complex transmissional
history, perhaps caused by its exclusion from standard lectionary use
within the Greek church in relation to the portion of text selected for
reading at the feast of Pentecost.'® Von Soden identified seven distinct
lines of transmission within this short section of text. Robinson’s
complete collation of all available manuscripts containing this
pericope suggests that von Soden may have underestimated the
complexity of its transmissional lines. Nevertheless, Von Soden’s
three primary lines of transmission remain valid, and encompass the
bulk of the manuscript tradition. Each of these three lines — termed by
von Soden p3, u6, and p’ — retains a near-equal level of support.*’

The p” group exists primarily among manuscripts of the 12th and
subsequent centuries. This group is recognized by von Soden and
other researchers as possessing a late recensional text that corresponds
to the K' group found in other portions of the New Testament. The p?
and pé transmissional lines dominate the remaining portion of the
Byzantine manuscript tradition, and reflect earlier forms that were
diverse and widespread within that tradition. The autograph form of
the Pericope Adulterae is more likely to have been one of these two
transmissional lines, as opposed to that found in the recensional u” =
K" tradition.

Previously, the editors displayed the text of the Pericope
Adulterae as a tentative hybrid, combining elements of w3 and pé, with
some readings bracketed. In this edition, the primary text is p3, with
its marginal alternates in their proper location. The 6 text is displayed
separately as an italicized footnote, along with its own alternate
marginal readings. For this pericope the p5 and pé texts no longer are
dependent on von Soden’s reconstructions, but each text is published
as a group-based consensus derived from the collated manuscripts that
date through the eleventh century.

Although final decisions require the detailed analysis of the full
collation data (a task yet future), the editors consider the p5 group
more likely to reflect the autograph form of this pericope. The ué text
appears to be secondary, possessing transmissional and internal

8See Maurice A. Robinson, “Preliminary Observations Regarding the Pericope
Adulterae based upon Fresh Collations of nearly all Continuous-Text Manuscripts and all
Lectionary Manuscripts containing the Passage.” Filologfa Neotestamentaria 13 (2000)
35-59.

1® The p as used by von Soden indicates the Greek chapter heading tfig poyyohidog =
“of the adulteress.”
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characteristics suggestive of later recensional activity. While further
analysis of the collation data may lead to minor adjustments regarding
the precise form of the p5 and pé texts, no major changes to either
group are anticipated.

The Text of the Apocalypse

The establishment of the Byzantine text of the Apocalypse is a
task far more complex than that which exists in the greater part of the
New Testament. The dominant Apocalypse text appears in two related
but distinct transmissional lines within the Byzantine tradition. These
forms are generally known as Av and Q, each supported by an
approximately equal number of manuscripts. The Av readings
predominate in manuscripts that contain or derive from the fourth-
century commentary of Andreas of Caesarea (Cappadocia). The Q
readings predominate in manuscripts related to the uncial 046.

Where Av and Q agree, that reading reflects the Byzantine
Textform. The union of Av and Q prevails throughout most of the
Apocalypse. Nevertheless, Av and Q frequently differ, with their
respective readings possessing near-equal levels of support among the
extant manuscript base. Adjudication between these competing
readings requires a precise application of transmissional and internal
principles.

In previous editions, the equally divided Av and Q textual
differences were partially indicated by the enclosure of some words in
square brackets; these signified only cases of inclusion or omission.
The remaining instances of equally divided Av and Q) division — cases
of substitution and transposition — were not indicated, despite their
frequency of occurrence. The present edition displays all closely
divided alternate Byzantine readings in the margin, with more of these
divided readings appearing in the Apocalypse than elsewhere in the
New Testament.”

In the Apocalypse, the main text is considered to be the
strongest transmissional representation of the Byzantine archetype;
generally this is the text of the Q group. Although the Andreas text
has an ancient origin, it appears to reflect recensional adjustment, both
prior to the time of Andreas, and possibly also during Andreas’
preparation of his commentary.?! In contrast, the Q text is based upon
a consensus of disparate manuscripts that represent many copying

20 Many bracketed Av readings of earlier editions are now relocated to the margin. The
main Apocalypse text of this edition thus moves slightly more toward Q than previously.

M Josef Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-textes. 1. Teil. Der
Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia: Einleitung. Miinchen: Karl Zink, 1955,
125-129.
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locations and eras.”? Despite the transmissional diversity found among
the () manuscripts, the consensus Q) text generally remains stable. The
unplanned coincidental agreement among the diverse Q manuscripts
argues strongly for their transmissional independence and autograph
originality; this stands in contrast to the Andreas manuscripts with
their apparent recensional origin. Nevertheless, for the greater
portion of the Apocalypse, the Av and Q texts share a common base.

The Q manuscripts are not slavishly followed, however. At
times, a significant number of () manuscripts abandon their group
consensus and align with the Av reading. This situation does not
appear to be coincidental, nor is it due to intrusion from the Andreas
stream, given the general independence of the manuscripts within the
Q tradition. Manuscripts of the Av tradition rarely support Q
readings; this suggests that, when Q manuscripts offer their support in
some quantity to the Av readings, a particular weight should be
attached to the phenomenon. Where the Av reading is supported by a
significant number of Q manuscripts, it is presumed that the QP* + Av
reading preserves the autograph text (readings common to undivided
Q + Av already are considered of autograph originality).

The approach remains transmissional: readings jointly supported
by Av and Q represent the Byzantine archetype. When Av and Q are
divided, the Q reading generally is preferred due to its transmissional
diversity and relative independence. Only when a significant number
of Q manuscripts supports the Av reading will that reading appear as
the main text. Equally divided readings appear in the margin, as is the
case elsewhere in the New Testament. Exceptions to these
transmissional parameters occur when compelling transcriptional,
contextual, or internal considerations strongly favor an alternative
reading.

This method has been applied judiciously by the editors. The
autograph authenticity of the Apocalypse text is supported with a high
degree of accuracy, based upon the combination of transmissional,
transcriptional, and internal factors. The main text should be regarded
as superior to the marginal alternatives as well as to the text presented
in non-Byzantine printed editions.

22 Schmid, Einleitung, 126, states, “Der K-Text [Q] ist auflerordentlich geschlossen
tiberliefert. Das Gros seiner Hss weist keine fremden Einfliisse auf, und der Text des
Archetyps K selbst ist hochstens an ein paar Stellen fraglich. Fiir die Av-Uberlieferung
dagegen ist die grofite Zersplitterung bezeichnend. Die Rekonstruktion des Archetyps ist
infolgedessen schwierig und nicht in allen Fillen mit Sicherheit méglich.”
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General Considerations

For most of the New Testament the Byzantine Textform is
supported by nearly the whole of the manuscript tradition; in almost
every case the Byzantine reading reflects the concurrence of at least
70% and usually more than 80% of the extant manuscripts. Yet the
primary basis of textual determination remains non-quantitative: the
transmissional and transcriptional factors that have characterized the
manuscripts over the centuries are of greater significance than the
mere quantity of evidence. As these non-numerical factors are applied
to the evaluation of individual variant units, the sequential resultant
text becomes more securely established and reflects a basic
transmissional consensus.

Although the far greater numerical quantity of Byzantine
manuscripts (approaching 80%) exists among the documents of the
twelfth and later centuries, the readings of the Byzantine Textform
almost always are fully established from the earlier Byzantine lines of
transmission that extend through the eleventh century. The
documents of the twelfth and later centuries generally are irrelevant to
the establishment of primary Byzantine readings, and at best serve
only a confirmatory purpose.

The quantity of witnesses does play a role when evaluating
transmissional and transcriptional probabilities, but number by itself
cannot become the sole or even the primary factor in the evaluation
process. Quantity alone cannot be determinative when evaluating
variant units: 4/l pertinent considerations regarding external, internal,
transcriptional, and transmissional evidence must be examined and
evaluated before final decisions upon readings can be made. The
“number” factor particularly plays a passive role when the manuscripts
comprising the Byzantine Textform are seriously divided. Where the
marginal apparatus of this edition displays divided Byzantine readings,
the main text necessarily has been established on non-numerical
grounds.

This method of “reasoned transmissionalism” is based primarily
upon external and documentary evidence; yet «ll pertinent
transmissional and transcriptional factors constantly are evaluated in
relation to the various aspects of external and internal criteria before
any final decisions are made regarding the text to be established.

Final judgment on readings requires the application of internal
principles following the initial evaluation of the external data. No
reading can be established in isolation from its neighboring variant
units; nor can the transmissional and transcriptional habits of scribes
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be ignored when examining the development and dissemination of
competing readings.”® In general, scribes tended to preserve the text
that lay before them in their exemplars; this despite the various
accidental corruptions or intentional alterations that occurred during
the transmissional process. Extensive alteration was not frequent or
widespread: the vast bulk of the text found in all manuscripts —
regardless of texttype — remains a common possession. Existing
family and texttype groupings are directly related to the transmissional
development of the text in various eras and locales.

Manuscripts and readings must be evaluated in regard to their
antiquity, diversity, and continuity within transmissional history.
Individual scribes must be characterized in regard to their degree of
care when copying from their exemplars. A proper implementation of
each of these factors results in a well-established representation of the
traditionally disseminated Byzantine Textform. This Textform
dominated textual transmission in the primary Greek-speaking
regions for more than a thousand years, and it is this Textform that
holds the strongest transmissional claim to represent the canonical
autographs.

The Byzantine Textform is well-established within the canonical
books of the Greek New Testament. The maximum degree of
significant Byzantine textual variation is displayed in the relatively few
readings of the marginal apparatus. Readings that lack a Byzantine
consensus or are not part of the closely divided Byzantine tradition do
not appear in either the main text or marginal readings. Research
concerning the divided Byzantine readings must continue, particularly
in regard to the Pericope Adulterae and the book of the Revelation.
Significant progress has been made in these areas, and exploration
continues regarding closely divided Byzantine readings and the various
minority lines of transmission that occur within the Byzantine
Textform. The main text and marginal apparatus represent the
primary locus within which Byzantine-priority theory functions.
From this base future Byzantine Textform research must proceed.

> See Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of 45, P66,
P75,” in his Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament, NTTS 9
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968), 106-124; Maurice A. Robinson, “Scribal Habits among
Manuscripts of the Apocalypse” (PhD Diss., Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary,
1982); James R. Royse, “Scribal Habits in the Transmission of New Testament Texts,” in
Wendy D. O’Flaherty, ed., The Critical Study of Sacred Texts (Berkeley: Graduate
Theological Union, 1979), 139-161; idem, “Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament
Papyri,” ThD Diss., Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley, 1981; idem, “Scribal
Tendencies in the Transmission of the Text of the New Testament,” in Bart D. Ehrman and
Michael W. Holmes, eds., The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays
on the Status Quaestionis, SD 46 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 239-252.

83



THE FORMAT OF THE PRESENT EDITION
The Title of this Volume

With good reason, the present title deliberately parallels that of
Westcott and Hort (The New Testament in the Original Greek). The
Byzantine Textform stands as the opposing point on a continuum that
extends from the well-established and influential Alexandrian text
presented by Westcott and Hort in 1881. As Westcott and Hort had
claimed to reproduce with near-certainty the original form of the New
Testament documents “in the original Greek,” the present edition
likewise sets forth a text that — within the framework of its underlying
theory — is considered to reflect the canonical autographs in a highly
accurate manner. All other Greek New Testament editions fall within
the continuum bounded by the Byzantine and Alexandrian traditions.

The editors’ names appear on the title page in order to indicate
task-based responsibility. The Greek New Testament text remains the
written word of God, produced by holy men of old who wrote under
God’s immediate inspiration and superintendence. The presentation
of that word of God according to its clearest transmissional integrity
requires only a minor level of editorial involvement and labor. The
editors merely recognize and present the text that has been maintained
by the scribes of past generations, constructing a textual consensus
from the material available in previously published collation and
apparatus resources. Qur duty was to be faithful to this task, and it is
to that end that we have labored.

Individual Book Titles

The New Testament book titles are not part of the inspired
canonical text. Their wording varies dramatically among the different
manuscripts and editions of the Greek New Testament. The book
titles that appear in this edition represent a minimal consensus as
found within the canonical tradition.

The Order of the Canonical Books

Individual manuscripts present the New Testament books in
various arrangements; nevertheless, a particular Greek “canonical
order” seems to have been popular during early transmissional history.
This order is partially evidenced within various early papyri and
manuscripts,”* and occurs in the fourth-century Festal Letter of
Athanasius (AD 367) and the list of canonical books attributed to the

24 See David Trobisch, The First Edition of the New Testament (Oxford: University
Press, 2000), 21-38. On page 28, Trobisch presents evidence from several early
manuscripts that demonstrate the sequence of the “canonical edition.”
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Laodicean Council (AD 360/363).2 The present edition reproduces
that early “canonical order” for the Greek New Testament books.

According to the “canonical order,” the New Testament books
are grouped as follows: Gospels, Acts and General Epistles, Pauline
Epistles, and Revelation. The individual books within each category
follow the familiar order, except that in the Pauline Epistles, Hebrews
stands between Second Thessalonians and First Timothy, intentionally
separating Paul’s local church epistles from those written to
individuals.?®

Accents, Breathings, Capitalization, and Punctuation

Early manuscripts were written in capital letter format (termed
“uncial” or “majuscule”). They lacked word division, and possessed
few (if any) diacritical marks, paragraph breaks, or marks of
punctuation. These distinctions appear systematically only after the
commencement of the minuscule era during the ninth century. While
specialists are familiar with the plainer form of the Greek text, the
modern reader expects readability features as a matter of course.

For a reader’s edition, clarity is the basic aim. Since this edition
is designed for the non-specialist, word separation, paragraph division,
punctuation, and diacritical markings have been added throughout.?”
These editorial insertions are not considered definitive for the
interpretation of the text. Although alternative accentuation,
aspiration, or punctuation could alter the interpretation of many
passages and affect exegetical comprehension, the editors have
followed the general usage found in standard printed editions. No

% Daniel J. Theron, Evidence of Tradition (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1958), 118-119
(Athanasius), 124-125 (Laodicea). See also 116-117 (the general grouping of NT books by
Cyril of Jerusalem). Compare Brooke Foss Westcott, A General Survey of the History of
the Canon of the New Testament, 6th ed. (Cambridge and London: Macmillan and Co.,
1889), Appendix D, 539-579; in particular, 540-541 (Laodicea), 545-546 (John of
Damascus), 549-550 (Cyril of Jerusalem), 552-553 (the index of Codex Alexandrinus),
554-555 (Athanasius), 559-560 (Leontius); but see 431-439 in regard to the possible
inauthenticity of the Laodicean list.

26 William H. P Hatch, “The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament,”
HTR 29 (1936) 133-151. The canonical order Second Thessalonians-Hebrews-First
Timothy is discussed on 136-143. Hatch shows that this order is found among early and
geographically diverse Greek manuscripts, fathers, and versions, and was retained among
some manuscripts over many centuries. Hatch termed this order “Alexandrian,” due to his
views regarding textual development. The secondary “Western” (or early Latin) order
(which is more familiar to the modern reader) was termed “Byzantine” by Hatch (143,
149-150), due to its presence in later Byzantine manuscripts that had adopted the Western
usage. The editors suggest, on the contrary, that Hatch’s data support the early Greek
canonical order as original and authentically “Byzantine.” Clearly, the earliest Greek
canonical order differed from the early Western tradition; only much later did Byzantine
Greek manuscripts adopt the Western order.

27 The added marks of accentuation, aspiration, punctuation, and capitalization have
been extensively proofread for this edition, but perfection is not claimed. The reader is
encouraged to offer pertinent correction where necessary.
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diacritical insertions should affect the traditional understanding of the
Byzantine Greek New Testament text. Readability, therefore, is
improved without the imposition of unwarranted interpretation. The
text always must be received according to its original inspired intent,
without unwarranted editorial alteration.

The text appears in paragraph format, with breaks inserted at
appropriate points. Capitalization appears at the beginning of
sentences, and at the commencement of direct quotation within a
sentence (modern quotation marks are not used). Proper names are
capitalized throughout, but not descriptive titles.”® The various
nomina sacra abbreviations that commonly appear in manuscripts for
members of the Godhead, significant persons, or particular locations
are not abbreviated in this edition, but are written in full form, even
though the abbreviated forms normally dominate the manuscript
tradition.”’

The Marginal Apparatus

The main text displays the Byzantine Textform, according to its
strongest transmissional, transcriptional, external, and internal
testimony. Where the Byzantine manuscripts are strongly united, the
main text stands without marginal comment. Where the manuscripts
comprising the Byzantine Textform are significantly divided, superior
angle brackets " " mark the affected word or words in the main text.
The alternate Byzantine readings are displayed in the side margin, in
proximity to the marked portion of the main text.’® Minority
subvariants within the Byzantine tradition are not cited in this edition.

Numerals are written as complete words throughout the main
text. Some marginal variants — particularly in the Apocalypse —
indicate Greek numerical forms (alphabet letters marked by the
numerical superscript bar, e. g., 1B, PMA, AX ). In these rare instances,
the majority of Greek manuscripts display the marginal numeric form;
however, just as with the otherwise uncited nomina sacra abbreviations
{which also tend to appear in the majority of all manuscripts), these

28 Descriptive titles particularly applied to members of the Godhead include the various
inflected forms of Bede, mavthp, vidg, xproTde, KUPLOE, &Y10G, and ”VeDUEL.

¥ Trobisch, First Edition, 66-68, 104-105, correctly suggests that a “canonical edition”
should at least utilize the nomina sacra abbreviations representing the descriptive titles
klprog, Bede, and yprotdc, as well as the abbreviation representing the proper name
Incobe. Since the modern reader generally is unfamiliar with the nomina sacra
abbreviations, Trobisch’s suggestion has not been implemented in this edition.

3% Exceptions to this policy involve the ué text of the Pericope Adulterae (discussed
above) and the lengthy Byzantine alternate reading encompassing Acts 24:6b-8a (see in
context). In these two instances, the Byzantine alternative reading and its marginal
variants appear separately, between the main text and the NA27 apparatus,
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marginal numeric forms are not printed as the main text of this
edition.

Some marginal entries reflect more than one alternative
Byzantine subvariant. When word substitution or transposition is
involved among the subvariants, the alternate readings are displayed,
separated by an equals sign (=). When the subvariants concern a long
and short reading, characterized solely by the addition or omission of a
word or phrase, the removable words are surrounded by square
brackets [ ]. The main text reading is not affected by the various
divided marginal alternatives.

The Lower Apparatus

Variants from the main Byzantine text that occur in the base text
of the NA?7 and UBS* modern critical editions appear in the lower
apparatus. These variants are not marked within the main Byzantine
text. In the lower apparatus, the reading of the Byzantine main text
appears on the left, and is separated from the reading of NA27/UBS* by
a diamond (¢). The NA27/UBS# variant appears to the right of the
diamond. Some NAZ27/UBS* readings may coincide with marginal
Byzantine readings, but not with the main Byzantine text. Neither the
UBS* nor the more extensive NAZ/ apparatus cites a/l differences
between their common text and the Byzantine Textform; many non-
cited differences are text-critically and translationally significant, and
are here clearly displayed in their totality for the first time.

Where the NA27/UBS* main text includes bracketed words or
portions of words, the brackets also appear to the right of the
diamond. Some words that occur within NA27/UBS4 brackets may
agree with the Byzantine main text (which has no brackets) or with the
Byzantine marginal text. The brackets in modern critical editions are
used to indicate various degrees of textual uncertainty as perceived by
those editors. Double brackets in NA27/UBS* indicate what those
editors consider to be later and non-original interpolations.’! The
status of the Byzantine main or marginal readings is not affected by
any modern critical text readings or brackets that appear in the lower
apparatus.

* Double brackets in NA?7/UBs* that relate to the Byzantine main text appear at Mark
16:9-20; Luke 22:43-44; Luke 23:34; and John 7:53-8:11. The only NA%7 double-bracketed
portion not related to the Byzantine Textform is the so-called “shorter ending” of Mark,
which NA?7 inserts between Mark 16:8 and 9, preceding its double-bracketed “longer
ending” (Mark 16:9-20). The NA%¥ “shorter ending” reads as follows: [[Tlévto 8¢ To
nopnyyeAuéva toig nepi 1ov [létpov cuvidpmg éENyyetlay. Metd 88 todto koi ad1dg O
"Incodg and évatodiig kai &ypr dboemg 2Eantoteihev 81 adtdv 10 lepdv xai dgbaprov
KNpuyre g aioviov catnpiog. "Auqv.]]
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The Apparatuses in General

In the marginal and lower apparatuses, instances of substitution,
transposition, or addition are cited in full. When a word or phrase is
omitted in relation to the main text, a dash (—) indicates the omission.
Where a word affected by variation appears more than once in a given
verse, the apparatuses provide sufficient context for clarity. Minor
orthographic variants encompassing movable final letters, alternative
punctuation, accentuation, and capitalization are not recorded in
either apparatus.

Orthography

The orthography has been standardized throughout.
Manuscript irregularities, inconsistencies, and itacistic peculiarities
are not reproduced. Movable Nu (-v) is always present; movable
Sigma (-¢) is retained for oUtwg but is omitted from uéypt and dypr.
Elision of final vowels (8, &n’, &’, etc.) follows the regular pattern;
so too consonantal alterations preceding rough or smooth breathings
(€€, ovx, oly, etc.). Compound forms reflect phonetic assimilation
(év- becomes éy-; ovv- becomes Gup-, GVY-, or GVA~; -Anun- and
-Anpy- become -Ann- and -Any-). The generally abbreviated name of
David (AAA) is written in full as Aowid, avoiding the itacistic form
Aoveld found in the early Egyptian manuscripts. Other variant
spellings of proper names are retained (Moofig/Mwoboiic,
‘Iepocorvpo/ lepovoodiy, etc.), as well as the spelling of specific
words that may reflect authorial preference. Iota subscript appears as
such, even in initial capital letters; iota adscript is not used.

Chapter and Verse Numbers

A generally recognized chapter and verse numbering system is
followed, although the positioning of verse numbers does not always
correspond to that found in other Greek New Testament editions or
translations. Verse references in the lower apparatus are keyed to the
present edition; on a few occasions, the NA27 and UBS# variant text
may appear under a different verse number, differing by a single digit.
Some early printed editions {usually Textus Receptus) and English
translations include words or phrases that are not part of the
Byzantine Textform (e. g., portions of Acts 9:5-6, 1 John 2:23, 1 John
5:7). The verse numbering is not affected by their absence.

In two passages the verse numbering has been adjusted for
clarity. In some printed editions and translations, Matthew 23:13-14
appears in an order opposite that of the Byzantine Textform; the
present edition maintains a consecutive numerical sequence within

its own order of material. Also, the doxology generally published
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as Romans 16:25-27 appears in the Byzantine Textform following
Romans 14:23; in this location, the doxology is renumbered as
Romans 14:24-26 (the epistle concludes at Romans 16:24 in the
Byzantine Textform).

In fourinstances (Luke 17:36, Acts 8:37, Acts 15:34, Acts 24:7) a
verse number appears alone in the main text, immediately followed by
the next sequential verse number. These indicate lengthy portions of
text that were included in some early Textus Receptus printed editions
but which have never been part of the primary Byzantine Textform.
The verse number is retained solely for reference, in order to preserve
the traditional numbering of the remaining verses within the affected
chapters. Elsewhere, the verse numbering is not affected.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

The New Testament is God’s revelation to his chosen people
who comprise Christ’s church. The Christian believer receives these
scriptures as canonical and normative: the inspired and authoritative
written word of God that serves as the infallible rule of faith and
practice for God’s people. The content of these scriptures is truth
without mixture of error in all that they affirm. A corollary to these
doctrinal beliefs is the confessional declaration that this revelation has
been kept pure in all ages by the singular care and providence of God.

The Greek text of the New Testament therefore must be
established and certified in a manner appropriate to its historical and
theological significance. The task set before God’s people is to
identify and receive the best-attested form of that Greek biblical text
as preserved among the extant evidence. Although no divine
instruction exists regarding the establishment of the most precise
form of the original autographs, such instruction is not required:
autograph textual preservation can be recognized and established by a
careful and judicious examination of the existing evidence. Scribal
fidelity in manuscript transmission over the centuries remains the
primary locus of autograph preservation.

God did not decree that identical copies of the autographs would
be maintained during the era of manual transmission; indeed, no two
manuscripts agree precisely. Yet the original Greek New Testament
text has been preserved by ordinary means with a remarkable degree of
accuracy in almost all manuscripts, through the unregulated
dissemination and transmission of the New Testament documents,
The basic integrity of this original text is confirmed by the apparently
mundane labor carried out by generations of reasonably accurate
scribes; the security and authority of the autograph text thus has been
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preserved amid the complement of the total evidence presented within
transmissional history. God has permitted the preservation of his
inspired word in its best-attested form by means of the transmissional
process: the extant Greek witnesses reflect a mutual consensus text
that establishes and maintains the integrity and authority of the
original revelation. This consensus text is the focal point of
transmissional history. The divinely preserved autograph text exists
and functions within the framework of all existing Greek source
documents (manuscripts, lectionaries, patristic quotations). This text
also is substantially reflected in the various ancient versions and non-
Greek patristic quotations.

Since the divine method of autograph preservation resides in the
totality of the extant Greek evidence, the strongest claimant for
autograph originality remains the general consensus text preserved
among that material. The New Testament text thus can be established
securely and presented accurately by a proper use of the existing data.
The Christian need only apply sound principles of evidence —
transmissional, transcriptional, external, and internal — and frame
these within a properly nuanced theory and praxis of textual criticism
that avoids the hazards of subjective speculation. By these means the
autograph text preserved among the extant witnesses readily can be
recognized and established. While diligent labor, careful research, and
a systematic methodology is required for optimal results, the
establishment of the basic consensus text remains a clear and simple
task. A consensus-based text — derived from the entire body of extant
Greek witnesses — is fully compatible with the concept of a benevolent
overarching providence that has maintained the autographs in their
basic integrity by means of normal transmission.

No additional visible means of propagation was necessary to
guarantee the integrity of the sacred originals. The testimony of the
autographs has been preserved by means of independent transmission,
scattered over a wide geographical area, amid a multitude of witnesses
that span many centuries. The consensus Byzantine Textform thus is
established by cooperation without collusion, requiring no imposition
of external ecclesiastical authority. Special pleading is not demanded in
order to maintain this perspective: everything corresponds to the
extant preserved evidence.

The recognition of autograph originality amid the preserved
Greek transmissional consensus found in the Byzantine Textform is
far more reasonable than a multitude of conflicting speculations
derived from various forms of eclectic methodology. The consensus-
based approach does not appeal to favored individual manuscripts,
local texts, or minority regional texttypes, nor to subjective internal
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criteria that adopt an amalgam of individual readings with ever-
changing degrees of minority support. The appeal is to the combined
evidence that has been preserved among the extant Greek witnesses.

The Christian scholar need not speculate widely regarding the
original form of the Greek New Testament text. That text can be
recognized and established in its basic integrity by the application of
proper and sound critical principles that take into consideration the
consensus of the preserved evidence. The Byzantine Textform
presented in this edition fulfills that goal: the Byzantine Textform is
that which was transmitted and maintained as the dominant stream of
manual Greek transmission within Christian history. Now; at the
culmination of twenty-seven years of intense collaboration
(1976-2003), the editors here present the newly edited Byzantine
Textform as the strongest representative of the canonical autographs
of the Greek New Testament text. It has been toward the fulfillment
of this most noble and sacred goal that the editors have labored and
now present the completion of their task.

On behalf of those who produced this edition, we would like to
express our heartfelt appreciation to the various volunteers — too
numerous to name individually — who gave of their time in
proofreading and making corrections regarding the text and format of
the present edition. Their efforts for the glory of God and the Lord
Jesus Christ have greatly assisted the completion of this project.

May God be praised for his magnificent word!
All bonor and glory to the Lord Jesus Christ!

WILLIAM G. PIERPONT
MAURICE A. ROBINSON
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tpanélog dvéotpeyev: %xal tolg g neprotepic nolobow
elrev, “Apote Tadrto eviedBev + ph motelte OV oikov oD TaTpig
pov oikov épmopiov. 7 "Epviiefncov 8¢ ot pobntol adtod
yeypappévov gativ, 'O Lfjlog 10D ofkov 6ov kataedyetal pe.

24 Aéye « [Koi] Adyer 211 v dpytv « pxiv

26  bdpiow AlBwvon EE xeipeven kot 212 Kanepvooip + Kagepvoodp
+ hiBwvon Lipian €€ xot 212 Gdehgoi odtod + adeApol [edtob]
26 xwpodowi » kelpevor xupodont 2.15 dviorpeyev « Gvétpeyey
28  Keoitiveyxoy + 013 fiveyxay 217 S&e—
210 tétee—
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' Anekpifincay obv ol Tovdoiot kol einov adtd, Ti anueiov
Seweviewe iy, 61 todta nowele; 12 AnexpiBn Tnoobc kol einev
adtolg, Aboute TOv vadv Tobtov, kol &v Tpioiv Nuépoig Eyepd
abtév. 2Einov obv ol Tovdaiol, Tesoapdrovia xoi £ Ftecty
Grodounfn & vaog odtog, kai ob év Tpioiv Huépong éyepeic
adrév; 2! 'Exelvog 8¢ Edeyev mepi 100 vaod 1od odputog adTod.
201e odv fvépbn €x vexpdv, EuvicBnoay ol pobniai adtod
é11 10010 Eheyev- koi énictevoay 1§ ypoof, kol 18 Adye &
einev 6 Tncods.

Q¢ S Qv év 101g Tepocordpoig év 10 Tldoya, év 7 topri,
noAdol énlotevoay elg 0 Ovopa adtod, Bewpodvieg ohtod Td
onuelo & énolet. 2 Adtdg 82 & 'Incodg odk énlotevev éovtdy
antoic, S o adTOV yivdoxewy ndvtog, 2 xai 611 od ypeiov
elyev ivo Tig peptupion nepl tod dvBpdrov- adtdg yop
&yivaokey i fiv &v 1§ avbphno.

3 "Hv 8¢ &vBponoc éx thv Papisainv, Nikédnuog Svopa
3 e~ W ~ » 7 2.2 3 N S |
abtd, Gpyxov tdv Tovbaiov: ?obrog NABev mpog ‘aidtdv
’ 0y ) s - t ’ ” o LI ~
vuktde, xoi einev odt®, ‘Poppi, oldopev 811 dnd Beod
MAoBog B18doKokos - 00BElg Yop TodTe T& onpelo Sdvarton
PR ) -~ [ AT e A ) 3 ~ 3 ’ [
nolely & ob notelg, av ui 7 0 Bedg per’ adtod. * Anexpifn o
‘Incodg kol einev adtd, Apnyv Guilv Aéyw oo, &dv pi Tig
vevvnOfi Gvawlev, od dovaton idsiv thy Pacideiav tod Oeod.
4 Adyer mpdg od1oV O Nuxddnpog, i Sdvoator &vBpwmog
vevvnBfivor Yépmv dv; MY ddvaton gic thy xoliow thg untpdc
) - ’ 3 ~ 3 o . 5°* ’

o0tod Oehtepov eiceABelv wal yevvnbijvon; 7 Amexpibn
"Inoobg, Ay dpfy Adyw aot, £dv un g yevvndf &€ Bdartog kol
nvedpotog, ob Sbvaron eioedBelv elg thv Baciheiov 1o Beod.
STd yeyevvnuévov éx thg oopxdg odpl éotv: kol 1o
yeyevvnpévov éx 1od nvedpotog nvedud éotw. " M Boopdong
é11 elndv oo, Ael bubig yevwnBiivar dvabev. 3 To nvedpe Snov
Béder nvel, xod Ty eaviy odTod drodets, AL’ ok oidog ndBev
£pyeton kol mod Lrdyel - obTwg £oTiv mhG O YeyEVVILEVOG EK TOD
avedpatog. ? Anexpifin Nukddnuog xai elnev odtd, Tdg

2.18  eirov »elnav 224 Eovtdv « obTOV

220 Einov ¢ Einowv 32 todhne Th ompsia Sivoaral «
2.20 Teooophkovia « Tesaspdxovio Slverto TeTo Té onpeice
220 grodopfifn + oikodopiifn 33 be—

222 @aedv 34 bef0)

224 oe—
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Sovoron tadro yevéoBon; 0 Anexpifn ‘Inoodg kal einev oadtd,
b el 0 Siddokoroc tod ‘lopafd, Kol ToDTH 00 YIVOOKELCS
Apfv &piiv Aéye cou 611 6 oidopev Aaioduev, koi O
£WPEKOUEY UOPTUPODUEV: KOl THY paptupiov fHudv ol
AapuPévete, "2Ei td éniysia elnov dpiy kel ob miotedete, ndg,
gov einm vpiv 10 émovpdvie, mctebdoete; P Kol oddeig
dvaféPnrev eic tov odpavv, el ui) 6 &k 100 obpavod kozafds,
0 vidg 10D avBpdrov o dv év 1 odpavd. *Kai kabixg Moofg
Dywoey tov Spiv év i épfipe, olitng bywbijvol del tov vidv Tod
GvBpdmov- Piva g 0 motebow eig adtov ph drdinton, GAA
#yn Comv aildviov.

16 0¥%rag Yop Nydrnoev 6 Bedg TOV kdopov, Hote tov vidv
o010V 1oV povoyevii ESwxev, Tvo i & mGTEVWY £lg AOTAV PN
ambdAnton, GAL #xn Lonv aidviov. 700 yip dréoteirey 6 Oedg
TOV VIOV ahTOD E1G TOV KOGROV Tver Kpivy) TOV KOopoV, GAA’ Tva
cobf 6 xdopog 817 adtod. ¥ O metedov eig adtdv o) kpivetan-
0 8¢ pi motedov fidn kéxprion, 6t pi) nenictevkey £ig 10 Svopo
700 povoyevots viod 10D Beod. '? Abn 8¢ éotv fy kplowg, H11 10
odg EAnAvbev elg OV xdouov, xai fydnncav ol dvBpomor
pEAiov 1o ordTog {j 10 9dg- Av Yap movnpd adTdV 1& Epye.
L 1ag yop O adra tphocav moel T edc, kol ok Epyetan
npodg 16 @i, Tve ph AeyxBf 1 Epye adtod. 2 'O 88 modv Th
dAnBeiov Epxeton Tpdg 10 9de, Tve puvepnlf attod & Epya,
o1 év Bed éomiv eipyoopéva.

2 Metdr tabta HABey 6 Tnoode kai ol pobnted adtod elg thy
"Tovdaiov yiiv: kol ékel diérpifev pet’ abtdv kol éfdrnilev.
B%Hy 8¢ xai Todvvng Bartilov év Alviv éyydg 10 "Zodqp,’
611 8otar moAAG Mv kel kol mapeyivovio kol Bantifovto.
20fnw yop Aiv PePAnpévoc eic thv euhaxhv o Tedvvng.
35 Eyéveto ovv [ftnoig €x todv pabntdv leodvvov petd
Tovdaiov nepl koBopiopod. 2 Koi AABov npdg wov Twdvvny
Kal ginov adtd, ‘PapPi, 6g Av pete 00d népav 10 Topdévov, ¢
ob pepoprdpnrae, 18e odrog Pantiler, kol ndvieg Fpxovran
313 b évév tdodpav « —

14  Maofg « Mavofg
A5 eigadzdv ¢ fv ot

3
3
3.5 piémodntataAd’ « —
316 obrob e —

17 adzob eig ¢ EiG

19 novnpd odT®V ¢ DTV OV pit
23 lodvvng ¢ & lodving

.23 Zahmip ¢ Zokeip

.26 elnov « einov
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npdg adtdv. 7 Amexpifn “Tedvvng kol eimev, 00 dhvaton
GvBpamoc hapBdvew oddév, éay pn 1) dedopévov odtd éx Tod
ovpovod. ¥ Adtol bueic papropeite 1 einov, Odi eipl &yd 6
xprotég, GAA’ 811 Anectaluévog eipi Bunpoobev éxeivov. 20
Exav thy vipgny, voueiog éotiv- 6 8¢ gitog 1ob vupgiov, 6
fotnrde kol axovev adTol, xupd xoiper ik thy eaviv 10d
vopgiov- e odv 1 yopd f} pn merAfpotor. 3 Exelvov 8¢l
ov&dvew, éut 6t Edatrodobat.

310 dvolbev épyduevoc émdive mdviay éotiv. ‘0 dv éx Tig
g, &x Thg ¥iig oy, kol éx Thg viic Aahel- 6 &k t0D oVpavod
£pyduevog éndve tévtov ¢otiv. ¥ Kol 0 édpoxev xod fikovoev,
10010 paptopel- kol Thy paptopiov odtod oddeig Aapfdver
330 AoPov abtod thy poptupiav oepdyioev 611 & Oedg
aAnBig gotv. 3*"0v yop dnéoterdev 6 Bede, 10 piuate 100
Beod Aokel: o yop éx pézpov didmoty 6 Bedg 1o nveduo. 30
TP GYony Tov vidv, kol ndvro dEdwkev &v 1] xe1pl ovTod.
360 motedov elg tov vidv Exe {olv aidviov- o 88 drebdv 1®
Vi), 0dK Syeton "Ly, GAR’ 7 dpyn ToD Beod péver En’ adTdv.

Q¢ oy Fyvor & xhplog 811 fikovoav ol Poapiooiol &1t

"Incodg nAeiovag pabntig nowel kol Boantiler i Twdvvng
— Zxoitorye 'Incodg odtog odk ERdntilev, AL ol pofntol
abtod — 3Jdofikev v Tovdaiav, kel dniiAdev eilc thv
FeMAaiay. * "Edel 8¢ adtov Siépyeabon 1d 1ic Zapapeivg.
S"Epgeton ovv elg mdlv the Tapapelog Aeyopévny Zvydp,
wAnciov 10 xmpiov 6 £daxev Taxop Tache 10 viP avTOb-
v 8¢ 2kl myyh 1o lokdP. ‘0 obv “Incode kexomakdg & THg
odowmopiag éxabéleto odtag éxl tff Anyii. “Qpa v dosel Extn.
T"Epyeton yovh éx tiig Zopoapeiog dviifioot $8wp- Aéyer adtii 6
"Incode, Adg ot mielv. 2Ol yop pebntal oot dneAnitfBeicay
elg v mdAw, Tva 1pogic dyopdomaty. ¥ Aéyerody adtd A yovi
N Zauapeitng, [1og ov Tovdailog dv mop” pod mielv aitel,

327 o0bév e 00BE v 4.1  xbprog « Ingodg
328 pOpTUPELTE # POL HOPTUPETTE 43 glg ¢ néhy eig
328 Obvke Fb’u] Ovx 45  lwong « [1@] Toohe
331  obpuvol pydpevog trdve 46 boeieig

navtmv 6Tiv + 0V povod 47  meiv ¢+ melv

Epypouevog [Endve rdvrov éotiv] 49  Eopopeing « Zopoapitig
332 Koio+"0 49  meiv + nelv

334 0Bedgtd e 10
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obang yovaikdg Zapapeitidog; — 00 yip ovyypdvrot
“Tovdeior Zapapeitong. ' Anexpifn ‘Incode xed efnev obtfi, Ei
fiderg Thv Swpedy 10V Beot, xai 1ig Eotiv 0 Aéywv oo, Adg pot
melv, ob fv fmaog adtdv, xai Edukev Bv oot Hdwp [dv.
1 Aéyer obtd T yoviy, KOpte, obite dviinpa Exeig, kol 0 @péap
éativ fobi- ndBev otv Exerg 10 VBwp 1o {dv; "2 M) ob peilov el
109 notpog fudv Toxop, Og Edwkev Hulv 10 @péap, kol abTog &€
ad10d £mev, kol ol viel adtod, xui té Opéppato advtod;
* Anexpifn Inoove ko elnev adti, Még b tivey éx 10 Hdatog
to0tou, Suyfioer tdAv: 45 8* dv nip &k 10D V8atog ob éyd
Swow adtd, ov uf Swymon eig tov aidvo - aAAL 10 Hdwp & docw
o0T® yeviioetal &v adtd nny Vdatog dAhopévou eig Conv
aidviov. 1 Aéyer mpdg adTov 1) yovi), Kipie, 86 pot todto 10
B8wp, o iy Sryd, umdt Epyopon évBESe dvhsiv. 16 Adyer adriy
& "Inoovs, "Yroye, pdvnsov tov &vdpa ood, kol A0 évBade.
17 AnexpiBn 7 yoviy kol einev, Odk Exa dvdpa. Aéyer adti O
"Inoobe, Kohdg elnog 811 "Avpa odx Exo- Enévie yop dvdpog
Eoyee, kol viv Bv Exeig obk Egtiv Gov dviip- Todto dhnbig
eipnxac. % Aéyer od1d 1) yoviy, Kdpre, Bepd 11 npogijtng el

0, 2001 notépeg udv &v 16 Spet 100TE nposexdvnoay - kol
bueic Aéyere 811 év ‘leposoddporg éotiv & toémog Smov Sel
npookuvelv. 2! Aéyer odefi 6 Tnoodg, Mivay, rictevady pot, 811
Epyetan dpa, dte obte &v 10 Bper 1o0tE olte év Teposoddpoig
npookvvioete 1® natpi. 22 'Ypelc npookuveite 6 odk oidore:
fpeig npookuvodpev O oidapev: 81t | compla ék THHV
Tovdoimv éotiv. 22 AAL’ Epyetol dpa kol viv doty, Ste ol
&AnBwvol mpookuviTei npockLVicovoLY TH TaTpl Ev AVESHATL
kol GAnBeiq: xai yp 0 mathp toroBtovg {mtel tolg
HBrvedpa 0 Bedcr kal Tovg
npookuvodviag adtév, év mvedpoart kol &AnBeig Sel
npockuvelv. 2 Aéyet adtd ) yovi, Olda 811 Meotog Epyeton —

NPOCKUVOIVIOG GUTOV.

49 obeng yuvmmgf.apapsmﬁog + 416 o Inouug .—

-ruvuuco; Zupapltlﬁog oliong 4.17  eimev o gimey ad1d
4.9 Zupmpumlg * Zapaplralg 420 8¢l ttpommvaw + TpocKuvEly Sl
4.10 msw . miw " 421 Tivon mioteuodv pot » Miotevé
4.11  fyyovA o [Ryoviy 01 YOvon
4.14 5:{:11011 . Sxpunou 423 l':\lf‘ua A
4.15 Epyopon « Séproper 425 Mesioag « Mesaiag
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& Aeydpevog yprotdg- Stav EAB xeivog, dvaryyehel fipiv névic.
26 Aéyer ardtfi & “Incots, "Eyd elut, 6 Aakdv sot.

TRed ént tohte AABov ot pebntad ad1od, ket Badpasoy
311 petd yovankdg EAdAer: oudeig pévrol sinev, Ti Inteig 1, Ti
Aokelc pet’ adtiig 2 Agfikev obv Thy 08piav adefig f yovi, xoi
anfidBev eig Thv mdhy, xoi Aéyer 1olg vBpdroig, ¥ Asdre,
18ete &vBporov, d¢ slnév por mdvia oo énoinoo- uAT 0TAE
gotiv b yprozdg; 0 EERADov ék Tiig mOAewe, Kol TipyovTo mpdg
avtov. 31 Ev 88 1 petakd fpdrav adtov ot pobntai, Aéyovreg,
‘Pappi, péye. 210 8¢ elnev adtolc, ‘Eyd Ppdowy fxm goyelv fiv
bpeig odx oidate. *3 “Edeyov obv of pofnted npog dAAAAOUS,
M 11g fiveykev od1dd earyely; * Aéyer adtoig 6 ‘Incodg, 'Epov
Bp®pé Eotv, Iva nowd 0 BEAnuo 10d méuywoavtdg pe, kKol
teheidon odtod 1o Epyov. 3 Ody bueig Aéyere d11 "En
teTpdunvdg oy, xoi & Bepropog Epyetan; 180d, Aéye buiv,
éndpate Tobg pBaipode budv, xoi Bedoacs tég xdpoag, Btu
Aevkai eiow npodg Bepropdy #dn. *Kai 6 Bepiov ooy
AapPaver, kol covdyst xaprov eig Loy aldviov- va kod O
onelpov dpod yaipn kol 6 Bepilav. 7 'Ev ydp tohte 6 Adyog
¢otiv 0 aAnBwac, 611 "Aldog dotiv O oneipov, xai GAlog 6
Oepilov. ¥ Eyd dnéoteiha budc Oepilev & ody bpeic
kexonidkote: GAAOL KeKoTIdKaOLY, Kol DUelg eig TOv xdmov
adtdv eloeAnAvBate.

3 Bk 8¢ tfi¢ nédewc Ekelvng moAdol énictevcay eig obTov
16V Zopopertdy duk 1ov Adyov Thg yuvankog poptupoiong dtu
Elnév por névia Soo énoinca. ¢ Q¢ odv AAov mpdc adtdv ol
Topopeital, fpatav adtdv pelvor top’ ool Kol Eueivey
éxel 8vo huépag. *' Kal moAld nheiovg énictevoay Siix tov
Aoyov avtod, 1§ te yovaixi Eeyov 11 Odkétt Sid thy ol
AoAidy mictebopev: obrol yop dxnxdopey, kol oidopuev Bt
obrde éoTiv dAnBdc & cwhp 10D Kéouov, b XpLoTdc.

425 névro e Grovie 4.36 tvoxal ¢ fva

427 HaBov + NAOav 437 b aAnBwic « cAnbhvig
427 Badpccov + Badualov 439  Zopepettdv ¢ Zopopuadv
431 Ste— 439 doxel
434 nod ¢ norfow 440 Zoapopeiton « Zopopitot
436 Kai 0 8epilov ooy « 'O 442 dxpotdge—

Bepifov pobov
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4 Metdr 8t o Sbo uépag eERABey dxeifev, kol dmiidfev eig
v TohAoiov. ¥ AdT0g yap 6 'Incodc épaptipnoey 41
mpoghiTng év 1 idig motpidt Tpdv odx Exer. 4 “Ote oy NADev
elg v TarAaiov, £3é€avto altov oi TalAalol, ndvto
Empokdreg & énoinoev v ‘Tepocodbpoig &v tff £opifi- kol adtol
yéup NABov elg Thv Eopthv.

4*HABev odv néhv 6 "Incodg eig Thv Kava tfig TehAaiog,
dmov érnoinoev 1o H8wp otvov. Kai fiv 1ig Pociikde, ob 6 vidg
fnobéver év Kanepvoodp. ¥ Obtog dxodeog 11 ‘Incovg fixet éx
tfig Tovdaing eic thv Tehhaiav, énijABev npdg adtdv, koi
Ap@To oadov Tva ketafii kel idonton adtod tov vidv- "Euediey’
yip dmoBviokety. “ Elnev odv 6 'Incodg npdg adtév, "Edv uh
onueio xai tépata idnte, o pf motevonte. ¥ Adyer npodg
avtov 0 Poociiikdg, Kopie, kotdpnbr npiv dnobaveiv 1o
nondiov pov. % Aéyer ad1d & 'Inooig, Mopedov- 6 vidg cov {f.
Koi éniotevoev 6 &vBpomog 1@ Adyy § einev bt 0 ‘Incol,
kai énopedero. ' "Hén 8¢ adtod xaraPaivovrog, ol SobAol
o0ToD GnfvInoay o0td, kel anfyyeldhay Aéyovieg 6m1 'O nodg
cov £fi. 2 ExdBeto odv map’ abtddv thy dpav év | kopydtepov
Eoxev. Kai etrov b1 811 XOtg Gpov £B36uNY Gpfikev adtov o
ropetds. 2 "Eyver odv b mathp 81u év éxeivn Ti Hpgy, &v f elnev
01 0 Incodg 611 "0 v1d¢ cov Lfi- ko EnioTevsey obTog Kol
oixio 0:dtod 6An. ** Tobro ndhv Sebhtepov onpelov énoincev 6
"Incode, EMav éx tiig Tovdaioag eig thv FalAaioy.

Metd tadta v ' dopth 1év Tovdalwv, xal avéfn o
"Incodg eig ‘Teposdivpc.

2"Egtv 8% év toilg ‘lepocordpolg émi Tff mpoPotixi
xorvpfhBpa, | émAeyopévn "Efpaioti BnBesdd, névie otodg
gyovoa. °'Ev tadtong xatéxeito mAfifog moAd tdvV

4.43  «koicniABev « — 4.52 :zczp uuwv Ty dpav + Ty Hpav

444 O0e— lzap um'm.w
445 @+ bon 452 Kai emov N smav o0V
446 0 Incovige — 452 X6
4.46 Kﬂupvaouu « Kapapveodp 4.53 ev emvn o [év] éxeivy
447 ovtdvive « tve 453 31'0+°0
447 Euerldev o fjueddev 4.54 ndhwv + [88] nohv
4.50 Kui éui.ctwaev + Eniotevoev 5.1 i] o—
4.50 [P * 0V 51 o
451  exfvinooy abtp xai amiyredoy 52 Bnﬂsu&z + Bnfaba

. 'Dm]vmcuv m.n:qy 53  moAb e—

451 oov +o0T0D
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dobevoiviav, ToeAdy, yeldv, Enpdv, éxdeyopbvov v 10d
Bdotog xivnowv. * "Ayyekog yop xotd kaipdy kotéBaivey dv i
xoAupPBpg, ked étdpaccey 1 Vdwp- & oy rpdTog EpPog netd
Thv Tapayiv 100 HSatog, byl dyivete, @ SAmote xateiyeto
voofpatt. **Hv 8¢ tig dvBponog éxel tprékovio "dxtd’ #m
Eyov év 1 doBevelg. ¢Todrov 18dv & Incodg kutaxeipevov,
Kol Yvoug 9t1 oAby 1jdn xpovov Exet, Aéyel adtd, Oéheig byng
yevéoBon; 7 Anexpifn ad1d 6 dobevdv, Kipie, dvBpanov odx
Eym va, Stov TapoyBi 70 H8wp, BEAy pe eig ™ koiopfabpov -
v @ St Epyopan &y, &Akog Tpd Enod kotafaivet. ® Aéyel adTd
0 'Incode, "Eyeipart, Gpov 1oV kpdPPatdv cov, kol nepndrer.
TKai ev@éoc dyévero bydig & &vBpoumog, xal fipev Tov
kp&PPotov adtod kol neprerdrer. *Hv 8t oafPotov év éxetvy
fi Nnépg.

0 ~Edeyov obv ol Tovdoiol 16 1efepancvpéve, ZdPPatdy
totv- ovk EEeotiv ool dpot tov kpaPPorov. !!Anexpibn
avtolc, 'O mooac pe by, éxeivoc pot einev, "Apov Tov
kp&PPatév cov ki mepndrer. 2 Hphmoav odv adtdv, Tic
£otv 0 avBpoumoc 6 eindv oo, "Apov Tov kpdfPatdv cou xal
nepindrer; 'O 8¢ 10Beic odx fder 1ig Eotv: & ydp ‘Incodg
¢Eévevoev, Sxhov Bvtog év 1@ 1ome. ' Metd tadta sbploket
ahtov & Incodg év 10 1epd, xal eimev ad1d, "8 yig yéyovog:
unKéTL dpéprove, fva pi) xelpov 1l oot yévnrar. 3 AnfiAOev 6
&vBporog, kel dviiyyethev toig Tovdaiog 611 Incodg oty &
notfioag adtov by, ' Ked S18 tolito Edimkov tov 'Incodyv ol
"Tovdalo, kol ECAtovy ardtdv dmoktelvon, 611 Tt énoter &v
cofpdre. 7 0 8¢ Tnoodg dnexpivato avtolg, 'O nothp pov
foog dpt épydletan, xdyd Epyéopot. '® Ak toBito olv pdikov
£lfirouv odTov ot Tovdalot dnoktelvor, Bt od poévov EAvey 10
cdfBorov, dAAd kol notépo 181ov Edeyev Ov Bedv, Toov Eovtdy
no1dv 1 Bedd.

53 éxdeyopévaw my 10d BVdatog 5.11 Anexpifn + "0 8¢ dmexpifn
xivnow ¢ — 511 xpaBParov + xpafattov

54 — 512 olve—

5.5 oKt « [xoi] okt 512 1ov xpdPPatdv cov « —

55  coBeveiq + doBeveig abrod 5.14 Ttiootscoit

58 “Eyeipat ¢ "Eyeipe 5.16 1dv 'Incobv ol Tovdaion ¢ 01

58  xpaPPozdv « kpaPortov ‘Tovdaion tov ‘Incoiv

5.9  xpdPPatov « xpdPatov 516 xel d{fitovy abtdv drokteiveal +

5.10 ok « kod 00K —

5.10  xpéPPozov « kp&Pattdv cov 517 ’Incoig « [Incodg)
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19 Anexpivato odv & Incode xal elnev adtolc, Apnv apiv
Aéyw Luiv, od Sdvaral & vidg molElY G’ £0rvTod 0VOEY, Edv pf
71 Bhénn tOv noépa mowdvia- G yip &v ékelvog motf), Tadto
xod O vidg dpoiwg motel. 2°°0 yép mothp @rAel 1OV vV, Kol
névto deikvuoiv ad1d & adtdg nowel- kai peilova todrav
deiber a0t Epye, Tva dueic Bovpdinte. ' “Qonep yip 6 nothp
¢yelpet 10bg vexpolg kol Lwonoiel, obtag kol 6 vidg ol Béher
Lwomotel, 2 O0dE yap & rathp kpivel 008éva, ALY Ty kplow
ndcav dédaxev 1 vid: 2 va ndvieg Tipdoly tov vidv, kabog
Tpudot tov motépa. ‘O pl Tipdv 1oV vidv, 00 TPl TV Tatépo

A s 3 24 54 A L z AT TS R ’
TV mépyavto adtov. “AUNY Guiv Aéyo buiv 11 6 1OV Adyov
1ov dxolav, kol ToTedV IO Tépyavi pe, Exel Lonv aiaviov-
kol elg kpiov odx Epyetat, GAA: peraPéfnkev éx 100 Bavdrov

3 b ’ 25 0y . 5 A 2 13 ~ L1 » & . ~
eig thv Lofv. Z Apnyv dufiv Aéye Hpiv 811 Epyeror dpo cai viv
£oT1v, O1E 01 vekpol dxoboovion Thg eoviig Tob viod tob Beod,

vty s z 26+, \ t hY 2, )

kol ol dkovoavieg {isovtal. 2 “Qanep yép 6 nathp Exer Loy
v £001d, oVtog Edwxev kol 16 vie Lony Exev v favtd 2 kol
¢Eonciav E8ukev chtd kol xpiow morelv, d11 vidg dvBpdmov
s s 28 pAs ' a o e P .
¢otiv. M Bavpdere todto: S11 Epxeton Hpa, év { mévreg ol
¢v 10ig pvnueiolc dxovooviar tfic eovig avtod, ¥ xol
gxmopeboovTol, ol & dyeBd nooavteg, eig dvéotaoiv Lwig:
01 8¢ & podAa mpdaviee, eig dvdotooy kpiotwg.

P 0b dhvopat v motely ar’ Epavtod 0ddév - kb drovw,
kpivw kol i xpioig Ty &ut) Sikado dotiv: Gt 00 {ntd 10 O&Anpa
10 £dv, GAAE 10 OéAnue 10D népyavtde ue notpde. 3! 'EBaw éyd
poptup® mepl éuavtod, 7| poprupie pov odx oty dAnbic.
32 ARAog €otiv O popTupdv mepl Epod, ko 0ide &t dAnBng
gotiv M paptupio fiv popropel mepi €pod. ' Ypeig
dnectéixate npdg ladvvny, xai pepoptdpnrev 1fi dAnbeig.
3 Evid 88 00 mapd dvBpdrov thv paptupiov AopPdve, dAle

- ’ o e a ~ 35 » - 3 e ’ .
1ed1e Adye Tve Duels cwbijte. » Exeilvog miv 6 Adgvog o
wodpevog kol paivav, bueic 82 Rledfoote dyodlioBfiven npog
4 3 ~ . 3, ~ 36 \ N ¥ h] ’ r
tpav év 1® poti ad1ol. *° 'Eyd 88 Eyo thv papropiov peilo

-~y ’ 1 * bid LA 4 ’ ® S L34 ’
100 Twdvvov - té yop Epyo & £dmxéy pou b motp v 1eAeidon

5.19 glmev « Eheyev 5.27 xoixpiow s kpiow
5.25 dxodoovion ¢ GKoUGOVOLY 5.28 dkoboovial + Grodoovowy
525 Choovee + Llioovow 5.30 natpice—
5.26 £dwKev Kol TP Vi) ¢ kel T VI 5.36 Edwkév « Bédwkév
Edwkev
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avTd, adTo Th Epye: O EYm mOd, poptopel nepl £pod 311 o mothp
pe &méctaikev. Kol 0 mépyoac pe motfp, odTOC
pepoptipnkey nepl éuod. Obte paviyy abtol dKNKOOTE TOTOTE,
obte £1dog abTob twpdrcate. *# Kol tov Adyov ardtod ovk Exete
pévovto év DUy, 0T Ov anfoteihev keivog, To0TY LUEig ov
motevete. ¥ ‘Epevviite tdc ypopde, 6t1 Dueic Sokeite v
avtaic Lofv aidviov #xewv, kol ékelval elow ol popropoboat
nepl £nod: ¥ ko ob Oédete EADelV mpde pe, Tva Lony Exnte.
A AdEav mapd GvOpdrav ob hapfdve- 2EAN Eyvaxae dpdg,
Sty drydmny tob Beo odk Exete év Eavtoic. ¥ Eyo sAnAvbo
v 1 dvoport 1ob motpds pov, kod ob AapPavers pe- éav dilog
£00n &v 10 dvopat 18 18ig, éxeivov AMyeofe. “I1dg ddvaohe
bueig moteboot, d6&av ropd dAiniov AapPdvoviee, kai Thy
B86Eav Thv mapdx 100 pdvovu Beod ov {ntelte; ** M1 Soxeite 6n
£yd xotnyopNom VUMY TPdg TOV Tatépo ESTV & KOINYOpdV
tudv, Mwofig, eig Ov bueig RAnixote. *Ei yop émotedete
"Moo, éniotedete Gv &uoi- mepl yap £pod Exeivog Eypoyev.
4TE{ 82 101 éxeivov ypdupacy ob ToTevETE, TAC TOIC SUOTC
PNLOGLY TIOTEDGETE;

Metd tadta dnfjAlev 6 ‘Incod¢ népav tfig Baidoong hg

TaMAaicg, g TiBeprddoc. Kol fixorodBer adtd dyhog
nohbg, 611 dpov adtod 10 onpelo & énolel €l wdv
dcBevodvtav. 3 AviilBev 8¢ eig 10 Spog 0 Incodg, kol £xel
¢xdBnto petde 1dv pobntdv adtod. 4 Hy 8¢ éyyde 10 Moy, O
£opth tdv Tovduiov. * Endpog odv 6 'Incode tode dpBahitode,
kel Beaodpevog 611 modbg Sxhog Epyeton nmpdg adTdV, Adyel
npdg 1ov Pidnnov, [160ev dyopdcopev dptovg, Tva pdywcwy
obtor; 4 Todro 8¢ #Aeyev merpdlov adtdv- adtdg yip fider
Eneldev moielv. 7'Amexpifn ad1d Pihamog, Arakociav
dmvaplov &ptol odk dpkolowy adtolg, iva EKaatog adTiv

5.36 &y nold ¢ mO1D 5.46 Mooii » Motoel

537 airde + éxsivog 6.2  KaifikohotBet « 'HxohovBe 52

537 GxnxdoTE RONOTE + MOMOTE 6.2 &dpev adtod « ésdpouy
GoxnxdTE 6.3 de—

5.38  pévovro dv bpiv « évbpiv 6.5 O ’Inoodg tobg opdaipois + Tobg
uévovio SpboApovg 6 Tnooig

5.39 ’Epevviite « 'Epavvate 6.5 TOve—

542 GAR + GAAL 6.5 dyopdoopev « dyopdoopey

543 AfyecBe o AMpyecBe 6.7 ®ilunnog + [6] Bikitnog

545 Maoofig « MoiicTig 6.7 ot Bpogyd w « Bpoxo [1]
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’ ’ 8 &2 s o~ B - ~ P
Bpoxd v AéPn. PAéyer adrd £ig ik v pabntdv adiod,
Avdpéag 0 &8edpdg Zipmvog Métpov, ? "Eotiv mouddpiov Bv
®de, & Exer mévie &provg kpibivoug kel dbo Sydpra- ALY
Tabta T £oTwv eig TooovTovg; 'Y Einev 88 6 'Inoodc, Motfoote

A 3 » 3 B e A ~ _2
100¢ dvBpdnovg dvaneoeiv. "Hv 8¢ xbptog noAdg év 18 1610.
T'Avénecov’ oDv ol &vBpeg 1oV ap1fpdy Goel neviakioyiiion.

afev 8¢ todg &provg O ‘Incodg, kai edyuplotica

1>E) & I
S1£dmxkev 101g pobntaic, ol 68 pobniai toig dvakepévorg:
. ' P n y ’ e ” 12+ \
opoimg xai éx tdv dyoapiov Goov fifelov. Q¢ 3¢
évendfoBnoay, Aéyer 10ig pabntaic o109, Tovoaydyets 1&
neploceoavta kKAdopora, tva pf Tt drdintot 2 Zuviyayov
olv, kol éyépicay dddeko xopivoug xAaopdtav éx tov névie
. ~ ’ o 3 ; - ) 14
&ptav tav xpilbivev, b énepiccevoev toig Pefpakdov. MOt

3 ” g2 A9 ] ’ ~ LY ~ 37 (7
obv GvBponot idévteg 6 énoinoev onueiov 6 Incoic, Eeyov bt
0lté¢ éotiv GANBBG 6 mpognTNg 6 Epxdlevoc eig Tov Kéapuov.
15 'Incodg odv yvobg d11 péhhovoy EpyecBor xai dpralev
avtdv, ive nomowoy adtov Bocidéa, dvexdpnoey eig 1o Spog
odTOG povoc.

16°Qc 8 dyio yéveto, xotéPnooy ot pofntol adtod &mi thy

B8dAacoav, 7

kol euPavtes eig 1o mAolov, fipyovio Répav TG
BaAdoong eic Kanepvoodp. Kai oxotia 161 éyeydver, xoi odx
£MAnBer mpdg adtobg 6 Incode. #H 1e Odhacsa dvépov
ueydAov nvéovrog Sinyeipeto. 12 EAndoxdteg odv dg otadiovg
eixooc1 mévie fi tpréxovia, Bewpoldowv 1oV ’Incodv
repwmotodvro énl tfic Baddoong, xal éyybg 10d mAoiov
ywvdpevov - kol époPrifnoay. 2070 8¢ Aéyer adtoic, 'Eyd eipr- pn
ooPeicBe. 2! "HOsghov olv AoPeiv odtdv eig 10 mhoiov- kol
e00éwg td mholov yéveto éni thg Yiig eig fiv Lrfjyov.

ZT§ érabprov 0 dxhog & Eotnrdg népav 1iig BaAdoong,
18av Ot mAordprov GAko olx fv éxel el pi ¥v éxeivo eig &
évéfncav ol pabntai adtod, xal 8t o cvvesiiABev 1oig

69 Bvoded ¢ dBede 617 tHe—

6.10 B0 e 6.17 Karepvaoip « Kagapvaodp
6.10  Avérecov « Avéncoov 6.17 ok + obme

6.10 el o b 6.18  Suyyeipeto « Sieyeipeto

6.11 8& 1obg ¢ oLV TOMN 6.21 70 RAOTOV £YEVETO ¢ £YEVETO TO
6.11 tolg poBntaicol EE, pobntoi « — nholov

6.13 énepiocevoey + Enepicocvoay 622 180v + elbov

6.14 6 'Incolg e — 6.22  éxeivo eig 8 évépnoay oi pabntoi
6.15 noMowoLY altdy + RO GGV o070 ¢ —
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pobntaic abtod 6 'Incolg eig 10 TAowdpiov, dAAd pdvor ol
pobnrai adtod anfiABov — 2 Ao 8& AABev mAodpro dx
Tifeprddog éyybg toh tomov Smov £eoyov TOV dpTov,
goxapLoTcavTog 10D kuplov — 2 Ete odv eldev o Syhog BtL
‘Inoodg otk Eotiv £kel 008E oi poBnrai adtod, EvéPncav adtol
eic t& mAola, xod MABov eic Karepvoody, {ntodvieg 1ov
Tnoodv. PKai ebpdvieg abtdv népav 1ig duddoong, einov
a1, ‘PoPpi, néte GSe yévovoc; 2 Anexpibn odtoic 6 ‘Incolc
xod eimey, Apfv dufv Aéyo dplv, Entelté pe, ody St eidete
onpela, GAA’ 811 2pdyete éx BV dprev kol éxoprdobnte.
2T EpydlecBe ph thv Pplciv thv dmoAdvpévny, GAAL thv
Bpioowy v pévovoav eig Lonv aidviov, fiv 0 vidg T0d
avBpdnov Hplv Sdoer- TodTov Yip O ToThp Ec@pdyioey, O Oede.
28 Einov obv npdc adtdv, Ti nordpey, tva dpyaldpebe té Epya
10D Oeod; 2 Anexpifn ‘Tncoic kol einev abtoic, ToH1d E6TIV TO
Epyov 100 Beod, Tva motebonte eig Ov dnéoteidev éxelvoc.
0 Elrov odv ad1d, T odv nowelg ob onpuelov, Tve 18ouey kol
motebompéy cot; T épydln; ' Ot natépeg hpdv o pdvve
Eporyov Ev Tfi Epfpe, xobdg Eotiv yeypoupévov, Aptov éx Tod
ovpovod ESuxev odtolg goryely. 32 Einey odv adtoig &6 Thoodg,
Apfv dunyv Aéyo buiv, od Maofc 8dwkev buiv 1dv dprtov
0% 0vpavod: GAL’ 6 nothp pov didwsv LUIV oV EpTov éx 10D
obpavod Tov &AnBvdv. F 0 yop dptog Tod Beod EoTiv O
xotoPaivav £x 100 ovpavod kol {uny Sidolc 1@ xdouw.
34 Eirov obv apog ad1dv, Kdpte, néviote 8¢ huiv tov dptov
tobtov. *Einev 88 avtoig & ‘Incode, Eyd eiput 6 dprog Thic
Cofig 0 &pydpevog npdg e od pn newdon- kai & motedov eig
Ept ob pn Swyfion nimote. 26 'AAL’ elnov buiv 811 kol Ewpdkoté
pe, xod o0 matevere. Y Moy 6 8idwoiv pou O mathp npog fut
fier- kol 1ov Epyxdpevov npdg pe ob pN ExPiro Ew. * On
xatoBéPnkoa éx 10D odpavod, oy Tve mord 10 BéAnpe: 1 Endv,
GG o BéAnua 10D mépyavtoc ue. * Tobdto 84 2otiv 10 8éAnua

6.22  mhowipiov &AMl « mholov ahhi 6.32  MoofTig « MubsTig
6.23 BEs— 635 B+ —

6.23  mhowdpi « thord[pra] 6.35 mpbc pe » mpbg Epe
6.24 mholo + TAordpro 6.35 Bwymon « diymoer
6.24 Karepvoodp « Kogapvooip 6.36  ue o [ne]

6.29 'Incovg « [0] Tnoodg 6.37 ueeEpt
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10D népyovtog pe ToTpds, iva mav 0 8£8wkév pot, pi dnoiécw
2 010D, GAAL dvasthom "adtd' TR doydn Huépe. * Todro
8¢ dotv o BéAnua 10D népuyavtdc e, Tvo o 0 Bewpdv oV
V10V kol motebav elg adtdv, Exn Cofv aidviov, kol dvaoticn
abtov £y0 Tf Eoy0Tn NLEPQ.

3 Evdyyvlov odv ot Tovdaior mept odtod, b1 elnev, "Eyd
el & dptog o kataPag Ex 10D ovpavod. ¥ Koi Edeyov, Oy
obtdg gotv "Inoode b vidg Twotie, ob fipeis oidupey 1oV natépa
kol My pntépa; TIdg odv Aéyer odtog 611 "Ex 100 olpavoed
wotaéPnka; 2 ArexpiBn odv 6 Inoode xai einev adtoic, My
yoyyolere per’ dAANAwv. * O0deig Sovarton EMBely mpdg pe, oy
pi 0 mothp 0 Répyag pe EAkoT altov, kol &yd dvaathon
al1dv év 1fi Eoxdn Muépe. * "Eotiv yeypaupévov v tolg
npopfitolg, Kol Ecovron ndvieg Sidaxtol Oe0d. Mag odv o
dxovav mopd 10d motpde kol pabdv, Epxeton tpdc pe. *®Oby
311 1oV moTépo. TIg Edpakey, el uf) 6 dv mopd 100 Beod, obtog
Edpoxev TOv motépa. 47 Apnv aunv Adye buiv, d motedav eig
2ué, Bxer Lamv aldviov. *® Eyd elpn 0 &ptog 1iig wfic. 01
notépeg budv Eparyov 1o pavve év tf épiue, kol énébovoy.
0 0btéc Eotiv 6 Gprog 6 £k 10U 0dpaved katafaivey, tve Tic €
ah1od @y kol uh éroBdvn. 3! Evd el 6 dptog 6 Ldv, 6 éx
100 oVpovod xatafdg: £av T @ayn €k ToVTOVL TOD dpTov,
Choeton eig 1ov aidvea. Kol 6 &prog 88 Ov £yd Sdow, T) odpE pov
£0Tiv, fjv £yd Sdow vrep tHig 1oh xkoopuou {wfig.

52 Epdyovio obv npdg aAMAoug ol Tovdaior Aéyovieg, TTac
Stvaton oltog fipiv Sobvat Thv odpro gayeiv; > Einev odv
ad10ig 0 ‘Incodg, Apiv aphv Aéye Lpiv, v pi eamte v
odpra Tod viod Tod dvbpdnov kol tinte adTod O aipa, odi
Exete Lomv &v avtoic. 340 1payav pov thy odpko kol Tivav
pov 10 ofpa, Exer {onv aidviov, kol éyh dvootion adtov T’

6.39 motpog e — 6.45 peeépé

639 i) o [&v] i 646 T1¢ Empokev « EDpaKéV T1g
6.40 8¢ o yap 6.47 cigépée—

6.40 mépyovtdg pe ¢« matpdg pov 6.49  TO povve v TT ARG + €V TR
6.40 ) +[¢v] i) £plue 10 pévvae

6.42  obv Adyer obrog « viv Aéyer 6351 Lioeton + Lioer

6.43 olvde— 6.51 fiv &yt Sdow + —

6.44 Ko Y ¢ KAYR 6.52 odpka ¢ odpxa [adtod]

6.45 obv O okobY + O KKoDGUC 6.54 xal&yd ¢ xoyo
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éoydun Nuépg. ¥ *H yop odpE pov dAndd oty Bphaig, koi 1o
aripd pov aAnBic totiv mooic. 3 'O tpdynv Lov T sdpia Kol
Tivev Lov 10 alpo, Bv £pol pévet, kiyd v adtd. 3 Kabic
anéotetrév pe 6 Lov mathp, xdyow (d Sra 1OV matepa - kol O
TphyOVY pE, kdkeivog {Hoeton Su éué. ¥ Otog Eotv 6 &pTog O
¢ 10D 0Vdpavod kotafdg- 00 kobag Eparyov ol Tatépeg LBV 10
udvve, koi dnédavov- 6 Tpoyev Todtov oV Gptov, "{hoetal
elg 1OV aidvo. P Todto elnev év ouvaywyli Si8doxev év
Kamepvoohu.

®TToA)loi odv dxoVoavies éx 1dv pabnidy adtod sirov,
TrAnpdc oty obtog O Adyog: 1ic Sdvatar adtod dxodew;
81 E{dax 88 6 "Incoig év £outd 811 yoyydlovotv nepi todrov ol
pofntoi adtod, einev avtoig, Todto budg oxavdariler;
52 Edv oby Bempfite tdv vidv 100 dvBpdmov dvaPaivovia dnov
v ©0 mpdrepov; P To Tvedpd éotv 10 Lwomorody, 7 otpt odk
dpehel 008y - 10 pinota & &yd AoAd LUy, Tvedud oty Kol
Lof éotv. % AAL eiotv €€ budv Tiveg o1 00 mIoTEDOVGLY.
“Hew yirp £€ &pxfig & Inoode, tiveg eiciv ol pi moTedoviss,
xal tig éotiv O napaddcov avtév. P Kai #Aeyev, A1 Tod10
elpnxa buiv, 611 ovdeig Sdvatal ¢MBely mpdg pe, dév uh 1
Sebopévov odTd £k 10D mOTPdS LoV,

% "Ex to0tov moAlol dniilBov v pabntdv adTod elg 1o
oricm, kol oOkéTL Het’ od1ob neprendtovy. ¥ Elrev odv o
‘Incod¢ toilc ddhdexo, MM xail vpeic Béhete Lrbyewy:
8 Axexpin odv odtd Zipov Métpog, Kbpie, npdg tiva
dnehevoduedo; Phuate Lofig alaviov #xerg. ¥ Kol fuelg
TEMOTEDKOEY KOl EYvAKOUEV OTL OV €1 0 XP16TOC & VIOE T0D
020D 10D L@vrog. ™ Amexpifn adroig "o Incode,’ Obx &yd dudg
Tobg ddexa dEehelduny, kol £ dudv elg 1GPordc éotiv;

6.55 dAnBic éonv fpacig » dAnbig 6.60 clnov «elnav

toty Bpdoig 660 obrogd Adyog + 0 Adyogoltog
6.55  &AnBig éotiv mooIg « GANBHG 6.63 Aok ¢ heddhnxo

¢omiv ndo1g 6.65 pouve—
6.57 Cfoeton « Choer 6,66 dniAbov 1@v polfntdv adtod «
6.58 kol o £f [£x] tév peBntdv abob arijkBov
6.58 budv tdudvver ¢ — 668 olve—
6.58 Ufioeton e gﬁom 6.69  xp101dg b vide ToD Beod 10D
6.59 Komepvoouvp + Kagapvoodp Ldvrog + Byrog 1ob Beod
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" "Edeyev 88 tov Tovdav Zipwvog Toxapidny: obtog yop
" LI ’ T‘ " 3 - ’
£ueilev ooV Topadidivar, i Av £k Tdv dadeka.

7 Kai neprendier 0 ‘Inoots petd tedta év off TaMAaig - ol
yap HiBekev v 1§ Tovdaig mepinoteiv, d11 lNtouv adtdv

t ~ ) - 2% v N oAy ’ .
ot Tovdalor &roktelvon. 2 Hy 8¢ &yybe 1 £opth 1dv Tovdaimv h
Zknvornyice. >Elnov odv mpdg odtdv ol Gdergol adrod,
MetéBnbr évretibev, kol Vmaye eig Thy Tovdaiov, Tva koi ot

’ 2 N3 © a4y \ kY 2

pobnzai cov Bewpicocty 1é Epyo cov & notele. * O0deig yop év
KPRt TL Totel, xoi {ntel abTdg &v mappnoiy elvor. Ei todta
notele, povépmwooy ceavTdV T Koo, * OV8E yop ol ddelpol
adtod éniotevov eig abtdv. S Aéyer odv adoig & Incodg, ‘O
Kopdg 6 pdg olno ndpesTiv, 6 8& xorpdg 6 Huétepog ndvioté
gotiv Erowpog. ' 00 Sivarton & KOopOg MIGETY VUGS £t OE poEl,
6t Eyd poptupd mepl adtod, 0T T Epye edTOD IOV P EOTLY.
8 Yueig dvéfinte elg thv fopthv tadtny &yd obnw dvaPalve
£ig ThHv £opThv TahTNY, 6TL O Kopdg & ERLOG ODR® KERANPOTOL.
? Todto B eindv ool Epevev év i Tohihoig.

100 8¢ dvePnoav ol ddehgpol adtod, Tote ®orl ardTog dvEPn
eig Thv £optiyv, ob Qavepds, GAA dg év kpuntd. 'O odv
Tovdaior é€ntovv altov év iy £optii, kal £Aeyov, [Tod éotv
2 ~ .12 4 3 ) s 3 -~ 3 3 o
gxelvog; Kol yoyyvouog toAig tept oot fv €v 101 OyAoig
ol pev Eheyov St AyaBic otiv- EAlot Eheyov, OB, drhd nhov:
tov Syhov. 13 Ob8eic pévror mappnote éhdrer nepi adod S
10v goPov 1@V Tovdoimy.

14Hdén 82 tfig foptiig pecodang, &véPn & 'Insodg eig o
iepdv, kol £8i8aoxev. 1 Kol ¢Bodpolov ol Tovdaior Aéyoviec,

~ oA I ? LY s .. 16 2 3
&g obtog Ypdppota oidev, ul pepabnrdg; 1° Anexpifn odv
o010ig 0 Inoodg koi einev, 'H gun S18axh ok Eotv &un, GAAL

~ L s 17 » I 4 2 7 3 - -
tod méuyavtog pe. 7 Edv tig BEAn 10 BEAnpa abTob moiely,

6.71 !o‘mxptmnv » lokapudtov 79 am:ot; * 000G

671 abtov mpuﬁlﬁovm . 7.10 TG‘:E l:cu au:o;ave[in elg ':'r]v
tapadidovor abtov sop:nv + £ig Ty foptiv td1e xod

6.71 &ve— aitdg dvifin

7.1 mepierdzer 6 'Incolc perd radto 710 Ghr' Gge u.?Ow [ ]
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“Ingotg v moAle

73 Bewpiowcwv e Epyocov « 712 aiU.ot + GAAOL [BE]
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yvoeton nepl 1hg Sideyfic, métepov éx 100 Beod fotwy, § éyod
an’ épontod Aadd. 810 de’ fovtod Aardv, v S6Eav thy
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:E\GOOO\O\-h

8.55 GAR’ e GRAX 8& 6m1 o Eheyov Oyl GAAG

858 Oe— GvedyBnody « [odv] fvedyBnody

8.59 Sehbiw S1t péoov adihv xal kol einev "AvBpenog + ‘O
rapiivev oliteg ¢+ — &vBponog o
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9.12-924

KATA IQANNHN

énoinoev, xai énéypioév pov Todg debaipode, xai elxév pot,
“Yroye eig v xohoppnBpay 100 Z1hwdy, kol viyal. AneABobv
3¢ xai viydpevoe, avéPreya. 2 Elrov odv adtd, Mod oty
£xeivog; Aéyer, Odx oldo.

13 Ayovotv adtov mpdg 1obg Papioaiong, 16V Tote TugAdy.
14*Hy 8¢ caPPatov S1e 1ov nnAdv énoinaev & Incodg, xai
dvéplev ad1od tobg 6pBainots. PTIdAw obv Npdtov adtdv
xoi ol Paproaiot, nhg avéPreyev. "0 St elnev avtoic, MnAdv
£nébniév povu &ni 1obg d9pBuipoic, ko dviydunv, xai PAérem.

6 "Edeyov obv £k v Daproaiov Tivée, Obtog 6 &vBpmnog odx
£oTwv napl 10D Beod, B11 10 cdPPartov o pel. “Addor Edeyov,
Mag ddvaton dvBponog dpopteldg Toladte onueic Tolely;
Kai oxiope fiv #v odtois. 17 Aéyouoiv 16 ToeAd mdiw, I Tl
Aéyerc mepi odtod, St fiverEev cov tobg dpBaipoic; "0 8¢ einev
&1 Mpoging éotiv. FObK éniotevoay odv ot lovdaiot mepl
avtod, $t1 ToeAdS v kol dvéPAeyey, Eag Stov edvnooy tobg
yoveig ahtod Tod dvaPréyaviog, ol Apdinoav odTobe
Aéyoviec, ODtde E0TLv & vidg DU, By Duelc Aéyete BT1 ToASG
EyevviBn; TIdg odv &pt1 PAéney; 2 Anexpibnoav 8t adtoic ol
yoveic abtod kol elmov, OtBapev 811 00Tde €611V O VIOG HudY,
kol 811 TopAdg EyevvBn - 2 ndc 8& viv PAénel, o0k oiapev: |
tig fivor€ev adtod tobg 0pBatuoic, huelg ovx oioapev: adTog
nAikioy Exsi- abtov épathcate, adtdg repl £0uTob AaAnoEeL.
2 Todto einmov ol yovelg adtod, 611 égoPoivio tobg Tovdaiovg:
idn yop ovveréBewvio ol 'fovdoiol, Tva &dv 1ic adtdv
Sdpodoyion xerotdv, drosuvdyayog vévntat Ak todto ol
yovelc adtod elmov mt ‘HAwkiov €xe1, odtdv épwthcate.
24 "Egivnoay odv £k Sevtépov tov avBpamov 8¢ v Tughdc, kal
eirov ad1d, Adg ddEav 1@ Bed- fiueig otdopev Sm1 6 GvBpamog

911 potepordm 9.20 85 uutoug + o0V
9.11 v xolupﬁﬁﬂpmv 200 ¢ TOV 9.20 stmw + Elmay
9.11 s; * 00V, 9.21 u.uw fidkiay Exelabtov
9.12 Emov wv + xm iy spmnam’e + aOTOV Epathcate
9.14 OtE o iy n Apépe haxiow & el
9.16 Ou‘m; b Gy POTOG uux emw 9.22 1ROV + smuv

mxpo: 100 Bz0D » QUK EoTLv OUTOG 9.23 eurov +glnay

napd Beod 6 fvBpanog 9.23 spmmo'm:e . mepnm']sats
9.16 "AAAoy « &Ahor [o2] 9.24  éx devtépov wov GvBpamov o wov
9.17 1 eolv ‘up avepmmv éx Sevtépou
9.17 EvtieTiod 924 smos sElnay R
9.17  tjvor&ev e AvEQEév 9.24 {avBpumog obtog ¢ 010G 0
9.18 tuwl%:evﬁv . ﬁ?r)éwlpi\bg vBpomog

9.19  dptiPAénct « PAénet dprt
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KATA IQANNHN

0U10g Gpaprrdg totv. 5 Anexpifn odv ékeivog kol elnev, Ei
GnaptoAde 6Ty, odx oida- Bv olda, 811 Tuphdg By, &ptt
Préncw. 26 Einov 8% abtd ndhwv, Ti éroincév coy; Iag fivorEév
oov Toug deBaipodc; 27 Axexpifn obtoig, Einov Gpiv #8n, xod
obk fikovoate. T1 ndhiv Béhete droderv; MM xal bpeic OéAete
av1ob podntol yevésBon; 28 Eho8épnoov adtév, kol einov, b
el pobntihg éceivou - fueic 88 100 Mwoéag éopdv pobncei.
2 "Hueig oidopev 611 Mooy AehéAnkev 6 Oedg: tohtov 82 otk
otdapey mo0ev éotiv. 0 Amexpifn 6 GvBpwrog kel einev abtolc,
"Ev y0p 10010 Bovpastdv éotiv, 81 bueic odx oibate ndBev
éotiv, kol GvépEév pov todg deBadpods. ' Olapev 82 bn
Gpoptordy & Oedg odk droder: GAA’ &dv 11g BeooePig A, kol 10
0éAnpua av1ob motfi, todtov dkovet. 2 'Ex 10b aidvog odx
fikoveln 611 fivor&év 1ig dpBaipoig toerod yeyevvnuévou.
BEL i Av obtog mapd Beod, ovk AdOVaTo moielv o0y,
3 Anexpifnoov xol einov abtd, Ev dpoptioig ob yevvibng
Ohog, kel 6b Biddoxeig nudg; Kol EEBadov adtov £Ew.
35 "Hxovoev 0 ‘Inoodc d11 ERarov abtov #6n- xai ebphv
adtdv, einev ah1d, I miotedelg eig tOv vidv 10D Beod;
¢ 'Anexpifn éxeivog xoi elnev, Kal tig éomiv, xipie, va
motevon eig avtdy; 7 Elnev 8t abtd 6 Inoodg, Kad édpaxag
adrdy, kol 6 Aardv petd cod éxelvde éotv. B0 8¢ Fon,
Motebo, kople: xail mpocexdvnoev adtd. P Kai elnev o
"Inoove, Eig xpipa ¢y eig 1ov kbéopov tobtov NABov, Tve ot uf
BAémovteg PAénmotv, koi ol BAEnovieg TvpAol Yévovtor. *OKai
fixovoay éx tdv Boproainv TodTe ol Gvieg net’ adTod, Kol
elmov adtd, MY xod fueic tuphot fopev; * Elnev adroic 0
"Incotg, Ei toghol fite, ovk v elyete dpoptiov- viv 5& Aéyete
611 BAémopev 1) 00v dpaptio bpdy péver

9.25 o eirey ¢+ — 9.32 mvotﬁsv ¢ VEQEEY

926 &t uutm rédhw o odv adtd 9.34 smov + einav
928 ‘Eloddpnoav « Ked 935 Ge—
elmﬁopncav 935 oab1d e —
9.28 el uuﬂn‘:ng . u.uﬂn'mq el 9.35 Beod « dvBpanov
9.28 Moot + Maictéag 937 Bte—
929 Maoq » Metoei 940 Kaifikovoov + "Hrxovaoy
9.30 vyip 'rom:cp + wu‘:q:n ¥ép 10 9.40 Svrsg pet’ ovTob ¢ uet’ odTod
930 avéplév + fivorgev Syreg
931 dke— 941 obve—

121

9.25 - 941



10.1 - 10.17

KATA IQANNHN

Apfyy dpiiv Aéyo bulv, & i eloepyOpevog it tiig
1 O B0pog eic Thy adAfiv 1BV npoPdrtwv, dAAL dvaPaivey
dAhoydBev, éxelvog khéntng fotiv xai Anotig. 2°0 8¢
eloepydpevog 1o 1fig Blpag nownv oty 1dv npofdiwv.
*Todte & Bupapdg dvoiyet, xoi & npdPate tfig poviig adtod
axovel, kol 10 e npoPata kaAel xat’ dvopo, xal Edyer
adtd. *Kod Srav ta (810 npdPata éxfdhy, Eunpocbey adrdv
mopedeton - xod 1é mpdBata adtd dxorovBel, 6T oidooiy Thy
poviy adtod. > AAdotpie 82 od ph dxolovBicwoiy, AL
gev€ovion dn’ adtod: 811 obk oiBacwy v dAhotpilav thy
ooviy. S Tabmy thy tapoiov elnev adtoig 6 'Incode- ékelvor
8¢ ol Eyvooay tiva fiv & sAdAer adolc.
7Elnev odv nadv avtolg 0 Inocode, Apnv dunv Aéym dpiv
011 éyd el N B0pa 1@V npoPdtwv. *Tdvieg Ssor NABov
kAémton eioiv kol Anotoai- GAA' ok fikovoav adTdv T
npbfota. °Eyd eipn ©) OOpa- 81 Epod édv 115 eloédbn,
cobfceton, xoi eicehedoeton xoi éEeledoeton, kol vounv
ebphoet. 120 khémng obx Epyetan el un v xAéym kai Booy
kol amohéan- £yd AAOov iva Lonv Exmcty, xal nepioady
Exwoow, VEyd el & mowpdv 6 xahdg: & mowiv & kahdg Thy
yoxhv avtod tifnow Lnp tdv mpofdtav. 270 mobotog 8¢,
ke ok Bv monv, ob odx elowv té npdPata (S1c, Bewpel Tov
Adxov épyduevov, kai doinowy ta npdPate, xai edyer kol 6
Mixog &praler adtd, xoi oxopniler ¢ npdPata. 2 0 82
poBotdc gedyer, 11 piobotds dotiy, kol ob pédel adTd nepi
1dv npofdrtov. M Eyd i 6 moydv 0 kahdc, kol yivadokm T
gud, kol yivdokopon Ond v épdv. * Kabog yivioxer pe o
noTip, KGyd YIvidoke tdv motépa- Kol Ty yoxhv pov tibnut
onep 10V mpoPdrav. ¥ Kai o npéfata fxm, & ovk fotiv €k
Tig OAfg Tabtng: xdxeivd pe del dyoyelv, kol thic pwviic pov
dxoboovety: kol yevioeton pla moipvn, el mowdv. 7 A

103 xokel « poovel 10.12 eiciv ¢ EoTIV

104 Koidrav « "Otav 10.12 oxopriler & mpoPoto o

10.4  npoPata ékPEAn + mavzo ExBdAn oxoprilel

10.5 GxokovBicwotv + 10.13 "0 82 poBwtog pedyer + —
dxorovinaovoy 10.14 yvéoxopa bnd iy Eudv +

10.7  abroig+— YWVEOKOUGTY [e Té 1,

10.8  1ABov + AABov [mpd £uot) 10.16 e Sei ¢ delpe

10.12 58 ¢ — 10.16 yeviigetan o« yeviicovion
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KATA IQANNHN 10.18 - 10.34

T0hT0 O mOThP pe dyand, dtt éyd tilnut ™y yoxAv pov, iva
ndAwv AdBe adtiv. BObdeic aiper adthv dn’ éuod, GAA éyd
tifnp adthy &’ Euoutod. "E&ovoiov Exe Oeivon abdtiv, xal
¢Eovotav Exw nddv AaPeiv avthv. Todtyv thy éviodfy
£haPov nopd 100 motpdg pov.

Y Fyioua obv méhiv #¥éveto év Toig Tovdaiolg Sié Todg
Adyovg todtovg. 20 “Edeyov 88 mohAol 48 adtdv, Aoudviov Exet
kol poiveror i adTod drovere; 2! "AAAor EAeyov, Todto T
pipoate 00k otv Soupovifopévou- uf dopdviov dovatot
Toprdv dpBolove dvolyetv;

22 Eyévero 8¢ 10 'Byxoivia ¢v ‘Tepocoidporg, kol xetpov
Av- Pxol nependrer o ‘Incodg dv 10 iepd v 1fi otod
Zodopdvog. 2* Exvkhacay odv abtov ol Tovdoior, ki EAeyov
a1, “Eag néte thy yuyhv hudv aipeig; Ei ob €l 6 xprotdc,
eing Huiv nappnoig. ¥ Anexpifn adtoic d “Incode, Elnov buiv,
kol 00 motevete: T Epye O Eyd TOH Ev T8 OvouaTL ToD ROTPOg
1ov, Tadto peptupel nepl Euot- 20 AN’ buelg ob Tiotedete” o
Yép e fx 1V npoPdrav 1dv pudv, xobig elmov bpiv. 2 Té
npofoata Té £ud Thg PeVg LoV dkoVEL, KAYD YIVOOK® 0OTE,
kol éxodovBodeiv pot- #kdyd Cohv aidviov 8idept adtois-
xoi 00 ) drdimvion eig Tov alfdva, kol oy dprdoe Tig ot
£x Thig xepdc pov. 220 mathp pov dg dédwxév pot, peilov
navtov Eotiv - kol oudeig fovato aprdlev €x thig xepog 100
natpdc pov. 3 "Eyd xol 6 mathp #v éopev. 3! 'EBdotacay odv
naAv ABouc oi Tovdaiot tve MBdowoy odtév. 22 Anecpifn
o0toig O 'Incode, [ToAld kahd Epyo Ede1&a DUV €x 10U TOTPdg
pov- 18 molov ad1dv Epyov MBaleté pe; 32 AnexplOnoay od1d
ol 'Tovdaior Aéyovieg, Tepi karod Epyov ob ABdlopév os,
dAlre nepi BAosonuicg, kol 811 ob Gvlponog dv noieig
oeoutov Bedv. 3 Anexpifn abtoic & ‘Incode, Odx Fotwv

10.17 & motnp pe + pe O nothp 10.28 Lonv cidvioy Sidmpt odtols ¢

10.19 obv e — Sidop adrolg Loty aidviov

10.21 dvoiyeiv « dvoifon 10.29 8¢ dédwkév pot peilov ndviov « &

10.22 3¢ « th1E dedokév pot révrav peildv

10.22 'lepocodbpolg ke ¢ Toic 10.29 motpog pov « motpde
‘lepocoiipolg 10.31 obv e —

10.23 ZoAop@dvog ¢ 100 ZoAopdvog 10.32 xohd €pyo + Epyor Kok

10.26 oAX' & &hAi 10.32 pov e —

10.26 ob yép » STL00K 10.32 MB6Leté pe » Epé AbBdlete

10.26 kablsg einov buiv « — 10.33 Aéyovteg e —

10.27 éxodet » dxodovety 10.34 6+ [0]
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10.35 - 11.11 KATA IQANNHN

yeypaupévov &v 19 vopw tpdv, Eyd elne, Ocof éote; P Ei
éxeivouc elnev Beoic, Tpdc ode 6 Adyog 10D Beot Eyéveto — kol
ol dhvaton AuBfivor i ypogp — 6v & mathp fylecev kai
anéoteidev elg 1OV xdopov, Duelg Aéyete btL Bhaoonuels, 01
glnov, Yidog 100 Oeod eipt; 37 Ei ob nowd T £pyo 100 notpdg pov,
uh motedeté porr el 88 mowd, kbv £uoi pn motednte, Toic
Epyoig motebote- Ive yvdrte kol motedonte d11 év duoi b

— motfp, K&yd &v adtd. 2 Effitooy odv' mdAv odtdv mboon-
ol $ERADev éx tiig xe1pog ahTdv.

VKol axfidlev ndhv mépoy 100 TopSavou eig 1oV tomov
omov v Tadvvng 10 Tpdtov Pomtilov - kel Euewvey éxel. ¥ Kal
roAkoi HAfov mpog adtdy, xoi Fheyov Gt Todvyng uév onueiov
émoinoev o08év: vt St Soa einev ladvvng mepl 10070V,
GAnBA fv. 2 Kai éniotevoay moAol ikel elg od1dv.

1 *Hv 8¢ t1g dobBevdv Adlopog and BnBaviag, éx tfig
1 kaung Mapiag xal MépBag 1fic &dehofic adtic. 2"Hy
8¢ Mapia i dhelyaoo tov kOprov pdpw, xoi éxpééoca tobg
nddo avtod Taie OpiEiv odtiic, fig 6 &8ehopdg Adlapog obéver.
3 Aréoterhav odv ot aSehgal npog adtov Aéyovoon, Kopie, 18e
ov irelc doBevel. 4 Akoboag 88 & "Incodc elnev, A%t 1
doBévera odx Eotiv npdg Bdvartov, &AL drip tfig H6Eng 10D
Beod, Tva do€achfi b vidg Tob Beod 8v° adthic. * Hydma 8¢ &
‘Inootg thv MdpBav kai thy adedonyv adtfig koi tov Adlapov.
6°Q¢ oDV fixovoev 611 Gobevel, téte pdv Euevev &v H My 60
S0 Nuépag. 7 "Enerta petd 10010 Aéyet 1oic pobntaic, "Ayopev
eic v "lovdaiov nddv. ® Aéyovsv odtd ol pobntal, ‘Pafpi,
viv élhtouv oe ABdoo ol Tovdaiol, kol néAiv Dmdyerg éxel;
? Areicpifn ‘Incode, Obxl Sddexd eicv dpot tig Nuépac; Edv
T neprath &v T Npépg, od npockidntel, 63110 ic 100 xOoOV
tobtou BAéner. 'O Edv 84 tig mepurod &v 1f) vukri, npooxénrer,
é11 10 @G ovk EoTv év odtd. ! Todta elnev, kol petd 10010
Aéyer avtoic, Aalopog © pihog Nudv kexoipntol: GAAKL

10.34 'Eyo + 61 'Ey 10.42 ¢xiotevoay molkoi xel eig exbzbv
10.38 motedonte ¢ TOTEDETE + toAhoi EmiGTEVGEAY EiC CUTOV
10.38 mioTeboNTE » YIVAGKNTE £kel
10.38 od1d « 1@ maTpl 112 Mopic « Mepuep
10.39 offv réAv ovtov + [odv] abtov 11.9  elow Gpon ¢ dpal eiow

oAV
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KATA IQANNHN 11.12 - 11.31

nopebopo tva Evnvicn adtév. 12 Elnov obv ol pobntal adtod,
Kbpte, el kexoipnton, cwbfioeror. P Eipfxet 88 6 Tnoote mepi
100 Bavdrov 10 Exeivor 8 Edoav G11 mepl tiig xowuNoeng
100 Ynvou Aéyer. " Térte odv einev adroig 6 Tnoode nappnoig,
Adlapog dnéBavev. 1P Koi yoipw 81 budc, tvo motedonte, 11
0Ok fiuny €xel- GAAL dyopey Tpodg adtov, 'S Einev odv Boudg, &
Aeyduevog Aldupoc, Toic ovppabntaic, "Ayopey kol fiuels, va
droBdvopey pet’ adrob.

T EMdv odv b “Inoobg ebpev adtdv téooapag huépag fdn
Exovto &v 1 pvnueip, '"°Hv 8¢ f Bnbavia éyybe thv
‘leposoddpav, @g and otodiov Sexoarévie: kol noddol éx
1dv Tovdaiwv EAnAiBeicav npdg g mepi Mdapbav xal
Mopiav, va rapopvBiiceoviot adtag nepl 100 dderpod adrdv.
20H odv Mdpba, dg fikovaev 611 Incodg Epxetat, dnfivinoey
o01d - Mapio 8% év 1d oike éxabélero. 2! Elnev odv Mépba
npog tov "Inoodv, Kdpie, ei fig @8e, o 4deApoc pov ovk v
é1ebviicer. 2 AAAG kol viv olda Gt Soa Gv aitfion 1ov Bedv,
Sdoer oot b Bede. P Adyer adtfi 6 'Incodg, Avacsthoeton O
&8eApog cov. 2 Aéyer antd Mapbo, Olda &11 dvasThoeTot &v
i Gvootdoet év 1§ foxdin uépe.  Einev ad1fi 6 Inooid,
'Eya@ eipt | dvdotaoig ki i) {on- 0 mietedav eig EuE, kbv
amoBdvn, §Roeton 26 xod nhg 6 {Av xol misTebov eig dué, od ui
dmoBdvn eig 1ov ald@va. Motedelg tod10; ¥ Adyer adrd), Nod,
Kbpie- £yt nenioTevke, 6TL GO £l O XPLoThG, O Vidg ToD Beod, o
elg tov xdopov dpyduevoc. 2 Kal 1odta einodoa dnfilBev, kol
Epdvnoey Mapiav thy ddehpiv adtfic Adbpa, einovon, 'O
818doxorog TdpeoTv kol povel oe. 2 "Exeivn dg fxovoey,
éyelperar Tayd kol Epyeton apdg abtév. 0 Olne §& eAniifer 6
'Incodg eig thy xdpnv, AL v &v 1§ témg Snov dnAvinoey
ab1d | Mapbo. ¥ 01 odv “TovBoior ol 8vieg pet’ abriig év 1fi
oixig xoi nopapvBodpevor adtiv, iddvreg thv Mapiov b1

1112 E.mov . Bmuv oK GV anseuvev 0 adeApog pov
11.12 omton TR 11.22 AXAL + [AMAG]
11.17 fpépog 1idn « i6n fuépag 11.24 Mapﬁa ofy Mapﬂrx
1119 xainoAdol « roAioi 8¢ 11.28 7odto + 10070
11,19 7ixg mepi MépBory ke Mapiov o 11.28 Mapiov « Mopiip
iy MépBov ket Mopiap 11.29 ég + B ixg
1119 odniv + — 11.29 éyeipetou « Hiyéphn
11.20 Mapic « Mopiép 11.29 £pyetan » fipxeto
11.21 MdpBa ¢ ) MépBa 11.30 év o EnLéy

11.21 & dbehepig nov ok Gv srebyvrker o 11.31 Mapiav + Mapiip
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11.32 - 11.47 KATA IQANNHN

togéwg dvéotn kol EERABev, fikodotBnoay e, Aéyovieg Bt
32'H odv Mapio, og
NABev Srov v 6 Tnootic, 18odsa abtdy, Enesev adTod eig Tode

’ 7 3~ 3 3 3 K 3 ” 2 7 ’ 3
n6d0g Aéyovoa oh1d, Kopie, ei fig @de, ok dv dnéBavév pov 6

vrayel gig T0 pvmpeiov, iva kKAabor Ekel.

adededc.  Incodg ov (g £1dev avThv KAniovoay, Ko ToUg
cvvelBoviag adtii Tovdaiovg xAoioviag, évefpicato 14

Mol elnev, Mod tebeixate

nvepart, xoi étdpatev Eovtdy,
ad1év; Aéyovoty adtd), Kopie, Epyov xel i8e. ¥ "Eddxpuocev o
‘Incobc. ¢ “Edeyov obv ol Tovdaiol, I8 nig épiler adtov.
¥ Tivee 8t 48 adtdv elnov, Otk AdOvato odtog, 6 dvoilog tode
d¢Bukpods 10D TueAod, motficon v xai obtog uh dmoBévy;
¥ Insodg obv mdAv éuBpudpevog év fovtd Epyeton eig o
uvnuelov. "Hv 8¢ omfAciov, xai Aibog énékerto én’ adrd.
3 Aéyer & Inoodg, "Apate tov AlBov. Aéyer ad1d M &Sehoh 100
teBvnxdtoc MdapBe, Kdpie, §18n 8Ler teraptaloc ydp dotiv.
0 Adyer adfi 6 Tneode, Ok eindv sot, dt1 dév motedone, Swet
v 86Eav oD Beod; ! *Hpow odv tov Aibov, ob v 0 teBvniag
3 e bEY ~ 3 S 1 A ¥ S

kewuévog. "0 8¢ Inoodg fpev 10Ug 0pBainods dvw, koi einev,
Métep, edyaprotd cot 81t frovsdg pov. * Eye 82 fidewv dtu

I3 ’ k) 7 » A )] b ”w A -
névtoté uov akovelg: dGAAL i1 tov Sxhov TOV neprecTATA
ginov, Tva motedonowy 811 o0 pe dnéoteidac. * Kol todta
eindv, pavi peydAn éxpodyocey, Adope, Sedpo EEm. * Kai
EERABEY & teBvnrdc, Sedepévog Tobg Mddag kol Tig yeipog
kelplong, koin dyng ovtod sovdapie nepredédero. Afyer adrolg
0 'Incoig, Aboate odtdv, kol feete bdyew.

“TToAhol odv &k 1@v Tovdaiwv, oi éAB6v1eg mpdg TV

Moplav xoi Beccduevor & énoinoev & 'Incol, énictevoay eig

L 46 3, 1 3~ LI 1 A\ ’
avtdv. ¥ Twveg 8¢ £€ adtdv dnfihBov npdg tobg Paproaioug,
kol eimov adtolg & énoinaev & "Incode.

4T Zuviiyayov obv ol épxiepels kel ol Dapiooior cuvédpiov,

A ’ - e, K [ A -

xoi Edeyov, Ti nowodpey; “O11 ov1og 6 GvBpamog moAld onpelo

11.31 héyovieg « doEavieg 11.41 obfv 6 teBvnki xeypévog » —
11.32 Mapic s Moapidp 11.44 Kei é£iABev + ‘EERAOev
11.32 6 'Incoiic « ‘Inooic 1144 Drdyerv » obtov Drdyery
11.32 eig + mpdg 11.45 Mapiov « Mapiap
11.32 éméBavév uov » pov aréBavev 11.45 @ 'Insog + —
11.37 eirov Odk dHvato « elnay Ovk 11,46 eirov + el
E8voro 1146 00—
11.39 1eBvnxdtog + teterevnrétog 11.47 onpela no1€l « no1ET onpeia
11.40 Syer o Syn
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motel. *¥ "Eqv dpdpev adtov odtmg, ndvieg T1oTENGOVGY €ig
adTéV - kol hevcovtan ol ‘Popaiol kol dpodoly RV kol 1oV
tomov ko 10 EBvoc. P Elg 8¢ tig 6£ adtdv Kaidpoc, dpyiepede
v 100 #viavtod ékeivov, elnev adroic, 'Yuelg odk oldate
obdév, Vo08t SrohoyileaBe BT ovppéper fuiv va eig
avBporog droBdévy vrEp 10D Acod, kxai pfy 6Aov 10 £Bvog
anéAnton. 3 Tobto 82 do’ éoutod odk einev, dAAd Gpyiepebe
dv 109 éviawtod ékeivov, tpospiitevcey dti Euerdrev ‘Incoig
GmoBvfioxewy Lnip tob #Bvoug, P xai ody brip 10D EBvoug
udvov, GAR” Tvo kol T tékve ToD Beod 1 Sieoxopmiopéva
cuvaydyn eig Ev. P An’ Exeivng odv tig fpépog
cuvefoviedoavio va dnoktelvwoly adTov.

3 Incodg odv odkét moppnoie neprendrer év 1olg
Tovdaioig, GAAd dnfilbev éxeiflev elg thv xdpav dyyds tig
¢pniuov, eig ‘Egpoip Aeyopévnv méhwy, kdxel SiétpiPev petd
tidv polntdy adtod. B Hv 82 éyyig 10 Méoya thv lovdaioy -
kol aviPnoav nodlol gig "lepoodropa €k thig xdpog Tpd Tod
[éaye, tva dyvicoow éovtotg. 0 E{ftovy odv 1dv Tnoodv,
kol Eheyov pet’ dAMAA@Y &v 10 1epd Eotnkdteg, Ti dokel Duiv;
“O11 00 pf #ABy eig Thv copriiv; ¥ Aeddxeroav O xai ol
apyiepels kai 0l Poproaiot évioAny, va édv T1g yvi mod éotiy,
UNVOOT, Oreg TIGcOoLY abTov.

2 ‘0 odv "Incolig wpd EE Huepdy 100 Moyo AADey eig
1 Bnfoviav, §nov Av Adlapog 6 teBvnrdc, v fiyeipey éx
vexp@v. ¥ Enoincov odv ad1d Seinvov éxel, kol f Mdapbo
Smudver: o 8¢ AdLapog eig v tdv dvaretpévay oby adtd. > 'H
oy Mapia AcPodoa Aitpav pdpov vépdov micTikig
rnoAvTipov, fAswyev Tobg nddog 10D Inood, kal éEépatev taig
Bpiéiv abtiig Tobg nodag avtod- 1) 88 oikic éndnpabn éx Tiig
dopiic 10D pdpov. *Aéver odv £ig éx tdv podntdv avtod,
Tovdog Eipmvog Tokopidtne, 6 péAlov avtov topoadiddvar,

11.50 Siahoyilesbe ¢ hoyileobe 11.57 éviohiv + éviokdg

11.50 fpiv o bpiv 12,1 o teBvnxidg ¢ —
11.51 npoetpnrsnaev + EnpogfiTevcey 12.1 vexpc‘w + vexpdv 'Incodg
11.53 cuvveBovAeloavio + 122 1@v + Ex 18V

¢fovAebonvre 12.3 Mupux + Mopuip
11.54 Iqoou; ouv + ‘0 odv "Incodg 124 odvel c EK TV nobntédv adTod
11.54 Bidtpifev o Epewvev louSngmmvog lcmxpzmmq « 82
11.54 o100 ¢ — lovdog & ]cxapmrmg £ig [éx]
11.57 xeiol Gpyiepeic + 01 Gpxlepeic T@v patntdv avted
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3 Adk 11 Tob10 10 pdpov odk ErpdBn tprakosiov Snvapioy, kel
£860n nrwyolc; SEinev 8& todto, oby o1 nepl v mraydv
Euedev adtd, GAL' S11 kAénng v, kal 10 Yhooobdropov elxev,
xoi té BoAiopevo ¢fdotolev. 7Einev odv & 'Incode, "Ageg
bV ig Ty Nuépav 10D EvioglacpoD Hov TeThpnKey abTd,
8Tobc mtwyobe yip ndvtote €xete ned’ éovtdv, éut 8¢ ov
ROVTOTE EXETE.

® “Eyvar odv 8xAog modbe éx tav Tovdainv 811 éxel dotiv-
xai fABov oh Siik Tov Incoby pévov, GAL” Tvo kol tov AdLapov
Baciv, Ov fiyeipev éx vexpdv. '°’EPovievcavio 8¢ ol
dpyrepeic tva kol ov Adfapov drokteivioy: ! §T moiloi 51’
ahtov brRyov év Tovdaiav, kai éntotevov eig tdv Incodv.

2TH énabdprov 8xhog mordg 0 #ABOV elg thv fopthv,
drodoavieg 11 Epyetan ‘Tnoodg eig Tepocdivpa, 3 EhaBov T
Boctor tidv gorvikaw, kai $EfABov eig brdvinoy abTd, kol
Expalov, ‘Qoavvd: ebhoynuévos O épxduevog v dvopatn
xopiov, Bacihedg 100 Topohh. ™ Ebpav 8t 6 ‘Inoodg dvapiov,
gxdBioev #n’ atd, xabde dotv yeypouuévov, Mty poPod,
Bbyotep Zudv: 18ov, 0 Paciheds cov Epyeton, kobApevog émt
ndhov Svov. S Tadta 82 odk Fyvacay ol pobntei adtod o
np®dToV" GAA’ Ote £80EdGobn TIncolc,’ tote duviistnoay dn
teta fv én’ adTd yeypoppéva, Kol todto énoincay adtd.
" Euoptiper odv 6 dxhog & dv pet’ abtod dte tov Adlapov
gpmvnoev £x 100 pvnueiov, kol HyYELpev 0OTOV €K VEKPOV.
18 A1k 10Dto xai brfivinoev adtd & SxAog, 611 fixovoev todto
odTov Temomkévar 10 onpelov. 2 01 odv Gapiocion eimov mpog
£avt00g, Ocwpeite J11 00k dpeleite 0VdEV - 18e O Kdopog Oniow
ad1od dnfiAbev.

W Hoay 82 Tiveg “EAMnveg éx v dvaPavdviav iva
rposkuviicacty év 1§ toptfi- > obtot odv nposfitfov Gihinne
1% &nd BrBoaidd tiig FahAaiag, koi fpdtev adtdv Aéyovies,

12,6  eixev ko ¢ Exov 12.15 Bdyatep + Buydnp

127 eig o Tvaeelg 12.16 & ¢ —

127 tetipnxev « tpfion 12.16 o1 pafntai abtod « abtod ol
129  8yhog + [0] Sxhog pafnod

12.12 8xAog + 0 Oxhog 12.18 xoi o [xad)

12.12 ’Inoodg ¢ b 'Incoig 12.18 fikoucev ¢ fikovoay

12,13 Expolov ¢ éxpaiyolov 12,19 eirov + einav

12.13 Paciieis « [xai] 0 Paoriebe 12.20 twveg "EAAnveg « "EAANVEG Tiveg
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KATA IQANNHN 12.22 - 12.38

Kbpie, Oéhopev tov Incody 18elv. 2 “Epyeton ®idrnog koi
Aéyer 10 AvBpéa- kot ndhwv Avdpéag kai Pilirnog Aéyovoty
1® 'Incod. 20 8t ’'Incolg énexpivato adroic Aéyov,
EAnAvBey fi dpa ive SoEooBf 6 vidg 10b dvBpdmov. 2 Aunyv
auny Aéyo Lulv, é0v pf 0 x6KKog OV G1ToV TECOY £1¢ TV YV
dmoBdvn, ad1dg pbvog péver: ddv 8¢ droBdvn, rokby xoprdv
péper. 270 @IAdv Ty yoxhyv adtod aroiéoel adTY: Koi O
piedv THY yoxmnv av1od év 16 koope tovte eig {ofyv aidviov
QuAdEetL adTiy. 26 'Edv uol Srokovi Tig, Epol dxokovDeitm:
Kol 8mou eipl &y®, ékel kol O didkovog 6 ¢udg Eoton- kol EGv TIg
énol draxovii, Tiufoel adtdy & mothp. 2 NOv f| yuxd pov
tetdpoxton Kol ti einew; [Idtep, o®odv Le £k Thig Gpog TadC.
AMAG 818 oo fiABov eig thy tpav TodTy. B Tdtep, 86Eacbv
00V 1O Gvopo. "HABev obv povi) £k 1o odpavod, Kal £86Eaca,
kol ey Sofdom. 22 *0 obdv Syhog b Eathg xoi dxovoog Eleyev
Bpovihiv yeyovévon: dAhot Eheyov, "Ayyehog adtd Aehdinkev.
30 Anekpifn “'Imcodc’ kol einev, 0D U éud adtn ] OV b oode
yéyovev, GAAX 81’ Dpdc. *'NDv kpioig éotiv 100 xbopov
ToUTov - viv O &prav ol xdopov tovtov ExPAndioston Ew.
2R gvip 2&v LyBd éx thc Yhig, ndvtac EAkbom Tpde ERanToY.
¥ Todto 8¢ #Aeyev, onuoivev nolp Bavdte Eueilev
droBviickev. * Anexpibn od1d 6 SxAog, ‘Huelg fixoboopey éx
70D vopov d11 b xprotdc péver gig tov aildva- xal ndg ob Aéyelg,
Ael bybiivar dv vidv Tod avBpdmov; Tig éoTiv obtog d vidg
100 dvBpdrov; ¥ Eirev odv adtolg 0 Incolg, “Ett mikpov
xpdvov 10 eidc ped’ Hudv Eotv. Mepunoteite Fog 10 pidg Exete,
Tvoe pn oxotia bpdg katakdfn - kel b tepiroatdv év 1§ oxotig
obk oidev Tod vrdyel. ¥ “Ewg 10 pig Exete, MOTEVETE €ig TO
o, Tvo viol patdg yévnode.

Todto éhddnoey 6 ‘Incoig, kol dnelBav éxpdfn dn” adtdv.
7 Tooadta 8¢ avtob onueio Remoinkdtog Eunpocsbev adtdv,
ovk éniotevov eic adtdv- Fiva 6 Adyoc "Hadlow 1oh mpogiiton

12.22 "Epyetect « "Epyeton & 12.33 Eperdev + fineriey

12.22 ol néhiv « Epgetar 1234 o018 « 00v 00T®

12.22 Aéyovow « ko Afyovowy 12.34 ob Aéyewg » Méyargob Sn
12.23 dmexpivato « dmoxpivetot 12.35 ped budv ¢ év duiv
12.25 émolécer » dmorlde 12.35 ¥wg s g

12.26 Buakov Tig # 115 Sroxov 12.36 “Eng + Qg

12.26 kalédv e Eav 12.36 00—

12,30 oditn 1 v « i povi adtn
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nhnpadf, v elnev, Kdpie, tig énictevcey 1f drofi ipdv; Kol d
Bpaxiav xupiov tivi drexaddeln; 3 Aw 10910 0Ok ASVVavTO
niotebewy, 811 ndwv eirev "Hooilog, 4 Terbplokey oadt@dv Tode
dpBaipoic, kol nendpoxey ontdv thy kapdicy - Tva pf dwoy
t01g dpBoduoic, xei voficecwy T kapdig, xoi émotpapdouy,
xal "dowopot’ abtodg. ¥ Todre einev 'Hoolog, te e18ev thy
Sb6Eav adToD, kol EAdAnoey nept adtod. “?"Opog pévior kod £k
1@V apyéviav moAdol énictevoay £ig abTov- arhd d1d Tolg
Gaproaiovs ody dpoidyouvy, ivo pi drosuvdyeyor yévovial.
4 Hydmnooy yop thy 86Eav tdv dvBpdrov padiov fizep thy
S6Eav 10h Oeod.

#Incodg 8¢ Expatev xai einev, 'O motebav eig éué, od
noteber eig pé, GAN’ eic oV répuyovtd pe- 4 koi 6 Bewpdv
£ué, Dewpel tOv méuyavid ue. *6 Eyd ¢dg eic tov xdopov
EMA0e, (v 1dg O motedov elg Eué, év i oxotig pun ueivn.
4TKai é&v tig pov drodon T@vV pnudtov kol ph nicteborn, yd
o xpiv adTév- o yap HABov Tva kpive TOV Kdopov, GAL’ Tva
cihom 1ov kdcpov. 'O abetdv tut xol un AopPévov i
pApatd pov, £xelL TOv kpivovia abtév- & Adyog dv éAdAnca,
dcelvog kpvel adtov év tff doxden uépe. ¥ 7Ot éyd £
guowtod ok EAdAnco: GAN O méuyog pe nathp, oOTOC pot
gvtoAiv E8mxev, Tl elno xol 1 AeAfcw. Kai oldo 811 1
svtoll adtod on aldvidg éotv: & obv AaAd éyd, xabix
gipnkév pot 6 mothp, obrog AcAd.

Mpod 8¢ tfig fopthic 100 Maoyw, elddg 6 Incodg d1u
1 3 éAfAvley adtod N Hpa Tvo peteBf éx tod xdopov
T00t0v MPbdG TOV motépa, dyarfoag tobg idlovg tobg &v 1H
xoou®, eig éhog fiydnnoev ovtodg. 2Kal Selnvou yevopévou,
100 Sraforov {180 BePAnkdrog eig thy kapdiov Tovdo Zipwvog
Tokaptdron ive adtdv topadd, *eidag 6 Inoodg m tévia
Sédwkev adtd 0 mathp elg 1og xelpog, kol T dnd Beod EEAMDeY

12.40 nendPwKEY + émi»PmUsv 13.1  EnAvlev ¢ iABev

12,40 émotpopoiv Ko ikowpo « 13.2  yevopévou e Tivopévou
cTpap®doly Kai iGoopat 13.2  ‘lovda Zipwvoeg lokopi@tov fva

12.41 Gz e 0m1 ad1Ov Topedd ¢ ivo tapudol

12.44 AL o AL adtdv Tovdug Zipmvog

12.47 motebon « puAadén ‘lexaprdron

12.49 Edwxev + dEdaxev 133 6 'Incobge—

12.50 Aald &y o £y AaA® 13.3  B&Buwxev o Edwoxev
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kol npog tov Bedv brdyer, évelpeton éx 10D deimvov, kol
tifne o indtic, kol Aafov Aévtiov iélmaev tavtdv. I Eira
Bérier BBwp eig Tov vintiipa, xoi fiplato vintew tobg nddog
v polntdv, kol ékpdooew 1@ Aeviio @ fv dielwouévog.
6 "Epyeton obv npdg Tipava Métpov- koi Aéyer odtd exelvog,
Kbpie, 00 pov vinteiwg 1ovg nédag; 7 Anexpibn ‘Incotc xal
einev a01d, "0 &yd nord, 6b odk oidug dptL, yvdon 8 perd
tovta. ¥ Adyer adtd TTétpog, OO pi viymg todg mddag pov eig
tov oddvo. Arexpidn oad1d 6 "Incodg, "Edv pn viyo oe, odx
Exeig pépog pet’ Epod. ?Aéyel avwd Zipov IMétpog, Kbpie, un
tobg mOdag pou pdvov, GAlé kol Tag xeipog kel Ty kepuinv.
0 Aéyer adtd 6 “Ingodg, ‘0 Aehovpévog ob ypeiav Exer T Todg
n6dog viyoohot, GAL’ Eotiv kaBopodg 6hog- kol buelc kabapoi
¢ate, GAA’ odyl mévreg. ! "HSe yap tov nopadidévia attdy-
810 ToVT0 elnev, Ovyi néviec koBopol éote.

127Ore odv Eviyev Tobg mbdag adtdv, kol FAafey 1é ipdtia
ah109, dvanechv ndAw, elnev oavtolc, Mvaokete T nemoinka
buiv; P Yuelg paveisé pe, ‘0 S18dokaiog, kol "0 kdplog: Kot
KoADC Aéyete, it yép. " Ei odv £yo Eviyo budv tod¢ nodag, o
KUpiog kol & Siddokarog, kai buels dpeliete dAAMNA®Y vintewy
toug nédag. ¥ Yroderyue yap Edwka builv, vo kabdg yo
énoinca iy, xai bueig nofite. 0 Apdy duny Aéyw buiv, Ovk
fotiv dodAhog peilov tob xuplov adtod, 0bde dndstorog
petlov 10 mépyovtog obtdv. 7 El tobta oldote, poxdprol
£ote £ty morfite adtd. 8O0 nepl névrov dpdv Aéyw- éyh olda
odg éEehe&apny - GAL” tve Ny ypouph nAnpwbi, ‘O tpdywv pet’
£10% 1OV GpTov énfipev &n’ éuE Thv Atépvay odTod. 'Y AR’ dpm
Aéyw buiv npd 1o yevésOo, Tve, dtav yévntal, mietedonte 61
gy el 20 Apny Guny Aéyo dpiv, 'O AopPdvov ¢dv Tive
népye, tut Aoufdver- 0 8¢ éué AopPévev, AauPdvel tov
REPYOVTO pE.

13.6  xaidéyeradtd éxeivog « AéyeL 13.12 wod Ehafev » [xel] EAaPev
] 13.12 dvomestv « kel dvénecev

13.8  1obg ndbag uou + pov tobg nddog 13.18 og  Tivag

13.8  abtd & Inooic « Inaodg bt 13.18 pet’ épod o pou

13.10 o9 ypeiov Exern « ovk Exel xpeioy 13.19 Srav yévnraimotebonte ¢
elpn matevonte Stav yévnron

13,11 Ovyl + Bt OOxi 13.20 £Gv ¢ Gv
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UTodta eindv & ‘Inocodg érapdybn 19 nvedpati, kol
Suaptopnoey xod inev, Apty Gufiv Aéyo bpiv 11 eic € bpdv
napaddoel pe. 2 EPienov odv el dAifiovg ot pabntal,
amopodjevol Tepi tivog Aéyer. 2 Hv 8& dvaxeipevog elg 1@v
pobntdv adtod év 1§ kéAne 10h Incod, v Nydna 6 Incodg:
Zyeder odv 100t Tipov Métpog nubBéaBar tic Gv ein mepi o
Aéyer. ¥ Eminecdv 82 éxelvog obtag éni 10 a1iifog tod ‘Incod,
Aéyer 01, Kopie, tig éotiv; ¥ Amoxpivetoar 6 'Inoodg,
"Exeivog éoTv @ £y Bayag 10 yopiov Emddom. Kol ufoyog
10 yopiov, didwowv loddg Zipwvog Tokaprdtn. ¥ Kai petéd 10
yapiov, tote eictiABev el éxeivov & Zatavig. Adye oy ob1d b
"Incoi, "0 notelg, roincov téxiov. 2 Tobto 88 008elg Eyve Ty
avarelpévav npdg ti einev od1d. 22 Tiveg yap £30kovy, érel 10
YAwocdxopov elxev o 'lohdag, 811 Aéyst abtd o 'Inoode,
‘Aydpacov v xpelav Exopuey el My soptiv- | 1olg mranolc tva
11 88. X AaPdv odv 10 yopiov éxeivog, e0Béwg $EAABeV Ry B¢
vOE.

3 v0re ¢ERABev, Aéyer b Inoodg, NDv 80&datn 6 vidg Tod
GvBpdmov, kol & Bedg £80E6otn v adtd. 2 Ei 6 Beds £doEdobn
&v o0t®, kol & Bedg Soldoer adtdv &v Exvtd, xai ebBlg Sokdoet
o0tov. 3 Texvia, 11 pikpov ped’ dudv eip. Znthoeté pe, kal
kB einov toig Tovdaiolg §11 "Onov brdyw &yd, dueic ob
Sovaoe §ABelv, ki buiv Aéym dpti. # EvtoAiv koviv Sidmput
vpiv, Ive dyordte dAAMAovg - kabbg Aydmoo dubg, tve kol
pele dyomdre dAAnAovg. ¥ 'Ev 1001 yvdoovtor névieg 611
épol pofntai éote, dav dydnny Exmre év dAAM oG,

36 Aéyer ad1d Tipov Métpog, Kbpte, mod dmdryerg; Anexpifn
obtd 0 ‘Inoodg, “Omov brayw, ov dvvacol potr viv
drohovBficat, botepov B dxohovBioeig pot. ¥ Aéyel adtdH

13.21 b [0] 13.29 6 'lotdog ¢ "lovdag
13.22 obve— 13.29 6 'Inaode « [6] Incode
1323 ¢ e — 13.30 0B ERADeY ¢ £ERADeY 0BG
13.23 elc e elg ek 13.31 "O1e + "Ote ody
13.25 Emnesdv 8t « Avanecov obv 13.31 Aéyer o o héyer
13.26 &+ [0] 13.32 Ei 6 Bedg é80&dabn év adtd « [EL
13.26 Bawag « faye 6 8edg EdoEdotn év ad1d)
13.26 emdion » xai dhon ad1d 13.32 £ovtd ¢ 0bTH
13.26 Ko éuBiyog « Bayeg obv 13.33 bacyw £Y@ + Y@ VROYD
13.26 §idwowv o [AapPave kai) 13.36 ab1® 6 + [abtd]
Sidwoy 13.36 Uotepov B¢ dxolovBioeig pot «
13.26 loxopaty + lokapidton axorovBiceig 8t otepov
13.28 8¢ « [2]
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KATA IQANNHN 13.38 - 14.15

Métpog, Kdpie, S ti 00 Sdvapai cor dxorovBiocon &pty; Thy
woxAv pov datp 6od Oncw. 3 Arexpibn add 6 'Inoodg, Thy
yoyhv cov brdp dpod Bfcee; Apfy piv Aéym sot, od i
ahéktop povioy Eag ob Grapviion pe Tpic.

M1 topacscéchn dUdY 1 kapdio: motebete eig 1oV

1 4 Bedv, xoi eig #pt motebere. 2 'Ev 1) oixig 10D notpdg
pov povol modAed siciy- el 8¢ A, einov &v Hyiv- Hopeﬁouat
érowdoar tomov vuiv. *Koi ébv nopevdd "Erowudow’ U]..l'I.V‘I:Kmermuowm—
tomov, médav Epyopan kol mapadiyopot budc npdg Euoutéy-
vo Gmov el &y, xoi pelc fte. *Koi Smov €yd Undyw oidore,
kol Ty 630y oidare. * Aéyet c0td Baudg, Kdpie, 0k oidapev
nod drdyerg - kol ndg SuvépueBo thy 680v eidévar; ® Adyer odTd

6 'Incoic, 'Eya eipt fi 680¢ vai | dinBeia xai f| Lo - oddeig
Epxeton npdg TOV matépa, ef piy S’ gpod. 7 Ei éyvdxerté pe, kol
70V TOTéPOL LoV EyvAKelte Gv ' Kol Gn’ dpTi yivdokete adTov,
kol émpdrate otov. BAédyer adtd @lhrnog, K{)pte deiéov
UiV 1oV matépa, kol dpkel Npiv. 2 Adyel adtd 6 ‘Inoodg,
Tocobtov xpovov ped’ bpdv ey, kol 0Ok Eyvokdg pe, Pilnne;

‘0 fwpaxag Eué, E@poxey tOv mutépo- kol nddg oL Afyelg,
Aei€ov iy 1ov matépa; P00 motebelg 811 éyd év 1 natpi,
kol & norhp &v Epol éotiv; T plpate & éyd Aodd bplv, an’
£porutod ol AoAd- O 8 mathp O év £uol pévov, abtdg nolel th
Epyo. ' IIiotedeté pot St dvd v 1@ motpi, kol & nathp év dpoi-
el 8¢ pf, S8 T Epye odTd moTEVETE pot. 2 AN dufv Aéyo
Vpuly, O motedov £ig ué, T Epyo & EYd oD KéKEIVOG TOMGEL,
xoi petlovo 100tV towoeL: 811 éyo npdg TOV ToTEpO. pov
ropevopat. PKod § 11 dv aithonte év 1® dvépati pov, todto
notfiom, ivo 8o&acBi O mathp év 1 vid. ' Bév 1 aithonté ue' —
év & ovdéparti pov, &yd mowjcw. 3 Edv dyandté pe, thg

13.37 Tlérpog ¢ O I]s_rpog 14.7  éyvixeite &v o yvaroeobe

13.38 Am:wptﬂn oump 0 » Anokpiveton 14.9 Tooodtov xpdvov + Tocotte
13.38 cmapvno‘n . apvno‘n LPOVQ

14.2 Hopmoym . 011 nopeuopm 149 xoiroc + nidg

14.3 s‘rmpw:o’u: + Km Etuumwm 14.10 AoAd bpiv « Aéye bpiv

14.3  Dpiv tomov « 16moV Dpiv 14.10 Oév ey

14.3 mopodfyopcd « repeAfuyopot 14.10 abtdg ¢ —

144 &yio o [Ey0] 14.10 £pyo + £pyo odzod

14.4  xoithv 650y oidote o THy 686V 14.11 adtémotedeté por ¢ altd
14.5 xoie— motebete

146 ¢+[0] 14.12 pove—

14.7  &yvaxerté pe o Eyvoroet pe
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14.16 - 14.31 KATA IQANNHN

$vToAdg T6g Sud tnpRoate. ' Kal éyd épathow tov natépa,

kol GAkov rapdkintov ddcel plv, Tvo pévn ped” Ludv eig tov
aidve, 710 mvedpa tiig dAnbeiog, 6 6 wdopog ob Sdvaran
AoPeiv, 011 o0 Bewpel adto, 0088 yivdokel adtd. Yuelg 8¢
ywhokete av1d, 311 mop’ DUV péve, kol év vuiv foton. BOvK
aofom buac dpeavods- Epyopar Tpdeg bpudic. '* “Ett pikpdv kol
& kdopog pe obxén Oempel, Lpelg 8¢ Oewpeité pe: B éyd (B,
o bpeig EoecBe. 2 Ev ékeivy 1h Huépa yvdoeobe bueig 811
£y &v 18 matpi pov, kod dueig év épol, xai éyd v dulv. 210
£xv Tag EVTOALS oy Kol tnpdv odTde, £xeivig é6TIv O dyordv
pe: 6 Ot Gyomdv pe, dyomndfiseton Hrd 1od ToTpdc pov - Kol Eyd
dyomhcm adtdv, kol éppavicn adtd éuovtov. 2 Aéyel adtd
Tovdag, ovy 6 lokapudtng, Kopie, kol ti yéyovev &1L fiuiv
péAAerg dupaviley ceantdv, xai odyi 1@ xdopuw; = Anexpifn
‘Incobg kol einev av1d, ‘Eév 11g Gyond pe, 1ov Adyov pov
mpficey, kai 6 totfp pov dyarnfoel odtdv, kol Tpdg oTOV
#hevodpebo, xai poviv top’ adtd norfcopey. 240 ph dyardv
ue, ToLg Adyoug pov ov pel- kol 0 Adyog Ov dxkoveTe 0UK E0TLY
£ude, AL TOV TEUYOVTOS e ToTpog.

B Todto AerdAnka buiv mop’ vpilv péveov. 270 8§
rnopdkAntog, 1o nvedpa o dyov, 8 méuyer 6 mathp &v ©d
ovopati pov, éxelvog Dpbg Sibaer mava, kol bropvicet DUOG
névta & elrov buiv. 2 Eipfvny deinm tplv, eiphviv thy duiy
88wt piv- od xabic d kdopog didwoiy, Fyd didwmut Lulv. Mh
topoccicBe bpdv A kapdio, undt Sethidra. 28 'Hroboore 811
£y elmov bpiv, "Yrdyo ko #pxopon npdg dudic. Ei fyyenteé pe,
EyGpne &v 1L elmov, Mopebopon npdg ToV notépo d11 b mathp
pov peilav pod dotv. P Kai viv eipnxo Hpiv npiv yevéoBou -
Tva, Gtav yévnray, motedonte. 0vkén nodid Aaihow ped’
Dpdv- Epyetat yop O 100 xdopov Epyav, kol dv ol odk Exel
008év- M EAL Tva Y b xbopog Bt dyond tov motépa, kol

14.15 mphoate » tpfoee 14.20 xai £yd + kaye

14.16 Kai éyd « Kaye 14.21 Kol £y6 & Kay

14.16 pévy + — R 14.22 xoiti o [xod] ol

14.16 aidva « cidve fy 14.23 morficopev « nownoopedo
14,17 pivoxel adTd ¢ YIvOOKEL 14,26 vuiv + piv [&yd]

14.17 88 ¢ — 14.28 sinov MNopetiopa « ropehopon
14.19 Cioeobe « (noete 14.28 pov peilov + peilov
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KATA IQANNHN

S L ’ I3 € 4 e - k] Is -
xafixg évereldotd pot 6 Tathp, oVtog nowd. Eyelpeofe, dyopev
gvielibev.

'Eyéd eipr fy Guredog i aAnBuvA, kol 6 motfp pov o

1 5 vewpyog éotiv. 2TTav kAfipo év £pol uh @Epov kaprov,

aipel a0t kol nav 10 kapndv gépov, xoBaiper ad1d, Tva
mAelova kopmov oépn. 3 "Hén buelg xaBupol éote 810 Tov Adyov
ov AehdAmico duiv. ‘Meivore év épol, kdyd év duiv. Kabig o
kAfipo 00 dOvotot kapndv gépety Go’ Equtol, éav uh pelvy év
1§ Gunéro, oltwg 0088 uelg, av piy &v ol peivnte. ¥ 'Byd
eipt i &umedog, duelc 1o kAfpota. ‘O pévov év uol, kdye &v
b1, 00T0g Péper kopmdv moAHv - 811 xwpig énod ov SHvosbe
motelv o0dév. & 'Edv uf) 1ig peivy év éuol, EBANON £Ea dg o
KAfiper, woi EEnpdvln, xod cuvdyovsy adTd kel eig 10 nip
BéArovoy, kol kateton. 7 By peivnte év Euol, xod o phipocd
pov év buiv peivy, 8 £t BéAnte altioecbs, kol yeviceron bpiv.
8 "Ev 10070 £608400n 6 matip pov, Tva kaprdv moAdv @épnre-
ke yeviioesOe épol pobfntoi. ? Kobig fydmncév pe 6 rotp,
KGy® Rydmnoo budg: petvate év 1f dydan 4 éufl. '° Bav tég
évtohdg pov pionte, peveite &v 1 dydrn pov - kebog &y o
évtohdg 10D noTpdg pov TETNPMKE, Kol péve adtod év 1f
ayény. M Todto Ashdinxo bplv, (ve ) xopd i éuf év dpiv
peivn, kod A xopd Dpdv tAnpwbf. 2 At éotiv f) évtorh f éud,
Tvo dyandte dAAfAovg, kobidg fydmnoa budc. *Meifova
TG dydmmy oddeic Fxet, Tva tig Thy woyxhv ahtod B drép
v pthwv odtod. * Yueic pidkot pov Eoté, v morfite boa éye
gvréAdopot DUy, ' Odér budc Aéyw Sodlove, 811 6 SobAog
obK oidev 11 o1l odToD & xbprog: Dubc St elpnko pidove, St
TévTa & iKovso Topi 100 ToTpg Lov Eyvidpioa buiv. 1800y
el ue $EeAébacle, dAL &y éEehelduny dudg, xoi E0nxa
DU, Tvo Lele brdrymte kol koprndv eépnte, Kol O koprog LUdY
pévn- ive 8 71 v airfionte tov notépa &v 1@ dvdperi pov, 8’
Duiv. 7 Tadto éveédhopon buiv, fva dyondre dhiniove. '*Ei o
KOGHOG VUGG MIGETL, Yivokete OT1 EUE Tp@TOV DUODY LelionKey.

152 mhsiove Kapnov « Xepnov 15.8 yeviioeaOe + yévnobe
nheiova 15.9 fiyémmoo budic « budg fydmmon
154 peivn + pévp 15.11 peivi+ Q)
154 peivriie o peviyee 15.14 Soo e &
156 peivn o pévn 15.15 Dudg Aéyo + A&y VUGG

157 witioecBe + aithoaobe
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15.19 - 16.10 KATA IQANNHN

19E{ ¢k 10D xdopov Tite, 0 KéopOg B 1O (B10v Epiker- §11 & éx
100 kKdopov ovk €oTE, AAAN éyd é€eAeapnv Ludg éx tob
xéopov, 16 1odTo pioel Ludg 6 xéouog. X Mynuovedete tod
Adyou ob éya elmov bpiv, Ok Eotv Sodhoc peilmv Tod kupiov
adtol. Ei éue édinkav, kal dpag SinEovoiv: ei tov Adyov pov
Etipnoav, kol Tov bpétepov Tnpisovow. 2 AAAG Todta névia
rowcovcty buiv did T Svoud pov, dt1 ok oidaciv tdv
mépyovtd pe. 2 Ei un AA0ov kai $AdAnca avtols, dpaptiov
00K elxov: vbv 8t mpdoaotv ol Exovor mepl thg Guapticg
ovTiv. 2310 éue piedv, kol Tov motépo pov proel. 2 Ei 1o Epyo
uh éroinco v adtoic & o0deic dAhog nemoinkey, Gpoaptiov ovk
elxov- viv 8 xal £opdkooiy Kol pepionkooy Kol e Kol Tov
rotépa pov. 22 AAN Tva nAnpwbfi & Adyog 0 yeypoappévog év 16
vope avtdv 011 'Epioncdy pe Sdwpedv.

% Orav 8t ¥A0n & TapdkAintog, ov £yd mépye LUiv mopd

100 moatpds, 10 nvebpe thg dAnbeing, 8 mopd T0b moTpdg
éxmopevetou, £xelvog paptephoer tepl épod- # kol buelg 8¢
popTupeite, OTL G Apyiig LET” oD £0TE.

Tovte AeddAnxo bpiv, Tve ph oxavdolicBijte.
1 2 Anocuveydyove Tojcovsty pdics AN’ Epxeton
dpa, (va n8g 0 amokteivag budg 36En Aatpeiay nposeépey 10
Bed. * Kol tadto motficovay, 411 odx Eyvacoy 1oV motépo, o0dE
Eué. 4 AAAG todte hehdAnkae buiv, fva Stav EABp f Hpa,
pvnuovednte adtdv, o1t éyd eimov vpiv. Todta 88 bpiv &E
&pxfic ovk elmov, 811 ped’ budv funv. 3 NVv 8 brdyo npog tov
répyovta pe, kol obdelg £€ bpdv fpotd pe, Mod drayeg;
6 AL’ StLtabto AehdAnka Opiv, iy Adnn nenAfpoxey budy Ty
xopdiov. 7ARA’ &yd v aARBeiay Adyw Duiv: cupgéper Duiv
Tvo &y dnéAiBm- v yop Eyd pn anéiBo, b napdxkintog ovx
gheboeton mpog budc: £ & mopvbd, Répym adTov mpdg Db,
8Keni éM0¢v éxelvog AéyEel 1OV kbopov mepi dpapriog kol mepi
SikoosUvne kol mepl xpicewe: “mepi auaptiog pév, 611 od

r 3 > ’ ]0 \ ’ a et A )Y
mGTEVOVCLY eig €ue- “mepl dikaloouvng 8¢, HTL TPOG TOV

15.21 ﬁyiv « £lg bpog 15.25 811 + yeypoppévog bt
15.22 eixov + elyooay 15.26 & o —

15.24 menoinkev  énoinoev 164  @po « HpoabTiv
1524 eiyov + efyosav 16.7  &yd iy o p

15.25 yeypopuévoc év « év
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KATA IQANNHN 16.11 - 16.25

T TEpo pov Lrdyw, kol 0vkét Bewpeité pe: ! nepl 8t kploewg,
o1t O &pyov tod xdopov Todtov kékpriat. 2 "Ett moAld Exw
Aéyewy duiv, GAL’ ob dhvaabe Baotdlewy Gpri. 12 “Otav &8 EABn
£xelvog, 10 Tvedpe tig aAnBeicc, 6dnyMoer budg eig ndoay Thy
GAfferoy - 00 yip Aodfioel G’ Eovtodl, GAA Soa &v drobon
AoAfioer, kol to épydpevo, dvoyyedel dpiv. Y Exelvoc épe
Sdo&doer, 011 £x 100 £pod AMyetor, xal dvayyedel buiv.
B Mévto oo Exel 6 nothp éud oty Sud 10dt0 elnov, b1t éx
10D £nol AapPdvel, koi aveyyedel bpiv. ¥ Mikpov xal ob
Ocwpeité pe, kol mddv pcpdv kol SwesBé pe, 811 brdyw npog
tov motépa. 7Elnov obv éx tdv pofntév adtod mpdg
GAAnAovg, Ti éotiv ToBto 8 Adyer uiv, Mixpov kol o Oempeité
e, kol néhiv pikpov kot SyeaBé pe; kot St "Eyd brdyo npog
1ov notépa '8 "Edeyov oy, Tobto i éotiv 8 Aéyer, 10 pikpdv;
Ovk oidauev Tl AoAel. ® “Byva odv & Incotc 6t 1i0ehov orbtov
épardv, ki einev adtolg, Iepl 1odtov {nteite pet’ dAAfhov,
é11 elmov, Mixpdv kol ob Bewpeité pe, xoi ndhv picpdv kol
SyecBé pe; 2 Apnv Gunv Aédye dpiv dn xAavoete kol
Opnvhicete bueig, 0 8¢ xdopog yuphcetoi: Upelg 8¢
AvmnOnoscle, GAL i Adrn dudv eig yupiv yevoeton. 2 'H
yoviy Srav ikt AMamy Exer, St AABev f| Hpo adthic: dtov 8
yevviion 1o mandiov, odként pvnuovebder thig Bhiyenc, d16 v
yopdy St dyevviiBn GvBpanog eig tov kdopov. 22Kod Hueig odv
AOTNY pEV VOV Exeter oAy OF Syopon DG, Kol xoproetoL
Dudv N xopdio, kol Ty gophv vpdv oddeig alper do’ dudv.
B Kai év érelvy 11 fiuépa dut odk pwtfioete o0dév. Apfiv Guiv
Afye bpiv 871 Soo Qv aitrionte TOV TaTEpa &V TG SvOpOTl pHov,
Sdoer buiv. 2 “Ewg dpti odk firioote 008V év 18 dvdpoti pov-
aitelte, ki AMyeoBe, Tve fj xopd bpdv f merdnpopévn.

B Tadto év mapotpiong Aehdinka duilv- GAA Epyetar dpo.
O1e obxétt év mapowiong Aaifiow bpilv, GAAY moppnoig mepl

16.10 pov + — 16.17 "Eyd s —

16,12 Aéyewv Dpiv « Duiv Aéyewy 16.18 Tovzo tiéotv 0 Aéyel « Tidoty
16.13 &ig n&oav th aAfBeray « &v i tobto [0 Aéyer)

dAnOeic nio: 16.19 olv b « [6]
16.13 &v dxovoy) + akoDoEL 16.20 8¢ LvanBioeche + AuanBnoecte
16.14 Afyetan « Afpyeton 16.22 Abmmv pugv viv + viv pév Admmy
16,16 o + obxénL 16.23 S 80w fv « &v 11
16.16 811 indrye npdc OV RoTépo e — 16.24 AfyeoBe « Aqpyeate
16,17 Einov + einov 16.25 &AL « —
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16.26 - 179

KATA IQANNHN

100 notpdg Gvoryyeh®d buiv. 2 °Ev éxelvn 1R Npépg év 1@
dvépari pov aithoeoBe: kai od Aéyw duiv 811 éyd épothce tov
rotépo nepl budv- ¥ ad1dg yép 6 mathp riel Duoc, 1L buelg
éut nepidnkate, kol nemotedrote 910 €y® mopd 10d Oeod
¢EfiABov. 2 EEfABov nopd 10U matpdc, kol A0 elg Tov
kOopov: ThAy doinpt tov kéoUov, Kol mopedopal Tpdg ToOV
natépa. P Aéyovoy adtd ol pobntol adtod, Ide, viv
nappnoie Aokels, kol nopowpioy obdepiov Aédyeig. ONov
oidopev 811 01dog mdvto, ket 00 xpelav Exeig ivo Tig o époT-
év 10010 motedopev 811 Gmd Oeod EEMABeg. ¥ Anexpifn adroig
0 'Incodg, "Apn miotedete; 2 1800, Epyetan dpa kol viv
EAhAuBev, Tvo oxopmicBfite Exactoc eig T o, worl 2pe pdvov
aofite- xai ok eipi pdvog, 611 O nothp pet’ uod éoTiv.
3 Tadro AehdAnko bulv, Tvo év Zpoi eipfivnv Exnte. 'Ev 1@
ko By Exete- dALL Bopoeite, éyi veviknko tdv kéopov.

Todte éhdAncev & 'Incodg, xai énfipev tobg
1 7 dpBoapode abtod eig Tov 0dpavédy, kal einev, Mdrep,
EMAv0ey 1 Bpo- 86Eacdv sou 1OV vIdy, Tva xai 6 vide cov
dokdion oe* 2 ko #duxac adtd éEovsiav ndong caprdc, tva
nov 8 88wxag abtd, ddoel adtoig {onv aidviov. 3 A 84
gotv N aidviog Lo, Tvo yvdioxwoiv ot tov pdvov dAnbivov
Bedv, kol Ov dréoteidog Incodv xpratdv. * "Eyad oe 886
£mi Tiig NG 10 Epyov etedeimon O SESwKAS pot Tve TO1NGO.
SKai vdv 86Eacdv ue ob, ndrep, napd oeovtd 1ii 86En fi elyxov
npd 10 TOV Kbéopov eival mopk coi. ® 'Egavépwcsd cov 10
Svopa toig avBpdmnolg obg §Edwkdg pot £x 100 kdopov: ool
foav, kol époi adtobg 84dwkag: kol Tov Adyov cov
temphkaoty. ' Ndv Eyvoxav 0t ndvio oo Sé8wxdg pot, mapd
cob éotiv- 8811 té pipoctor & 888wkdc pot, HE8wKn adtoic- kol
attol EAafov, kol Eyvacay dinbidg S11 tapd cob ¢ERABov, ko
éniatevoay 811 o0 pe dréoteidag. * 'Eyod nepl adtdv 2potd- ob

16.25 GvoryyeAd + Gnoyyehd 17.1 kol 6 vibg cov « 6 vidg
16.27 1o « [10¥] 172 Biboer « dboy
16.29 od1d) ¢ — 174 éeheinoa ¢ TeAe1doong
16.29 nappnoic « év reppnoia 176 débamdg pot « ESwrdg ot
16.31 0o — 17.6 o €pol + kapol
16.32 viiv & — 17.6  8édwxog xai « Edwxag xai
16.32 xerl BpE o kpd 17.6  TempliKacLy « TETHpNKOY
17.1 & Incodg ko énfipev + Incolg 17.7 éotv s icv

Kol ERdpag 178 Bédoxdg o Edawag

17.1  xod elnev o eirey
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KATA IQANNHN 17.10 - 17.26

nepl 10D KOOV EpeTd, ALK Tepl v 8édwrdg pot, 8Tt col
eiow: Oxal & $pud névio o6& éoTiy, kol 168 o& éud: kol
SedbEacuot &v aitolc. 'Kai odxétt elui dv 1d xéopw, kol
otrot &v 18 kdopp eioly, kal &y npdg ce Epyopor. Tdtep dye,
Thpnoov abtobe év 16 dvdpati cov, @ Sédwkée pot, ive dow
#v, xobig fipelc. '2“Ore fiunv pet’ adtdv &v 16 kdouw, &ya
£tNpovv abtong év 1@ dvopati cov obg 8édwrdg pot, egvAada,
koi obdeig £€ adtdv dndActo, £l pn 6 Vidg ThHe dnwAeiag, Tvoq
ypoph mAnpobf. ¥ NOv 82 npdg oe Epyopon, kol todta hoid év
T KOONW, Tvo EYOGIV TV XOpaV TV EUNY TETANPOUEVIY £V
adrolg. 4 Eyé 8é8mxa adtoig TOv Adyov gov, xai & kéGOC
épioncey antoig, 811 0k elciv £k 100 kéGpov, Kabig éyk ovk
eipl £k 100 kdopov. P Ovk épatd Tva Gppg adtobg éx tod
kdopov, AL’ Tve mpfiong adTods £k 10D movnpod. ' 'Ex 10D
kdopov odk eiaiv, kabog éyw éx 100 xbéopov odk eipi.
7 Aylagov adtobg v 1} dAnBeiq oov- & Adyog & odg GANBeLd
t¢otv. B Kobbg épé dnéorsihog eic 10v wdopov, kdyd
dnéoteiha adtodg eig tov kdopov. PKai drnp adtdv dye
dyiélo dpantdy, Tvo kol adtol daw fyicopévor év dAnBeio.
200 mepl todtov 58 dpotd pévov, GAAE xol mepl TdV
motevdvioy S 1od Adyov abtdv eic dué- 2 vo mavtec &v
aow- kel 60, ndtep, v €pol, x&yd &v ool, Tva kel adtol év
fiuiv &v dow: Tva O xdoog motedon d1 60 pe dnéotethog,
Ko ¢yo v 80Eav fiv dé8akdc pot, 8Edmko adtoic, Tva dowv
v, xoBdc hueic év dopev. 2 Eyd év adtoic, kol ob év épot, va
Qo tetehetmpévor eig v, kol Tva yivdokn 6 kdopog 81t o0 pe
dnéotethog, xai Aydnnooag avtode, xkebbe 2ut fydnncoc.
Y Mtep, ol 868mrde pot, BéAw Yva Smov elpl dyd, kéixeivor
QG PET’ Euod - Tva Bewpow thy 86Eay thy eufiv, Tiv "ESwKAC  stsuxdc
pot, Bt Aydmnodc pe tpd ketoBorfc kéopov. 2 Méatep Sikone,
kol O xbopoc oe ovx Eyvo, Sy 8¢ ot Fyvav, val obtor Byvecav
811 o0 pe néotethog: X kol éyvapion adtoig 70 dvoud cov,

17.11 olitor » aihzol 17.19 xod ool Bowv « How kel arhrol
17.11 xoi &yt » xdryd 17.21 fpiv By « Auiv
17.12 &v 1d) xOoup + — 17.21 motelon « motein
17.12 olig ¢ & 17.22 Kod £yd o kérydy
17.12 por ¢ por kel 17.22 éopev » —
17.13 abtoig « fontoig 17.23 xod fvo « Tvo
17.16 &x 10D x6cLOV 0UK Eipl » OUK Elpi 17.24 o+ 8
£k 100 kboov 17.24 Edaxdg + SEdoxdg
17.17 oov ¢ —
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18.1 - 18.14

ouvipgBn kai

KATA IQANNHN

xal yvopiow Tvo f) ayémn, fiv fydancég pe, év adtolg i, kéyd
v ah1o1s.
Tabta sinov 6 'Incodg £ERALev obvv 1oig pobnraig

1 8 abtod népav o yewdppov tdv Kédpov, dnov Av
xfimog, el v elofilBev adtdg xal ot pabntai adtob. 2 "Hoe 88
xai Tobdog, & napedidobs abdtdv, tov témov- 811 modhdkig
‘suvxBn’ 0 'Incodg éxel petd 1V pobntdv adtov. 20 odv
Tobdag, Aafov thv ongipav, kai éx Tdv &pylepéov kol
Dopioaiov drnpétag, pyetot éxel petd poviv kol Aapnddov
xoi Smhav. 4 Incobe odv, eidde mdvto té Epydpeve &n’ adtdv,
¢£edBav elmev avtolg, Tive {nteite;  AnexpiBnoov abid,
'Incodv 10v Nalwpaiov. Aéysr adtoig 6 'Incode, "Eya eiut.
Eiotiketl 82 xai Toddog 6 nopadiSode adtdv pet’ abidv. ¢ Qg
obv gimev abtolc 611 Eyd eip, dnirBov gic 14 dniow, xal
Enecov yapai. 7 MldAy odv adtobe énmnpdmnoey, Tive {nteite;
0i 8¢ eimov, 'Incodv 1ov Nalwpoiov.  Anexpibn ‘Incods,
Eirov bpiv 811 éyd elpc- el odv dué Enrelte, doete todToug
rdyer- *lve aAnpwdf & Mdyog Sy einev St O 868wxdg pot,
ok dndreso ¢ adtdv ovdéva. CZipev odv Iétpog Exmv
péxoipay eidkvcsey adtfiv, kol Enoicey tOv to0 dpylepéwg
dovhov, kol dnéxoyey adTod 10 dtiov 10 deidv. *Hy 3t Gvopw
8 8odho Mdhyog. ' Elnev odv & 'Inoode & [érpe, Bdhe thy
péxoipdv cov eig thv BAxnv- 16 mothprov 8 SéBwxév pot b
nothp, 00 N niw adTo;

12°H ov oneipa xoi 6 y1Aicpyog kol ol danpéton v
Tovdaiwv cuvédoPov ov Incodv, xal Edncay adtdv, Prat
amiyoyov adtov npodg “Avvay mpdtov- fv yop nevBepdc 1oh
Kaidoo, 0c fiv dpyiepede 100 évicvtod éxeivov. “Hv 8¢
Kaideog 6 cvpPoviedong tolg Tovduioig, 611 cupeéper Eva
&vBpenov droréaBon brtp 10d Aood.

18.1 be— 18.6 ¥nsoov + Encoav
18.1 tdv + 0D 18.7 odtobg ERNpatnoEY +
182 & 'Inooic « Incoig EmpaTngey altolg
18.3 ®Gopioaiov « éx tdv Poproaiev 18.7 elnov + einov
18.4 éE},zwL‘w ginev « eEABev xald 18.10 dtiov + drdprov
€L 18.11 Gov ¢+ —
18.5 6 Incolge— 18.13 émfyyacyov obTov  Ryayov
186 Stie— 18.14 &moréabon « GroBoveiv
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KATA IQANNHN 18.15 - 18.28

5 Hioho08e1 8¢ t® 'Tnood Zipwv Métpog, kai & &Alog
pefntic. ‘0 3¢ pabntig éxeivog NV YvwoTog 16 dpxtepel, kol
cvvelsiiABey 1@ 'Incod eig v adAiv 10b dpyrepémg- 606 &¢
Tétpog eiothKer npog 1§ Bbpa EEm. EERADev odv O pobntig 6
GAAog Gg v yveotdg 16 Gpyiepel, xai elney 1 Bupwpd, xod
glofiyayev 1ov Métpov. 7 Aéyer odv ) moudioxn 1) Bupwpdc 1@
Métpe, MA kol ob éx 1@V paBnzdv i 100 dvBpdrov TohTov;
Aéyer ékeivog, Ok eipl. B Elothikeicay 82 ol SovAot xai ol
banpéton GvBpaxidy memonkbieg, OTL ywoxog Nv, xol
é0epuoivovto: v 8¢ per’ abvzdv o6 llétpoc dothe kol
Bepuavdpevoc.

19:0 odv dpyrepede Hpdmoev tov ‘Incodv mepl tév
pofntédv adtod, kol nepi thig Sidaxfic adtod. * Anexpibn adtd
0 'Incove, 'Eyd noppnoig AdAncn 1@ xéoue: &y navtote
£8iba&o v auvoyeyd kol &v @ Lepd, dnov navrote ol Tovdaiot
GuVEpXOVTaL, Ko 8v kpuntd EAdAnca ovdév. 2! T pe érepands;
"Enepamoov todg dxmrodtac, i EAdAnca adtoic: 18, obtor
oidacty & einov éyd. P Todta 8¢ adr0od elndviog, el 1@V
banpetdv nopecmrig ¥doxev pdmopa 16 Inood, sindv,
Ottag drokpivn td &pyiepel; 2 Anexpin adtd 6 'Incode, Ei
Kok EAGANoo, papthpnoov nepl tob koxob: el 8¢ kaAdg, 11
pe 8épeig; 2 Anéoterdev adtdv O "Avvag Sedepévov mpodg
Koidpow tov dpypepéo.

25%Hy 3t Zinov Iétpoc o1ie kol Oepponvopevog - eimov oby
ahtd, Mh kol ob éx 1hv pabntév ovtod ef; "HpvAsato odv
ékeivog, kai einev, Obk eipl. 26 Aéyer eic éx 1AV SodAwv Tod
dpxepéng, suyyeviig v ob dnéxoyey Métpog 10 dtiov, Ovk éyd
Ge eldov &v 1§ xAne pet’ adtod; MGl odv fpvicaro o
[Tétpog, kol ebBémg aréxtop Epdvnoev.

B avovoiv odv tov Incodv énd t0d Kaikpo eig 1o
rporthplov- fv 82 mpol,’ kol oabtol ok eiofilBov elg 10  mpuia

18.15 0 &ANoG « &AROG 18.20 mAvTOTE O1 & MAVTES OL

18,16 61 yveotog 16 GpyLepel + O 18.21 éneporiyg Enepimoov ¢ éparig
TYOIOTOE TOD GpyIEpE®mg "Epidtnoov
18,17 nreidioxn f Bupwpds 10 Métpm « 18.22 1iv URIPETHY TOPETTIKGDG ¢
6 [Tétpe N noadiown i Bupapde ROPESTIKEK TV DInpetdv
18.18 pet’ odtadv b [Iétpoc + kol & 18.23 b+ —
Nézpog pet” TV 18.24 adtdv + oy abtdv
18.20 & o — 18.25 obv éxelvog « Exgivog
18.20 £AdANGOTd ¢ AehdAnko 1& 1827 He—
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18.29 - 18.40 KATA IQANNHN

6 Inoodg

npaltdplov, tva pi povbd@cty, &Ar’ tva eédyooty 1o Mdoyo.
-~ 3 7
2 EEfAOev obv & IAdtog mpdg adtovg, kol einev, Tiva
katnyopiev ¢épete xotd tol avOpdmov TobTOV;
30 . s P T I R . 5
Anekpifnoav kol eirov a0td, Ei un fv obrog kakorods, ovk
»” ’ 7 31 57 3 3 -~ * 2
&v oo1 napedorapev avtév. 3 Einev odv adtolg 6 Mikdrog,
AdPete oabtov Duele, kol koTd 1OV vopov LU@V xpivate cTov.
¥ 3 LY L -~ . o 3 W 3 ~
Einov odv ab1d ot Tovdaiot, ‘Huiv obk Eeotiv dnokteivat
00d¢vo.: 2 tva b Mdyog 10D “Incod nhnpwbi, dv elnev, onpoivov
noig Bavdte fiuehlev dnobviiokey.

BEioHAbev odv ei¢ 10 npontdplov mdiw 6 MMAdtog, kol
dpdvnoey 10v Inoodv, kai eirev ad1d, I el 6 Paciiebg 1dV
Tovdoiov; 3 Anexpibn ad1d 6 ‘Incod, Ag’ £xvtod ob 10hT0
Aéyerg, 7| dAAOL Got einov mepi &pod; 35 Amexpifn 6 Mikdrog,
MAT éyéd "Tovdaide sipt; To #0vog 10 odv kol ol &pyiepeig
nopédmxdy ae époi- ti énoincoag; 3¢ Anexpifn 'Incode, 'H
Boouieia 1 £ufy 0Vk E0TIV £K TOD KOGLOU TOVTOV - €l £K TOD
k6o)ov TovTov MV 7 Poctieio i) £uf, ol brnpéton v ot époi
fyavilovio, Tva pf napadodd toic Tovdaiog- viv 88 §
Baoiheie f #pfy odx Eotv dviedfev. 3 Einev odv adtd o
MAdtog, Obxodv Paciredg el ob; Arexpibn "Incodg,’ Ib
Aéyerg, 011 Paciieng iyt éya. "Eyd eig todto yeyévvnua, Kai
eig Tobto éAnAvla gig tov kdopov, Tva paprupiom i dAndeiq.
Tag & v éx 1fig dAnbeiog dxober pov thig paviig, 3 Aéyer od1d
6 Mikérrog, Ti oty dARDeioy

Kai tob1o eindv, nédhv £EHABey npog tolg Tovdaiove, xai
Aéyer avtoig, "Eyhd ovdepiov aitiay ebpiokaw év adtd. * "Eony
8¢ cuviBela buiv, Tva Eva bpiv drokdcw év 1d Mboya-
BotAesBe odv byiv dmolicw 1ov Pacihéa tdv Tovdaiwv;
40 Expobyocay odv mdAv ndvieg, Aéyovteg, Mi) tobtov, GAAL
v BapafBav: fiv 8t 0 Bapaffog Anotic.

18.28 AL Tvo ¢ GAAG 18.36 éve—

18.29 1[4)(')4; » & mpdg 18.36 Tva o [Gv] Tva
18.29 cinev « pnoiv 18.37 'Incoﬁt; + 0 'Inoodg
18.29 xotd « [kati] 18.37 eipu éym o Eipn
18.30 einov + einay 18.38 citiov ebploxw évabdtd «
18.30 xoxoroids « xakdy moldv ebpioxn év adtd aitlov
18.31 obv ot » DTH 18.39 Dyiv aroAbon &v « drodbon bpiv
18.33 &ig 10 TPOTOPLOY RAAY o REALY év
£ig 70 TPOITOPLOV 18.39 Dpiv cmoAiion tov « daokdcw
18.34 a1 o+ — Dpiv Tov
18.34 Ag¢' toutol » And ceavtod 18.40 ndvteg s —

18.34 oot einov ¢ gindy oot
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KATA IQANNHN

1 9 Tote ovv EAaPev & Middtog Tov 'Incodv, kol
$naotiyooev. 2Kl ol otpanidton tAéEavieg atépavoy
¢ dxovBov Enébnxov adtod 1 xegoAfl, kel iudtiov
-~ ’ > ’ 3 N -~ e \
nopeupody tepréfoiov avtov, * xal EAeyov, Xalpe, b Pociieng
tiv Tovdaiwv: kol £8idovy adtd poricpcre. * 'BERADev odv
nédhv Eéw 0 ITildtog, kol Aéyer adrolg, I8, dyw Luiv abTdv
g, Iva yvidte 611 dv ovtd odvdepiov altiav ehpioko.
3 "EEfADev odv & Incode EEw, popdv tov dxavBivov atépovov
kol 10 Topeupody ipdtiov. Kai Aéyel adrole, "18¢, 6 dvBpwnog.
6v01e odv eldov adTOvV ol dpylepelc xai ol vanpéton,
éxpovycoav Afyovieg, LTTabpmoov, 6Talpncoy abtov. Aéyel
ovtolg 6 dtog, AdBete adtov bl Kol cTOvpOcaTE" EY0D
vip oy ebpioxm v adtd aitiav. 7 Anexpifnoav bt ol
Tovdaiot, ‘Huelc véuov Exopev, xal kotd 10V vopov Hudv
s ) P \es aa s g 5
dopeiler drnobavelv, 811 Eontov vIdV Beotd énoincev. ® “O1e obV
fixovaev 6 IMAdtog todtov OV Adyov, ndhdov épopnbn, *
s o . . . L PN
elofiABev eig 10 npotdprov ndAy, kol Aével 16 Incod, MoBev

~

el o0; "0 88 Insodg dndkpiow ok Edwrey od1d, 1 Adyet odv
adtd 6 Mdroc, Epol ob Aoheic; 00k 01dog St tEovoiav Exm
otavpdoal ot, kol ¢Eovsiay Exe dnoldeal og; ! Anexpifn
"Incodc, Ovk elyec éEouciayv obdeniav xat’ uod, i ph v cot
Sebopévov dvabev- dii 1010 & mupadiboig pé oo peifovo
. ’ » 12 » ’ LY 2] < ’ i) -
apaptiov €xel. - Ex 100100 Elntel & IMAdtog dnolboot
ovtdv. 0L 82 ’lovdaior #xpoalov Aéyovieg, 'Edv tobrov
amoAbong, ovx ei pihog 100 Keioapog- nig 6 Bacidéo Eautdy
nowdv, gvnidéyer 1@ Kaloapl. 270 odv Mikdtog drovoog
toVtov 1oV Adyov fiyayev EEw 1ov Tnoolyv, xai éxdbioev émi 1od
, 3 14 7 7 L] . LY .
BAuatog, eic ténov Aeyduevov ABéctpwtov, 'Efpaicti 82

TaPPald: “Av 8t Moapaoskevh 100 Mdoye, Gpo 5t "boel’ Frm -

19.3  Eheyov « fipyovro mpdg aitov kol 19.10 éroAiical « oTrovpdooi
EAeyov 19.11 'Imootc + [ehi@)] Inoodg
19.3  &didouv + édidooav 19.11 ovdepiov kot’ £100 o kot EHOD
19.4 EEijABev olv ¢ Kai £&firBev ovdeuiov
19.4 sv cm‘rm ovdepiay aitiey 19.11 oovdedopévoy « Seﬁouémv ool
ebpioke + obdepiav aitiav 19.11 mopadidode « may
eupioke év avtd 19.12 éCieer b Thidtog « b Hl)tmo;
19.5 "lﬁs + '1dob elie
19.6  adtdv Aéyer o Adyer 19.12 #xpalov « ékpodyacov
19.7 qumv «— 19.13 1oUtov 1OV AOYOV + TRV AGymV
197 Eoutdv vidv Beob ¢ vidy Beod TobTaV
£QUTOV 19.13 1o + —
19.10 etowphoai » Grordoal 19.14 8% doel « fiv dxg
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19.15 - 19.27 KATA IQANNHN

ide

kol Adyer toig Tovdaiorg, “I8e, O Pacihebe budv. PO 8
éxpadyocav, "Apov, &pov, otadpacov abtév. Aéyer adrolg O
Mkarog, Tov Pacihéa budv ctovpacw; Anexpifnoav ol
&pyrepelg, OOk Exopev Poaciiéo el ph Koisoapo. 'S Téte odv
rapédaxev ad1ov odTole, ive otoupwbi.

Hopéiafov 88 1ov Incodv kel fiyayov: ' kol Bastdlmv tov
atavpdv adrod 4ERADev eig tdénov Aeydpevov Kpaviov Térov,
d¢ Aéyeton “EBparicti CodyoBd- '® Srnov adtdv sstadpecay, kol
pet’ avtod dAdoug 8o, EvietBev xai évielifev, péoov 8 tov
‘Incodv. 1? "Eypoyev 8¢ kai tithov 6 IiAdtog, xai E0nxev éni
10D oTawpod- fv 8 yeypappévov, Incodg 6 Nalopaiog 6
Bacirevg tdv 'Tovdaiav. 2 Tobtov odv tov tithov moArol
avéyvesav v Tovdaimv, 11 &yybg v & témog T mdAemc
drov éotovpddn o "Incodc: xal Aiv yeypoupévov ‘EPpaioti,
‘EMAnvioti, ‘Popaiori. 2! “Edeyov obv 18 Midtw of &pyrepeis
1@v Tovdaiov, M) ypdoe, ‘O Baciheds tadv "Tovdaiov: dAL’ i
"Exeivog einev, Baciiede sipt tdv Tovdaiov. 2% Anexpifn o
MiA&rog, "0 yéypago, Yéypopo.

B 01 obv orpondral, dte éotadpooay v Incodv, FhaPov
Td paTe a0tol, kol énolncav TEccopo NEpn, £KEGTQ
oTpaTidT pépog, Kol tov xrtdva. "Hy 88 0 yurdv &pagog, &k
t@v Gvobev beavioc 51’ Bhov. 2 Eirov odv npde dAARAoUS, M7
oyicopey odTdv, ALK Adyopev nepl adtod, Tivog Eotal- Tva
vpoen mAnpwbi 7| Aéyovco, Aepepicavto T ipGTid pov
$0vT0lg, Kol £mL TOV ipatiopdv pov EBakov xAfipov. Ot pdv odv
otponidton todta dnoincav. P Eiotixelcav 8¢ noapd 19
ctoupd 100 'Incod f pip adtod, xod ) ddeden Thg untpde
a0100, Mapia f 100 Khond, xai Mepia | Maydainvi.
26 "Incodg odv iddv Ty untépe, kel Tov pabnthv Tapestdte ov
fyydme, Aéyer tfi pntpl abtod, Movan, "i8ob' & viég cov. ¥ Elta
Aéyer @ pofntfi, 1800 A ptne cov. Kad én’ éxelvng tfig dpog
#aafev 6 pabntig adthy eig 1o 1d1o.

19.15 O 8¢ éxpoiyocay + 19.20 'EAAqvioti ‘Popciori «

*Expabyasay oy éxeivol 'Popaicti ‘EAAnviati
19.16 8& tov Incobv ko Hyayov « obv 19.24 Einov « Einay

v 'Incovv 19.24 1) Aéyovaa « [ Aéyovoa)
19.17 16v oTorpdY ABTOD ¢ EVTH TOV 19.26 ovtod ¢ —

stavpiv 19.26 800 « i8e
19.17 eigtomov « eig 1OV 19.27 'I8ob + "18¢
19.17 B+ 6
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KATA IQANNHN 19.28 - 19.40

2 Metd 10010 180v & Inoodg du nhvte fidn tetéheoton, va
teher0Bfi N ypooh, Aéyer, Ayd. ¥ Ixebog odv Exerto 8Eoug
peotdév- ol 8%, mAificavieg ondyyov 6Eoug, kal booang
nepfévies, npocfiveykey abtod 1 otductt. °’O1e obv
EhaPev 10 GEog o 'Incode, elnev, TetéAheotor- kol khivag Thy
KeQaAny, napédmxey 10 nvedue.

3

310t oBv "Tovdaioy, Tva pfy peivy éni 100 otovpod 1d
aduata év 16 cafPéro éreil Mopackevh fv —Av yap peydin
fiuépa Ekeivov 100 cofPdrov — Apatncoyv v IIikdtov Tva
KaTeoy®ow odtdv 18 okéAn, kol GpBdowv. 32 HABov odv ot
otpotidital, Kol 100 piv npetov kotéaoy 10 okéAn kol 1o
dAlov 10D cvorovpebiviog adtd- Biéri 8 1dv 'Incodv
EABGvteg, hg eldov adtov o 1ebvnxdta, o katéabav odTod
18 oxéAn: HEAN elg 1@V oTpotiot@v Adyxm odtod ThHY
mhevpdy Evulev, kol ebBing $EqADev oipa kot H8wp. **Koi b
fopokdc HepopTOpnKey, kot aAnBwh "Eotiv avtod’
poptupie, xdkeivog oidev oTL GAn®fi Aéyer, Iva dueic
motedonte. ¥ Eyéveto yop tadto tva f| ypoph nhnpwdi,
'0O610dv ob ovvipifioetor dn’ adrod. Y Kal ndhw étépa
ypoph Aéyet, "Oyovtan eig ov E€exévincav.

3 Metd tobte Npatnoey tov Mikdtov “wcie’ 6 &nd
‘ApwoBoiog, Bv neBnthg tod ‘Incod, kexpuppévog 88 Sk tov
@6Pov dv ‘lovdaimv, Tva dpn 16 cdpe 10d 'Incod kol
énétpeyev 0 Ihdrog. "HABev oDV kol fipey 10 6dLo 10D Inood.
39 HABev 8¢ xai Nixddnpog, 0 EMBov npog tov Inoodv vuktdg
10 Tp@TOV, PEpmV piyHo opdpvNg kel dhdng "bg AMTpog Exotdv.
40 "EdaPov odv 10 cduoe tod ‘Incod, kai Ednoav adTd &v
dBovioic petd tdv dpopdtav, kaboe 0o fotiv 1ol Tovdaiolg

19.28 18V » eidiog 19.35 2omv obrod e abrob doTiv

19.28 ndvrer fidn « fidn movra 19.35 kakeivog « ke éxeivog
19.29 oruv +— 19.35 Lpeic miotebonte « xai Hyeig
1929 oi 5: nlncow‘teg +— niotebd[o]nte
19.29 anoyyav N cncm'ov odv 19.36 ér’+ —
19.29 8&ovg xoi + peativ 100 BEoug 19.38 tobta « B8 Teita
19 30 5 0] 19.38 & dmd « [6] &nd
31 wu 10 + énel Mapooxevd v ive 19.38 npav 10 cwpa 10D 'Incod « fpev
pi ':0 ohuo gutod
19.31 érei Mapasreuh fiv o — 19.39 dv 'Incouv « aditov
19.33 odtov 116n « 0N cvTov 19.40 év + —

19.34 e0Béwg éERABev « EERABEY £0BG
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1941 - 20.15 KATA IQANNHN

npdg T pvnpeie

évragralew. ! "Hv 8t év 18 6@ Snov etavpddn xfinog, kai
gv 1® ¥Ame pvnpeiov kawdv, v @ oddéne obdeig étébn.
42 *Ekel obv S1dx thy Mopaokevhy 1@dv "Tovdaiov, §11 éyybe Av 10
pvnpeiov, EBnkay v Tncodv.

TH 88 ik tdv cofParov Mapic ) Maydainvh Epxeton
20 npwi, okoticg ¥t obong, eig 10 pvnuelov, xal PAéner
tov AiBov Npuévov £k 100 pvnueiov. 2Tpéxet odv kol Fpyeton
npog Zipavae Métpov kol npdg tov dAAov poBnthv dv Epiker 6
‘Incote, xai Aéyel avtoic, "Hpov 1dv xdprov éx tod pvnueiov,
¥l 00K oldapey nod EBnxav ovtdv.  "EERADev olv & Métpog
xad 0 dAAog pobntic, xod fipyxovto eig to uvnuelov. 4 "Erpexov
8¢ ot 800 opod- xal 6 &Ahog pabnthe npoédpopev Téyov 10
Tétpov, kol AABey npdtog eig T pvnueiov, 5 xod tapoxdyog
BAéner kelpevoa i 606via, ob pévror eicidlev. © “Epyeton odv
Zipov Mérpog dkorovddv adtd, kai eicfiABev eig o pvnueiov,
xoi Bewpel 1é 06via kelpeve, 7 kol 1 covddplov O v ém thig
kepaAfic oadToh, ob petd tdv dBovinv xeipevov, dAAL yopig
évtetvMypévoy eig Eva tomov. 2 Tote ody elofidlev ko b GAAog
pedntie 6 ABbv mpdtoc eig O pvnpelov, kal eidev, kol
énictevoev- 2 o0dénw yop fideicav thy ypophy, Stu 8el adtov
éx vexpdv avaotivar. 1@ AnfiAlov odv téAy Tpde Exvtode ot
pofnad.

' Mapio 3¢ eiotixet Tpdc 10 pvnueiov’ Khaiovoo EEw- bg
odv Exhonev, rapékoyey elg 10 wvnpeiov, 2ol Bempel Svo
dyyéhovg v Aevkoig xaBelopévoug, Eva npdg tfi kepold, xai
¥va mpdg 101g mooiv, Brov Ekelto 10 odua 10D “Incot. *Kai
Aéyovowv ovtf éxelvol, TOvar, 11 Khaiewg; Aéyer adrolg, dt
*Hpow Tov €0p16v pov, Kol o0k olda mot Ednxoav adtov. “Koi
toito eimodoa éatpdyn eig 1é& dniom, kai Oewopel tov Incodv
Eotidta, kol odx fidel 611 'Incodg fotv. ¥ Adyer ardtfj 0 Incode,
Mivay, 1i ¥hadieig; Tive {nteig: "Exeivn, Sokolca 611
knrovpds éotiv, Aéyel abt®d, Kipie, &l ob éfdotacag aitiv,

19.41 £té0n « Av weBerpévog pvnueio

20.6 Zipwv ¢ kol Z{pov 20.11 kAedovon FEo + Eo khaiovon
20.10 £awtoig ¢ citovg 20.14 Kaitadta « Tabte
20.11 ®pdgTd pvnpeiov o tpdg 1@ 20.15 & Incolig « Tnsoig
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KATA IQANNHN 20.16 - 20.28

giné por wod Ednkag adTdy, Kéyh aldtdv dpd. ' Aéyet adtf &
‘Incods, Maplio. Zrpagelon ketvn Aéyer adtd, PoPBoovi — 0
Aéyetan, Arddoxake. 17 Adyer adti 6 'Incods, M pov &ntov,
olnm yop avaBéfnra npdg oV natépo pov- wopedov 88 npdg
Tobg G8eApovg Hov, kal einé avtolg, Avefaive npdg tov
ROTEPO POV KoL ToTépe DUBY, kol Bedv pov kol Bedv LAV,
18E pyeton Mopio i Moydadnvn drayyéAlovoa toig pobntois
g1t édpaxev ToV kOpLov, kol Tadta elney ot

19 Othong odv dwiog, tfi uépy éxelvy 1§ Wid 16V cofPdzev,
xol tdv Oupdv xexhelouévov dmov foav ol pebntal
suvvnypévor, Sud tov edPov tdv Tovdaiov, RABev b Tnoodg kol
got eig 10 péoov, kol Aéyer avtole, Eipfivn buiv. 2 Kad 10010
einov £8a1ev adtoilg thg xelpag kol Thv mAevpdv odTod.
*Eydpnoav odv ol pobntol i8évree 1ov kbpiov. 2! Elnev odv
avtoig O ‘Incoic rdAy, Elpfivn bpiv - kabog dréctalkiv pe &
nathp, Kéyd néuro udg. 2 Kai todto elndv évepdonoey kol
AéyeL ohrolg, AdPete nvedpa Gyov. B "Av rvov defite Tog
Guoptiog, deiéviol Tl &v TIVeV KpoTiite, Kexpdinviol.

¥ Qopag 8¢, el #x tiv Sddexa, 6 heydpevog Aldupog, odx
fiv pet’ adtidv dte NABev & 'Incode. 2 “Edeyov odv adtd ot
aAdor poBntal, ‘Empdkopey tov xOprov. ‘0 8¢ elnev odtoic,
Edv uty 10w #v taic xepoiv odTod 10v Tomov 1dv filwev, kol
Bk tdv SdxToddv pov elg oV THmov 1dv HAov, ki Bdim thy
%€1pd pov elg THv TAEVPOV ADTOV, 0V PT| TGTEVCO.

6 Kt peB’ uépog okt néA foav Eoo ot pobntal odtod,
kol Quudg pet’ avtdv. “Epyetor 6 ‘Incole, v Bupdv
kexAeiopévav, kol ot eig 10 péoov kol einev, Eipfivn duiv.
2 Elto Aéyer 1§ Gupd, Gépe tov SdkTuAdv cov HBe, kol (8e tog
XELPGG Hov - Kail @épe Thy XELpt cov, ki Pdhe eig Tiv rAevpay
pov: kol uf yivov dmictoc, dAAG miotdc. X Kol dmexpibn

20.16 6 'Incots Mapia + ‘Incodg 20.19 cuvnyuévol s —

Mapnéy 20.20 obTolc 16 » Té
20.16 ‘PopBouvi « "Efpoioti Papfovvt 20.20 ob1od « 00TOlg
2017 G e— 20.21 6 'Incodg « [0 'Incoic]
20.17 pov 7opedow + Topeton 20.23 aprévion ¢ 0QE@VICL
20.18 Mopia « Maprap 20.24 6 Tnooig + 'Insoig
20.18 droyyélhovoa s dyyéllovon 20.25 thv X€lpc pow « pov T xelpo:
20.18 &mpakev o "Edpoxa 20.28 Koi dmexpifn « Anexpin

20.19 tdv ooffiray « caffdtav
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20.29 - 21.11 KATA IQANNHN

pabntaic abtod

Qupdc, kol einev obTd, ‘0 KipLdg pov kol & Bedg pov. 2 Aéyer
av1® O 'Incoic, “On édpaxde e, nenictevxed; Makdpiol ol i)
i86v1eg, kol motebooves.

*ToAA& pév odv kai GAAa onueie ¢noincev 6 ‘Imcolg
évidmiov 1 pafntdv adtod, & odx Eotv yeypappéva &v 16
’ ’ 31 -~ A ’ (72 ’ L3
Biprie tovtw. °' Tadto 8¢ yeypoamtal, Ve TIGTEDONTE OTL
"Incodg éativ 6 xpiotdg O vidg Tod Beod, kai v motedoveg
Comv Exnte év 10 dvopat adtod.

2 1 Metd 100t0 Egavépmoey Eavtov TaAv & Incoig tolg
"wobnteic’ éni tiig Baldoong tfic Tifeprddog:

3 14 8\ 4 25‘ € ~ s rs Ay -~
EQUVEPOGEY OE 0VTwG. " Hoav opod Zipov [Métpog, kal Owpag
& Agybpevog Aidvpog, kol NoBovenh 6 and Kavd tiig
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